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The process of the organization of effective management at one taken educational
establishment was improved. It is in distinguishing those parameters of the internal environment
which will be improved during this process and will ensure the achievements of the determined goals.
We got further development of scientific understanding of the nature and structure of the strategic
management of the development of higher educational establishment.

Conclusion. Thus the modeling of strategic management in the development of higher
educational establishment which practices in university education is an objective necessity. However
the main task of the effectiveness of the management process is solved at one taken educational
establishment and is in distinguishing those parameters of the internal environment which will be
improved during this process and will ensure the achievements of the determined goals. The research
of the organizational and pedagogical conditions of strategic management of innovative development
of higher education and the working out of the model of the process will be seen in the future.

Key words: higher educational establishments; the development of the institution; strategy;
strategic planning, management; strategic management; strategic vision of the university;, modeling.
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THE SCHOOL-LEVEL FACTORS OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOLING

Anomauis. IIpoananizoeano ocHoeHi pobomi aH2IOMOBHUX OOCHIOHUKIG Y 2aLY3i 0CEIMHBO2O
MeHeOwcmenmy i meopii oceimu (P. Eomonos, J[. Jlesin, P. Mapsano, I1. Cammonc, /e [Llupunc) y
KOHMEKCMI 6U3HAYEHHS YUHHUKIE WKIIbHO20 DI6HA, WO 3YMOGIOIOMb HAAGHICMb 6UCOKUX HABYATLHUX
docacnenv yuHie./[ogedeHo, o Nonpu HAAGHI GIOMIHHOCMI 8 NepeNiKy YUHHUKI@ WKINbHO20 PiGHA Y
npaysx Pi3HUX HAYKOBYIs, ceped HUX MOJACHA GUOKPeMUmU N 'simb OCHOGHUX. Busmnaveno, ujo yumu
YUHHUKAMY € MAKI: KojaezianvbHicmb | npoghecionanism, CKIaOHi yini ma egexmueHuti 360pOMHULL
36’A30K, yuacmv b6amvkie i chinbHomu, 6e3neune i nOpAOKOGAHe cepedosulye, OBLPYHMOBAHUTL |
HCUMMESOAMHUTE HAGUATLHUT NIAH.

Knrouoei cnosa: oceimuiti MeHeONCMeHm, YNPAGHIHHA, WKINbHUT Di6eHb, eheKkmueHicHb
HABUAHHS, HABYANbHI OOCASHEHHA, NPOQECIOHANI3M, KONeZIANbHICMb, HAGYANbHI Yini, UIKIIbHE
cepedoguuye; HAGHANLHUT NIAH.

Introduction. The history of Ukrainian public education, particularly during the 21%
century, is rife with criticisms. Indeed, the century began with a massive effort to improve
secondary school. One significant aspect of that reform effort was the establishment of the
uniform standards for defining pupils’ academic achievements. In this context we should
stress that schools can have a tremendous impact on students’ achievements if they consider a
few factors. Understanding the problem is the key to understanding how these factors can
actually support the position that schools do make a difference.

Secondary school as the object of study is of considerable interest to scientists which is
evidenced by a significant number of works of Ukrainian and foreign researchers. It should be
noted that a significant contribution to the development of the problem of school effectiveness
made by such American theorists of education, as G. Evans, B. King, K. Louis, F. Neumann,
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K. Petersen, P. Senge, N. Fullan, E. Hargreaves, D. Hopkins, K. Chapman. Among the factors
which influence the effective work of school and students’ achievements they mention school
culture, school climate, school leadership, school based management, resources (administrative,
human, intellectual, informational, technological, time, financial etc.) and even the school district.

However in the studies, which are mentioned above the causes of failure of specific
schools are given or some successful projects are described. However, in our opinion they
lack a comprehensive analysis of the factors which define the success of the schools. In
particular, the factors of school level need to be studied and systematized, because educational
institutions have the opportunity to influence them, whereas the factors of regional or state
level are not their prerogative.

The purpose of the article is to identify the most significant school-level factors that
influence successful learning of students.

Results. In order to define the most significant school-level factors it is necessary to
make a comparison across researchers. The most famous list of school-level factors came out
of the school effectiveness research from the 1970s [2; 4; 6]. Some of the well-known
researchers of that era were Ron Edmonds, Michael Rutter and Wilbur Brookover. Of this list,
Edmonds is the figurehead of the school effectiveness movement. As H. Good and noted,
Edmonds «had been one of the key figures in the school effectiveness movement... Edmonds,
more than anyone, had been responsible for communication of the belief that schools can and
do make a difference» [2, p. 522].

