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EVALUATION OF HIGHER SCHOOL TEACHERS’ PEDAGOGICAL ACTIVITY AS AN
ACTUAL SCIENTIFIC PROBLEM IN UKRAINE (SECOND HALF OF THE XX —
BEGINNING OF THE XXI CENTURY)

Y cmammi po3Kpusaemeoca 3micm ma CymHicme MOHAMMSA «OUiHIO8AHHA rnedazo2iYHoi
dianeHocmi», lioec0 mema ma 3a80aHHA. BU3Ha4YeHO ma cXxapaKmepu3oB8aHO 20/108HI emanu
pO38UMKY aHANI308aHOI NPobsiemu yrnpodosx 00cnidxysaHo20 nepiody. YcmaHosneHo, w0 Ha
pigHi meopii, 0aHuli nepiod xapakmepu3lysasca MiOBUWEHHAM 8UMO2 00 B8UKIA0AYie B8UU0i
WKOU; 8U3HA4YeHHAM 8udis, Kpumepiie ma nioxodie 0o oyiHKU AKocmi nedazoeivHoi dignbHocmi
npoghecopcoKo-8UKNadaUbKo2o cknady BH3. 3’acosaHo, wo Ha npakmuyi pisHUx BH3 YkpaiHu
wupokKozo anpobysanuca pi3Hi popmu ma memoou OYiHKU AKocmi nedazoeiyHoi disnbHocmi
suKnadayie, ceped AKUXx: Memod amecmauji, memod pelimuHay, MemooO OYiHKU 8uKnada4ya
cmydeHMamu ma Kosie2amu, exkcriepmsuili memoo, aemopcobKi MemoOUKU mouwio, AKi manu
neeHi ocobsusocmi ma crieyugiky Ha KOXHOMY 3 8U3HAQYEHUX emarie.

Knrouvoei cnoea: ouiHOBAHHSA, AKicMb, Kpumepii ma memoou OUiHOBAHHS, 8UKAAO0aY,
nedazoezivyHa difnbHicmb, pelimuHe, amecmauis, oUyiHKka OisabHocmi.

The state of the problem. Educational space of modern Ukrainian society
experiences substantial changes that take place as a result of euro integration
processes, economic and political globalization, fast development of science,
updating of conceptual principles of innovative activity. It assists introduction
of only standards of specialists’ preparation for different industries, unification
of curriculums in accordance with the credit-module system, a concerted
strategy for the development of a higher school, realization of the newest
standards of educational process. For this reason demand on highly skilled
specialists rises and requirements to educational establishments that can give
the corresponding level of educational services increase. The above-mentioned
is possible on condition of creation and introduction of a many-leveled system
of evaluation of quality of higher school teachers’ pedagogical activity.

According to the study ‘evaluation of pedagogical activity’ is viewed as a
description of an activity which is characterized by certain signs and features, in
particular as accordance to the set norms and standards, realization of a certain
activity, as a measure of satisfaction of those, who is straight or indirectly
interested in the results of his activity [1, 12]. Its goal is the following: to
determine weakness in the organization of educational process; to stimulate
higher school teachers’ activity; to provide the proper level of pedagogical
workers’ professional competence; to set accordance between the results of
professional activity and payment of work; to activate an innovative potential
of a teacher; to stimulate pedagogical workers’ level of professional
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competence; to discipline and motivate pedagogical workers; to define their
rating; to improve theoretical and methodic level of knowledge.

What’s more, evaluation is also connected with the decision of such
tasks: exposure of incompetent employees; money spending on studies;
organization of feed-back with employees about the quality of education;
development of skilled workers.

The analysis of current research. As it was found out, different aspects of
the problem of evaluation of Ukrainian higher school workers’ pedagogical activity
were the subject of research of many famous Ukrainian scholars and scientists
during an investigated period. So, the theoretical bases of the given problem were
identified in the academic writings of S. Amonashvily, B. Ananiev, N. Bordovskaya,
A.lvin etc. (explanation of the terms «quality», «evaluation of quality»,
«evaluation of pedagogical activity»); V.Gryniova, A.Guba, V.Llozova,
M. Podberezky, I. Prokopenko (requirements to higher school teachers);
P. Gaponin, G.Zasobina, Z.Yesarieva, O.Romanovsky (structure, kinds and
functions of pedagogical activity). Some aspects of the given problem were
introduced in scientific works of L. Zelenskaya, S. Zolotuhina, I. Zvarych, O. Kin,
O. Mykytiuk, O. Popova etc.

