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Abstract . Basedon the analysis of scientificesourcesthe role of educational environment personal
building, develomentand educabn is actualizedlt is stated thaéducational environment is one of the most
essential facter of those processes. The autlsodefinitions of notions‘educational environmeht
“educationalenvironmenf institution of highereducatiofi are given.The authorsadvocatehe point that
educationalenvironmentis a system of facilities for personaleducation It is emphasized that the
environmental approach in education is changiegents inteachingwhich is aimed at creating and
developing educational environment, which has to meet educational needs of a Sthdeatithors
techniqueof evaluatingthe state of educational environment of institution of higher education is grounded
and approvedthe ratirg scale of thistechniqueis introduced.The technique suggests making expert
evaluationof educational environment of institution of higher education according to qualitative (modality)
and quantitativgprofessionabreadth professionasaturationsocbculturalintensity, congruenceopenness
mobility, informativenes$ parametersThe typology of educationalenvironmentof institution of higher
educatioris presentedinnovativeprofessional, formaprofessional, pragmaticalgriented, formal general
cultural educational environmenTfheanalysisandinterpretatiorof theresultsobtainedrom the experiment

at University College of Borys GrinchenkoKyiv University are given The evaluationof educational
environmenbf the collegehasbeenmadeby threegroupsof experts which haveincludedstudentsteachers
andparentsDespitethefactthatevaluatiorby differentgroupsof expertsaresimilar, it is revealed that has
essentialdifferences which hasbeenprovedwith appropriatestatisticalmethodslt is determined thathe
substantiatiorof the whole monitoringsystemof educationaknvironmenof institution of highereducation
andcorrespondingliagnosticools has greatpotential.

1 Introduction

One of the most significant factors of the quality of
education due to its specificséducationaénvironment

of institutionof highereducationInterestin researchng

it as a component of integral social and living
environmentof an individual hasbee growing for the
last few decadesAt the sametime the paradigm of
educational environmenin personal building and
developmenhaschangedrom the necessargondition

to theactivecontributorthatmustbecreatedandrealized

in orderto providehigh-quality educationThe scientific
discoursepresentglifferentviewson the phenomenoiof
educational erivonmentwhichis considered as a part of
sociocultural space(N. Krylova[1]); a sociocultural
system (V. Kozyriev[2]); a system of impacts and
factors of personal develowent (V.Yasvin[3]); a
complex of opportunities fompersonal learning and
developing(S. Deryabo[4]); a system of key factors that
determine personal education and development
(V. Lebedevd5]); a complex of human practices and
material systems (T. Warger[6]); a complex of
conditions in which instruction takes place and which
influence students’ performance and relationships
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(B. Frasel[7]); a product of a mutual activity of subjects
of education (V. SlobodchikoV{8]); a complex of
facilities for personaleducation(M. Bratko [9]). We
preferto regardeducationalenvironmentas a field of
opportunitiesfor personality If conditionscharacterize
‘spacé environmentis characterizedby the notion
‘opportunitie§ i.e. spacebecomesenvironmentwhen
conditions become opportunities. Englishspeaking
publicationsextensivelydemonstratehe resultsof the
study on the impact of educationalenvironmenton
personality which researchersnterpret as educational

environment (J. Salmi[1qQ], S. Cotterill [11]);
educational climate (R.Hiemstra[12]); academic
environment (A. Lizzio [13]), study/learning
environment (I. Abulrub[14], R. Moos[15],

T.Wagner6], B.Frasef7]). The analysis of the
resourcebaseenablesto statethe developmentof the
environmentalapproachin educationthat providesthe
subjectof managemenwith techniquesandtechnologies

of using educational environment for personal
developmentndself-developmentensuringthe quality

of educationTo achieve the objective of our research we
appeal to approaches to examination, diagnostics and
evaluation of educational environment including
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educational environment of institution of higher
education presented in works of S. Deryabo[4],

R. Moos[15], V. Rubtsov{16], B. Frasel{7], V. Yasvin

S.Rybinskai[17], which has becomethe theoretical
basisfor developingthe author'sapproactto evaluation
of educationalenvironment of institution of higher
education. Monitoring the state of educational
environmenbf institution of highereducationrmay turn

into a significant componentof the internal systemof

ensuringthe quality of educationand its results may
serveto makegoodmanageriatiecisions.

