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DEVELOPING A TRAINING PROGRAM FOR EXPERTS IN THE FIELD OF
EDUCATION IN UKRAINE: A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
UKRAINIAN AND POLISH PRACTICES

Abstract. The full-scale russian invasion of Ukraine has fundamentally disrupted the
national educational landscape, simultaneously accelerating the urgency of ongoing
structural reforms and introducing unprecedented demands for post-conflict
recovery. Central to these systemic transformations is the professionalization of
experts in the field of education - specialists tasked with quality assurance,
accreditation, and pedagogical support. This article presents a comparative policy
analysis of the institutional frameworks governing the training and deployment of
experts in the field of education in Ukraine and the Republic of Poland. The study aims
to distil actionable insights from the mature, decentralized Polish system to inform the
conceptualization of a resilient, crisis-aware training program for Ukrainian experts.
Methodologically, the research relies on a comparative documentary analysis of
legislative frameworks, national policy strategies, and institutional reports. It
examines the historical trajectories and contemporary mandates of key national
bodies, including the Polish Centre for Education Development (ORE) and the
Ukrainian National Agency for Higher Education Quality Assurance (NAQA), and the
State Quality Service of Education (SQE). The findings reveal a fundamental conceptual
divergence: while the Polish system cultivates the expert primarily as a developmental
«mentor» operating within a high-trust, decentralized network, the Ukrainian model,
driven by an accelerated EU integration timeline and an imperative to combat legacy
corruption, currently prioritizes the expert as an independent «auditor, consultant».
The paper argues against the direct transplantation of Polish practices. Instead, it
proposes a context-sensitive adaptation of Poland’s coordinated multi-level training
infrastructure, modular e-learning ecosystems, and formalized mentorship networks.
Crucially, the study concludes that any adapted Ukrainian training framework must be
conceptually redesigned to incorporate trauma-informed pedagogy and crisis
management competencies. This ensures that the new era of experts is equipped to
navigate both European accreditation standards and the profound psycho-social
exigencies of wartime and post-war educational reconstruction.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Statement of the problem. The full-scale russian invasion of Ukraine on February 24,
2022, represents not only a profound geopolitical and humanitarian crisis but also a critical
inflection point for the nation’s educational system. Before the invasion, Ukraine was in the
midst of ambitious, systemic reforms, aimed at fundamentally reshaping pedagogical
approaches and aligning the educational sector with European standards. A key, though often
overlooked, element of this reform architecture was the development of a new era of experts
in the field of education - individuals tasked with accreditation, quality assurance, teacher
training, and curriculum development. The war has not negated the need for this expertise; it
has, in fact, magnified its urgency while radically altering its required substance and scope.
This paradigm shift introduces a complex dual challenge: how to sustain the momentum of
pre-war reforms while simultaneously adapting the system to the exigent realities of
education in and after conflict, a context demanding resilience, trauma-informed pedagogy,
and rapid reconstruction.

This paper addresses a central puzzle emerging from this dual challenge: what
constitutes an effective training program for experts in the field of education in Ukraine
today? I argue that designing such a program requires more than an emergency response; it
necessitates a critical and comparative look at established practices in a country that offers
relevant, though not identical, parallels. As Iveta Silova has noted, post-socialist education
systems are often shaped by a complex interplay of global policy trends and local institutional
legacies, resulting in hybrid models of reform that resist simple transplantation. In this
context, Poland offers a particularly instructive case. As a neighbouring country that
navigated its own post-socialist transition and subsequent European Union integration,
Poland provides a valuable - though not uncritical mirror for Ukraine’s institutional
aspirations [1]. Its experience in building a robust system for expert training offers a rich
repository of policy lessons, institutional models, and potential pitfalls. This research,
therefore, moves beyond a simple description of systems to engage in a process of «policy
learning», seeking not to copy but to selectively and critically adapt practices that could
strengthen Ukrainian educational resilience.

