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Summary 
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CRISIS IN MANAGEMENT SOLUTIONS 

 
The paper discusses psychological properties of managers in stressful 

situations, their ability to make appropriate management decisions and act 
objectively according to the situation. The author conventionally divided into 
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categories due to  present management solutions in new crisis. The basis of the 
separation of management categories are psychological and personality and 
expertise of managers. Particular attention is paid to the managers ability to 
use their psychological data, combined with lessons learned. 

Key words: crisis, stressful situation, a management decision, the 
effectiveness of the solution, the properties of the individual. 
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