2 The objective of research

The purposeof our researclpaperis substantiatiorand
approvalof the authots techniqueof evaluationof a
currentstateof educationaénvironmenbof institution of
highereducatiorby theexampleof University Collegeof
Borys Grinchenko Kyiv University according to
qualitative and quantitativparametersn order to take
managerial decisions concerning its development.

3 Research methodology

spatial and substantive components) andctfans
(polystructural educational in the unity of educatienal
professional, educatiorabcializing, educational
cultural functions and personalizeédveloping function)

of the educational environment of the university college
have been determinext well On the whole, realization

of the environmental approach in higher education,
professional trainingiakes into account guaranteeing
quality education by means of mediationesfucational
environment of an institution. The environmental
approach includes increase in activities directed at
designing, modeling and creatingeducational
environment that have to meet educational needs of a
student efficiently.

Analyzed approachedo evaluationof activities of
educational institutions effectivenessof educational
process quality of educational environment
(L. Vashchenkd19], S. Deryabo[4], V.Yasvin[20]
and ets) enableto define the main qualitative and
guantitative parametersof evaluation of educational
environmenof institutionof highereducationAs arule,
in researchesf environmenbdf institutionsof secondary

The purpose of research has made us use the complex ofeducation presence or absence of conditions and

the relevant methods: scientific literature analysis in
order to establish the state of the problem developme
the definition of the categorical and conceptual apparatus
of investigation; synthesis, generalization,
systematization for theoretical substantiation and
practical developmermf approaches to diagnostics of the
current state oéducationaénvironmen of institution of
higher education empirical: expert evaluationvector
modelling mathematical and statistical methghann
Whitney Utest KolmogorovSmirnov test, Friedman
test)to assess the experimental work results.

4 Results and discussion

The analysis of the phenomenon of environment, the
thesaurus ofenvironmental approachn education,
scientific resources dealing with issues ate@mining
educational environment as a factor of personal
development and the author’s point presented in our
previous publications[18] enable to determine the
content of fundamental notions of the resea@ basis

of methodology of the system and environmental
approaches, itis defined that the educational environment
is a multilevel system of conditions / circumstances /
factors / opportunities that provides optimal parameters
of the educational activity of certain educational
individual in all aspectstarget,content, process, result,
resourceThe educational environment is characterized
by: systematic, integrity, unity, emergence, variability,
organization, structural, plasticity, communicativeness,
eventfulness, configurability, saturation, vectority,
spheicity, openness, dialog / polychology, organization,
stability, adaptability, functionality ability for
development and setfevelopmenihe educational
environment of a higher educational institution is an
integrity that encompasses a set of conditiompaicts,
opportunities  for vocational training, personal
development and socialization of the future specialist.
The component structure (personal, axiological
semantic, informatioitontent, organizationalctive,

opportunitiesfor developmenbf activity or inactivity of
the subjectof educationand their personalfreedomis
takenasacriterionindicatorof modality.In our studywe
take into consideration educational environment of
institutionof highereducationThereforethequalitative
parameter(modality) of educationalenvironment of
institution of highereducationis adjustedwith its main
functions(polystructuraleducationabnewhich consists
of educationaprofessional, educationabcializing,
educatiomal-cultural and  personalizedkeveloping
functiors) and is characterized from the typological point
of view. Defining thetype of educationaénvironmenof
institution of higher education the degree of its
orientation to profession socializing inculturation
generapersonatevelopments takeninto accountSuch
anapproactenablego determinghetypesof educational
environment of institution of higher education
considering existing approaches to typology of
educational environment innovativeprofessional
(modern filled with professionalcontentand activities
with well-developed practiceoriented component of
educational process prioritizing development of
professionalkcompetencesf future specialists creative
thinking, 21 century skills, openmindness and
adaptability to sociocultural contexy; format
professional (filled with professional context but
preferencels given to theoreticalinstruction practice
oriented component of educational process is
underdeveloped, characterized by low saturation of
socichumanitarian life of an educational institution);
pragmaticallyoriented (environment aimed at meeting
individual educational needs of students and their parents
concernilyg organization of professional training and
socichumanitarian life of an educational institution);
formal general cultural(first of all aimed at general