The analysis proceeds from the premise that the concept of the «experts in the field of
education» is itself a social and political construct, shaped by national histories and policy
priorities [1]. The comparison between Ukraine’s nascent frameworks, such as those
governed by the National Agency for Higher Education Quality Assurance (NAQA) and the
State Quality Service of Education (SQE), and Poland’s more established structures, like the
Centre for Education Development (Osrodek Rozwoju Edukacji, ORE), reveals fundamental
divergences in how expertise is defined, certified, and deployed. This paper, which forms a
part of my broader PhD dissertation, draws primarily on a comparative analysis of legislative
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documents, national policy strategies, and institutional reports from both countries
supplemented by preliminary insights from a pilot expert interview.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The transformation of post-socialist
education systems and their alignment with European standards has been extensively
analysed in contemporary academic discourse. Scholars such as Iveta Silova emphasize that
these systems are shaped by a complex interplay of global policy trends and local institutional
legacies, resulting in hybrid models of reform that resist simple transplantation. Broad
research on European quality assurance frameworks has covered the institutionalization of
structural bodies, yet the conceptualization of «experts in the field of education» as a distinct
professional cadre remains under-researched. Furthermore, existing literature
predominantly examines policy transfer and educational reforms in peacetime contexts.
Consequently, a significant unresolved part of the general problem is the lack of empirical and
theoretical frameworks for designing expert training programs under the dual,
unprecedented pressures of armed conflict and accelerated European integration. This
necessitates a critical comparative analysis of mature, decentralized models (such as in
Poland) and nascent, crisis-driven models (such as in Ukraine).

2. AIM AND TASKS

The objective of the article. The primary objective of this study is to distil actionable
insights from the Polish experience of professionalizing educational experts in order to
inform the conceptualization and design of a contextually sensitive, crisis-aware training
program for experts in the field of education in Ukraine. To achieve this aim, the study sets
the following tasks: 1) to compare the historical and contemporary institutional frameworks
for expert training in both countries; 2) to analyse the conceptual divergences and structural
tensions between the Polish «developmental mentor» model and the Ukrainian «<independent
auditor» model; and 3) to identify adaptable best practices that address the specific
requirements of wartime resilience and post-war reconstruction in Ukraine.

3. RESEARCH FINDINGS

The contemporary systems for training and deploying experts in the field of education
in Ukraine and Poland are products of divergent historical paths, despite their shared starting
point within the Soviet bloc. While both nations regained or reshaped their statehood
following the collapse of communist regimes in 1989 - 1991, they inherited highly centralized
educational systems rooted in a paradigm where expertise was synonymous with state
control and ideological conformity. The «expert» of the Soviet era, often referred to as a
metodyst (a Soviet-style methodologist) or an inspector, was primarily an agent of
bureaucratic enforcement, tasked with ensuring compliance with curricula and pedagogical
doctrines dictated from the centre. The subsequent three decades witnessed a profound,
albeit uneven, process of dismantling this legacy.
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Poland’s trajectory was characterized by a rapid and decisive break with the past,
driven by the political imperative of swift integration into Western European structures. The
educational reforms of the late 1990s were foundational, introducing decentralization that
shifted significant administrative power to local governments (samorzady) and fostering
institutional autonomy. This process necessitated a re-conceptualization of educational
expertise. The role evolved from one of inspection to one of support, evaluation, and
professional development. Key institutions were established to facilitate this transition. The
Centre for Education Development (Osrodek Rozwoju Edukacji, ORE), created through the
merger of several existing bodies in 2010, became a central hub for in-service teacher training
and the dissemination of new pedagogical methods [9]. It, along with its predecessors like the
National Centre for Supporting Vocational and Continuing Education (KOWEZiU), was
instrumental in cultivating a new type of expert focused on quality improvement rather than
mere compliance. This transformation was deeply embedded in the logic of Europeanization;
alignment with standards from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) and the European Union was not just a policy goal but a driver of
institutional identity, shaping the very definition of what a Polish educational expert should
be and do.

Ukraine’s path, by contrast, was marked by what Iveta Silova terms a more
«ambivalent and contested» relationship with its Soviet past [3]. For much of the 1990s and
2000s, educational reforms were often superficial, with the core structures of the Soviet
system, including the pervasive influence of the Academy of Pedagogical Sciences and the
established role of regional methodologists, remaining largely intact. The concept of the
expert remained tied to the old paradigm of administrative oversight. A decisive shift only
began after the 2014 Revolution of Dignity, which created a powerful political mandate for
genuine European integration and systemic de-Sovietization. This period saw the «belated
but accelerated» adoption of reforms that Poland had initiated decades earlier [2].

