AKAJIEMIYHI BI3II

Bunyck 42/2025

ACADEMIC STAFF TRAINING FOR ACADEMIC
ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN THE UNIVERSITY’S PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM: METHODOLOGICAL APPROACHES

Tetiana Helzhynskal
Ony6J1ikoBaHO Cekis YK
30.04.2025 OcsiTta/Ilegarorika 37.01

DOI: https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.17281892

Annotation. The article presents methodological approaches that form the basis of training
academic staff for academic entrepreneurship in the university system of professional development. As
aresult of a theoretical analysis of scientific and pedagogical literature and a generalisation of the results
of previous studies, the feasibility of using systemic, synergistic, structural-functional and integrative
methodological approaches in training academic staff for academic entrepreneurship is substantiated.
Each of the above approaches performs a specific function within a holistic methodological framework
that ensures the effectiveness of professional development in the conditions of transformation of the
university environment. The systemic approach allows us to consider training for academic
entrepreneurship as a multidimensional, hierarchically ordered system with clearly defined
components, connections and expected results. It ensures the integrity, coherence, flexibility and
openness of the educational process, as well as the result-oriented nature of training. The synergistic
approach actualises the openness, nonlinearity and ability of the system to self-organise. It promotes
the integration of interdisciplinary knowledge, creative design of individual trajectories of professional
development, adaptability and coherence of educational processes. Academic entrepreneurship is
considered as a synergistic system that forms an innovative environment of the university. The
structural-functional approach provides the logic of interaction between the components of the
professional development system, formalises readiness for academic entrepreneurship through
motivational, cognitive, activity and personal components. It allows to synchronize the professional
roles of teachers with the expected results, integrates formal, non-formal and informal learning, as well
as ensure the sustainability and functionality of the academic environment. The integrative approach is
implemented at the theoretical, methodological, content and organisational-pragmatic levels. It
provides interdisciplinary integration of knowledge, harmonisation of the training content with
professional functions, synchronisation of interlevel interaction and combination of theory and practice.
This approach contributes to the formation of an innovative, collegial, project-based educational
environment. The application of these approaches in combination allows us to form a methodologically
sound model of academic staff training for academic entrepreneurship, which meets the challenges of
modern educational policy, the needs of the knowledge economy, and the demands of society.
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IliazroToBKa HAyKOBO-IleJarorivyHux NpaniBHUKIB 0 aKaJAeMi4YHOro NiANpUEMHHULTBA
y cucteMi npodeciiHOro po3BUTKY YHIBEpPCUTETY: METOA0JIOTiYHI migxoau