In its tern, works of an experimental direction (N.Bordovskaya,
D. Melnichuk, B. Mokin, V. Petrenko, U.Rud, S. Seriogin, U. Stepanov, O. Trydid
etc.) connected with the introduction of different methods of evaluation of
Ukrainian higher school workers’ pedagogical activity to the practice of a higher
school have a special value for our research.

So, the goal of the article is to characterize the main stages of
development of the investigated problem in theory and determine the main
methods of evaluation of Ukrainian higher school workers’ pedagogical activity
in practice during an analyzed period.

The main material. During the study it was found that, that the problem
of evaluation of higher school teachers’ pedagogical activity in Ukraine was
realized in three stages. In light of this, it is important to note that, criteria for
their determination were: development of higher education and pedagogy of
higher school in an investigated period, introduction of different governmental
resolutions, directives and orders concerning higher school, control and
evaluation of quality of teachers’ pedagogical activity in particular; level of
theoretical and practical questions on a given problem.

Therefore, | stage — 1969-1984 —is marked as the stage of purposeful
governmental measures and scientific searches of theoretical questions of
evaluation of quality of higher school teachers’ pedagogical activity in the
context of development of teachers’ professiogram. During this period, by the
accepted documents: Statute «On Higher Educational Establishments of the
USSR» (1969), Statute of Ministers Councils «On measures in Relation to the
Further Improvement of Higher Education in a Country» (1972) requirements
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to teachers were determined. Note that they constantly were broadened and
connected with the level of realization of lecture and practical classes,
educational work with students, conduct of a research work [5].

Considering different scientists perspectives it’s important to summarize
that evaluation of quality of higher school teachers’ pedagogical activity at this
stage of the investigated problem was suggested to conduct on the basis of
teachers’ work, namely an effectiveness of their activity.

After all, Il stage —1985-1990 — is presented as a stage of theoretical
guestions mainly in the context of a search of criteria of evaluation of higher
school teachers’ advisors ‘pedagogical activity. In the context of the
investigated problem special value here is purchased to the Statute «On
measures in Relation to the Expansion of Students ‘Participation in the work of
Institution of Higher Learning (1987)», where their opinion was considered to
be important during the evaluation of teaching and even teachers’ election [4].

As research witnessed, the main feature of this period was a search of
criteria of evaluation of different kinds of higher school teachers’ pedagogical
activity. For example, as a result of educational activity it was suggested to
consider students’” marks. However the absence of only requirements to the
evaluation of students’ knowledge did not allow attribute this index to leading.
Next to this, as a feature of evaluation of a scientific activity at first it was
suggested to use the amount of printed lists, scientific works or lectures, later it
was an amount of publications, monographs, textbooks, articles in the well-
known magazines, and also a number of well-qualified candidates and doctors
of sciences. Unfortunately, not certain at all in that time there were criteria for
evaluation of quality of higher school teachers’ organizational, social and
political activity.

And at last, lll stage —1991 — beginning of the XXI century — is the stage of
introduction into the practice of higher school of individual methods and rating
system of evaluation of quality of higher school teachers’ pedagogical activity.
During this stage a lot of governmental programs and legislative documents
were accepted (in particular, World Declaration «Higher Education in the XXI
Century: Approaches and Practical Measures», National Doctrine of Ukraine
Development in the XXI Century «On the Government National Program
«Education» («Ukraine of the XXI Century», 1993); Decree of Ukrainian
President «On Basic Directions of Reformation of Higher Education in Ukraine»
(1995), Law of Ukraine «On Higher Education» (2002). The above mentioned
documents state that the value of evaluation of quality of higher school
teachers’ pedagogical activity was called by the necessity of social and
economic defense of the educational process’ participants and an increase of
scientific and pedagogical workers’ material stimulation [3].