cultural and personal development of students,
occasionally harmful to professional training).
Reseathers of educational environment suggest

different lists of its quantitativparametersThe most
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frequently mentioned ones are the followirgeadth,
intensity, awareness, resilience, community, dominance,
social activity, mobility, information, formality,
emotionality,  orientation,  structure, coherence,
professionalism, securityWe have made a list of
characteristicfor evaluationof educatbnalenvironment

of institution of higher education taking into
consideratiomesearchetgiscoveriesour own position
peculiaritiesof an institution of higher educationas an
institution that providesprofessionatraining. Hence in

our case the quantitativeparametergeaturefilling the
environmentof an institution of higher educationwith
various factors of professional training namely
professionalbreadth (quantity and quality of subjects
and objects processesphenomenawith professional
orientatior), professional saturation (the degree of
saturation with professional resources technologies
contactswith peoplein professioneducationaprojects
clubsandstudiog, socioculturalintensity(the degreeof
saturationwith conditions impacts opportunitiesfor
personalsocializingandinculturatior), congruencethe
degree of adjustment of functionirgyl components),
opennesgdemonstratethe degreeof social orientation
and involvement of educational envonment in the
surrounding world, availability of ways for social
partnership to perform multiaspect educational function
of educational environmentnobility (the degree of
ability of educational environment to meet demands of
outside context concerning the content, forms, methods
and technologies of professional training),
informativeness (featuresthe degreeof saturationand
availability of informationresources).

Theapprobatiorof determinectriteriafor evaluation
of educational environment of institution of higher
educatiorby meanf theexpertmethodwascarriedout
at University College of Borys Grinchenko Kyiv
University (further on Collegg during 20122018. This
publicationpresentsheresultsof theresearcltonducted
in 2018 The participants of educational process
students, teachers, parentsperformed a function of
experts.

Expertgroupswere offeredto evaluatethe typesof
educationalenvironment(its modality) accordingto 5-
point scale where5 points correspondgo the highest
level of thecertaintypemanifestatiorandl point—to the
lowestone It is importantto remembethattherecannot
be ‘pureé type of educational environmentAny
educational environmemf an educational institution
possesses characteristics of every type. However,

outthesurvey Identificationof natureof receivedesults
andtheir verification were madeby meansof statistical
methodsAll calculations were maday means of digital
tables Excel, statistical paatfeSPSS 21].

Generalized results of evaluation by experts
(studentsteachersparent} of manifestatiorof typesof
educational environment (modality) at University
Collegein 2018arepresentedn Tablel.

Table 1. Theresultsof evaluationof manifestatiorof typesof
educational environmeibly expertsat College, 2018

Expert group
. . w2
No Type of educational environment ‘E 5| 2
2| 5|5
2| 8| &
@n | =~
1 |innovative-profession: 4,22(4,1%/4,14
2 |formal-profession: 3,31(3,343,22
3 |pragmaticall-oriente( 3,72/3,51/13,71
4 |formal general cultur 3,71|13,2%|3,2¢

Generalized resultsiemonstratethat the highest
points by each group of experts were given to innovative
professional environment. However, other types of
environment have also a high degreenaiifestation|t
must be stated that evaluation of parenteetgp and
teacher experts aralmost identicalin all types.
Evaluation of innovativgrofessional and pragmatically
oriented types of environment sémilar by all types of
experts Points by student experts are significantly
different from those by other experts concerning the
formal general cultural type of environment. In
comments students wrote that they were excessively
involved in different entertaining events and concerts and
they didn’t alwaysunderstandheir connection with the
content and goals of professional training. The answers
of experts show thaducational environment of College
corresponds tds aim— providing professional training.