AHoTanis. ¥ craTTi npeAcTaB/ieHO MeTO/A0JOTIYHI NiIX0AU, MOK/AaJeHi B OCHOBY MirOTOBKHU
HAYKOBO-INeJlaroriyHUX MpaliBHUKIB /10 akaJleMiYHOro MiANPUEMHUITBA Yy cUcTeMi npodeciiHoro
PO3BUTKY YHiBepCUTETY. ¥ pe3yJsbTaTi TEOPETUYHOTO aHa/li3y HayKOBO-IeAaroriyHol jitepaTypy Ta
y3araJibHEeHHsI pe3yJ/bTaTiB MONepefHix AO0CJai[P)KeHb OOGI'PYHTOBAHO [OLJbHICTL 3aCTOCYBaHHS
CHUCTEMHOTO, CHHEPIreTUYHOTO, CTPYKTYPHO-PYHKI[IOHATBHOTO Ta iHTErPaTUBHOIO METO/OJIOTIYHUX
NiAX0AIB y NiArOTOBLI HAayKOBO-NeJaroriyHUX NpaliBHUKIB A0 aKaJeMiyHOro MigIpUEMHUIITBA.
KoxeH i3 3a3HayeHUX MigXo[(iB BUKOHYyE cneludiuHy PyHKIiI0 B Mexax IL[iJiCHOI MeTOo/0J0TiYHOl
paMkKy, 1m0 3ab6e3nedye eQdeKTHUBHICTb mNpodeciiHOro pO3BUTKY B yMoBax TpaHchopmauii
YHIBEPCUTETCHKOTO cepefoBulla. CHUCTEMHUHR mifgxif, [A03BOJISIE pO3T/AfaTH MiACOTOBKY [0
aKaZieMiyHOTO MiIPUEMHUIITBA fIK GaraTOBUMIipHY, i€epapXiYHO BIOPS/IKOBAHY CHUCTEMY 3 YiTKO
BU3HAYEHMMU KOMIIOHEHTaMH, 3B'I3KaMU Ta OYiKyBaHUMU pe3yJibTaTaMU. BiH 3a6e3neuye minicHicTB,
Y3TrOJKeHICTh, THYYKICTb i BIJKPUTICTb OCBITHBOTO NPOLECY, a TAKOX pe3yJibTaTO-OPiEHTOBAHICTb
nifrotoBkyd. CHHepreTUYHMUM MiJAXiJ aKTyasi3ye BiAKPUTICTb, HEJIIHIMHICTD 1 3J@aTHICTb CUCTEMHU [0
camoopradizanii. BiH cnpusie iHTerpanii MKAUCUMIUIIHAPHUX 3HAaHb, TBOPUYOMY MPOEKTYBAHHIO
iHAWBiyaJbHUX TPaEKTOPid mpodeciiHOro pPo3BUTKY, aJallTUBHOCTI Ta KOTrepeHTHOCTi OCBiTHIiX
npoieciB. AKasieMiuHe MiANMPUEMHHUI[TBO PO3IJSJAETHCA K CUHEPreTHYHa CHUCTeMa, 1o $opmye
iHHOBalliliHe cepenoBuUllle YHiBepcuTeTy. CTPYKTYpHO-OYHKIiOHAJbHUN MiAXiJ 3a6e3nedye JIOTIKy
B3a€EMO/Iii MiXk KOMIIOHEHTaMU CHUCTeMHU MpodeciiHOro po3BUTKY, ¢dopmasizye TOTOBHICTb [0
aKaZeMiyHOTo MiAIPUEMHHIITBA Yepe3 MOTHUBAI[iWHUH, KOTHITUBHUH, MisIIbHICHUH Ta 0COOUCTiCHUI
KOMIIOHEHTH. BiH [o03BoJsisie cuHXpOHi3yBaTu mpodeciiiHi posi BukaazaviB i3 ovikyBaHUMH
pe3yJbTaTaMy, iHTerpyBaTu ¢opmasbHe, HedopMasbHe Ta iHPopMasibHEe HABYAHHSA, a TaKOXK
3a6e3neyuTU CTaliCThb i QYHKLIOHAJNbHICTh aKaJIeMiYHOTO cepefloBUIA. [HTerpaTUBHUN migxif
peasi3yeTbC Ha TEOPETUYHOMY, METO/I0JIOTIYHOMY, 3MiCTOBOMY Ta OpraHisaniliHo-nparMaTU4HOMY
piBHsIX. BiH 3a6e3neuye MixAUCHUIIIHAPHY iHTerpalilo 3HaHb, FapMOHi3alilo 3MiCTy HiAroTOBKHU 3
npodeciiHUMU QYHKIIIMHY, CUHXpOHi3alilo MixpiBHeBOi B3aeMofiii Ta mNoegHaHHA Teopii 3
npakTukow. Takuil mniaxif crnpuse ¢GopMyBaHHIO iHHOBALiHHOrO, KOJIETiaJIbHOTO, MPOEKTHOTO
OCBITHBOT'O Cepe/loBHIIA. 3aCTOCYBAaHHS 3a3HAYEHHUX MiJX0/[iB y KOMILJIEKCi A03BoJsiE chopMyBaTH
METO/I0JIOTiYHO OOIPYHTOBAaHYy MOJieJib TiJIFOTOBKA HAYKOBO-NEJArOriYyHUX MpaliBHUKIB [0
aKaZieMiyHOTO MiANPUEMHUIITBA, 1110 Bi/[IOBi/]Ja€ BUKJIMKAM Cy4aCHOI OCBITHbOI MOJIITUKH, NOTpebam
€KOHOMIKM 3HaHb Ta 3allMTaM CyCIiJIbCTBA.

Kio4oBi c/10Ba: HaykoBO-NeAaroriuHi  nOpaniBHUKY; akajeMiuHe NiANPUEMHHUITBO;
yHiIBepCUTET; cucTeMa NpodeciiHOrO PO3BUTKY; MiArOTOBKA [0 aKaJeMiuHOTO MiANPUEMHUIITBA;
CUCTEMHUM MiAXiJl; CUHEpPreTUYHUU MiAXi[; CTPYKTYpHO-QYyHKLiOHAaJbHUN MiJAXiJ; iHTErpaTUBHUN
HiAXiz.

Introduction

Universities are increasingly positioning themselves as pivotal agents of innovation,
integrating educational, research, and entrepreneurial activities within their institutional
missions. In this context, academic entrepreneurship is acquiring strategic significance,
reshaping the traditional roles of academic staff and imposing new demands on their
professional competencies. However, the effective integration of entrepreneurial dimensions
into the academic environment is unattainable without the deliberate training of personnel
capable of operating at the intersection of science, education, and business.