Basing on the study of the scientific literature, it was concluded that at
this stage evaluation of teachers ‘pedagogical activity was considered to be an
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important instrument of improvement of higher school teachers’ work
(pedagogical function) and it influenced on the results and quality of their
activity (administrative function).

At the beginning of the XXI century a very important question as to the
determination of kinds of evaluation of higher school teachers’ pedagogical
activity acquires its actuality:

e according to the subject of evaluation scientists distinguish: expert
(internal) evaluation (done by administration, specially prepared experts
of a given higher educational establishment); self-evaluation (done by a
teacher, envisages the reflection of his professional potential); expert
(external) evaluation (conducted by external in relation to a higher
educational establishment experts within the procedures of license,
attestation and accreditation of a higher educational establishment);
teacher evaluation by students /consumers (based on taking into account
students’ opinion about the quality of teaching);

e according to the object of evaluation: individual (evaluation of a concrete
teacher, associate professor, professor); group (evaluation of a
department, higher educational establishment); individual and group
(correlation of evaluation of quality of separately taken teachers with the
evaluation of teachers who work at the some department);

e according to the nature of evaluation: complex (expert evaluation and
self-evaluation of quality of all types of teachers’ pedagogical activity);
single (evaluation of a person, separately taken direction of the
pedagogical activity);

e according to the periodicity of realization:  previous (among the teachers
who have just been taken to work at a higher educational establishment-
in the form of an interview); current (conducted regularly with the aim of
an operative management); control (with bringing in of experts);
summative (conducted once in 5 years in the form of attestation) [10].

What’s more, during the study it was found that the characteristic
feature of this period was that a pedagogical theory was enriched by the
development of methods of evaluation of quality of higher school teacher’s
pedagogical activity. So the methods were divided into: qualitative (verbal and
writing description, biographic method, description of results of teachers’
activity for a certain time period); quantitative (method of ball estimation,
method of ranging, coefficient estimation); combined (interview, questionnaire,
tests, rating, and examinations).

But, unfortunately, the survey results showed that despite the existence
of certain set of generally excepted descriptions and criteria of evaluation of
higher school teachers’ pedagogical activity in accordance with its specification
and quality, the priority of criteria in concrete Ukrainian institution of higher
learning could be different [7, 26]. What’s more, for today the criteria of
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evaluation of teachers’ activity remains normatively indefinite.

Study of experience of Ukrainian higher educational establishments, in
particular of Bila Tserkva, Vinnytsia, Volyn, Kyiv, Sumy, Kharkiv etc. allowed to
state about the use in practice of different methods of evaluation of higher
school teachers’ pedagogical activity.

To begin with, it should be said that during the | stage (1969-1984)
evaluation of quality of higher school teachers’ professional and pedagogical
activity was performed according to such types of their activity as: scientific,
educational and methodical. The leading methods of evaluation of teacher’s
activity there was an attestation. But an unsolved at that time remained the
question about the methods of its realization. As research witnessed, it became an
inner matter of a higher educational establishment, as experts were highly skilled
specialists — mainly members of the same pedagogical staff (colleagues). Thus,
quality of expert evaluation depended on a collective, and thus, there were cases
when in the result of attestation different specialists got identical characteristics.
As a result, the amount of drawbacks of attestation was rather evident.

What’s more, attestation was done once in five years, but it didn’t have any
scientific background of its time period. It was finished by the description of
teachers’ activity; however its structure and maintenance were not fixed in the
normative documents. For example, if scientific results could be estimated
relatively exactly, then the results of educational work had to be estimated
according to such conditional criteria, as a level of education, ideological and moral
internals, readiness of a teacher to teach the subject etc. It’s clear, that each
teacher could have his own subjective ideas about these characteristics. As a
result, it was necessary to balance the results of different types of teachers’
activity. In light of this, attestation didn’t found its wide use in practice in that time.

In the second half of the 80th of XX of century theory was enriched by
the forms of attestation. One of them there was a competition on the best
lecturer, assistant, and group counsel. The main aim of such measures was to
encourage scientific and pedagogical workers. The results of such competitions
were declared by an order of an institute, and winners were rewarded by an
official document. Announcement of results and reward of winners took place
at conferences or general meetings of faculty advisors of a particular university.