So, these school-level factors were associated with the school effectiveness movement
of the 1970s:

— strong administrative leadership,

— an emphasis on basic skill acquisition,

— high expectations for student achievement,

— asafe and orderly atmosphere conducive to learning,
— frequent monitoring of student progress [7; 8].

Although there is some variation from researcher to researcher [5; 9], these five
«correlates» of effective schools (so named because of their strong correlation with student
achievement) became the focal point of reform in the 1970s and early 1980s. It is probably
more accurate to credit these correlates to the entire school effectiveness movement.

Another list of school-level factors that has been widely used is one developed by
Daniel Levine and Lawrence Lezotte [3]. In their review of the research literature, they relied
heavily on case studies using what might be thought of as an outlier design, for example,
focusing on the characteristics of the top 25 percent of schools as opposed to the
bottom 25 percent. Their analysis produced the following factors:

— productive climate and culture,

— focus on central learning skills,

— appropriate monitoring,

— practice-oriented staff development,
— strong leadership,

— salient parent involvement,

— high expectations and requirements.

We have to note that this list includes effective instructional arrangement and
implementation. They can be classified as teacher-level factors.

P. Sammons [6] performed an analysis similar to that by D. Levine and L. Lezotte.
However, it relied less on case study evidence and included more quantitative studies such as
the British Junior School Project [6]. This review produced the following school-level factors:
— purposeful teaching,

— professional leadership,
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— concentration on teaching and learning,
— shared vision and goals,

— alearning environment,

— high expectations,

— positive reinforcement,

— monitoring progress,

— pupil rights and expectations,

— home-school partnership,

— alearning organization.

From a quantitative perspective, one of the most rigorous reviews of the research on
school-level factors was conducted by Jaap Scheerens and Roel Bosker [1]. They identified
eight school-level factors. It should be stressed that their major contribution to the previous
work was that they sat these factors order which illustrate the terms of their impact on
students’ achievement (see Table 1):

Table 1
Ranking of School-Level Factors [1]
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This ranking was the first of its kind and significantly increased our understanding of
the school-level factors associated with enhanced academic achievement.

In spite of the differences between the lists a deeper analysis can prove that most
researchers address the same five basic factors. R. Marzano notes that different researchers
use slightly different terms to describe the same factors [4]. For example, instead of the terms
«challenging goals» and «effective feedback» such terms are used:

— «high expectation for student achievement» and «frequent monitoring of student
progress» [2],

— «appropriate monitoring» and «high expectations and requirements» [3],

— «high expectations» and «monitoring progress» [6],

— «monitoring» and «pressure to achieve» [1],

— «monitoring» and «pressure to achieve» [4].

All these examples address setting academic goals for all students that do not
underestimate their potential and that provide feedback as to progress. Therefore, all these
factors can be organized into these five school-level factors:

1. Guaranteed and viable curriculum: opportunity to learn and time by R. Marzano,
content coverage and time by J. Scheerens, concentration on teaching and learning by
P. Sammons, focus on central learning skills by D. Levine, emphasis on basic skill acquisition
by R. Edmonds.

2. Challenging goals and effective feedback: monitoring and pressure to achieve by
R. Marzano and J. Scheerens, high expectations and monitoring progress by P. Sammons,
high expectations and requirements and appropriate monitoring by D. Levine, high
expectations for student success and frequent monitoring of student progress by R. Edmonds.

3. Parent and community involvement: parental involvement by R. Marzano
and J. Scheerens, home-school partnership by P. Sammons, salient parental involvement
by D. Levine.
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4. Safe and orderly environment: school climate by R. Marzano and J. Scheerens, a
learning environment, positive reinforcement and pupil rights and expectations by
P. Sammons, productive climate and culture by D. Levine, safe and orderly atmosphere
conducive to learning by R. Edmonds.

5. Collegiality and professionalism: leadership and cooperation by R. Marzano and
J. Scheeren, professional leadership, shared vision and goals and a learning organization by
P. Sammons, strong leadership and practice-oriented staff development by D. Levine, strong
administrative leadership by R. Edmonds.

According to the research of R. Marzano these factors are listed in rank order in terms of
their impact on students’ achievement, although it does not mean that the factors with lower rank are
not critical to the effective running of a school. Those factors positively impact students’
achievement up to a certain point only. Such relationships are typically referred to as nonlinear [4].

For example, as H. Good explains, establishing an atmosphere of collegiality and
professionalism is not critically important to student achievement. However, if it has a
nonlinear relationship with achievement, it could mean that it is highly important to student
achievement up to a point where the relationship tapers off. This hypothesis not only makes
good statistical sense, but it also makes good common sense. An atmosphere of collegiality
and professionalism among teachers and administrators in a school might be a necessary
condition for student achievement.