The establishment of the National Agency for Higher Education Quality Assurance
(NAQA) in 2014 (though it became fully operational later) and the State Quality Service of
Education (SQE) in 2017 were landmark events. They signalled a fundamental break from the
old model of state inspection and introduced a European-style, peer-review-based approach
to quality assurance. These new bodies were tasked with creating a pool of independent,
certified experts for accrediting higher education programs (NAQA) and conducting
institutional audits of schools (SQE). However, this process was not merely a technical
exercise in «policy borrowing». It was, and remains, a deeply political project aimed at
dismantling entrenched interests and fostering a new culture of academic integrity and
quality [6]. The experts trained by NAQA and SQE were envisioned as change agents, a stark
contrast to the roles they historically occupied. Unlike in Poland, where the evolution of
expertise was a more gradual, decades-long process, in Ukraine it has been a compressed and
intense development, driven by crisis and the urgent need to align with European standards
as a matter of national security and identity. Thus, while both countries sought to build
modern systems of educational expertise, their journeys were shaped by different timelines,
political dynamics, and relationships with the legacy of their socialist pasts.
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The institutional frameworks governing the training and operation of experts in the
field of education in Poland and Ukraine reflect their distinct reform trajectories. Poland’s
system is mature, multi-layered, and relatively decentralized, while Ukraine’s is newer, more
centralized in its quality assurance functions, and still in the process of defining the roles and
responsibilities across its institutional landscape.

In Poland, the framework is anchored by the Ministry of Education and Science
(Ministerstwo Edukacji i Nauki), which sets the overarching policy but delegates significant
operational responsibility. A key piece of legislation, the Act on School Education, outlines the
categories of experts, such as those for teacher professional advancement commissions or
textbook evaluation [14]. The training and continuous professional development for these
experts are largely orchestrated by the Centre for Education Development (ORE). ORE
functions as a national support centre, providing standardized training programs, developing
materials, and maintaining registers of qualified experts, ensuring a consistent level of
competence nationwide [11]. This centralized provision of training contrasts with the
decentralized nature of the educational system itself. Alongside ORE, a network of regional
and local teacher training centres (placéwki doskonalenia nauczycieli) offers more localized
support, creating a tiered system where national standards are adapted to local needs. The
now-integrated KOWEZiU historicallyplayed a similar role specifically for vocational
education, highlighting a Polish tendency to create specialized bodies for specific expert
functions, which are later consolidated for efficiency.

The Ukrainian framework, shaped by the post-2014 reforms, presents a different
model. Here, the dominant institutions are the national quality assurance bodies, born from a
political imperative to combat corruption and enforce new standards. The National Agency
for Higher Education Quality Assurance (NAQA) has established a rigorous, multi-stage
process for selecting and training experts for higher education accreditation. This includes
online courses, examinations, and interviews, all designed to cultivate a specific set of
competencies centred on objectivity, analytical skills, and academic integrity [7]. Its policies
explicitly aim to create a pool of experts who are independent from the institutions they
evaluate, breaking the closed-loop systems of the past. The NAQA Action Plan for 2024 - 2026
further emphasizes the internationalization of its expert pool and the continuous professional
development of existing experts, signaling an ambition to align fully with the European
Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance (ESG) [8].

For general secondary education, the State Quality Service (SQE) performs a similar
function, training experts to conduct institutional audits of schools. These audits are not
inspections in the Soviet sense; they are designed to be supportive, evaluating the entire
educational environment and providing recommendations for improvement based on clearly
defined criteria [5]. However, a significant portion of expert development in the school sector
still occurs within the legacy system of regional In-service Teacher Training Institutes
(IPPEs). These institutes, while undergoing their own transformation, have historically been
responsible for the continuous professional development of all pedagogical staff, including
those in leadership or methodological roles. There is an emergent tension and overlap
between the centrally managed, competency-based training provided by SQE for its specific
audit functions, and the broader, more traditional pedagogical training offered by the regional
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[PPEs. Unlike the Polish model, where the national body (ORE) and regional centres have
more clearly delineated, complementary roles, the Ukrainian system appears to be navigating
a more complex co-existence of new, specialized quality assurance agencies and established
regional training infrastructures.

While Poland and Ukraine share a common goal of aligning their educational systems
with European standards, a closer analysis reveals fundamental divergences in how they
conceptualize, institutionalize, and operationalize the role of the educational expert. These
differences are not merely technical; they reflect distinct political priorities, historical
legacies, and institutional capacities, which in turn generate significant challenges for policy
learning and transfer.

