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Transformation of the state planning system — from state programs to national 
projects: the experience of Russia 

Abstract: 
Object: Today, almost all countries of the world use a program-target approach to the development of the 

country's economy. Regional, industrial and government programs, national projects have become an integral part of 
the country's socio-economic activity, a tool for solving topical problems and achieving specific goals in various 
sectors of the economy. The transition from the format of state programs to national projects means changing the 
approach to solving topical issues. National projects are a direct state response to current system requests from 
society. The new state management format also requires the revision of the mechanism of selecting monitoring and 
updating of development projects. The purpose of this article is to study the practice of managing current national 
projects in Russia as a development tool. 

Methods: During the research, the methods of comparative analysis of the practice of selection and evaluation 
of the effectiveness of national projects in the regions of Russia; analysis of the expert opinions on the experience of 
monitoring and implementing existing national projects of Russia have been applied. 

Results: In the result of research the mechanisms of selection, monitoring and re-enabling projects into the sys-
tem of national projects of Russia; the problems of coordination and linking the mutual interests of the beneficiarys 
and administrators of projects and ways to develop the mechanisms of coordination of interest have been identified. 

Conclusions: Summarizing the studied experience of Russia in the transition from state programs to national 
projects, a new approach to the mechanism of dynamic monitoring and update of projects can be highlighted, when 
projects with low implementation efficiency are excluded from the composition of national projects. In their place, 
from the projects that have passed the examination and have a high assessment of the quality of their development 
come from “basement of projects”. Despite this positive practice in the management of national projects, the 
following problem areas can be identified: systemic management problems, poor planning quality in the formation of 
a system of project indicators, motivational problems. 

Keywords: program-target management, government programs, project approach, national projects, 
development tools. 

Introduction 
For thirty years of independence more than 400 regional, sectoral and government programs have 

been developed and implemented, which demanded significant financial resources from the country's 
budget. Evaluation of the effectiveness and productivity of the implementation of sectoral and government 
programs was conducted by both administrators and third-party experts over a number of years. Thus, in 
2007–2009, RSE Institute for Economic Research of the Ministry of Economy and Budget Planning of the 
Republic of Kazakhstan together with the experts made monitoring and an evolution of the development 
and implementation of the 300 government, sectoral and budget programs. At that time, it was the first 
experience in the CIS countries to evaluate all the programs of Kazakhstan. 

The objects of the assessment were the definition as follows: 
- feasibility, timeliness, relevance of the tasks and their implementation;
- efficiency and efficiency of development;
- impact of program and sustainability of the results.
The result of the assessment is useful for processing both the content of programs and the methods of

their implementation. The subsequent generation of state and sectoral programs in Kazakhstan has illus-
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trated much higher efficiency and effectiveness, which have directly affected the economic growth and 
increase in the well-being of Kazakhstan citizens. 

Currently improving the program-target approach in the state management is also expressed as a 
change in form of the target managing. In this regard, Kazakhstan, as many states moved to the design 
method of management. President of Kazakhstan, K.-J. Tokayev, approved ten national projects aimed at 
obtaining public benefits, which concern each citizen’s education, health, ecology, state services, safety, 
quality of life. The transition from the format of state programs to national projects means changing the 
approach to solving topical issues. Therefore, the issue of studying the experience of Russia on selection, 
monitoring, and evaluation of the effectiveness of national projects is relevant. 

Literature Review 
The twenty-first century can rightfully be called the time of global projects. In its first decade, inter-

national institutions were built that determine the socio-economic development of individual territories 
and countries. The organization of regional entities and even the administrative division faded into the 
background. Erasure of borders, total transparency became the main pillar of economic growth and equali-
zation of social space, when residents of less developed countries could easily find themselves in more 
favorable conditions while migrating within the framework of one state (union of states). The abolition of 
visa barriers, the unification of management processes, and the standardization of products have largely 
levelled regional barriers. However, the intensification of the crisis in both the economic and geopolitical 
spheres led to a sharp change in paradigms. Over the past five years, the role of international institutions 
has significantly decreased, the coronavirus pandemic and political controversy have returned protection-
ism to the agenda. The socio-economic space began to fragment. 

