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Abstract. A comparative study of prospective teachers’ pedagogical skills of written communication in
science is presented. Russian and Swedish students were asked to give detailed explanations of two simple
physical phenomena (how and why the shadow from a tree appears and why the bulb lights in a torch) to a
hypothetical Grade 7 pupil. The results of the questionnaire revealed the evident gap between the students’
knowledge per se and their abilities to express didactically their knowledge in written form and in pictures.
Undoubtedly this is one of the challenges to teacher educators. The study also revealed the differences
between forms and qualities of explanations given by Russian and Swedish students as the result of different
pedagogical traditions and communication cultures.

Key words: science teacher education, comparative study, communication skills, sociocultural context.

Introduction

During the last three decades research in science education has been dominated by two trends:
emphasis on direct learning through practical activity (hands-on) and the constructivist approach to
learning (personal construction of knowledge). Teachers were considered to have only an indirect
possibility of influencing learners’ minds through organising leaning situations. Currently, a new
tradition is emerging in the field emphasising the importance of communication in science
education (Lemke, 1993; Ogborn et al, 1996; Stromdahl, 2002; Laptev, 2002). We agree with
Ogborn et al (1996, p. 141) that ‘communication is action’ and ‘to teach is to act on other minds,
which act in response’.

Teachers use in their professional practice a range of modes of communication, e.g. speech,
drawing on the blackboard, demonstrations, and gestures. Monk and Dillon (1995, p. 96) point out
that ‘science teachers have a professional responsibility to monitor their own communication skills
and to improve them consciously and deliberately.’

An important professional skill that prospective science teachers need to develop during their
university studies is how to explain things to pupils. We assume that most teacher educators would
share our concern about the development of students’ skills in communicating science, including
training in the production of text-based resources and written accounts.

This paper presents a research project that was designed to study student teachers’
pedagogical skills in giving written explanations in science in two different pedagogical cultures:
Swedish and Russian. Background information on some aspects of the corresponding socio-cultural
contexts was also collected.

A sociocultural perspective on human activities (Séljo, 2000, Leach and Scott, 2003) was
adopted in order to compare and discuss development of communication skills in science teacher
education in the two countries.

A sociocultural perspective
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The main reason for adopting a sociocultural perspective as a theoretical framework of
analysis, was our search for understanding the relationship between communication, learning and
the sociocultural context.

A central assumption of a sociocultural perspective is that mind and culture co-constitute each
other and develop in close interrelationship (Vygotsky, 1987). Accordingly, student teachers’ minds
are formed by their education and also within and by a broader sociocultural context.

According to Vygotsky (1987), personal development is conditioned by learning. To learn and
develop means to appropriate and master artefacts within meaningful social activities. The nature of
cultural artefacts and their appropriation is not uniform across cultures and societies. Sociocultural
context influences why, what kind of and how cultural artefacts are developed, selected and used.
Communication tools are probably the most important cultural artefacts that mediate our
perceptions of, and actions in, the world.

In different contexts humans learn in different ways. When studying nature, health, or social
phenomena, people tend to learn through communication rather than discovery. Think only about
looking for answers to such questions as how to cure a sick child, what mushrooms are eatable, or
how to make a good investment in the stock exchange. “Try and error” ways of answering these
questions may not be the best. A better way would be to consult an expert in the field.

Communication is the teacher’s main pedagogical tool, used for mediating his/her relations
with pupils. Leach and Scott (2003) argue that ‘the ability to guide the classroom discourse as ideas
are explored and explanations are introduced, is central to the science teacher’s skill and is critical
in influencing students’ learning’. During initial teacher education, students need to acquire basic
skills in using a variety of mediation artefacts, such as oral, written and graphical communication
tools. Nowadays, they also need to master different kind of multimedia equipment.