A primary divergence lies in the conceptualization of «expertise» itself. In Poland, the
role has matured into a professionalized function focused on development and support. The
Polish expert, particularly one operating under the auspices of ORE or regional teacher
training centres, is primarily a facilitator of professional growth, a consultant, and a peer
evaluator. This model evolved within a context of established decentralization and
institutional trust. In Ukraine, by contrast, the emerging role of the expert, as shaped by new
quality assurance bodies (NAQA and SQE), reflects a dual function - as a guarantor of
standards and as an agent of disruption. The training for NAQA experts, for instance, is heavily
focused on the procedural and ethical dimensions of accreditation, aiming to build a cadre
capable of resisting the corrupt practices of the past [7]. This represents a deliberate
redrawing of professional jurisdictions, where the authority of the expert is derived not from
pedagogical seniority (the old Soviet model) but from a claim to procedural objectivity and
independence - a classic case of a new professional segment carving out its niche [1]. The
Ukrainian expert is thus conceived as an external auditor first and a developmental mentor
second, a prioritization dictated by the urgent need to build system-wide trust and credibility.

This conceptual difference is inextricably linked to the divergent models of
centralization. Poland’s system can be described as one of coordinated decentralization. The
Ministry sets the direction, ORE provides standardized training and resources, but the
application and further professional development are handled by a robust network of
regional and local institutions. This allows for flexibility and adaptation to local contexts.
Ukraine’s model is more akin to a centralized intervention within a decentralizing system.
The post-2014 reforms created powerful, top-down quality assurance agencies that operate
nationally. NAQA and SQE have a clear mandate to enforce a single, high standard of quality
across the country, a necessary step to overcome regional disparities and vested interests.
This has led to a palpable tension. While administrative and financial decentralization
empowers local communities and schools, the quality assurance framework recentralizes a
critical function, creating a potential clash between local autonomy and national
standardization.

This tension manifests as institutional friction. In Poland, the national (ORE) and
regional (placéwki doskonalenia) bodies have largely complementary functions. In Ukraine,
the new quality assurance agencies and the old regional In-service Teacher Training Institutes
(IPPEs) exist in a more ambiguous and sometimes competitive relationship. The SQE trains
experts for its institutional audits according to a specific, competency-based framework [5].
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The IPPEs, however, continue to provide broader, often more traditional, professional
development for school leaders and teachers, who may also be SQE experts. This can result in
fragmented or even contradictory training, where an expert receives procedural instruction
from the national agency but pedagogical guidance from a regional institute still partially
rooted in older methodologies. This lack of a coherent, system-wide strategy for expert
development, bridging both quality assurance and pedagogical support, is a significant
challenge for Ukraine.

Finally, the very nature of policy transfer between the two systems is fraught with
contradictions. While Ukraine rightly looks to the transparency and established procedures
of the Polish system as a model, the contexts are profoundly different. The Polish model of a
supportive, developmental expert is the product of three decades of peacetime reform and
gradual trust-building. Ukraine is attempting to implement similar reforms under the extreme
pressures of war and an accelerated EU accession timeline, which prioritizes accountability,
anti-corruption, and rapid verification of standards above all else. Simply adopting the Polish
model of a developmental expert without first firmly establishing the institutional and ethical
foundations of quality assurance would be premature. The core challenge for Ukraine is
therefore not to choose between the Polish «developmental» model and its own «auditor»
model, but to find a way to sequence them, building a foundation of rigorous quality assurance
upon which a more supportive, trust-based culture of professional expertise can eventually
be built.

Engaging in policy learning between Poland and Ukraine requires a departure from
the notion of simple «best practice» transfer. Given the profound contextual differences -
most notably, Ukraine’s active state of war and its compressed reform timeline - a more
nuanced, experimental approach is necessary. This involves identifying specific mechanisms
within the Polish system, interrogating their underlying principles, and exploring how they
might be radically adapted to function within Ukraine’s unique reality. Three areas from the
Polish experience seem particularly promising for such critical adaptation: the coordinated
training infrastructure, the use of modular e-learning platforms, and the formalization of
mentoring networks.