Gills B.K. (Gills B.K., 2001) and Conteh C. (Conteh C., 2013) emphasize that the high instability of 
the economic environment creates problems for countries and individual regions, which should be taken 
on the responsibility due to the decrease in the effectiveness of universal solutions to socio-economic 
problems. The question remains, in what direction and in what form to implement strategic initiatives, 
looking back on past successful approaches or shaping the agenda based on global trends. 

The most effective form of such public administration has become state programs and projects aimed 
at achieving the development goals of various industries, spheres of economic activity, and territories. At 
the end of the 20th century, the project approach in the state administration of various countries of the 
world moves from the military-industrial and space spheres to the sphere of socio-economic development 
of society. Many development institutions such as the World Bank, OECD, UNDG have developed rec-
ommendations for planning, monitoring and evaluating the implementation of state and public projects and 
programs (OECD, 1991; World Bank, 2007; UNDG, 2007; OCHA, 2007; Feinstein O. et al., 2003). Also, 
over the past ten years, there has been an interactive resource center for evaluation (https://erc.undp.org/) 
that allows to get acquainted with programs and projects of different countries, the practice of their devel-
opment, monitoring, and evaluation. 

Sprague R.H. et al. (Sprague, R. H. et al., 1982) consider the project approach as a decision-making 
system tool for managers at various levels in the implementation of changes. 

Van Gundy et al. (Van Gundy et al., 1988) describe the project approach as a method of solving the 
structural problem in practice of an unstable environment. 

A. Walton considered project planning as a form of information development and communication in
society (OECD, 1995). 

Sander C. (1997) examines the effectiveness of government and community programs and projects. 
He concludes that the effectiveness and efficiency of programs and projects directly depends on the mech-
anisms for monitoring and evaluating programs and projects that are designed and used at each stage. 

Vetrov G.Yu. et al. (Vetrov G.Yu. et al., 2003) develop approaches to assessing municipal programs 
and projects using quantitative and qualitative research methods. 

Alexandrova A.L. et al. (Aleksandrova A.L. et al., 2005), using practical examples of social projects 
in various cities and regions of Russia, demonstrate the mechanisms for introducing a project monitoring 
system to increase their efficiency and effectiveness. 

Soderlund J. (Soderlund, J., 2004) in his study summarized thirty years of project management prac-
tice in the public sphere, and revealed new patterns in connection with the increase in the mobility of peo-
ple, knowledge and technologies. 
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The works of Vechkinzova E. (Vechkinzova E, 2007, 2008, 2009) highlight approaches to the for-
mation of a methodology for assessing the effectiveness of evaluating state programs and projects in Ka-
zakhstan. The main problems of effective and efficient implementation of a number of programs were 
identified: 

- incompletely and vaguely defined goals, insufficient developments of tasks and event of programs;
- in some programs, set tasks do not correspond to their content;
- weak analysis of the external environment, foreign experience, legislative base or their absence;
- ambiguous identification of the target audience and stakeholders of programs;
- undeveloped monitoring system of the implementation of the program or its absence;
- the lack of a clear system of indicators of efficiency and effectiveness for each task;
- lack of a system of calculating indicators of the value of implementation in some programs.
Bopieva Zh.K. et al. (Bopieva Zh.K. et al., 2009) provide an example of the major mistakes in the de-

velopment of programs and projects in Kazakhstan, which did not allow achieving their goals and reduced 
the socio-economic effect of the implementation of state programs and projects. The authors have developed 
recommendations of improving the tools for managing programs and projects at the state level. 

Pūlmanis E. (Pūlmanis E., 2013) examined in detail the current problems of the efficiency of public 
project management in Latvia. The main recommendations of the study are: to increase the capacity and lev-
el of professional skills of local municipal personnel in project management, to determine the appropriate 
organizational structure for the development and implementation of the project, the tools, and methods of 
project management (they should be in a mandatory requirement in large-scale public sector projects). 

Gianelle C. et al. (Gianelle C. et al., 2020) explores the implementation practice and results of a large 
European smart specialization project. At the time of the formation of the problem of smart specialization, it 
was a direction focused on the concentration and specialization of innovation and research activities in such 
a way as to complement and develop processes in the innovation and entrepreneurial spheres. In the process 
of its development, the concept of smart specialization began to spread to more and more in industrial mar-
ket. 

