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FORMATION OF THE FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT OF
EXECUTIVES’ READINESS FOR RISK MANAGEMENT

The article clarifies the concept of "flexibility / rigidity of skills", discloses the indicators of executives' functional
readiness for risk management and diagnostic techniques, presents the results of evaluating the executives' functional
readiness for risk management. The functional component is characterized by a combination of practical skills and
knowledge of risk management acquired in the process of learning and fulfilling certain responsibilities with experience
(both obtained from teachers, masters, managers, employees and personal) and is determined by the following indica-
tors: the ability to apply methods for identifying risks and classifying identified risks in an educational institution; the
ability to carry out quantitative and qualitative analysis of risks; the ability to identify the most critical risks; the ability
to plan a response to risks; the ability to monitor risk assessments and determine proposals and recommendations by
the monitoring results. The "flexibility of skills" is substantiated as the ability to perform certain risk management pro-
cedures properly, carry out analytical and synthetic actions, using tools in accordance with situations of uncertainty,
summarizing and developing proposals and recommendations. The results of quantitative and qualitative indicators of
the evaluation of the performed tasks demonstrate low index of the formation of the investigated skills, which convinc-

ingly confirms the need to increase attention on their further formation.
Keywords: flexibility of skills, functional readiness, executive, risk, risk management.

Introduction

It is known that the activity of any organization is
associated with numerous risks. Risk means the uncertain-
ty of the result. Mostly it concerns the negative effects of
actions or events. Along with the types of risks general
for all branches of the activity there are specific risks
inherent only for a certain kind of activity. Education is
no exception. In this sphere there are special risks associ-
ated with the quality of pupils and students’ training.
Identification of risks, the availability of a systematic
approach to their assessment, and maintaining the risks at
an acceptable level are important aspects of improving the
educational institution functioning. That is why the for-
mation of the functional component of executives' readi-
ness for risk management is the basis of its professional
activity to perform tasks of various managerial complexi-
ties.

Aim and Tasks

The paper aims to present the results of the for-
mation of the functional component of executives’ readi-
ness for risk management.

Obijectives of the study are as follows:

- to clarify the essence of the concept of "flexibility
of skills";

- to determine the indicators of executives' functional
readiness for risk management and diagnostic methods;

- to identify the levels of executives' readiness for
risk management by functional component.

Research Methods
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The experiment involved 104 directors with working
experience (experimental group) and 104 students-future
directors (control group).

The functional component involves a combination of
knowledge and practical skills in risk management re-
ceived in the process of learning and fulfilling certain
responsibilities with experience (both obtained from
teachers, masters, managers, employees and personal).

One of the criteria for diagnosing executives' func-
tional readiness for risk management in educational insti-
tutions is "flexibility — rigidity of skills".

Traditionally, flexibility is seen as an integral charac-
teristic of an individual, which enables him (her) to suc-
cessfully solve a wide range of professional and life chal-
lenges in a constantly changing environment. Flexibility
of skills is characterized by the ability to establish associ-
ative relationships and move from the phenomena of one
class to others, often remote in content; to find new solu-
tions quickly and easily (Torhan, 2011). M. Torhan em-
phasizes that the relationship between flexibility and
rigidity is complex, while rigidity is manifested by the
inability or unwillingness of a specialist to reorganize the
planned scheme of the activity in conditions where the
previously scheduled program requires significant chang-
es.

The “flexibility of skills” criterion is considered as
the ability to carry out certain risk management proce-
dures properly, fulfill analytical and synthetic actions,
using tools in accordance with situations of uncertainty,
summing up and developing proposals and recommenda-
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tions. In its turn, rigidity is characterized by the inability
of managers to take into account varieties of situations of
uncertainty, to change tools and to consider the specifics
of risks. Managers meet difficulties when the situation
changes.

Thus, “flexibility / rigidity of skills” criterion indica-
tors by the functional component of executives' readiness
for risk management in an educational institution are: the
ability to apply risk identification methods and classify
identified risks in an educational institution (statistical,
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analytical, expert analogy methods, etc.); the ability to
carry out quantitative and qualitative analysis of risks;
the ability to identify the most critical risks (to prioritize
correctly, to allocate existing resources and to solve first
and foremost tasks); the ability to plan a response to
risks; the ability to monitor risk assessments and deter-
mine proposals and recommendations by the monitoring
results (Chernenko, 2016).

