IpakTHKa opraHu3anuu B3auMHoii o0paTHoii cBsizu (peer-feedback) B

yueOHOM Kypce “AkajeMH4YecKoe NMCHbMO HA AHTJIUHCKOM fI3bIKe”

B mocnennee BpeMsi MCIONB30BaHHE MPUEMOB B3aUMHON OOpaTHOM CBSI3U B
mporecce  OoOydeHHsT ~ aHIVIMUCKOMY  SI3BIKY ~ paccMaTpuBaeTcsi  MHOTUMU
IpenojaBaTeNsiMi  KaKk IOTCHUIUAIBHO IIEHHBIM MHCTPYMEHT Ui  Pa3BUTHS
COLIMAJIbHBIX, KOTHUTUBHBIX U KOMMYHHKATUBHBIX HABBIKOB CTyJeHTOB [Villamil & de
Guerrero, 1996']. B3aumuas obpatnas casb (peer-feedback) — »to mpouecc, npu
KOTOPOM YYaCTHHKH TPYIHIIBI (CTYICHTHI) OLICHUBAIOT U KOMMEHTUPYIOT paOOThI IpyT
Jpyra Ha OCHOBE OIpPEIEICHHBIX KPUTEPUEB, KOTOPHIE MOHATHBI BCEM WIEHAM TPYTIITHI
[Falchikov, 1995, c.176]%. DT0 mo3BOIsET MONYYNTH OOPATHYIO CBSI3b HE TOJNBKO OT
npernoAaBaTesis, HO ¥ OT CBOUX OJHOTPYIITHUKOB, YTO CIIOCOOCTBYET OOJiee MOTHOMY U
00BEKTUBHOMY aHaJIU3y paOOTHI.

B3aumHuasi oOpaTHasi CBS3b MPOXOAMT Ha MeHee (HOpMaibHOM YpPOBHE, YEM
oOpaTHas CBSI3b OT TPENoAaBaTelisi, MOITOMY CTYACHT MOXET O0ojiee OXOTHO
HPUCITYIIATHCS K KOMMEHTapUsIM CBEPCTHHKA U UCIIPABUTH CBOIO pabOTY HCXOJIS U3 €T0
pexoMeHaanui. O4YeBUIHO TaKKe, YTO CBEPCTHUKH MOTYT MOTPATUTh TOPA310 OOJIbIIE
BpPEMEHH Ha IIPEI0CTaBIIeHUE OOPaTHOMN CBSI3M CBOEMY TOBAPHIILY, YEM MIEPETPy KEHHBIN
npenojaBaTelib, 1 TakKK€ MOTYT JaBaTh 0ojee MOJEe3HYI0 OOpaTHYIO CBS3b, TaK Kak
Jydllle OPUEHTUPYIOTCA B Mpobiemax ceepcTHukoB [Davies & Phil, 2006]°.

Hcnonb3oBaHne MpUEeMOB B3aUMHON OOpaTHOM CBSI3M CTAHOBUTCS HEOTHEMJIEMOM
YaCcThIO COBPEMEHHBIX YUEOHBIX TEXHOJIOTHI U IPUBIICKACT BHUMAHHUE MPeToaaBaTeen

BeICIIMX YyueOHbIX 3aBemenmii [Falchikov & Nancy, 2005]* mockonbky mo3BossieT

! Villamil, O. S. and M. C. M. de Guerrero. 1996. ‘Peer revisions in the L2 classroom: social cognitive activities,
mediating strategies, and aspects of social behavior’. Journal of Second Language Writing 5/1: 51-75.

2 Falchikov, N. Peer Feedback Marking: Developing Peer Assessment // Innovations in Education and Training
International. 1995. 32(2). P. 175-187.

3 Davies, Phil (2006). Peer assessment: Judging the quality of students’ work by comments rather than marks. Innovations
in Education and Teaching International, 43(1), 69-82.

4 Falchikov, Nancy (2005). Improving Assessment through student involvement: Practical solution for aiding learning in
higher and further education. New York: RoutledgeFalmer.



y4aluMcs MPUHUMATh Y9aCcTHE B IMPOIECCE OICHUBAHMS YUeOHOW ESTENbHOCTH U
pE3yJIbTAaTOB O0YYEHUS] CBOMX CBEPCTHHKOB.