Despite growing interest in academic entrepreneurship, the methodological foundations
underpinning the training of academic staff within university professional development
systems remain insufficiently explored. Existing practices are often fragmented, intuitive, or
borrowed from adjacent domains, which complicates their adaptation to the specificities of
higher education. The absence of clearly defined methodological orientations constrains the
systematic development of entrepreneurial readiness among educators, diminishes the efficacy
of educational interventions, and impedes the assessment of their outcomes.
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Accordingly, there is an urgent need to investigate and conceptualise methodological
approaches that may serve as a foundation for constructing a coherent model of academic staff
training for entrepreneurial engagement. Such analysis will not only delineate the theoretical
underpinnings of this training but also ensure its practical relevance, institutional alignment,
and strategic direction. The study of methodological approaches is thus critically important for
shaping an effective system of professional development capable of sustaining the university’s
innovative potential amid global transformations.

A substantial body of scholarly work has been devoted to the investigation of
methodological approaches and their application in the professional development of educators,
including the integrative [1, 7, 12, 14], synergetic [4, 9, 13, 18, 19], structural-functional [2, 5,
16, 20], and systemic [8, 10, 11, 15] approaches.

The formulation of the article's purpose. The purpose of this article is to substantiate the
methodological approaches underpinning the training of academic staff for engagement in
academic entrepreneurship within the university’s professional development system.

Results

A thorough analysis of scholarly literature in the field of pedagogy, dedicated to the study
of professional development and the training of educators from the perspective of lifelong
learning, reveals that researchers advocate for a diverse range of methodological approaches
to address this issue. Based on a synthesis of research findings, Lynova and Bulvinska identify
three methodological levels and their corresponding approaches to the professional
development of academic staff. Specifically, at the philosophical level, they distinguish
cognitive, anthropological, axiological, systemic, synergistic, and anthropocentric approaches;
at the pedagogical level, approaches related to lifelong learning, humanisation, andragogy,
competency-based, and learner-centred paradigms; and at the psychological level, activity-
based, creative, and personal development approaches [20]. In our view, this classification
requires refinement, as it conflates methodological approaches with principles of professional
development, thereby obscuring the conceptual boundaries between them.

According to Kotvitska, Olkhovska, and Kaidalova, the professional development of
academic staff should be grounded in the application of methodological approaches such as the
systemic, andragogical, acmeological, personal, integrative, activity-based, competency-based,
and cultural approaches [10, p. 76]. In his doctoral thesis, Zahura emphasises the relevance of
anthropocentric, andragogical, interdisciplinary, paradigmatic, systemic, synergistic,
competency-based, acmeological, axiological, cultural, activity-based, and learner-centred
approaches [8, p. 106].

Drawing upon the contributions of both theorists and practitioners in the field of
education, and in alignment with the focus of this study, we substantiate the application of the
following methodological approaches: systemic, synergistic, structural-functional, and
integrative.

The systemic approach and its application in the professional training and development
of educators have been extensively explored in scholarly literature. This approach is
understood as “a direction in research methodology that involves the study of an object as a
holistic set of elements within a network of relationships and interconnections, i.e., the
consideration of the object as a system” [15, p. 14]. A system, in turn, is defined as “a set of
elements that are interrelated and interconnected, forming a certain integrity and unity” [15,
p. 14].

Based on the analysis of previous research findings, it appears logical to conceptualise the
training of academic staff for engagement in academic entrepreneurship, which is inherently
multidimensional and interdisciplinary, as a system characterised by the following features:
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- holism: the presence of structural components and interrelations among them, the
functional purpose of which is directed towards achieving the overarching goal, namely, the
formation of academic staff readiness for entrepreneurial activity;

- integrativity: the comprehensive integration of educational, research, innovation,
entrepreneurial, infrastructural, and administrative components, alongside continuous
improvement through monitoring, reflective practice, and feedback mechanisms;

- process alignment: the synchronisation of readiness formation through modular
learning, the use of pedagogical tools, and diverse learning formats;

- flexibility and openness: the utilisation of both internal (academic) and external
environmental resources within which the university operates, including legislative and
regulatory frameworks, national economic demands, labour market requirements, and societal
expectations; as well as the incorporation of formal, non-formal, and informal learning
modalities;

- outcome orientation: the identification of expected learning outcomes and clear
evaluation criteria, grounded in the application of insights from various domains of scholarly
knowledge.