In our opinion, it is a bit acance evaluation. In future it

is necessary to enhance opportunities for students to
obtain professional knowledge and skills at Colléfe.

are going to demonstrateapproachego evaluationof
reliability of receivedresults by meansof statistical
methals by the exampleof the group of student experts.
The qualitative and quantitative composition of the group
of student experts (according to specialty) and the results
of evaluation by them (average indicators in every
specialty) of types ofeducational environment at
University College are presented imable 2.

characteristics of a peculiar type can dominate, thus they KolmogorovSmimov test has shown that students

determine general orientation of environment.
Evaluation ofeducationalenvironmentf institution
of highereducationaccordingto modality was madeby
294 studentg22,7%out of overallnumberof the student
bodyatthetime of theexperimentall courseandmajors
which are provided at College were represented)83
teachers(49% out of generalnumber of pedagogical
staff) with different work experiencen institutions of
highereducation10 peoplewith work experiencef less
than5 years;19 people-from 5 to 10years;23 people—
from 10 to 20 years;31 people— from 20 to 30 years),
250 parentsA specialgoogleform wascreatedo carry

evaluationdataarenot arrangecappropriately therefore
for their comparisonwe apply nonparametrictests.
Since they were dependenigroups the samestudents
evaluatededucationalenvironmentaccordingto four
types.Table3 andTable4 showthe comparative results
of evaluation of types o&ducational environmendf
University College by student experts and statistics
according toFriedmantest As we see a posteriori
knowledge of statistics y?> equals 156,721, its
significarceis less tha®,05,so0 the differences between
4 lines of pointare considerable



SHS Web of Conferences 75, 02003 (2020)
ICHTML 2020

https://doi.org/10.1051/shsonf/20207502003

Table 2. Theresultsof evaluationof manifestatiorof typesof
educationaknvironmentt Collegeby studenexperts, 2018

experts consisting of students, teachers and parents of
about 50 people in each grodjhe survey was conducted
by means ofjoogleform. General data about the results

g | Typeof educational of evaluation ofeducational environmentf cCollege
) environment . \pe L.
E T _1+ [= acmrdlpg to speuﬂocharactensnps, namely average
S¢S, ElRE=lFo value in expert groups accordirtg the quantitative

No Specialty c|SE|EE|EE|E¢ parametes  (professional breadth  professional
§ E % 5 % a-g g -2 saturationsocioculturaintensity, congruenceopenness
E|EE|TE|F°&° mobility, informativenespis presented iTable9. The
< 2 | & graphicimageof the results of evaluation eflucational

1 ljournalisr 33/41°)31¢) 348 35 environment of College according to the parameiters

2 soc[al worl 11| 4,0C| 2,55 | 3,3€ | 3,6¢ presented ifFig. 1.

3 |desigt 22| 3,5¢|3,41]3,41] 3,91

4 |choreograph 514,20]3,8C] 3,6C| 3,4C Table 5. Thecomparativeesultsof evaluatiorof typesof

5 |science of lay 8 14,12| 3,28 | 3,28 | 3,7¢ environmentt Collegeby teacher expert&riedmartes),

6 ?gzz?éiaw education 4,1 3 71| 3,00| 3,50| 3,36 2018

i i i No|Type of educational environment|Average ranks

7 g‘rffm;“on’ fbrary and 231 4,35| 3,26 4,00 3,83 1 inynl;vative-professione 3g,OE

8 |primary educatio 7C| 4,45(3,32| 3,87 4,01 2 _|formal-professiona 2,37

9 |pre-school educatic 27| 4,42] 3,67 3,88 | 3,7¢ 3 _|pragmaticall-oriented 2,37

10 ?:risndaryeducation 16| 4.00| 3.31| 4.06| 3,19 4 |formal general culture 2,17

11 [finance: 241 4.2¢| 353,82 3,67 Table 6. Statistics(Friedman tegtfor teacher experts

1p[3econdary education | 1,1 51 317|375 3,58 1IN 83

(physical educatiol 2|Chi-Squar. [30.17-
13|managemel 29 4,2§ 3,2¢ 3,65 3,5F 3laf 3
14|total 294 4,221 3,31 | 3,72 | 3,71 4]Asymp. Sig| 0,000

Table 3. The comparative results of evaluation of types of
environment at College by student expéfRisedmantes),
2018

Table 7. Thecomparativeesultsof evaluationof typesof
environmenbf Collegeby parent experté-riedmartes),