At the end of the 80th in theory some clarifications as to the functions,
signs, tasks and criteria of attestation were done. According to the definition,
given by a researcher N. Vaschenko, attestation — is an evaluation of teachers’
pedagogical activity, his accordance to set at that time requirements. The main
task of attestation was implementation of an important stimulant function —
assistance to the qualitative increase of faculty advisors. As undertaken study
testified the chair heads of departments, professors, associate professors, senior
teachers, teachers and assistants passed attestation. The main characteristics of
attestation were: specification of certain category of workers enumerated in
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normative legal acts about attestation; periodicity of its realization; special forms
of its realization, and also functional role of attestation — selection of the
administration staff and specialists or even their replacement [2, 66].

In the result of attestation such types of teacher’s pedagogical activity
were estimated: results of educational, methodical, scientific and
organizational activity that served as basis for a making decision about the
increase of teachers’ salary.

At the same time, it was found out, that in the given investigated period
such method as questionnaire of students as one of effective methods of
evaluation of quality of teachers’ pedagogical activity was widely used. As an
example, questionnaire «Teacher evaluation by students» was worked out in Kyiv
Engineer-Building Institute (1989). The questions of it embraced all the aspects of
teachers’ pedagogical activity, and were considered correct from the point of view
of ethics. For an integral evaluation of pedagogical mastery of a teacher the
results of students’ answers grouped according to such signs: knowledge of a
subject, good methodology, teachers’ personal internals etc [6, 97].

Teacher’s self-perfection was understood in the following way. If a teacher,
as a result of students’ questioning was informed about his defects at work from
students’ point of view, then he took them into account or tried to avoid. If it
touched maintenance of educational material then he tried more and more
perfect prepare to his classes, if to the form of their realization — worked hard to
improve his teaching methodology. When students noticed low inner person’s
defects then a teacher tried to remove all negative remarks marked by students.
The results of students’ questioning concerning teachers’ pedagogical activity
were taken into account in the process of attestation commission at teachers’
electing by a competition. In special occasions at teacher’s sharply negative
estimation by students from many parameters of pedagogical activity such
teacher could be examined by a department with the acceptance of a
corresponding decision, even to finish his career at the university.

90" — beginning of the XXI century characterized by the search of a
quantitative criteria of evaluation of quality of higher school teachers’ pedagogical
activity in particular introduction into the practice of higher school of the rating
system. It was set that rating, as an evaluation system has substantial advantages:
clarity of criteria; simplicity of realization; absence of possibility to set too high or
low evaluation in accordance to those whose activity is evaluated.

In light of this, as some scientists say for today it does rating the most
perspective method and allows apply it for the evaluation of teaching staff’
pedagogical activity of any higher educational establishment.

However, in the result of a scientific research it was found that for today
there isn’t any single system of criteria of rating evaluation that contain not
many evaluation parameters. While working out the system of evaluation of
quality of professional and pedagogical activity of teachers, it is necessary to
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take into account some very important circumstance that such system must be
simple and clear to the teachers, and in its basis must be clear and generally
accepted characteristics.

As undertaken study witnessed, the leading universities of Ukraine are
engaged in development and introduction in practice of a higher school of
rating methodologies of evaluation of pedagogical workers (in particular
National University of Water and Nature Use, G.S. Skovoroda Kharkiv National
Pedagogical University, Kryvyi Righ Technical University, Kyiv Polytechnic
Institute, Volyn Institute of Economy and Management, Bilocerkivsky National
Agrarian University etc). Some higher educational establishments of Ukraine
are only on the stage of introduction of such system in practice of a higher
school (A.S. Makarenko Sumy State Pedagogical University).

The rating results were the bag ground for getting honored ranks and
money rewards. At the same time, review of existent methodologies witnessed
that authors, trying maximally to take into account different factors that influence
on the activity of higher educational establishment include in the methodologies
too many criteria which are very often duplicated. In addition, work after such
methodologies requires collection of a plenty of questionnaires, forms, other
documentation and this fact causes protest of the academic staff.