For this study, we chose to examine prospective teachers’ skills in pedagogical
communication, by looking at the mediating instruments of their communication - written texts and
drawings presented to a hypothetical pupil. Following Ogborn et al (1996) we call them
‘explanatory entities’ that are used to transform ‘scientific knowledge’ into ‘school knowledge’
appropriate to the pupil.

Research methodology
Research instrument

The questionnaire focused on the skills of written communication. As a starting point we used
the idea that school culture is based mainly on written language; it is a text-based culture.
According to Sdljo (2000), mastery and practice of written forms of communication emerge as
significant activities per se within the school. In the school context, pupils learn to read the world
through and with a text. They acquire new knowledge as it is presented in print. Therefore, we
found it appropriate to explore prospective teachers’ skills of communication by means of paper and
pencil.

The following problem situation was presented to student teachers: a hypothetical Grade 7
pupil was not able attend a school because of illness and the pupil has asked for an explanation by
letter, of two physical phenomena: how and why the shadow from a tree appears (a sketch of a tree
and a street lamp is presented) and why the bulb lights up in a torch (see Appendix). Students were
encouraged to use a variety of ways and communication tools in making the presentation.

We tried to formulate simple questions that could allow future teachers’ to show their skills of
didactical reasoning and written communication, rather than test their own conceptual
understanding. However, there were so many misconceptions “communicated to a hypothetical
pupil” that we could not avoid including them in our analysis.
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Description of the sample

The questionnaire was completed by students specialising in science in the Faculty of Teacher
Education in Umed and students from the Faculty of Physics and Mathematics at Karelian State
Pedagogical University. The students were all trained to teach science/physics in Grade 7. About
200 students in Sweden and Russia completed the questionnaire. 185 responses were selected as
valid for analysis: 110 in Russia and 75 in Sweden.

Concerning gender representation, numbers of female and male students in the sample reflect
general gender trends in the corresponding institutions in the two countries. In Russia, there were
70% female and 30% male students, while in Sweden the corresponding figures were 55% and
45%.

The mean age of Russian students was 19 years and the Swedish, 30 years, i.e. Swedish
students were in average ten years older than Russians. This can be explained by the following: in
Russia, people usually enter to university at age 17, directly after finishing secondary school (after
10 years and recently 11 years of compulsory schooling), while in Sweden, students finish
gymnasium at age 19 and often work a couple of years before going to university. The Swedish part
of the sample also included 16 distance education students, some of whom were over 40 years old.

Findings and discussions

Written explanations provided by student teachers to a hypothetical Grade 7 pupil reflected,
on the one hand, their own (mis)understandings of the phenomena, and on the other hand traditions
of teaching/learning in the two countries. As Ambrose et al (1999) point out ‘it is often difficult to
distinguish difficulties with concepts from difficulties with representations. The two are
intertwined.” In the following text, we try to shed light on typical use of representations
(explanatory entities) by student teachers that, we assume reflect their scientific and pedagogical
knowledge. In the analysis, we have divided each response into two parts: picture (symbols and
illustrations) and text (concepts, analogies and suggested experiments and activities). Therefore, our
discussion concentrates on both visual images and written explanations.

Explanations about shadow

Russian students explained shadow construction in a more formalised way, using a
geometrical optics approach. More than half of them (53%) drew light rays only in the direction of
the tree (so called construction rays) and marked shadow as a place on the ground (64%) as it is
shown in Figure 1 below:

Figure 1. Typical rays construction made by the Russian students.

In Sweden, most of the students used a more common sense approach that, in our opinion,
aided their pedagogical method in thinking about age of the target group of pupils. The majority of
them drew rays in all directions from the lamp (57%) (Figure 2). However, they made less
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articulated illustrations (drawing) of the shadow: 34% drew the shadow as flat, 24% as volume and
almost 40% did not draw it at all.

)

Figure 2. Typical rays construction made by the Swedish students.

Nevertheless, 85% Swedish students presented the description of the shadow in words (as
compared to 75% of Russian students).