Under the European Union's Innovation Union (RIS3) program, policymakers had to focus on support-
ing the identified priority activities throughout the study period. At the end of such a period, further support 
is received by those who have demonstrated sufficient potential for development. As on example, the Rus-
sian system of National Projects and the “basement of projects” (a pool of projects that can be accepted for 
implementation if certain conditions change) can be represented. 

Barzotto M. et al. (Barzotto M. et al., 2019), analyzing the results of the project, suggest that smart spe-
cialization (smart specialization strategies were at the heart of the RIS3 program) can prevent any downturns 
in the development of the region. This is due to the smoothing of the trajectory of the region's development 
through many potential growth paths across a range of priority activities. 

Zozulya A.V. et al. (Zozulya A.V. et al., 2019) consider the evolution of national programs and man-
agement projects in Russia. The authors proposed recommendations for improving the process of managing 
national projects and concluded that it is necessary to train management personnel with knowledge in the 
field of project management. 

Methods 
For studying the experience of managing current national projects in Russia, the authors used such 

methods as: 
- study of the legislative framework for the development and implementation of national projects;
- methods of comparative analysis of the mechanism of selection and monitoring the implementation of

national projects in the context of the regions of Russia; 
- analysis of publications in the media;
- analysis of assessment judgments of experts on the experience of monitoring and implementing exist-

ing national projects of Russia. 

Results 
During the development of the Russian Federation after the collapse of the Soviet Union, the topic of 

national projects took on various outlines and organizational forms of management. The state constantly tried 
to find the best forms of investment in large-scale projects and attract private investors to these projects: 

- since 2002 the preparation and adoption of federal target programs have begun;
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- in 2005, the launch of four priority national projects “Affordable and Comfortable Housing and Utility
Services for Russian Citizens”, “Development of the Agro-Industrial Complex”, “Health” and “Education” 
were announced; 

- in 2010, Federal Target Programs were transformed into state programs due to the failure to meet the
target indicators; 

- in 2012, 11 “May” decrees of the President of Russia were signed, aimed at priority areas of state de-
velopment and defining targets that were required to be achieved by 2018 or 2020; 

- in 2016, there was a reorganization in the field of strategic project management in the form of the cre-
ation of the Council for Strategic Development and Priority Projects, the Department of Project Activities of 
the Government Office of the Russian Federation and the abolition of two other advisory bodies. The formed 
list of 11 main directions of the strategic development of the Russian Federation for the period up to 2018 
and 2025 served as the basis for the preparation of 29 priority projects. A number of previously adopted state 
programs were also transferred to project management. 

Currently in the Russian Federation, a system of national projects, which was formulated by the Presi-
dent of V.V. Putin in 2018, is being used. The main approaches to the development of project activities and 
the implementation of national projects as follows: 

- Consolidation. Immersing priority projects in national projects (that is, national projects are larger in
scale of priority projects); 

- Saving the governance structure: Council, Council Presidium, Project Committees, and other mecha-
nisms that have shown efficiency; 

- Planning. Clarifying target indicators for years, flexible 3-year plan (rolling planning, synchronized
with the budget), ensuring the decomposition and communication of all management objects; 

- Simplification and de-bureaucratization. Simplifying regulatory procedures and use of an electronic
reporting format, development of a monitoring and decision-making system, change management; 

- Projects in ministries. Including project activities in the current work of ministries, ensure the personal
responsibility of ministers; 

- Training and motivation. Organizing training for the main participants, form a bonus fund and an in-
centive system. 

The main transformations of state and sectoral programs and projects into a portfolio of national pro-
jects: 

1. Formation of a system of goal-setting of national projects — focus on ensuring breakthrough results.
2. Definition of national projects as a portfolio of federal (priority) projects.
3. Transformation of state programs affecting the implementation of national projects (programs) into

“pilot” ones. 
4. Ensuring the segregation of expenditures for national projects in the budget classification.
5. Formation of a single information resource, allowing to ensure, in compliance with the principle of

one-time data entry, the availability of complete information on the parameters of national projects, federal 
projects, and government programs in real time. 

In particular, the work on national projects involves the creation of integrated action plans in 13 main 
areas (see Fig. 1). To date, the assessment of all the projects is submitted and the most significant projects 
entered the system of national projects. The public selection methodic allows to evaluate and rank projects 
that are not included in the National Projects System. So, a queue is formed from projects (or the so-called 
“basement of projects”), which can be implemented in the future. 