The evaluation by the “flexibility / rigidity of skills”
criterion was carried out according to the formula:

s +1,+15
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108, +8,335, +20S, +1111S, +16,67S,
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where: Cs is the calculated number of points by the criterion "flexibility / rigidity of skills"; Ss; is the respondent
number of points received by indicators 31 - 35; | 3 is the standardized score obtained by the respondents by indicators

31-35.
Table 1.
Conversion Factors to the Assessment Scale 0 to 100 and Calculation Formulas
The number of The index of
points The index of stretching / com-
Criteria Indicators on the scale the left border resgion
of the correspond- shift P
ing methodology
3.1. The ability to apply risk 100
identification methods and classify from0to 10 — — =10
identified risks ((1,) 10—-10
Calculation formula I, =10S,
2.1. The ability to carry out 100
. quantitative and qualitative analysis from 0 to 12 - — = 8,33
£ of risks (12) 12 -0
2 Calculation formula |, =833S,
% 22.  The ability to identify the 100
S most critical risks (I 3) from0to 5 - — =20
z 5-0
=2 Calculation formula I, =20S,
> 2.3. The ability to plan a re- 100
= sponse to risks (l4) fromOto 9 - —=11.11
e 9—10 ’
m Calculation formula I, =1111S,
2.4. The ability to monitor risk 100
assessments and determine proposals from 010 6 a — 1667
and recommendations by the moni- 6—0 - !
toring results (Is)
Calculation formula I, =16,67S,

To determine the numerical intervals of the levels of
executives' functional readiness for risk management
(low, satisfactory and sufficient), the method of standard
deviations was used.

Research Results
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The obtained results of evaluation of executives'
functional readiness levels (with work experience and
future managers) for risk management are presented in
tables 2-3.
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Table 2.
Results of Functional Readiness of Executives with Work Experience for Risk Management
- - - Levels (experimental group)
The |nd|cators_of «fle_><|b_|I|ty [ rigidity Sufficient Satisfactory Cow
of skills» criterion

% persons % persons % persons
The ability to apply risk identification
methods and classify identified risks (1) 11.04 17 50.65 8 38.31 59
The gbl!lty to carry out quantitative and 12.99 20 5130 79 3571 55
qualitative analysis of risks (1)
The ability to identify the most critical 9.09 14 5130 79 39.61 61
risks (1)
;I'IT)e ability to plan a response to risks 15.59 24 48.70 75 3571 55
The ability to monitor risk assessments
and determine proposals and recommen- | 14.94 23 50.00 77 35.06 54
dations by the monitoring results (Is)
Criterion: flexibility / rigidity of skills 12.99 20 50.00 77 37.01 57

Table 3.
Results of Future Executives’ Readiness for Risk Management
- A - Levels (control group)
The indicators _of «fle>_<|b|_I|ty/ rigidity of Sufficient Satisfactory Low
skillsy criterion
% persons % persons % persons

The ability to apply risk identification
methods and classify identified risks (I1) 5.70 ; 52.53 83 AL 66
The _abl_llty to carry out _quantltatlve and 15.82 o5 5063 80 3355 53
qualitative analysis of risks (I)
Iglssa(blll)lty to identify the most critical 11.39 18 4937 78 3924 62
The ability to plan a response to risks (l4) 17.08 27 49.37 78 33.55 53
The ability to monitor risk assessments
and determine proposals and recommen- 13.29 21 51.27 81 35.44 56
dations by the monitoring results (Is)
Criterion: flexibility / rigidity of skills 13.29 21 51.90 82 34.81 55

As we see from tables 2-3, by the indicator of “flexi-
bility / rigidity of skills” criterion of the functional com-
ponent — the ability to apply methods of identifying risks
and classify the identified risks, — the sufficient level was
identified among 11.04% of the executives in the experi-
mental group and among 5.70% of the executives in the
control group. The satisfactory level of this indicator was
determined among 50.65% of the executives in the exper-
imental group and 52.53% of the respondents in the con-
trol group; low level — respectively among 38.31% and
41.77% of the executives.