We could also distinguish between scientific and everyday understandings of shadow. Those
students who presented a volume/space form of shadow either in a drawing (Figure 3) or in a text
were considered to be students who could communicate scientific understanding of shadow. This
was attributable to 27% of Swedish and 18% of Russian students.

Figure 3. Example of drawing a volume/space form of shadow by a Russian student.

As was mentioned earlier, 64% of Russians and 34% of Swedes drew a flat shadow on the
ground, according to their everyday perception of shadow. There were also several students in both
countries who drew a shadow without indicating light rays. This could be interpreted as an
observable phenomenon at the everyday level of understanding — what we can see. We do not see
light rays, we see just shadows. However, these students did not use the scientific tools of
explanation (light rays model) to explain how shadows that we see, appear.

Many students in both countries revealed having problems in making presentations of
meaning in clear language. As a consequence, their pupils are likely to construct only vague ideas
about the essence of physical phenomenon. For example, 31% Swedes and 43% Russians described
shadow as darkness behind the tree, without pointing out whether this darkness is located on the
ground or in a space where direct lamplight does not reach. Such presentations may lead pupils to
different interpretations of the teacher’s words.

Providing the learner with additional information about the context of the problem can
facilitate understanding, and some students presented the ideas relevant for preventing learners’
misunderstandings. In particular two Swedish student teachers pointed out that it had to be dark in
the street to see a shadow of the tree created by the street lamp. Six Swedish respondents also
explained that shadow does not mean complete darkness but rather less light.
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Only 25% of Swedish and 17% of Russian students clearly presented in the text an important
idea that light travels in a straight line.

Explanations about a flashlight

Russian students explained flashlight functioning also in a more formalized academic way.
For example, 33% of Russians drew a conventional schema of an electric circuit while only 15% of
Swedish students did so. Russian students were also more likely to use schematic presentation of

batteries (_['_) and a lamp (®) as it is practised in physics classes (Figure 4a below)

a) b)

Figure 4. a) Schematic presentation of an electric circuit and b) flashlight construction with
the electric circuit clearly marked.

Swedish students relied more in their responses on pupils’ everyday experience. About a
quarter drew a picture of flashlight construction with the electric circuit clearly marked (Figure 4b),
and 18% drew such a picture but without a marked circuit.

Among Russian students 12 % drew flashlight construction with a circuit and 23% without a
circuit. Students who did not draw a circuit in the pictogram of the torch were likely to be unaware
about pupils’ difficulties with understanding of this concept.

Instead of or in addition to the flashlight construction, 42% of Swedish and 13% of Russian
students drew the bulb and battery forming the circuit (Figure 5 below) and used it as a didactical

tool (explanatory entity) for explaining a circuit.

Figure 5. Separate drawing of the bulb and battery forming the circuit.

Totally, 72% of Swedish students showed the bulb with its inner structure and 12% drew the
bulb without its inner structure. Russian students drew the bulb with an inner structure in 32% of
cases, and in 23%, without inner structure.

How the bulb emits light was explained by 58% of Swedish students as compared with 32%
of the Russians.

Use of analogies and suggestion of activities

An obvious way to facilitate communication of meaning in science is through use of
analogies. Another classical way of giving scientific explanations is using demonstrations and other
activities. Swedish student teachers provided more examples of different analogies and activities in
order to facilitate understanding of the phenomena than did the Russians.
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Table 1 below presents the percentage of Swedish and Russian respondents’ suggestions for
illustrating their explanations with analogies and practical activities (pupils’ experiments and
teachers’ demonstrations).

Table 1. Suggestions of analogies and activities in the students’ texts.