Note that, no less popular and effective method of evaluation of
teachers’ activity is the method of self-evaluation. (For example, at school of
pedagogical mastery of National University of Water and Nature Use) such
internals of teacher’s personality were subject to estimation: respect to
students; humanity; demand; goodwill; tactfulness; high level of professional
knowledge; good memory; enunciation; pedagogical capabilities); method of
expert estimation (in Sumy National Agrarian University the estimation of
quality of professional and pedagogical activity of teachers by the members of
collective were done according to such criteria: knowledge of a subject,
teaching qualities, logical exposition of a material, culture of speech, demand
to people, fascination by work etc.

Beginning of the XXI century was marked by an active introduction to the
practice of higher school of various individual methods of evaluation of
teachers’ pedagogical activity. Among them we found: A. Nebesnova,
V. Nebesnov “To the formalization of quantitative estimation of quality of
teachers’ pedagogical activity"”, B. Mokin “Math models in the system of control
for efficiency of higher school teachers’ activity, R. Petrenko, I. Shalimov
«Automatic system of evaluation of scientific and pedagogical teachers’
activity» etc. The main task of such methods was the decision of the given
problem by transition from subjective (qualitative) descriptions of pedagogical
processes to their severe and objective evaluation (quantitative) [8; 9; 11].

The conclusions and recommendations for further research. Thus, based
on the above-mentioned we can conclude that the problem of evaluation of
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higher school teachers’ pedagogical activity in Ukraine was of high importance
during the second half of the XX — at the beginning of the XXI century and was
realized in three stages: | stage — 1969-1984 —is marked as the stage of purposeful
governmental measures and scientific searches of theoretical questions of
evaluation of higher school teachers’ pedagogical activity in the context of
development of teachers’ profesiogram; Il stage —1985-1990- is presented as a
stage of theoretical questions mainly in the context of search of a criteria of
evaluation of higher school faculty advisors’ pedagogical activity; Ill stage —1991 —
beginning of the XXI century— is the stage of introduction into the practice of
higher school of individual methods and rating system of evaluation of higher
school teachers’ pedagogical activity.

Next to this, study of experience of Ukrainian higher educational
establishments during an investigated period allowed to state about the use in
practice of different methods of evaluation of higher school teachers’
pedagogical activity such as: method of attestation, method of rating, method
of teacher evaluation by students, colleges, experts and individual methods.
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PE3IOME

TkaueHKo E.bB. OueHMBaHMe neparorMyeckon aeAaTesnbHOCTEN npenogasaTenei
BbICLUEM LUKOMbl KaK aKTyasibHaa Hay4yHasa npobnema B YKpauHe (BTOpas 4yeTBepTb XX —
Hayano XXI| Beka).

B cmamee packpsisaemca CywHoOCms U COOepiaHue [MMOHAMUA «OoueHUBaHue
Kauecmea nedazoeuyeckoll OesmesnbHocMu», e20 Uenb U 3a0a4yu. OnpedeneHbl U
OXAPaKMmMepu308aHbl 2/108HbIE 3Marisl pa3sumus uccaedyemol npobaemol Ha MpomMsaMceHuu
uccnedyemozo nepuoda. Ha yposHe meopuu ycmaHoeneHo, 4Ymo OaHHbIU nepuod
Xxapakmepuszosascsa nosviuieHuem mpebosaHulli K npenodasamesnto 8bicuieli WKosbl;
onpedesieHuem 8u008, Kpumepues U nodxo0o08 K OUeHUBAHUIO KaYecmea rnedazo2uvecKoli
desamesibHOCMU pogheccopcKo-npenodasamenscko2o cocmasa BH3. Ha npakmuKe pa3sHbix
BH3 YKpauHbl WUPOKO20 pacrnpocmpaHeHus noay4unu pasHele Memoosl OUeHKU Kayecmea
nedazozu4yecKoli 0desmensHOCMU npenodasamers, cpedu Komopbix: Memod ammecmayuu,
memoo pelimuHza, MemoO OUeHKU npenooasamesns CcmyoOeHmamu, Kossie2amu,
aKcrnepmHoIli Memo0d, aemopckue MemoOuKu U Opyaue, Komopble umenu onpeodesieHHble
ocobeHHOCMU U crieyugbuKy Ha KaxOom ¢ onpeodesieHHbIX 3maros.