The most compelling feature of the Polish system is its coordinated, multi-level
infrastructure for professional development, linking the national Centre for Education
Development (ORE) with a network of regional and local teacher training centers (placéwki
doskonalenia nauczycieli). ORE develops standardized training programs and materials for
various expert roles, ensuring a baseline of quality and a common conceptual language across the
country [11]. This provides a potential solution to the institutional friction identified in Ukraine
between national quality agencies (NAQA, SQE) and regional In-service Teacher Training
Institutes (IPPEs). A hypothetical adaptation could see the development of a core curriculum for
Ukrainian experts, co-designed by NAQA, SQE, and the Ministry of Education and Science. This
curriculum, focusing on procedural ethics, quality criteria, and analytical methods, could then be
licensed or mandated for delivery through the existing IPPE network. Such a move would not only
harmonize training standards but also repurpose the IPPEs, integrating them into the new quality
assurance paradigm rather than leaving them as competing sources of professional identity. The
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Polish model shows that national standardization and regional delivery are not mutually
exclusive; they can be mutually reinforcing.

A second, highly transferable practice is Poland’s extensive use of digital
infrastructure for expert training. ORE'’s e-learning platform (platforma.ore.edu.pl) serves as
a national hub, offering a wide array of online courses, webinars, and digital resources for
teachers and experts [10]. This model offers a powerful blueprint for Ukraine, where the war
has made remote and flexible learning not a convenience but a necessity. Developing a similar
unified digital platform in Ukraine could serve multiple functions: it could host the
standardized training modules discussed above, provide a secure repository for audit and
accreditation materials, and foster a virtual community of practice for experts. The feasibility
of creating such a platform from scratch during wartime is questionable. However, a phased
approach seems plausible. Initially, this could involve leveraging existing technologies to
create a central resource portal, later evolving into a more interactive platform with modular
courses. This approach aligns with recommendations from international bodies like UNESCO,
which emphasize the need for flexible, technology-enabled learning systems to ensure
educational continuity during crises [13]. The Polish experience provides a concrete example
of what a resilient, state-supported digital ecosystem for professional development can look
like.

Finally, Poland’s system offers insights into formalizing mentorship. While less
centralized than its training programs, the Polish framework for professional advancement
recognizes experienced, high-performing teachers (nauczyciel dyplomowany), who often
take on mentoring roles within their schools and regions [14]. This concept could be adapted
to address the challenge of scaling up Ukraine’s expert pool rapidly. A structured «train-the-
mentor» program could be established, identifying experienced Ukrainian experts certified
by NAQA or SQE and training them specifically in coaching and mentoring methodologies.
These lead experts could then support newly trained colleagues, providing guidance on
complex cases, ethical dilemmas, and report writing. This creates a cascading model of
professional development that is less reliant on centralized, in-person training sessions and
more embedded in a network of peer support. The key here is adaptation: rather than just
expecting mentorship to happen organically, Ukraine could learn from Poland by creating a
formal status and support structure for expert-mentors.

However, the process of adapting these practices is fraught with risks that demand an
experimental mindset. Could a nationally mandated curriculum stifle regional innovation at the
IPPEs, or would it resolve the current institutional confusion? This is not a theoretical question. A
graduate of a regional ORE-led training program interviewed for this study pointed directly to the
«lack of coordination and duplication of training» between her institute and the SQE, describing
a system where school leaders are unsure whose guidance to follow. She advocated for a «unified
national approach» to set core competencies for experts, but one that explicitly empowers
regional centres like the IPPEs to design and deliver the training with «flexibility to meet local
needs». How would a mentoring network, another promising Polish practice, function in a low-
trust environment where the legacy of hierarchical inspection is still potent? Most critically, any
training program for Ukrainian experts must be fundamentally redesigned to address the deep
traumas of war. Polish curricula, developed in peacetime, do not contain modules on identifying
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student trauma, implementing psychosocial support, or planning for education in post-conflict
recovery. Therefore, a central task of policy learning is not just to borrow structures, but to infuse
them with new, contextually vital content. This would mean integrating guidelines on crisis-
responsive education from sources like the Inter-Agency Network for Education in Emergencies
(INEE) into the very core of any adapted training module. Ultimately, the Polish system offers a
valuable set of tools and institutional hypotheses. For Ukraine, the task is to treat them not as a
finished blueprint, but as a starting point for a process of creative and context-aware
experimentation.