Sufficient level of the executives’ readiness for risk
management in educational institutions by the indicator —
the ability to carry out quantitative and qualitative analy-
sis of risks — was recorded among 12.99% of the execu-
tives in the experimental group and among 15.82% of the
respondents in the control group. The satisfactory level
was found among 51.30% of the managers in the experi-
mental group and 50.63% of the executives in the control
group. The low level — among 35.71% of the managers in
the experimental group and 35.55% of the executives in
the control group.
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As we can see, the sufficient level of formation of
the executives' readiness for risk management in educa-
tional institutions by the indicator — the ability to deter-
mine the most critical risks — was shown by 9.09% of the
managers in the experimental and by 11.39% in the con-
trol group. The satisfactory level was determined among
51.30% of the managers in the experimental group and
among 49.37% in the control group; the low level —
among 39.61% of the managers in the experimental group
and 39.24% of the respondents in the control group.

The sufficient level of executives’ readiness for risk
management in educational institutions by the indicator -
the ability to plan response to risks — was demonstrated by
15.59% of the managers in the experimental and by
17.08% of the respondents in the control group; the satis-
factory level — by 48,70% of the executives in the exper-
imental group and by 49,37% in the control group; the
low level was determined among the majority of the man-
agers in the experimental and control groups — respective-
ly 35.71% and 33.55%.

The sufficient level by the fifth indicator of the in-
vestigated component - the ability to monitor risk assess-
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ments and to determine proposals and recommendations
by the monitoring results — was shown only by 14.94%
and 13.29% of the managers in the EG and CG. A signifi-
cant number of respondents demonstrated the satisfactory
level — 50.00% of the managers in the experimental group
and 51.27% in the control group. The low level of the
ability to monitor risk assessments and to formulate pro-
posals and recommendations based on the results of moni-
toring was found among 35.06% of the managers in the
experimental and among 35.44% in the control groups.

The high-quality aggregate data processing allowed
to state that in the open-ended test tasks, in particular
(case “Procedure and risk management tools™), managers
prepared an analytical note. The typical mistake of re-
spondents in applying risk identification methods was the
inability to identify the resources and threats of an educa-
tional institution, some of them could not distinguish risks
from threats at all. The SWOT analysis made it possible
to state satisfactory skills, not all the strengths and weak-
nesses of the educational establishment were determined,
sometimes generally weak points were marked as strong,
for example, reduction of the number of students entering
a higher educational establishment is marked as a strong
point because it will improve the quality, but they don’t
take into account that the decline in the student enrolment
will result in staff reduction and an increase in the teach-
ers’ workload due to the incompleteness of student
groups, where only 15% of class hours are planned for the
teacher while in the schedule the full hours are indicated
according to the curricula and work plans.

Analyzing the results of responses as for the identifi-
cation of the most critical risks, it should be noted that
managers met significant difficulties while generating risk
maps, most of them generally failed to complete the task.
The respondents could not identify critical risks, as all
identified by them (discrepancy between teacher’s train-
ing qualifications and the taught subject, delayed ad-
vanced training course — personnel risk; insufficient num-
ber of computers, computer classes, material and tech-
nical support — organizational and technical; lack of
budget and extra budgetary financing, etc.) were classi-
fied as critical, although impact and probability were
taken into account. Also, students suggested ways of
responding to risks and monitoring their assessment,
leading priorities, allocation of their own resources. Ac-
complished plans of events differed not only in the con-
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tent component, but also in the implementers, measures,
methods of processing. Unfortunately, no respondent
mentioned the risks that need to be taken, as responses
and prevention are not always appropriate. The greatest
difficulties while carrying out this case the managers met
during the formation of proposals and recommendations
on the basis of the results, since the overwhelming majori-
ty of the proposals did not reflect the field of problem
issues that were considered.

Regarding the general level of executives' readiness
for risk management in educational institutions by the
criterion “flexibility / rigidity of skills” of the functional
component, the sufficient level was demonstrated by
12.99% and 13.29% of the managers in the experimental
and control groups; the satisfactory level - respectively by
50% and 51.90%; the low level — by 37.01% of the man-
agers in the experimental group and 34.81% of the control
group.