The most important property of the National Projects System is its dynamism. To do this, monitoring 
will be regularly used and in case of deviation or disaccomplishment of the planned indicators, some projects 
can be excluded from the National Project System (the process marked in Fig. 1 — red arrow directional 
down). Next step, the projects out of “basement” turn into National Projects System. This is possible, both in 
the case of the exclusion of some projects until 2024, and continuation of development through the National 
Projects after 2024 (the process marked in Fig. 1 — green arrow directed up).
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Figure 1. National Projects System in the Russian Federation and algorithms 
for continuous monitoring and replacement of non-executing projects. 

Note — Compiled by authors 

The collection into a single assessment and monitoring system of a large number of various projects 
that are in the queue to enter the system of National Projects makes it possible to launch the rule of a scarce 
resource, which is used more efficiently with less resource. Federal budgetary funds act as a scarce resource. 
This is the exact opposite of the “spend by all means” principle, when a guaranteed amount of federal fund-
ing is allocated, which must be spent in full, otherwise funding will be cut. The main negative consequence 
of the development of money “at any cost” and the state order system based on this principle are “unfinished 
(incomplete objects)”, the purchase and creation “reserve” of what, in essence, is not needed. Therefore, the 
key principle for the selection of projects in the system of National Projects can be emphasized, which was 
formulated by the Head of the Udmurt Republic A. Brechalov — to understand “why and for whom” this 
project is being formed. 

Many researchers note that in order to achieve the great goals of the National Projects, non-standard ap-
proaches are needed. However, an analysis of practice illustrates that there are problems of coordinating mu-
tual interests and developing mechanisms with the help of which this could be done. Indeed, in the 2000s in 
Russia, the priority of national goals has developed, when any interests of lower levels of government (re-
gional and municipal) were subordinated to solve problems at the national level. On the one hand, this helped 
to overcome the crisis in Russia, to quickly build up the economic potential of the state. On the other hand, it 
led to a weakening of incentives and the leveling of factors of regional and local development. The conse-
quence was an increase in intra- and interregional imbalances in socio-economic development. 

To solve the problems of extremely rapid growth and development, it is necessary to bring together the 
efforts of the entire society. For this, it is essential to learn how to coordinate and take into account the inter-
ests of all parties. Thus, there are two possible ways to solve the tasks of the National Projects. The first is 
large-scale and rapid growth due to the large projects based on national industry players, but without consid-
ering regional development. That is, a continuation of the already established practice. The second is pains-
taking work that includes all citizens and territories in the process of socio-economic development through 
National Projects. The consequence of this will be the distribution of all positive effects and the real delivery 
of growth and prosperity to all regions. Therefore, the following question arises: how to involve broad strata 
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of the population, small and medium-sized businesses in the process of implementing National Projects? In 
this regard, the answer to the question “why and for whom the project is being implemented” facilitates to 
refract the goals of national projects to a lower level of management and link them with the potential of the 
region. 

It may seem that considering the interests of the population and wide public involvement is unprofita-
ble, ineffective since this leads to a reduction in the profitability of the largest projects. However, develop-
ment at the level of the population and local small economies is necessary as a basis that can provide large-
scale impulses for development. In the absence of such development at a lower level, all major projects will 
turn out to be unrealizable and limited in their growth. Therefore, the development and achievement of the 
goals of the National Projects with the wide involvement of the population and all territories of the country is 
the most effective and sustainable. 

To introduce the interests of local communities into the National Projects, the supporting work of the 
regional authorities is mandatory. The main tasks of the region in this case are to complete work on regional 
legislation, which will allow to implement quickly and legally the initiatives of local and regional communi-
ties, as well as work with the federal authorities to ensure support for the implementation of projects. The 
essence of the work of regional administrations is the coordination of mutual tasks and interests of the re-
gion, the federal government and local beneficiaries. As an example of such work, we can cite a project from 
the Novgorod region, when a cooperative of the highest-level seed potato producers were created. Сoopera-
tive, with the support of regional authorities, was able to obtain funding from the Ministry of Agriculture for 
the construction of a processing complex. This complex would never have arisen if the regional authorities 
did not seek to find a solution and defend local interests in the federal ministry. 