But after a certain level of collegiality and professionalism has been attained, an
increase in this factor has no further effect on achievement [2, p. 532].

In our opinion the factor of «leadership» is of great importance for successful
schooling too. Among the reasons why direct external control may interfere with the
development of an effective school, perhaps the most important is the potentially debilitating
influence of external control over personnel. If principals have little or no control over who
teaches in their schools, they are likely to be saddled with a number of teachers, perhaps even
many teachers, whom they regard as bad fits. In an organization that works best through
shared decision making and delegated authority, a staff that is in conflict with the leader and
with itself is a serious problem.

Nevertheless the absence of the factor “leadership” in the list of school-level factors is
explained by the fact that all its descriptions were either very narrow or too broad. For
example, in the R. Bosker’s review, leadership was rather narrowly focused on what might be
referred to as quality control [1]. In contrast, D. Levine defines leadership as encompassing
the following elements: high expenditure of time and energy for school improvement;
superior instructional leadership; frequent, personal monitoring of school activities and
«sense-makingy; acquisition of resources [3, p. 36]. That is why we agree with the position of
R. Marzano who has chosen to exclude leadership from the list of school-level factors and to
set it among the teacher-level and the student-level factors [4].

Guaranteed and viable curriculum, challenging goals and effective feedback, parent and
community involvement, safe and orderly environment, collegiality and professionalism are
defined as school-level factors because, for the most part, they are under the jurisdiction of the
school as a whole. That is, changes in these factors are usually a result of formal or informal
policy decisions. These categories represent the most current thinking on school-level factors,
and the order in which I list them represents their order of impact on students’ achievement.

In constructing these five school-level factors, we have considered only those that can
be addressed without a drastic addition of resources. For instance, the interventions that
require a drastic increase in the time spent in school (lengthening the school year or
implementing after-school programs), additional personnel work (tutoring for every student)
or equipment not readily available at the present time (personal computers for every student)
are not considered in this list. Although these interventions would probably have a significant
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impact on students’ achievement, the emphasis was made on the efforts which can be
implemented within the general boundaries of the available resources.

Conclusion. The schools that are highly effective produce results that almost entirely
overcome the effects of student background. As a rule a student in an effectively organized school
achieves more than a student in an ineffectively organized one. Comparative analysis of the
researches in the field of theory of education end educational management allowed defining the
most significant school-level factors that influence successful learing of students. These factors are:
guaranteed and viable curriculum, collegiality and professionalism, parent and community
involvement, safe and orderly environment, challenging goals and effective feedback.
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Abstract. Dovhopolova H. H. The school-level factors of effective schooling.

Introduction. The 21" century began with a massive effort to improve Ukrainian secondary
school and pupils’ academic achievements. Schools can have a tremendous impact on students’
achievements if they consider a few factors that can actually support the position that schools do make
a difference.

In particular, the factors of school level need to be studied and systematized, because
educational institutions have the opportunity to influence them, whereas the factors of regional or
state level are not their prerogative.

The purpose of the article is to identify the most significant school-level factors that influence
successfil learning of students.

Results. In spite of the differences between the lists a deeper analysis can prove that most
researchers address the same five basic factors. Most of them address setting academic goals for all
students that do not underestimate their potential and that provide feedback as to progress. Therefore,
all these factors can be organized into these five school-level factors:

1. Guaranteed and viable curriculum: opportunity to learn and time by R. Marzano, content
coverage and time by J. Scheerens, concentration on teaching and learning by P. Sammons, focus on
central learning skills by D. Levine, emphasis on basic skill acquisition by R. Edmondss.

2. Challenging goals and effective feedback: monitoring and pressure fto achieve by
R Marzano and J. Scheerens, high expectations and monitoring progress by P. Sammons, high
expectations and requirements and appropriate monitoring by D. Levine, high expectations for student
success and frequent monitoring of student progress by R. Edmonds.

3. Parent and community involvement: parental involvement by R. Marzano and J. Scheerens,
home-school partnership by P. Sammons, salient parental involvement by D. Levine.

4. Safe and orderly environment: school climate by R. Marzano and J. Scheerens, a learning
environment, positive reinforcement and pupil rights and expectations by P. Sammons, productive
climate and culture by D. Levine, safe and orderly atmosphere conducive to learning by R. Edmonds.
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5. Collegiality and professionalism: leadership and cooperation by R. Marzano and
J. Scheeren, professional leadership, shared vision and goals and a learning organization by
P. Sammons, strong leadership and practice-oriented staff development by D. Levine, strong
administrative leadership by R. Edmondss.