4. CONCLUSIONS AND PROSPECTS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Through this research, I set out to understand how Ukraine might design a training
system for experts in the field of education amidst war and reform. The Polish experience
served as a useful point of reference - but one that had to be questioned at every turn. The
Polish case serves as a critical, if imperfect, mirror, reflecting both the possibilities of a
mature, decentralized system and the deep contextual chasms that separate the two nations’
present realities. My analysis suggests that the primary challenge for Ukraine is not a lack of
reformist ambition, but a series of structural and conceptual tensions that complicate the
process of policy learning. These include the conflicting conceptualizations of the expert as
either an «auditor» or a «mentor», the institutional friction between new quality assurance
agencies and legacy training institutes, and the overarching paradox of attempting to foster a
trust-based developmental culture within a context that demands stringent, top-down
accountability.

The Polish experience underscores that a functional expert system relies on
institutional coherence and a clear division of labour - outcomes of a decades-long, peacetime
evolution. Ukraine does not have the luxury of such time. Therefore, the goal cannot be
replication. Instead, the task is one of radical and context-aware adaptation. The Polish
models of coordinated training infrastructure, national e-learning platforms, and formalized
mentorship offer powerful structural hypotheses, but they must be infused with content that
is uniquely Ukrainian. This means embedding competencies related to trauma-informed
pedagogy, crisis management, and post-conflict recovery into the very DNA of any training
program. The expert of tomorrow’s Ukraine must be as adept at identifying and supporting a
traumatized child as they are at evaluating a curriculum for compliance with European
standards.

Moving forward, this research will pivot to a more intensive qualitative phase, seeking
to deepen the insights gained from the preliminary interview in Lviv. By engaging with a
broader range of experts from NAQA, SQE, IPPEs, and their Polish counterparts, I aim to
further test the feasibility of the adaptive models proposed in this paper. The ultimate
objective remains the development of a flexible, modular, and resilient training program
framework that can serve Ukraine not only in its current struggle for survival but in the
monumental task of post-war reconstruction that lies ahead. The future of the Ukrainian
education system depends on its ability to cultivate a new generation of experts who embody
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both the highest standards of professional integrity and the deepest commitment to human-
centered, resilient pedagogy.

The findings of this study, including the comparative analysis and the conducted
expert interviews, will serve as preliminary groundwork for my future doctoral research.
These materials will be further developed, expanded, and systematically analysed as part of
my dissertation, which aims to explore the evolution of educational expertise and quality
assurance in post-socialist contexts.
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PO3POBKA [IPOTPAMM ITPO®ECIMHOI IATOTOBKU EKCIIEPTIB Y TA/TY3I
OCBITHU B YKPAIHI: IOPIBHAJILHE JOCJ/IIJIXKEHHA
YKPAIHCbKUX TA MIOJIbCbKUX MPAKTHK