Shadow (%) Flashlight (%)
analogy activity analogy activity
Sweden 24.2 22.4 30.3 7.6
Russia 2.7 5.5 14.5 0

There were mainly two kind of analogies used for the flashlight case:
Analogies related to qualities of human/living beings:
e Active electrons (piga elekroner’)
e People in a queue rash through an open door into a dance hall,
e  Electrons forcing themselves to go through the lamp
Analogies related to different everyday phenomena/objects:
e  Sport: start (-) and finish (+)”, a running race (/0parbana )
e Battery as equivalent to a pump
e Electrons as equivalent to domino pieces (elektroner agerar som brickor i domino ndr batteri puttar pa de)

Analogies and activities are important meaning-making tools in science education. It was obvious
for us that most of the students are familiar with these tools, but few could use them in responding
to the questionnaire.

Contradictions between different forms of explanations

Students had problems connecting visual images with written explanations. In some cases,
text and illustrations enhanced and confirmed each other; in other cases, students presented
description in the text that did not correspond to their drawing.

A picture is usually easier for children to remember than a text message. Therefore, what is
not reflected in a drawing can be more easily forgotten, or even pass unnoticed within the text. For
example, some Swedish students drew rays only in the direction of the tree but wrote that the light
from a lamp spreads in all directions.

In several cases, the meaning derived from pictures was opposite to the meanings of sentences
and concepts used in the text. For example, the following erroneous text was presented alongside
correct drawings of the shadow:

We can explain the appearance of shadow by the property of light which bends the objects.
Light rays meet the tree, bend round it and then spread in different directions. (3uas maxoe
cBolicmeo ceema 02ubams NPensmcmels, MONCHO 0ObACHUMb noséieHue menu. JIyuu ceema,
00x0035 00 Oepesa, ocubarom e2o, pacnpoCmMpaHssics 8 pa3Hble CMOPOHDL.)

Here we can see a contradiction between the straight propagation of light and its bending!

In our opinion, student teachers need more training in producing and deciphering descriptions
and presentation of images, as it is not an easy task to use visualisation as a mediating tool for
communicating ideas.

Some examples of misconceptions presented in the explanations of students

! We provide in brackets in italic examples of original sentences/expressions in Swedish or Russian.
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Below we present some examples of ‘wrong’ physics ideas from the student teachers’
explanations that we organise around specific categories.

e Relativism/egocentrism

The shadow is an image of the tree. The form of the shadow depends on the observer’s position. (Skuggan dr bilden

av trddet. Beroende pd var du star faller skuggan olika.)

e Electrons and current

Electrons move from the battery’s minus pole towards the plus pole. They move against the current and therefore,

the electric tension is built up and this tension warms up metal wire (wolfram) in the bulb so it lights up.

(Elektroner vandrar fran batteriets minus till dess plus sida, de gar i motsats riktning mot strommen, & da bildas

en spdnning, & spdnningen virmer upp metalltraden (wolfram) in glédlampan & den lyser.)

e Current as a wave

The electric current is like a wave of small particles. These particles are charged and it is this charge that makes the

bulb light up. When the bulb receives the charge wave, the bulb also becomes charged and can therefore emit light.

(Ordet elektricitet kan man forstd som “en vag av smd partiklar”. Dessa partiklar dr laddade och det dr denna

speciella laddningen som goér att lampan lyser. Ndr lampan tar emot vdagen blir den ocksd laddad och kan ddrfor

lysa.)

e Battery and electric current

Battery contains current (batterier innehdller strom = elektroner som ror sig. Batteri kan alstra elektrisk strom.)

e Ideas about electrons

Electrons are minus charged atoms (elektorner dr minus laddade atomer).

Electrons move at such a high speed that they emit light (elektroner ror sig sd fort att det blir ljus).

Electrons are small charged “things” that leave their charges in the bulb (elektroner dr sma laddade “saker” som

“ldmnar” av sina laddningar till glodlampan)

e A bulb filament and gas in the bulb

Low resistance in the bulb filament. (motstdndet dr liten i glédtrdden)

Copper wire in the bulb (Koppar trad i lampan )

Because of the gas, the bulb emits more light (gas i lampan dr for att astadkomma mer gléden — ljus)

Gas lights (Gas “anténds ™)

Light comes from the gas in a bulb (Det blir ljus eftersom det dr gas i lampan).