Topping et al. [2000]° ormewaroT, YTO NpaKTUKA B3aMMHOW OOPAaTHOW CBS3M
CIOCOOCTBYET pa3BUTHIO CAMOOICHKH W HaBBIKOB CAMOCTOSITECIBHOW pPabOTHl,
(GopMHpyeT MOJI0KHUTEITBHOE OTHOIICHUE K POPMATLHOMY KOHTPOJIIO, YTO MIPUBOJIHT, B
KOHEYHOM CUETE, K aBTOHOMHH U CAMOCTOSATEIIbHOCTH YICHHKA.

OTOT METOA TakXe CIOCOOCTBYET pPAa3BUTHUIO CHUCTEMHBIX KOMIIETECHIIUH,

HEOOXOUMBIX B OyyIeit mpodecCUOHAILHON MeATeIbHOCTH CTY/ICHTOB, a HMEHHO:

1. CuctemMHOE MBITIUICHUE: CIIOCOOHOCTH BHJIETh W TOHUMATh B3aWMOCBS3U U
B3aUMOJICCTBUSI BHYTPH CHCTEMBI, a TaKKe WX BIUSHAC OTACIBHBIX
KOMITOHEHTOB Ha I1eJIOCTHOCTh U 3 (PEKTUBHOCTH PAOOTHI BCEil CUCTEMBI.

2. AHaTUTUYECKWE HABBIKA: YMEHHE aHAJIM3UPOBATh CIIOKHBIE IMPOOIEMBI U
CUTYAIINH, BBISBJISITH IPUUUHBI U CIEJCTBUS, a TAKKE HAXOAUTHh ONTUMAJIbHbBIE
pEIIeHUS JIs YIYUIIeHHs] pa0OThl CHCTEMBI.

3. KommyHHMKaTUBHBIE  HaBBIKM:  yMeHHE  APQPEeKTUBHO  OOWAThCA U
B3aMMOJICUCTBOBATh C JPYTUMH  yYaCTHUKAMHU  CHCTEMBI, IE€peaaBaTh
nH(OpPMAITUIO, BBISICHATH TN U 33]]a4H, a TAK)KE pa3pernaTh KOHPIUKTHI.

4, TuOKOCT, ¥ QMaNTUBHOCTB. CIOCOOHOCTh OBICTPO aMaNTHPOBATHCA K
U3MEHEHHSIM BHEITHEH cpeibl U BHYTPEHHUX YCIOBHI pabOThI CUCTEMBI, a TAKXKE
TOTOBHOCTBH K OOYYEHUIO U CAMOPA3BUTHIO.

5. Pe3ynbTaTuBHOCTH: CTpEMIICHHE K JOCTHIKEHHIO TMOCTABICHHBIX IeJel 1 3aj1ad,

OpHUEHTAaLUs Ha Pe3ynbTaThl U 3((HEKTUBHOE HCTIOIb30BaHUE PECYPCOB.

Buabi padort B Kypce “AxageMuvecKoe NUCbMO HA aHTJIHIICKOM si3bIKe”,

B KOTOPbIX NPUMeHsIJIMCH pakTuku peer-feedback

®> Topping, K., Smith, E., Swanson, I., & Elliot, A. (2000). Formative peer assessment of academic writing between
postgraduate students. Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education. 2000. 25:2. P. 149-169. DOI:
10.1080/713611428



B kypce “AxkaneMuueckoe MNHCbMO Ha aHIVIMACKOM S3bIKE~ IPAKTUKH
opranm3anuu peer-feedback wcrmosb30Bamuch MpU BHIIOTHEHUH CIICIYIOIIMX BHJIOB
pabot - Hanucanue Project Proposal, momroroBka k 3amute Project Proposal,
Mpe3eHTAlMs aKaJeMUYECKOTO TocTepa U JTuckyccus. Jis yueta Bcex TpeOoBaHUM K
BBIMIOJTHCHUIO 3alaHuii  ObutM  co3mMaHbl  (opMBl  OOpaTHOM CBSI3U, KOTOPHIE
NPEJCTABISIIOT COOOH CIHCOK BOMPOCOB, MPEIIOJIATAONINX TTOJIOXHUTECIBHBIA HIIH
OTPUIIATENBHBIM OTBET, a TaKKe pasgen MIsi KoMmMmeHTapues®. (MOpMBI BKIIOYAIOT
BOTIPOCHI, TIO3BOJISIIONIUE YYaIlUMCS OTMEUYaTh JIEKCHYECKHEe, TpaMMaTHYeCKHe,
CTHJINCTUYECKHE, MPOU3HOCUTEIbHBIE OIMMOKH, a TaKKe BCE HEsACHBIE B paboTe
MOMEHTHI. Bece popMbl BKITHOYAIOT 0000IAI0IINK KOMMEHTAPH, KOTOPBII HEOOXO0AUMO
OCTaBUTh JJIs OLICHMBAEMOTO cTyJeHTa «Yto ObUIo caemano xopomo» U «Ha uto
cleayeT oOpaTUTh BHUMAHUE.