Knrouesble cnoea: oueHusaHue, Ka4ecmeo, Kpumepuu U mMemoObl OUeHUBAHUS,
nperniodasamers, nedazoz2u4eckas o0eamenbHoOCMs, pelimuHe, ammecmayus, OUeHKa
deamesibHOCMU.

SUMMARY
Tkachenko O. B. Evaluation of the high school teachers’ pedagogical activity as an
actual scientific problem in Ukraine (the second quarter of the XX-th and the beginning of
the XXI-st century).

The essence and content of the notion «evaluation of the teachers’ pedagogical
activity», its goals and tasks are viewed in the given article. Thus, evaluation of the teachers’
activity is important to determine weakness in the organization of an educational process; to
stimulate higher school teachers’ activity; to provide the proper level of professional
pedagogical workers’ competence; to set accordance between the results of professional
activity and work payment; to stimulate pedagogical workers’ level of professional
competence; to discipline and motivate pedagogical workers; to define their rating.

The main stages of the development of the investigated problem in theory are
characterized. It is found that each stage is marked by its special purposeful governmental
measures and scientific searches of theoretical questions of evaluation of the higher school
teachers’ pedagogical activity. In such a way during the analyzed period the requirements to
the teachers have been determined; the criteria, kinds, principles and methods of evaluation
of quality of higher school faculty advisors pedagogical activity have been defined.

During the study it has been concluded that in practice of many higher educational
establishments of Ukraine different methods of evaluation of higher school teachers’
pedagogical activity have been widely used. Among them: the method of attestation, the
method of teacher evaluation by the students, colleges, experts and individual methods. It is
noted that they have their specification and value in each period.

Beginning of the XXI-st century is marked by the search of quantitative criteria of
evaluation of higher school teachers’ pedagogical activity and introduction into practice of a
higher school of individual methods and rating system of evaluation of the teachers’ pedagogical
activity. It is proved that rating as an evaluation system has substantial advantages: clarity of
criteria; simplicity of realization; absence of possibility to set too high or low evaluation in
accordance to those whose activity is evaluated. In light of this, as some scientists say for today it
does rating the most perspective method and allows applying it for the evaluation of teaching
staff’ pedagogical activity of any higher educational establishment.
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Key words: evaluation, quality, criteria and methods of evaluation, a higher school
teacher, pedagogical activity, rating, attestation, evaluation of the pedagogical activity.

YK 373.2.091(477)«1920/1930»
T. HO. WWuHkap
KuiBcbKuii yHiBepcuteT imeHi bopuca MpiH4eHKa

METOAUYHA POBOTA B CUCTEMI AOLLUKI/IbHOrO BUXOBAHHSA
YKPAIHU B 20-30-TI POKU XX CTONITTA

Y cmammi po3kpumo meopemuyHi OCHO8U CMAHOB/EHHA Ma PO38UMKY MemoOuYHOT
pobomu 8 OOWKINbHUX HABYAMAbHUX 3aKAadax YkpaiHu y 20-30-mi poku XX cmoaimms. B
OCHOBY 00CniIOMEHHA TMOKAAOEHO aHani3 Haykosux ¢hakmis, nedaeoziyHo2o 00csidy,
meopemuyHe y3a2asabHeHHA ocobausocmeli CMAHOBMAEHHA CYCninbHO20 OOWKiNbHO20
BUXOBAHHA ma memooOu4YHoi pobomu 8 3a3Ha4veHuli nepiod. Peaynbmamu OO0CAIOHEHHSA
po3KpusaromMe 8rnauU8 rpoeioHux ideli nedaeoziyHOi HAyKU HA mpaHcgopmauito 3micmy i
¢hopm opeaHizayii memooduyHoi pobomu 8 GOWKINbHUX HABYAIbHUX 3AKAA0aX Ma HA0aroMob
MOM(/IUBICMb X BUKOPUCMAHHA 8 OHOB/AEHOMY KOHMEKCMI po3sumky ocgimu. Aemop
KOHCmMamye, wo 00CnioxcysaHuli nepio0 Xapakmepu3lysascAa WUPOKUM pPO320PpMAHHAM
mepexci 3aKnadie OOWKiNbHO20 BUXOBAHHA, BU3HAYEHHAM 3Micmy OOWKiNbHOI ocsimu,
8MPOBAOHEHHAM HOBUX HAyKosuUX ideli y npakmuky, ni08UU,eHHAM MemoOU4YHO20 piBHA
opzaHizayii pobomu 8 dumavyux ycmaHosax. [lepcrnekmusu nodanbwux HayKosuX po38i00K
gbayaromeca 68 aHanizi U cucmemamusayii icmopu4HuUx O0xcepesn ma iXx 8UKOPUCMAHHA Y
npakmuui Nid2omoeKu cyvacHuUx ¢axisuis i3 0OWKinbHOI ocsimu.