To include all regions in the implementation of National Projects, the federal authorities abandoned the 
declarative principle of receiving investments for the regions, which can be expressed by the statement: 
“Give our region federal investment, and we will attract private investment”. The example of the Novgorod 
region shows that the principles have changed. If there are responsible executors and interested parties, re-
gional or private investments, it is possible to attract additional federal investment. That is, it is possible for 
the regions to form the perspective of their development through the system of National Projects. For this, all 
ministries are conducting extensive consultations. An open methodology for evaluating projects allows re-
gions to assess the position of the project and it is easy to understand on what aspects needs to strengthen the 
project. The initiative of the regional authorities in attracting extra-budgetary funds is also stimulated 
through the mandatory criterion of the ratio of attracted and budgetary funds, which is an important element 
of the project evaluation methodology. Thus, the regions can withdraw their projects, which have not yet 
been included in the National Projects System, first in line in the “basement of projects” and ensure their im-
plementation even before 2024 (if other projects leave the system). 

At the federal level, the basis for the adoption by the population of all National Projects is the linking of 
their goals and strategic plans of the regions (with the formation of development opportunities for all munic-
ipalities). It is important to coordinate the goals of the National Projects with the Spatial Development Strat-
egy, the Program for the Comprehensive Development of the Transport Infrastructure of the Regions, and the 
Program for the Industrial and Technological Development of the Country and Regions. 

The experience of exchange and distribution of successful projects from different regions is of great 
importance for the efficient and rapid achievement of the goals of the National Projects. In Russia, the Agen-
cy for Strategic Initiatives (ASI) acts as an accumulator and disseminator of best practices (there is a “Store 
of Right Decisions” or Smartek). For the interregional broadcasting of the best practices, the keys are the so-
called “box solutions”, well-thought-out, legislatively grounded decisions that have been implemented in a 
certain region. Here, it should be paid attention to the fact that for the successful implementation of practices 
from another region, it is of great importance to take into account interregional differences in socio-
economic conditions. From this the following question arises: why and for whom will the project be imple-
mented in the new region? For an adequate answer in the regions, serious information and analytical work 
with territories and municipalities are required. In this sense, we agree with the opinion that the box solution 
is a simplified solution. The paramount task that appears when deciding to implement a project from another 
region is to compare the conditions for implementation, the promising results of the project that may turn out 
in the new territory. For such work, ASI and other agents may be involved. However, structural subdivisions 
of the regional executive power — economic and forecasting departments, scientific organizations specializ-
ing in regional development — acquire a much greater role in this process. The structural subdivisions of the 
executive power of the regions have much more complete and specific information, systemic knowledge 
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about the region. It is obvious that at the moment in Russia, information about the territories is poor and does 
not reflect the full completeness of socio-economic conditions. Therefore, for correct work towards achiev-
ing the goals of the National Projects, it is necessary to improve the system of regional and territorial infor-
mation. 

It is this kind of work on adapting projects to different regions that will allow the “Store of Right Deci-
sions” to turn from a library into a part of the management system. With an understanding of the most likely 
consequences during the implementation of activities, it is possible to position and structure projects in dif-
ferent ways. In one case, an event can become a driver due to the benefits and profits of which it will be pos-
sible to solve other less profitable, but socially significant events. In another region, it may turn out that a 
driver is needed to implement the same measure. In order to understand which activities in which region can 
become a driver and ensure the implementation of other less profitable activities, a large costly pre-
investment stage is required, which is associated with an understanding of the conditions in which projects 
and activities are being implemented. That is, a combination of various activities in one project can provide a 
flow of funds and thereby increase the feasibility of projects in various socio-economic conditions, ensuring 
the introduction of previously unavailable technologies and solutions. 

This work is the basis for the development of mechanisms for the reuse (replication) of projects. It 
should primarily focus on considering regional characteristics that can greatly increase or decrease the bene-
fits when transferring successful projects from other regions. This actualization is an important factor in scal-
ing and replicating successful experiences. 