The legitimacy of our reasoning is corroborated by a publication which asserts that,
“..when examining an organisation as a socio-economic system, the following system-forming
factors and properties may be distinguished: the organisation as a holistic system; the presence
of distinct subsystems constituting the organisation; a shared overarching goal uniting all
elements and subsystems; the subordination of individual goals to the system’s common
objective and the awareness of each actor of their tasks and the overall purpose; the fulfilment
of functions by each element in accordance with assigned tasks; relations of subordination and
coordination among elements and subsystems (i.e., the hierarchical principle of structure and
governance); the existence of feedback between the controlling and controlled subsystems; and
a significant dependence on the external environment” [11, p. 18].

We concur with the researcher’s view that “the systemic approach enables the
identification of integrative systemic properties and qualitative characteristics. That is, the
study of pedagogical regularities in teacher training is conducted through the development of
a holistic integrative model, which examines systems of objects and allows for the delineation
of various essential functions, elements, components, their interrelations and connections,
system-forming factors, and key conditions for the functioning of diverse pedagogical systems
in both static and dynamic dimensions” [6, p. 73].

At the same time, we acknowledge the significance of the synergistic approach within our
study, which has gained considerable traction in the training of contemporary educators [18,
19]. Scholarly works emphasise that “the growing popularity of synergetics today is
attributable to its emergence as a language of interdisciplinary communication, intelligible to
specialists in mathematics, physics, chemistry, biology, psychology, and other fields, although
each interprets synergetic models in their own way” [18, p. 417].

Kyrychenko and Prosina highlight “the synergistic nature of education and the influence
of synergetics on the functioning of its individual components” [9, p. 16] and further
substantiate the application of the synergistic approach, which “enables the transformation of
a static system of postgraduate education into an active, dynamic, and continuously evolving
system of formal and non-formal teacher education, grounded in principles of self-organisation,
non-linear thinking, creative design of individual professional development, and the
construction of diverse trajectories following personal needs, with a focus on the individual and
their professional role within social systems” [9, p. 25].

Given that “education, as a social system and societal institution, exhibits openness and
self-organisation, since any social system is inherently a non-linear open system which, under
external influences, may qualitatively transform its internal structure and evolve in a particular
direction, an idea reflected in the domain of pedagogical reflection” [4, p. 113], we substantiate
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the application of the synergistic approach in training academic staff for engagement in
academic entrepreneurship, based on the following considerations:

- the academic environment of the contemporary university, and, by extension, the
professional development system embedded within it, constitutes a complex, open, and non-
linear system, continuously evolving under the influence of internal and external factors,
societal demands, and the imperatives of the knowledge economy;

- academic entrepreneurship, by its very nature, represents a synergistic system that
relies on the capacity of academic staff for self-organisation, adaptability, creative potential,
and scientific-creative thinking;

—  the organisation of academic staff training for entrepreneurial activity necessitates
the application of synergetics and the integration of interdisciplinary knowledge and
innovation, alongside the dynamic renewal of content and coherence in both the use of
organisational forms and teaching methods, and the synchronisation of professional activities
in pursuit of collective goals.

In this context, “academic entrepreneurship is a synthesis of scientific research,
educational technologies, innovation, and the entrepreneurial environment, generating a
synergistic effect for the development of an innovation-driven economy” [13, p. 345].

The scholarly literature in pedagogy highlights the effectiveness of the structural-
functional approach, particularly in the initial professional training of educators [5], as well as
in their postgraduate education and continuing professional development [12]. Within the
context of this study, we argue for the relevance of applying the structural-functional approach,
as it is closely aligned with the systemic approach. Its principal value lies in its capacity to
elucidate the logic of interaction among the components of the university’s professional
development system, within which the training of academic staff for academic
entrepreneurship is implemented. Specifically, this approach enables:

—  the structuring and formalisation of academic staff readiness for academic
entrepreneurship, encompassing motivational, cognitive, activity-based, and personal
components; synchronisation with professional roles and functions, expected outcomes, and
hierarchical ordering (lecturer - department - faculty/institute - university - national
education system - international higher education space);

- the interrelation of formal, non-formal, and informal learning as integral dimensions
of academic staff training for entrepreneurial engagement;

- the interdependence and functional coherence of content, organisational forms and
teaching methods, resource provision, and institutional mechanisms underpinning the training
of academic staff for academic entrepreneurship;

—  the assurance of continuity and reproducibility of the educational, research-
innovation, and administrative components of the university’s academic environment in which
the training is carried out.

Our reasoning is supported by the work of domestic scholars who assert that the
structural-functional approach is grounded in “the ideas of integrity, structure, and
functionality” [2, p. 33], and in “the principle of identifying “units” as structurally segmented
wholes, wherein each structural element possesses a specific functional purpose. The whole is
thereby decomposed into “units” that encapsulate the essential properties characteristic of the
whole itself” [16, p. 34].