Knawuoesi cnoea: memooduyHa poboma, 3micm oceimu, PO38UMOK, icmopu4Hull
docsid, cucmema OOWKiNbHO20 BUXOBAHHA, CycCrinibHe OOWKiflbHEe BUXOBAHHA, iICMOPUKO-
rnedazoziyHe 00cnioHceHHA, Oumayuli cadok, O0WKinbHUl Has4yanbHUL 3aKAaA0.

MNocraHoBKa npobnemu. MepebyaoBa B CyvacHi cuctemMi OCBiTU YKpaiHu,
CTPIMKUI PO3BUTOK CYCMiIbHOIO AOLLKIIbHOFO BMXOBaHHA 3YMOB/IOE HeobXia-
HICTb AOCNIAXEeHHA NeaaroriyHOro AOCBiAy Ta iCTOpil AOLWKINbHOI Neaarorikm 3
METOK BUBYEHHA, BUOKPEMNIEHHA Ta TpaHcPopmaLii NPoaAyKTUBHUX ifen opra-
Hi3aLii meTogMuHOi pobOTU B AOLLKIZIbBHMX HAaBYa/IbHUX 3aKNa[aX CbOrOAeHHS.

OaHWUM i3 HaMBaAXKIMBILLMX YNHHUKIB ePEKTUBHOI AiANbHOCTI AOLLKINbHOIO
HaBYa/IbHOrO 3aKNafdy € piBeHb oOpraHi3auii metoanyHoi poboTu. LisNbHICTb
Cy4aCHOro AOLWKINbHOTO HaBYa/bHOIO 3aKNaay HemoXKamBa 6e3 opraHi3oBaHOI
MeToau4YHOI poboTH, AKa BiAA3EPKANOE BUMMOIMM CyCMinbCTBa A0 AOLWKINbHOI
OCBITW: 3MiHM Y 3MICTi Ta TEXHO/IOTAX HABYAHHA M BUXOBAHHA AiTEN AOLIKINIbHOIO
BiKY, WO 3YMOB/NEHi pPO3BUTKOM Cy4YaCHUX iHGOPMALMHO-KOMYHIKAaTUBHUX
TEXHO/IOriM, 3anuTamm 6aTtbkiB Ta noTpebamn AiTe  OOLWKINbHOIO  BiKY.
OpraHisauito meTogMyHoi poboTM B  AOLWKINIBHOMY HaBYa/lbHOMY 3aKnagi
HeobxigHO nepernaHyTX 3 NO3MLi HAYKOBOro 06rpyHTYBaHHA epeKTUBHUX GOopMm i
MeToZAiB pobOTM, BUTOKM AKMX 3HAXOAATbCA Ha NonepeaHix etanax PO3BUTKY
CUCTEMMU CYCNIIbHOMO AOLWKINIbHOrO BUXOBAHHA.

AHani3 aKTyanbHUX JOCAIAXKEHDb. Y BUBYEHHI reHe3n MeToAMYHOT poboTh y
chepi AOWKINBbHOI OCBITM NPUAINEHO yBary OKPEMMM ii acneKTam, 30Kpema,
CTAHOB/IEHHIO N PO3BUTKY CUCTEMM AOLLKI/IbHOI OCBITM, 3MICTy Ta NJ1aHYBaHHIO

176