There is a vacuum in the lamp.

e Light interference

Branches of the tree are not transparent for light quanta thus interference takes place. Light decomposes and, as a

result, only a black color of light can go through the branches to form a shadow. (Bemsu depesa cmanossamcs

npensmcmeuemM Ha Nymu KEAHMO8 C6emd, 6 pe3yibmame Npoucxooum uHmep@epeHyus ceema u ceem

pasnazaemcsi, 8 pe3yibimame 4e20 CK803b 6emeU 0epesa NPoXooum moibKo YEpHbIL yeem ceéemd, oH u 0bpazyem

menb)

e Hot charges

Charges get hot and emit heat so the bulb gives off light. (3apsoer Hacpesatocms, evidensiom menno u namnouxa

3azopaemcsl.)

e Antimatter?

The filament inside the bulb get warmer because incompatible substances meet there. (Hums naxaiusanus

Hazpesaemcsi, Max Kaxk 6CRPEYaiomcsl HECOBMECMUMbLE BeWecmad.)

e Charge interaction

The bulb receives both positive and negatives charges; because of this it gives off light. (Jlamnouxa noryyaem u

RONOACUMENbHBLE U OMPUYAMETbHBIE 3APAO0bl, 30 CYEM HUX OHA U 20PUM.)

Common communication problems for Swedish and Russian prospective teachers

The tradition of communicating ideas in pictorial and diagrammatic form is very strong in
physics and has proper rules and conventions. Drawings are not always self-explanatory. ‘One has
to learn to ‘read’, as well as learn how to ‘write’ (make), drawings and graphs’ (Monk and Dillon,
1995, p. 95). Student teachers in both countries appear unaware of pupils’ difficulties with simple
illustrations and not appear to possess clear knowledge about visualisation conventions neither do
they value them. For example, quite a few students indicated light rays by wavy lines and not by
straight lines with arrows. Some students used lines of dashes for this purpose. Perhaps we need in
science teacher education clearer presentations of idiosyncratic conventions used in physics
concerning, for example, how a light ray should be indicated.
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When students drew shadows, many had problems with stereometric/3-dimentional
representation of shadow (how and where shadow is placed, how to draw it).

An important idea in the explanation of how a flashlight works is that the current should go
through the bulb — but this was often (too often) missing. The role of the bulb in students’ drawings
(of a circuit) seemed unclear, i.e. how a current goes through the bulb. We suggest that this could be
also caused by misleading symbolic presentation of the bulb in European textbooks (indicated by
circuit with a cross inside). In our opinion, the American way of symbolically presenting a bulb in a
circuit is more helpful pedagogically than European. In the American pictogram of a bulb, there is
clear indication of a current’s way through the bulb.

European American

Lamp/bulb

Presenting knowledge at the level appropriate for a grade 7 pupil was not an easy task. A
number of students openly admitted that they lacked a vocabulary to express their ideas. (“I know
but cannot express my knowledge”). A few were self-critical and wrote that their presentation
would not be appropriate for grade 7 pupils. They felt a lack of skills in terms of reworking their
knowledge to make it accessible for pupils.

Conclusions

According to Vygotsky (1987), learning is impossible to describe as a general phenomenon
but is a phenomenon in a context, related to what one is expected to learn. Future teachers have to
learn to use different communicative tools for transmitting meaning to their pupils. Evidence as
found in this project shows that many students have problems in expressing didactically their
knowledge in written form and in pictures. To create a simple illustration was not an easy task for
many Swedish and Russian students. Their minds and hands have somehow forgotten how to draw
because this skill has been neglected since childhood. It seems that teacher educators likewise
underestimate the importance of students’ practice in explaining and communicating knowledge.
We suggest that the development of communicative skills should be a central focus of teacher
education. As language grows through function, so do communication skills in general.