Discussion 
The importance of understanding the mechanisms of selection, monitoring and reuse of projects is dic-

tated by the fact that now Russia faces the prospect of creating a large complex of digitalization infrastruc-
ture (systems of fiber-optic cables and cellular base stations for universal access to broadband Internet, sys-
tems of data storage and processing centers, for the operation of large-scale information systems such as 
State Services). This implies a colossal investment. The main fears are that huge investments will be paid off 
by economic growth and not become another element of the social environment that should be provided by 
the state, but, at the same time, it is not involved in economic and production-economic processes. That is, as 
in the situation with roads, which on the periphery of many regions are used only for the needs of the popula-
tion (and not for business development), since there are no industries and economic activities near this popu-
lation. Maintaining the required condition of roads is a social burden, but it does not allow stimulating eco-
nomic growth. Awareness and consideration of the influence of the specific conditions of the regions in the 
implementation of any projects is a paramount condition for the involvement of large economic potential 
(population, infrastructure) in economic activities. On this basis, the implementation of a qualitative leap 
forward in development is the main goal of the National Projects. 

Among the problems, it should be noted that there is a gap in opinions about what is social and econom-
ic development. The heads of the regions most often pay attention to the importance of the formation of the 
working environment as the most important element of socio-economic development. Such projects are 
found in many regions, thus, this issue is relevant for the population. On the other hand, the federal leader-
ship sees the basis of socio-economic development more in social projects, in the sense that the priority for 
the population is high-quality services in education, housing and public utilities, and healthcare. 

Conclusions 
Summarizing the studied experience of Russia in the transition from state programs to national projects, 

we can single out a fundamentally new approach to the mechanism of dynamic monitoring and updating of 
projects, when projects with low implementation efficiency are excluded from the composition of national 
projects. In their place, from the “basement of projects” projects that have passed the examination and have a 
high assessment of the quality of their development came. Despite this good practice in the management of 
national projects, the following problem areas can be identified: 

1. Systemic management problems.
The transition of the public administration system from a planned mechanism to a market model was

spontaneous. Therefore, for the successful implementation of national projects, an understanding of how this 
institution should interact with other established institutions of management, how to “build” it into existing 
management ties, is required. A separate aspect of this problem is the unpreparedness of state management 
personnel at all levels to work on projects of great social importance. 

2. Low-quality planning in the formation of the system of indicators of projects.
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The problem of the low-quality development of indicators for national projects is of a methodological 
nature and, if there is a systematic approach, it can be easily corrected. 

3. Motivational problems.
The success of the implementation of projects on a national scale is directly determined by how they are

perceived by the main groups of actors: national elite, population, and business. The specificity of the situa-
tion in Russia is that the intellectual elite in the country is poorly represented, the business elite dominates, 
which does not associate itself and its interests with the country's development. This is precisely what the 
process of the brain and capital drain abroad demonstrates. In this regard, the motivation of business, as an 
integral and one of the key participants, which, in turn, depends on the investment attractiveness of national 
projects, is of great importance in the success of the implementation of national projects. 

Thus, the considered Russian experience in the formation of a mechanism for selection, monitoring and 
replication of national projects will allow the experts and analysts of Kazakhstan to take into account the 
mistakes existing in practice and develop optimal tools for an effective Kazakhstani system for managing 
national projects. 
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Н. Рослякова, Е. Вечкинзова 

Мемлекеттік жоспарлау жүйесін трансформациялау — мемлекеттік 
бағдарламалардан ұлттық жобаларға дейін: Ресей тәжірибесі 

Мақсаты: Бүгінде әлемнің барлық дерлік елдері ел экономикасын дамыту үшін қандай да бір шамада 
бағдарламалық-нысаналы тәсілді пайдаланады. Өңірлік, салалық және мемлекеттік бағдарламалар, ұлттық жо-
балар ел тыныс-тіршілігінің ажырамас бөлігіне, өзекті проблемаларды шешудің және экономиканың түрлі сек-
торларында нақты мақсаттарға қол жеткізудің құралына айналды. Мемлекеттік бағдарламалар форматынан 
ұлттық жобаларға көшу өзекті мәселелерді шешу тәсілінің өзгеруін білдіреді. Ұлттық жобалар — бұл қоғам 
тарапынан ағымдағы жүйелік сұраныстарға мемлекеттің тікелей жауабы. Мемлекеттің басқарушы ықпалының 
жаңа форматы даму жобаларын іріктеу, мониторингті және өзектендіру тетігін қайта қарауды талап етеді. 
Мақаланың мақсаты — Ресейдегі қазіргі ұлттық жобаларды дамыту құралы ретінде басқару тәжірибесін 
зерттеу. 