2018
No|Type of educational environment|Average ranks . -
1 innovative-profession 3.0¢ No Type of educatlonz}l environment|Average ranks
- - 1 l|innovative-professione 3,18
2 |formal-professiona 2,02 -
- - 2 |formal-professiona 2,10
3 |pragmaticall-oriented 2,4¢ - -
4 |formal general culture 2,44 3_|pragmaticall-oriented 265
* 4 |formal general culture 2,06

Table 4. Statistics(Friedman tegtfor student ex - .
able s 3 s, Table 8. Statistics ofFriedman testor parent experts

1N 294
: : 1N 25¢
ggfh"sq“ar' 1563;72' 2|Chi-Squar |183,80:
: 3ldf 3
4lAsymp. Sig] 0,00( 4[Asymp. Sig| 0,00¢

Calculations for other groups of experts are made in professional

an analogical wayTable 5 and Table 6 show the breadth
comparativeesultsof evaluation of types afducational 5

environmengat University College by teacher experts and informative- o & professional
statistics according td-riedman test As we see, a ness g saturation

posteriori knowledge of statistigg equals 30,172, its 7
significance is less than 0,05, so the differences between 0
4 lines of points are considerableable7 and Table 8
showthe comparative results of evaluation of types of \ /
educational environment of University College by parent —

openness congruence

. \ sociocultura
mobility : .
| intensity
experts and statistics accordingFisedmantest As we
see a posteriori knowledgeof statistics y?> equals
183,803, its significance is less tham,05, so the
differences between 4 lines of points are considerable.
Expert evaluation ofeducational environment of
College according tothe quantitative parameters
(professional breadth  professional saturation
socioculturalintensity, congruenceopennessmobility,
informativenesgin 2018 was made by three groups of

students == «teachers parents
Fig. 1 Thegraphicimageof the results of evaluation of
educational environment of College according to the
parameter2018
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Table 9. Theresultsof evaluationof educationaknvironment professionalsaturation(+0,54), sociocultural intensity
of collegeaccordingto the parametergaveragevalues in (+0,57), congruenceg+0,7), opennesg+0,96), mobility
expert groups)2018 (+0,55),informativenes$+0,32).Evaluationby teaches

Expert group and pargntsdiffer congidgr_ablyin .aII parametergxcept
g professionabreadth(significanceis lessthan0,05).We
E should state that parents evaluate educational
No Parameter z £ 2| & environment higher than teachers in all parameters. In
2| 5| E g particular: professional saturation (+0,56), sociocultural
;E é E z intensity (+0,21), congruence (+0,63), openness (+0,63),
mobility (+0,74),informativeness (+0,63). On the whole,
1 |profession: breadtl |4,1(4,1(14,37|4,1¢ points by parent experts are higher than those of other
2_|profession saturatiol4,0(/3,9¢4,5/4,17 experts in every parameter. Although student experts and
3_|socioculturs intensity |4,0€ 4'42 4,644,3 teacher experts evaluate educational environment
g ggzgr;];ueecnc g’g_: i’gc j'g,f i?( differently, their points are very similar. Such result
—— e e B were unexpeeid Researches by. Yasvin [20] show
6 _jmobility 3,903,804,544,0¢ that the highest points are usually given by teacher
7 |informativenes 4,2¢3,9¢|4,61|4,3(C e .
experts and administration board, the lowest ehbg
Let us analyzeobtainedresults First of all, we are students, and point by parents are between them. From
going to identify how different are points of certain interviewing parentsiit is stated thathtey idealize the
groups Of experts in pairs accordinwann_WhitneyU_ place Where theil’ Children are Studylﬁ’@.l’tla”y, parentS
test Letuspresentheanalysisesultsandgiveexamples ~ €xplainthat by the fact that they took responsibilityin
of calculations irTable 10 and 11. The analysisof the choosing an educational institution taking into
calculationresultsin pair of students- teachersshows considerationtheir childrerisageandtheydid notchoose
that points by studentsandteachergliffer considerably ~ the worst one.