Future teachers during their training need to change their perspective on science and science
education; to shift from the student’s view towards the teacher’s view. In practice, this means
acquiring awareness not only about personal understanding of natural phenomena and possession of
scientific skills, but also about the ability to introduce scientific knowledge and skills to children.
Prospective teachers have to learn the skills of ‘didactical transposition’, i.e. of transforming
‘scientific knowledge’ to ‘school knowledge’ adapted to teaching at a given level (Ogborn et al,
1996).

The analysis of the findings from this study shows that the Russian prospective teachers had
more problems with seeing themselves in the role of teacher than did the Swedish students. Russian
participants of the study tended to answer the questions just as if they were students on a science
course. Their explanations tended to be more academic and formalised than is appropriate for a
Grade 7 pupil. In our opinion, this reflects the strict and formal style of teaching / learning which
still dominates in Russian teacher education. For Russian students and teacher trainers, a correct
answer is valued more highly than a good pedagogical form of presentation. Apparently, the skills
of reworking knowledge and communication at the appropriate for children level are not
systematically practiced in Russian teacher education.
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In contrast, in Swedish teacher education, students frequently work in small groups, often
practising presentations at the children’s level. They generally feel quite comfortable in acting out
different social roles and responsibilities. This reflects the conviction of Swedish teacher educators
that learning about science should reflect a participatory and collaborative knowledge generating
process. Thus, science education in Sweden is seen as a participatory activity in which teachers and
learners share responsibility for learning.

The dominant form of communication in teacher education also varies between the two
countries. In Sweden, there is a richer multi-way communication based on group work. This differs
from Russia where the one-way — lecturing form is still dominant. Progressive Russian teacher
educators, however, are working actively to change the situation (Laptev, 2002).

The pedagogical traditions and communication cultures which exist in the corresponding
teacher training institutions are probably the main factors explaining the different forms and
qualities of explanations presented by the prospective science teachers involved in this study.

According to a well-known pedagogical saying "people teach as they were taught"; thus future
teachers build on their own experience, which included good and bad examples of ‘teacher
communication’ in responding to the questionnaire. In that sense, their answers reflect the teaching
culture that students are exposed to. As we can judge by our experience, both institutions involved
in the comparative study are rather typical representatives of Swedish and Russian teacher
education cultures. In that case, the results indicate more or less typical national pedagogical
features.

The science questionnaire used in this project was viewed as a tool for learning about
pedagogical traditions and communication cultures in teacher education in two countries. This
served also as a ‘didactical mirror’ reflecting differences between students’ perspective and
teachers’ perspective on explaining a science topic. Skills of ‘didactical transposition” were missing
in many students. We hope through this paper to bring this issue to attention of science teacher
educators.
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Appendix

Questionnaire
Sex:F[_] M[]

Age:

1) In grade 7, pupils start to work with light phenomena. A pupil has drawn a sketch of a tree and a
street lamp and asked you to explain how and why the tree’s shadow appears as it does.

2) Pupils often have difficulty in understanding the physics behind simple technical things, for
example, how a flashlight works. Using words, pictures, models and/or analogies, explain for a
grade 7 pupil, why a bulb lights in a flashlight.