Conclusions

Flexibility of skills is the ability to perform certain
risk management procedures in a proper way, carry out
analytical and synthetic actions, using tools in accordance
with uncertainty situations, summing up and developing
proposals and recommendations. Rigidity is characterized
by the inability of managers to take into account varia-
tions of the situation of uncertainty, to change the toolkit
and to take into account the specificity of risks.

The functional component is characterized by a
combination of practical skills and knowledge of risk
management acquired in the process of learning and ful-
filling certain responsibilities with experience (both ob-
tained from teachers, masters, managers, employees and
personal) and is determined by the following indicators:
the ability to apply methods for identifying risks and
classifying identified risks in an educational institution;
the ability to carry out quantitative and qualitative analy-
sis of risks; the ability to identify the most critical risks;
the ability to plan a response to risks; the ability to moni-
tor risk assessments and determine proposals and recom-
mendations by the monitoring results.

The results of quantitative and qualitative indicators
of the evaluation of the performed tasks demonstrate low
index of the formation of the investigated skills, which
convincingly confirms the need to increase attention on
their further formation.

ta praktyka: monohrafiya [Preparing future managers of
education for risk management: theory and practice].
Odesa: vydavets Bukayev Vadym Viktorovych [in
Ukrainian].

JWC. ... KauI. niet. Hayk : 13.00.04 / Mapianna MukomnaiBaa
Topran. — Opneca, 2011. — 226 c.

68




lNedazoeika — Education

2. Yepuenko H.M. IlinroroBka MmaiiOyTHIX MeHe-  Tuka: moHorpadis / H. M. Ueprenko. — Oneca: BugaBenp
JDKEpiB OCBITH 10 YIPABIIHHA pU3UKaMU: Teopis Ta mpak-  bykaeB Bagnm Bikroposud, 2016. — 386 c.

Hamania Yepnenko,

O00KMOp nedazo2iuHux HayK, OOYeHm, 6.0. npoghecopa kageopu

VYNPAGNIHHA OCEIMHIMU 3AKIAOAMU MA 0EPAHCABHOL CYAHCOU,

Iie0ennoyxpaincovruii HayionantbHull neoazoziynuu yisepcumem imeni K. /1. Yuuncoroeo,
eyn. Cmaponopmogpanxiscoka, 26, m. Odeca, Yxpaina