These factors are listed in rank order in terms of their impact on students’ achievement,
although it does not mean that the factors with lower rank are not critical to the effective running of a
school. Those factors positively impact students’ achievement up to a certain point only. Such
relationships are typically referred to as nonlinear.

Conclusion. Comparative analysis of the researches in the field of theory of education end
educational management allowed defining the most significant school-level factors that influence
successfil learning of students. These factors are: guaranteed and viable curriculum, collegiality and
professionalism, parent and community involvement, safe and orderly environment, challenging goals
and effective feedback.

Key words: educational management;, management;, school level; efficiency of studies;
educational achievements, professionalism; collective nature, educational aims, school environment;
curriculum.
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YIK 378.1 30BEHBKO Haranis AnartoJiiBHa,
KaHAMAT MearoriyHuX HayK, TOLEHT Kadenpu
NOYaTKOBOI OCBITH, UepKachbKuii HallOHAJIBHUIH
yHIBEpCHUTET iMeHl borgana XmMenbHUIBKOTO,
VYkpaina

AEAKI ACHEKTH OCBITHBO-BUXOBHOTI'O TPOLHECY Y 3MICTI
NIArOTOBKN MAUBYTHIX HEJAT'OI'IB

Anomauisn. OOIpyHMOBAHO GANCIUGICb  SYMAHICHMUYHO-2POMAOIHCHKOL  CAPAMOBAHOCI
0CGIMHBO-6UX0GHO20 Npoyecy y 3micmi nidcomoexu maiudymuix nedaecozie. Hazonoutyemvcs wma
SHAYHOMY MIOCUNEeHHS IXHbOI Kyivmypoiaociynol niocomoexu y BH3. I'ymanicmuuno-epomMaoaHcory
CHPAMOBAHICMb  GUXOBAHHA MAUOYMHIX Nedasocié NpedCmaAGIeHO K 2YMAHI3ayit, ONHOHEeHHs
neoazozciunoi e3aemodii. Came uepes cyMAaHi3ayito 6IOHOCUH AK HAHGANCIUGIULUN YUHHUK YITICHO20
Qopmyeanna ocobucmocmi, yMo8y 0C8imiL, 8UXO8AHHS Ti CNIIKYSAHHS, OCHOBY COYIAIbHO-NEOALO2IYHOT
830€EMO0II | GUABNIEHHA KOHKPEMHO2O 3MICHY JIHOOCHKUX GIOHOCUH, Ne0acociuHa HAyKd 30amud
GUSHAUUMY  WLAXY  (DOPMYBAHHSA MOPATLHOI 3piiocmi ocobucmocmi 3 6UCOKOI NAMPIOMUUHON0
CEIOOMICHIIO | MIYHOI 2POMAOTHCHKOK NO3UYIED.

Knrouoei cnosa: eymauicmuune euxoeanus, niod2omoexa manudymuix axieyie 6 ymoeax
HABUAHHA Y BUWUX HAGYANLHUX 3aKIA0I8;, KOHYeNmydaivbHi nioxodu 00 ni02omosku ¢axieyie
neoazoziuHoil cqhepi; 2yMaHiCMUYHA CRPIAMOBAHICHb Ne0A202IYHO0 NPOYeCy, EOHICMb NPOYECYAIbHO -
3Micmosux i MOMUBAYITIHO-YIHHICHUX CMOPIH  NiO2OMOBKY,  2POMAOIHCHLKICIb,  HAYIOHALbHE
BUXOBAHHSA, NPOQPECTliHA NIO20MOBKA NeOa202d; KyibMyporo2iuHa NiO20mMoeKd.

HocranoBka mnpobnemu. Ilepexin VkpaiHM 1O PUHKOBHX BIJHOCHH, YTBEPIKECHHS
PIBHOMPABHOCTI BCIX (DOPM BIIACHOCTI, KPU30BI MPOLIECH B 0aratbox cdepax CyCHiJbHOTO JKUTTS
NP 3pOCTaHHI PI3HOMAHITHUX MaTepiaibHUX 1 YXOBHUX NOTPEO JIFOMUHU B CHITY PO3IIUPEHHS ii
LIMBLTI30BAHOTO COLIYMYy BHMAararoTh MOAAJIBLIOI TpaHC(opMalii OCBITHRO-BHXOBHOI MOJITHKHY.
Bona, Oymydu copsiMOBAaHOKO Ha CTBOPEHHS MEPEAyMOB MJisi BCEOIYHOTO 1 TapMOHIMHOTO
PO3BUTKY TBOPUOi OCOOMCTOCTI, TOKJHMKaHA 3a0e3MeunTH BOAHOYAC HAAIMHI MOCTH €IHOCTI
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