Pe3rome

HABBIKU IUCbMEHHBIX PA3BSICHEHUN Y BYIYIIUX YYUTEJIEH-
ECTECTBEHHUKOB: CPABHUTEJIBHOE UCCJIEJOBAHUE

Outer Ilonos, Cepreii bornanos

B cratpe mpencTaBiieHbl pe3ysIbTaThl CPAaBHUTEIHHOTO HCCIEIOBAHUA KOMMYHHKAaTHBHBIX HAaBBIKOB
Oyaymux yuuteneil — ecrectBeHHHKOB B llIBerun u Poccun. B mpoekte yuactBoBanu oxoso 200 cTyaeHTOB
yauBepcuta YMmeo (LBenust) nu Kapensckoro rocymapcTBeHHOrO nmeaarorndeckoro yausepcurera (Poceus).
[IpenoxeHHbII UM TecT OBLT OPHUEHTHPOBAH Ha BBIABICHHE WX YMEHHI B HCIONBb30BAHUU IIMPOKOTO
CIEKTpa IMeAarorn4ecKuX TEXHOJOTHH: OT HCIOJIb30BaHMs MHCHMEHHBIX OOBSICHEHHMH W TpaduvecKux
WITIOCTPaLUi 10 IPUMEHEHUS B Y4eOHOM NPaKTUKe JOCTYIHbIX aHAJIOTUH M CTUMYJINPOBaHHS COOCTBEHHOMN
AKTHBHOCTH YYaIIUXCH.

Y OONBIIMHCTBA CTYJIEHTOB HE BO3HMUKIO TPYAHOCTEH C TIOHUMaHHMEM COAEp)KAaTelIbHON dYacTu
MaTepuaja TecTa, OJHAKO 3HAYUTENbHBIE MPOOJIEMBbl BO3HHUKIM NPH BBHINOJHEHHUH OCHOBHOTO 3alaHus:
MIOTIBITATECA OOBSICHATh M WHTEPIIPETUPOBATH 3TOT MaTepHal THIIOTETHYECKOMY YYeHHKY 7 Kiacca. B aToi
CBSI3M KaK MMUHHUMYM TIPUXOJUTCS KOHCTaTUPOBATh OYEBHIHBIA Pa3pbIB MEKAY 3HAHUSMH KaK TaKOBBIMH U
[JIaBHBIM MPO(eCCHHANBHBIM KauecTBOM OyIyIero yuuTels — yMEHHEM IiepelaBaTh, TPaHCIMPOBATh UX B
pPa3HOM KOHTEKCTE.

CpaBHUTENbHBIII ~ aHANM3  pE3yJIbTaTOB  TECTHPOBAHMWA  BBIIBIII  CYLIECTBEHHOE  BIIMSHHE
MEeIaroTHYeCKUX TPaaWuIHid M KYJbTYPHBIX 0COOCHHOCTEH IBYX CTpaH Ha XapakTep W CTPYKTYpY OTBETOB
CTyAeHTOB. PaboTa B MaJIbIX rpymnmnax, NpakTHKa JUCKYCCHHI IO 3aJaHHOI TeMe, XapaKTEepHbIe IJIs IIBEACKOH
LIKOJIBI, B XOJi€ TECTHPOBaHMS IIPOSBUIINCH, HAalpUMEp, B TOM, YTO B OTBETaxX 4alle MCIOIb30BAINCH
aHAJIOTUH, TPUMEPHl W3 TOBCETHEBHOW >XM3HU. OTBETH POCCHUHCKUX CTYIASHTOB OBLTH ropasno Ooiee
akageMuuHbl. Co3aBaioch BII€YATIEHHWE, YTO MHOTHE CTYJEHTHl HE TOTOBBI MJIM HE XOTAT U3MEHATh
MIPUBBIYHBII CTAaTyC y4aIlerocst Ha yYUTeIbCKUH.
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[TogoOHBIE TECTHI MOTYT HTpaTh POJh «IUTAKTHYECKOTO 3epKajia», OTPAKAIOIIETO IEAaroTHUeCKHe
HABBIKA CTYJICHTOB M MOTYT CIIYKHTHh XOPOIIMM WHCTPYMEHTOM COBEPIIICHCTBOBAHHS MpodhecCHoHAIN3Ma
OyIylIero y4uTes..

Ki1roueBble c10Ba: eCTECTBEHHOHAYYHOE 00pa30BaHNE, CPABHUTEIBHBIC HCCIIEOBAHHSI, KOMMYHHKATUBHBIC
HAaBbIKH, COL[UOKYJIBTYPHBINA KOHTEKCT.
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