C®OPMOBAHICTh ®YHKIIMHOTIO KOMIIOHEHTA
I'OTOBHOCTI KEPIBHHUKIB 10 YIIPABJIIHHS PUSUKAMU

JisuteHiCTh Oyap-sIKOi Oprasizamii MOB’s3aHa 3 YHCICHHUME pu3ukamu. [lopsz i3 3aradpbHAMH A7 BCiX Taiy3el
TiSUTEHOCTI BUIaMU PU3UKIB iICHYIOTH cenH(idHI PU3UKH, BIACTHBI TUTBKH IS TOTO Y TOTO BHAY HisibHOCTI. He €
BHHATKOM 1 chepa ocBitu. InenTrdikyBaHHS PH3HUKIB, HASBHICTH CHCTEMHOTO IMiIXOMy IO iX OIiHKH, a TaKOX IIiITpHU-
MaHHS PH3UKIB HA NPUHHATHOMY PIBHI — Ba)XXJIMBI aCIEKTH BIOCKOHAJICHHS IIsUIBHOCTI HaBYaJBbHOTO 3akiany. Came
TOMYy C(OPMOBaHICTh (PYHKIIHHOTO KOMIIOHEHTY T'OTOBHOCTI KEPIBHHMKIB J0 YIPABIIHHS PU3HKAMHU € MIJIPYHTIM Y
Horo mpodeciiiHiil AisIBHOCTI A8 BUKOHAHHS 3aBJlaHb PI3HOI YNPaBIIHCHKOI CKIagHOCTi. Mera cTaTTi — AOCHIANTH
c(hopMOBaHICTh (YHKIIHHOIO KOMIOHEHTY TOTOBHOCTI KEpPiBHHKIB JI0 YIPABIiHHS PU3UKaMH. MeTOIU OCHiIKeHHS:
aHaJi3, MOPIBHSHHS  y3araJbHEHHS IICUXOJIOTTYHOI, IeAaroriqyHol, ynpaBaiHChKO1, HAYKOBO-METOIMYHO] JIiTepaTypH 3
npoOiieM (yHKLIHHOT TOTOBHOCTI KEPIBHUKIB 0 YIPaBIiHHS PU3MKIB; €MIIIPUYHI: TECTYBaHHS, aHKETYBaHHS, ONUTY-
BaHHS;, METOJN MaTeMaTUYHOI CTATUCTUKH. Y CTATTi YyTOYHEHO IOHSATTS «THYYKICTB/PUTIIHICTE YMiHBY», PO3KPHUTO I10-
Ka3HUKH (YHKIIHHOI TOTOBHOCTI KEPIBHHKIB IO YTIPABIIHHSI PHU3UKAMH Ta IiarHOCTYBaJIbHI METOIUKH, MIPE3CHTOBAHO
pe3yIbTaTH OIIHIOBaHHA (DYHKIIIIHOI TOTOBHOCTI KePIBHHUKIB 10 YIPaBIiHHS pr3ukaMu. DyHKIIHHNI KOMIOHEHT Tie-
penbavae MOeAHAHHS 3HaHb 1 NPAKTHYHUX YMiHb 3 YIPaBIiHHSA PU3UKaMH, HAOYTUX Y IPOLIeCi HAaBYaHHS Ta MPU BHKO-
HaHHI IIEBHUX OOOB’S3KiB, i3 MOCBIIOM (K HAO0YTOTO BiJ BHKIIAJadiB, MalCTPiB, KCPIBHUKIB 1 CIIBPOOITHHKIB, TaK 1
BJIACHOTO) 1 BU3HAYA€ThCA 32 TAKMMH MOKa3HUKAMHU: YMiHHS 3aCTOCOBYBAaTH METOIM ifeHTH(iKalii pU3uKiB Ta Kiacu-
¢bikyBaTH BUSBIICHI PU3UKU Yy HaBYAIBHOMY 3aKJaji; yMiHHS 3/IMCHIOBATH KUIBKICHUI Ta SKICHUH aHali3 PHU3HKIB;
YMIiHHS BU3HA4aTH HaWOUIbLI KPUTHYHI PU3UKH; YMIHHS IJIAaHYBaTH pearyBaHHs HA PU3HMKU; YMiHHS IPOBOJIUTH MOHI-
TOPHUHT 3 OLIHKY PU3MKIB 1 BU3HAYATH MPOIO3MIIIi Ta PEKOMEH/AL| 32 MiICYMKaMH MPOBECHHS MOHITOpUHTY. OO0Ipy-
HTOBAHO «THYYKICTh YMIHb)» SIK 3JIaTHICTh HaJI)KHO BUKOHYBAaTH IEBHI MPOLENYPH 3 YIPABIIHHS PU3UKaMH, 3/1HCHIO-
BaTH aHAJIITHMKO-CUHTETHYHI JIil, 32CTOCOBYIOUYHM 1HCTpYMEHTapii BiIMOBIIHO JO CUTYyalliii HEBU3HAYEHOCTI, MiJICYyMO-
BYIOYH 1 pO3pOOIISIOUH MPONO3HULIT Ta peKoMeHaalii. PUTiHICTh XapaKTepu3yeThCs HE3aTHICTIO KEPIBHUKIB ypaxoBy-
BaTH PI3HOBHIM CUTYyallil HEBU3HAYCHOCTI, 3MIHIOBATH IHCTPYMCHTApil Ta BPaxOBYBATH CIEU(IKY PH3HKIB. Y KepiB-
HUKIB BUHHUKAIOTH TPYTHOII MpH 3MiHI cUTyallii. Pe3ympTaTn KiNBKICHHUX 1 SKICHUX IMOKa3HUKIB OIIHKA BHKOHAHHUX
3aBllaHb 3aCBiTYYIOTh HHU3bKI IMOKa3HUKH c(HOPMOBAHOCTI AOCHIPKYBAHHX YMiHb, IO TOBOPUTH PO HEOOXIMHICTH IMO-
CHJICHHS YBard OO iX MOJAIBIIOr0 (POPMYBaHHSL.
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