JlaBpo Oabra OJsieriBHa,

acnipaHTKa JIbBIBCbKOT0 HallioHaJIbHOTO yHiBepcUTETY iMeHi I. fl. @paHka,
BUKJa/Jja4 KadeJpU iHO3EMHUX MOB,
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AHoTauisa. [loBHOMacuITabHe pocCiiicbKe BTOPrHEHHS B YKpaiHy ¢yHJaMeHTaJbHO
JlecTabinizyBaso HaljioHaJIbHUMA OCBITHIA JlaHAmadT, BOJHOYAC KaTasli3yBaBLIM
HaraJbHIiCTb CTPYKTYPHUX pepopM Ta cPopMyBaBIIU Oe3MpeLeeHTHI BUKJIUKH 1010
IIOBOEHHOTO Bi/IHOBJIEHHS. LleHTpa/JIbHUM eJleMeHTOM IJUX CUCTEMHHUX TpaHcpopMariiil €
npodecioHasnizallis ekcnepTiB y rajaysi ocBiTH - ¢axiBIiiB, HAa IKHUX MOKJIaJeHO PYHKIIII
3a0e3ne4eHHs AKOCTI, akpeUTaLlil Ta eJaroriyHoro (KOHCyJIbTaTUBHOI0) CYyIIPOBOAY. Y
CTaTTi Npe/icCTaB/JeHO NOPiBHSJIBHUM aHali3 iIHCTUTYL[iHHUX MO/JeJlel MiIT0OTOBKU Ta
3aJly4yeHHSl eKCHepTiB y rajysi ocBiThu B YkpaiHi Ta Pecny6uini Iloabma. MeToto
JOCJIIPKEHHA € BUOKpeMJIEHHS peJIeBaHTHOrO JOCBiAy 3pisiol JeleHTpasni30BaHOl
MOJIbCbKOI CUCTEeMM [JId KOHLelNTyasi3alil aZalnTUBHOI, KPU30BO-OPiEHTOBAHOI
nporpamMyd MiArOTOBKU YKpalHCbKUX (axiBLiB. MeTono0/0Ti4yHO JOCTi)KeHHA
I'PYHTYETbCS Ha MOPiBHSAJIbHOMY aHaJli3i HOpMaTHBHO-NIPABOBOI 6a3U, HallioOHAJIbHUX
CTpaTeriy Ta iIHCTUTYLiMHUX 3BiTiB, 3iCTaBJISAI0OYU iICTOPUYHI TPAEKTOPII Ta NOTOYHI
IIOBHOBaXXeHHA K/II0YOBHUX Hal[iOHAJIbHUX IHCTUTYLiH, cepe/; AKHUX NOJbCbKUU LleHTp
po3BuTKy ocBiTu (ORE), a Takox ykpaiHcbki HamioHasbHe areHTCTBO i3
3abe3nedeHHs AKocTi BUIoi ocBith (HA3ABO) Ta /lep>xaBHa ciy»06a AKOCTi OCBIiTH
(ACAO). PesynbTaTH A0CHAiX)KEHHS BUABJATb QyHJaMeHTa/JbHYy KOHLENTYyaJbHY
JIUBEPreHLiI0: KILO M0JIbCbKa cucTeMa GOPMYE eKCriepTa HacaMmIiepes ik «<MeHTOpa»
3 PO3BUTKY, 1110 [li€ B MexKax JeleHTPali30BaHOl Mepexi 3 BUCOKHUM PiBHEM [0BIipH,
TO yKpalHCbKa MO/ieJlb, leTepMiHOBaHa IPUCKOPEHUM KypCOM Ha €BpOiHTerparito ta
iMImepaTUBOM MOJAOJAHHA KOPYNLIMHOI CHAJAIIMHU, Hapasi NOpiopuTesye poJib
eKcrepTa AK He3aJIeXKHOTO «ayJUTOopa, KOHCYJIbTaHTa». Y CTATTi apryMeHTYeTbCA
HEeJIOLiJIbHICTD MNpPSIMOr0 NepeHeceHHd 1HO3eMHOro JocBigy. HartowmicTb
IPONOHYETbCA KOHTEKCTYaJlbHO 4YyTJMBa ajanTalid I0JIbCbKOI KOOPAHWHOBAHOI
6araTopiBHeBOiI iIHQPACTPYKTYPH MiATOTOBKU, MOAYIbHUX €KOCHUCTEM €JIEKTPOHHOTO
HaB4YaHHSA Ta GopMai30oBaHUX MEHTOPCHKUX MepexK. 3p06JieHO BUCHOBOK, 1110 Oy/b-
sdKa aJjlalToBaHa YKpaiHCbKa MoOJeJsb MiZiITOTOBKU IOBUHHA OYTH [JOKOPIHHO
[epeocMUC/IeHa ULIAXOM iHTerpanii TpaBMO-OpPIEHTOBAHOI IeJarorikku Ta
AaHTUKPHU30BOr0 MeHe/KMEHTY. lle rapaHTyBaTHMe, 1110 HOBa reHepallis eKClepTiB
Oy/ie 3/1aTHA He JIMIIe iIMIIJIEMEHTYBAaTH €BPOINENChKI CTAaHJAaPTH aKpeAUTallii, ane i
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epeKTHBHO pearyBaTH Ha IJIMOOKiI ICHUXOCOLia/bHI BUKJIMKU BOEHHOTO 4Yacy Ta
IIOBOEHHOI BiZj0yZJ0BU OCBIiTH.

KiwouoBi cioBa: ekcrepT y raiysi ocBiTH; npodeciiHa MNiArTOTOBKA; OCBIiTHA
nporpaMa; 3abe3mneyeHHS SKOCTi OCBiTH; TMOpiBHSJIbHA OCBITHA IOJITHKA;
npodeciiHUM pO3BUTOK; IOBOEHHE BiHOBJEHHS; OCBITHA pedopMa; OCBITHA
pe3nuNbEHTHICTD; YKpaiHa; [losbLia.
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