Әдістері: Зерттеу барысында авторлар Ресей аймақтарындағы ұлттық жобаларды іріктеу және тиімділігін 
бағалау тәжірибесіне салыстырмалы талдау әдістерін қолданған; Ресейдің қолданыстағы ұлттық жобаларын 
бақылау және іске асыру тәжірибесі туралы сараптамалық пікірлерді талдаған. 

Нәтижелер: Зерттеу нәтижесінде жобаларды іріктеу, бақылау және Ресейдің ұлттық жобалар жүйесіне 
қайта қосу тетіктері нақтыланды, жобаны алушылар мен әкімшілердің өзара мүдделерін келісу және байланы-
стыру проблемалары және мүдделерді үйлестіру тетіктерін жасау әдістері анықталды. 

Қорытындылар: Ресейдің мемлекеттік бағдарламалардан ұлттық жобаларға көшу бойынша зерттелген 
тәжірибесін қорытындылай келе, іске асырудың тиімділігі төмен жобалар ұлттық жобалар құрамынан 
шығарылған кезде жобаларды динамикалық бақылау және өзектендіру тетігін қалыптастырудың түбегейлі жаңа 
тәсілін бөліп көрсетуге болады. Олардың орнына «жобалар жертөлесінен» сараптамадан өткен және әзірлеу 
сапасы жоғары бағаланған жобалар келеді. Ұлттық жобаларды басқарудың оң тәжірибесіне қарамастан, мы-
надай проблемалық салаларды бөліп көрсетуге болады: басқарудың жүйелі проблемалары, жоба көрсеткіштері 
жүйесін қалыптастыру кезінде жоспарлау сапасының төмендігі, уәждемелік проблемалар. 

Кілт сөздер: бағдарламалық-нысаналы басқару, мемлекеттік бағдарламалар, жобалық тәсіл, ұлттық жоба-
лар, аумақтарды дамыту құралдары. 
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Н. Рослякова, Е. Вечкинзова 

Трансформация системы государственного планирования — от государственных 
программ к национальным проектам: опыт России 

Аннотация 
Цель: Сегодня практически все страны мира используют в той или иной мере программно-целевой подход 

для развития экономики страны. Региональные, отраслевые и государственные программы, национальные про-
екты стали неотъемлемой частью жизнедеятельности страны, инструментом решения актуальных проблем и 
достижения конкретных целей в различных секторах экономики. Переход от формата государственных прог-
рамм к национальным проектам означает изменение подхода к решению актуальных вопросов. Нацпроекты — 
это прямой ответ государства на текущие системные запросы со стороны общества. Новый формат управ-
ляющего воздействия государства также требует пересмотра механизма отбора, мониторинга и актуализации 
проектов развития. Целью данной статьи является исследование практики управления текущими национальны-
ми проектами в России как инструментами развития. 

Методы: В процессе исследования авторы использовали методы компаративного анализа, практики отбо-
ра и оценки эффективности национальных проектов в регионах России; анализ суждений, экспертных мнений 
об опыте мониторинга и реализаций действующих национальных проектов России. 

Результаты: В результате исследования выявлены механизмы отбора, мониторинга и повторного вклю-
чения проектов в систему национальных проектов Росии, определены проблемы согласования и увязывания 
взаимных интересов благополучателей и администраторов проектов и методы выработки механизмов согласо-
вания интересов. 

Выводы: Обобщая изученный опыт России по переходу от государственных программ к национальным 
проектам, можно выделить принципиально новый подход к формированию механизма динамического монито-
ринга и актуализации проектов, когда проекты с низкой эффективностью реализации исключаются из состава 
национальных проектов. На их место из «подвала проектов» приходят проекты, прошедшие экспертизу и 
имеющие высокую оценку качества разработки. Несмотря на положительную практику управления националь-
ными проектами, можно выделить следующие проблемные области: системные проблемы управления, низкое 
качество планирования при формировании системы показателей проекта, мотивационные проблемы. 

Ключевые слова: программно-целевое управление, государственные программы, проектный подход, 
национальные проекты, инструменты развития территорий. 
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