accordingto the following parametersas sociocultural

. S . S . Table 11. Statistics oMannWhitney U-testfor 2 expert
intensity, informativenesgsignificances lessthan 0,05). avle y P

groups of students and parer2818

Table 10. The comparison of evaluation eflucational
environment of College according to the quantitative o| B 80~
parameter oMannWhitney U-testfor 2 expert groups of é z £ «n E
students and parent3018 No Parameter g g 5 z E‘é
25| |F°
No Parameter Status |N ﬂ‘;ﬁ? il;r:sz
= : 1 |profession¢ breadtl |833,£/2108,%-1,69¢0,08¢
1 | orofessionabrea dthSt;?eenT ig gg’é_‘ 3(1)(7)3’; 2 |profession: saturatiol| 707,51982,1]-2,742]0,00¢
P pTotaI 91 = = 3 [socioculture intensity |606,(11881,(]-3,71£)0,00(
_ student|50]  39,6¢ 10821 4 |congruenc 571,5/1846,¢|-3,89(|0,00(
2 profe35|_onal parent |41] 53,72 2203 ¢ 5 |opennes 517,5[1792,4-4,32¢)0,00(
saturation Total |91 : : 6 mobility_ 631,(]1906,(|-3,39¢|0,001
' student|50] 37.6: 1881 7 |informativenes 773,5]2048,¢|-2,255|0,02¢
3| socioculural oo o la1 56,2 | 2305
intensity Total To1 5c lusi
student|50| 36,9t 1846,* onclusions
4 congruence | parent [41] 57,0¢ 2339, 1. The role ofeducational environment as a factor of
Total |91 personal education and developmaevttich not only has
student| 5| 35,8t 1792t to be taken into consideration in educational process but
5 openness parent [41] 58,3¢ 2393, also has to be created, is emphasiBased orexisting
Total |91 approaches to interpreting the notions ‘educational
student|50] 38,12 1906,0¢ environment’, educationaknvironmenbf institution of
6 mobility parent |41] 55,61 2280,( higher education’, it is determinedthat educational
Total |91 environment is a multilevel system of conditions /
, . student|SC| 40,9 2048,: circumstances / factors / opporiiigs that provides
7| informativeness | parent |41 52,1t | 2137 optimal parameters of the educational activity of certain
Total [91 educational individual in all aspectstarget, content,

process, result, resourcehe educational environment of

a higher educational institution is an integrity that

encompasss a set of conditions, impacts, opportunities
for vocational training, personal development and
socialization of the future specialist. The component
structure and functions of the educational environment of
the university college have been determined.

2. The author’s technique of evaluating the state of

Student experts evaluate informativeness higher
(+0,31)thanteacheexperts doTeacher experts evaluate
sociocultural intensity higher(+0,36) than sudent
expertsdo. Other parametergdo not have significant
differences Evaluationby studentsandparentsdiffer in
all parameterexceptprofessionabreadth(significance
is less than 0,05). In particular parents evaluate
educational environment according to parameters—
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educational environment of institution of higher
educationis suggestedlt makesexpert evaluationof
educational environment of institution of higher
educationaccordingto the qualitative (modality) and
quantitative (professional breadth professional
saturation, sociocultural intensity  congruence
openness mobility, informativenesy parameters.The
typology of educationalenvironmentof institution of
higher education (innovativeprofessional, formal
professional, pragmaticatgriented, formal genera
cultural educational environmerns) presented
3. The resultsof approbatiorof techniqueof evaluating
the state of educationalenvironmentof institution of
higher education by the example of educational
environment ofJniversity Collegeof Borys Grinchenko
Kyiv University are presentedReliability of obtained
resultsis proved by means ofMannWhitney U-test
KolmogorovSmirnov test Friedmantest It is shown
that expertgroupsconsistingof studentsteachersand
students parents evaluate educational environment
wherethe experimentook place in a differentway but
their pointsarevery similar

Further researchperspectivesare connectedwith
developmentof the integral system of monitoring
educational environment of institution of higher
education and corresponding diagnostic tools In
particular, researchinterestdealswith developmentof
criteria of evaluatingthe componentsof educational
environmenof institution of highereducation.

The research was carried out within the framework of the
complex scientific theme of the Department Tdfeory and
History of Pedagogyf Borys Grinchenko Kyiv University
“The content and technologies of ensuring tuality of life
long pedagogical education in the context of European
integration”) SR No 0116U08295
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