This study places particular emphasis on the application of the integrative approach in
training academic staff for engagement in academic entrepreneurship. The integrative
approach has been widely examined in the context of educators’ professional training [14], the
development of their readiness to perform professional functions [1], and their continuing
professional development [17].

We are particularly aligned with the conclusions drawn by Dubasenuk and Vozniuk, who
advocate for the consideration of the professional and personal development of the modern

5
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educator through the lens of the integrative approach. They identify several core conceptual
foundations of this approach: “civilisational foundations, which are shaped by the societal
demand for competent professionals in contemporary contexts; activity-based and personal
foundations, which reflect humanity’s transition into the information age; systemic-scientific
and methodological foundations, which are informed by the current critical phase in the
development of science as both a form of social consciousness and an applied domain of life
transformation” [7, p. 19]; “developmental and profesiographic foundations, which are
grounded in general scientific patterns of human development, whereby professional growth
is realised through the continuous formation of the educator as a professional; paradigmatic
foundations, which are determined by the aforementioned profound civilisational
transformation of modern life, marked by a crisis in the current educational system and
situated within the broader context of global civilisational disruption [7, p. 20].

These foundations collectively underscore the relevance of the integrative approach as a
methodological basis for training academic staff to navigate the complex, interdisciplinary, and
innovation-driven demands of academic entrepreneurship.

Considering that “an entrepreneurial academic environment fosters the transformation
of traditional universities into scientific-educational hubs capable of integrating research and
educational achievements into practical domains” [3, p. 125], and in light of prior scholarly
investigations, we argue the integrative approach to be the most appropriate strategy for
training academic staff for academic entrepreneurship. This approach is operationalised across
four interrelated levels:

- theoretical level: this involves interdisciplinary integration of theories and concepts
from diverse fields of knowledge, including philosophy, economics, sociology, psychology, and
pedagogy;

- methodological level: at this level, a holistic system for training academic staff for
academic entrepreneurship is constructed, grounded in a range of methodological approaches,
namely, systemic, structural-functional, integrative, synergistic;

- content level: this entails the design of a coherent body of knowledge for academic
entrepreneurship training, structured around interconnected components. It ensures the
systemic nature of knowledge through the development of a flexible knowledge system
characterised by qualitatively novel features, and aligns this system with the professional
functions of academic staff;

- organisational-pragmatic level: this level ensures the linkage between theory and
practice in academic entrepreneurship training. It involves synchronising multi-level
interactions (individual, departmental, faculty, institutional), and implementing organisational
forms and teaching methods that foster innovative, collegial, and project-based collaboration
among academic staff.

Conclusions

As aresult of a theoretical analysis of scholarly literature in the field of education and the
synthesis of prior research findings, the relevance of applying systemic, synergetic, structural-
functional, and integrative methodological approaches to the training of academic staff for
engagement in academic entrepreneurship has been substantiated. Each of these approaches
fulfils a distinct function within a coherent methodological framework that ensures the
effectiveness of professional development amid the transformation of the university
environment.

The systemic approach enables the conceptualisation of academic entrepreneurship
training as a multidimensional, hierarchically structured system with clearly defined
components, interrelations, and anticipated outcomes. It ensures the integrity, coherence,
flexibility, and openness of the educational process, as well as its orientation towards
measurable results. The synergistic approach foregrounds openness, non-linearity, and the
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system’s capacity for self-organisation. It facilitates the integration of interdisciplinary
knowledge, the creative design of individual professional development trajectories,
adaptability, and the coherence of educational processes. Academic entrepreneurship is thus
understood as a synergistic system that fosters an innovative university environment.

The structural-functional approach provides a logical framework for the interaction
between components of the professional development system. It formalises readiness for
academic entrepreneurship through motivational, cognitive, activity-based, and personal
components. This approach enables the synchronisation of academic roles with expected
outcomes, the integration of formal, non-formal, and informal learning, and the sustainability
and functionality of the academic environment.

The integrative approach is implemented across theoretical, methodological, content-
related, and organisational-pragmatic levels. It supports interdisciplinary knowledge
integration, harmonisation of training content with professional roles, synchronisation of
multi-level interactions, and the alignment of theory with practice. This approach contributes
to the development of an innovative, collegial, and project-oriented educational environment.

The combined application of these approaches allows for the construction of a
methodologically grounded model for training academic staff for academic entrepreneurship,
one that responds to the challenges of contemporary educational policy, the demands of the
knowledge economy, and the expectations of society.
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