Project Proposal npezacrasnsier co0oi KpaTkoe U3JI0KEHHE OOIIero 3amMmbIcia 1
OCHOBHBIX TapaMeTPOB BBIMYCKHOW KBaTU(UKAIIMOHHOW pPabOThI, MOJATOTOBJICHHOU
CTYJCHTaMH K KOHILy YETBEPTOTO Kypca B COOTBETCTBHUH C MOPSIIKOM, YCTAaHOBJICHHBIM
oOpa3oBarenbHOI mporpaMMoit. UToObl yI0CTOBEPUTHCS, YTO paboTa COOTBETCTBYET
BCEM HEOOXOIMMBIM KPHUTEpPHUSM, 3a HEIEII0 10 3arpy3ku paborsl B Smart LMS
CTY/ICHTaM TIpeiaracTcsi 0OMEHAThCS paboTamu U 3amoaHuTh Gopmy Project Proposal
Peer-Feedback Form (Ta6muua 1). Ilocie 3anmonHeHHs (OPMBI CTYACHTHI TOJIKHBI
MPEOCTaBUTh OOIIMPHYIO OOpaTHYIO CBSI3b TOMY, 4Ybl0 PabOTy OHM H3ydald B
COOTBETCTBUM C OOO3HAYeHHBIM KpuTepusM. B mpouecce oOuieHus cryneHTam

MpEJIaraeTcs HCIOJb3yeTcs MoJiesib «CaHIBUY 00paTHOM cBsi3m» (PucyHok 1).

6 https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAlpQL Sfcap3Jmobbckjsl7AYHPYELX9t2911Vu28cbvh-
NUWMWY XQw/viewform



https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfcap3Jmobbckjsl7AYHPYELX9t2911Vu28cbvh-NUWMWYXQw/viewform
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfcap3Jmobbckjsl7AYHPYELX9t2911Vu28cbvh-NUWMWYXQw/viewform

A model conversation between
a student and a peer assessor

. A

Student Peer assessor
AR ‘e
feedback sandwich:
(Good news) “You did well on .."
(Bad news) “I think these parts need
to be changed ... hecause .."
(Good news) “Some ways you can
improve it are ..."

“I want feedback moston ... "

“Can you explain a bit more
what you mean about .."

[reply and clarify]

{Good news) "You did well on .."

(Bad news) “I think these parts need to
be changed ... because .."

(Good news) “Some ways you can
improve it are ..”

“| also want feedback on .."

M\

Puc. 1

«CHABUY OOpATHOM CBSI3M» — 3TO METOJ MPEJOCTABICHHUS OOpAaTHOM CBS3H,
KOTOPBI COCTOMT U3 TPEX OCHOBHBIX JJIEMEHTOB: IMOJIOKUTEIHLHOTO KOMMEHTapus,
KOHCTPYKTUBHOM KPUTHKH U €IL€ OJHOTO MOJIOKUTEIBHOI0 KOMMeHTapus. OOpaTHyo
CBSI3b HEOOXOJUMO HAYMHATh M 3aKaHYMBAThH MOJIOKUTEIHbHBIMA KOMMEHTAPHUSIMH,
YTOOBl CMSTYUTH BO3JEHCTBUE KOHCTPYKTHBHOM KPUTUKA M TOMOYb IOJIy4aTEIro
IPUHATH €€. DTOT METO IOMOTraeT NOJAECPKUBATh MO3UTUBHYIO aTMOC(EpPy U CO31aeT
0ojiee KOHCTPYKTHBHOE B3aMMOJCHCTBHE MEXKIY OTIPABUTEIEM W TMOIydaTelemM
00paTHOM CBS3H.

JlanHOE ynpakHeHHEe TOMOTaeT CTyICHTaM MOJyYUTh OOPATHYIO CBS3b OT CBOMX
OJTHOTPYIIITHUKOB M OIICHUTH pa0OTy C TOYKHU 3PCHUS PA3IUYHBIX KPUTEPUEB, TAKUX KaK
odopmiieHne, OpraHu3aius, SCHOCTb U3J0XKEHUS U JIP., YTO CIOCOOCTBYET MOBBILLIEHUIO
KadecTBa paboThl W o0ecrneurBaeT BO3MOXXHOCTh BHECEHHS HEOOXOIUMBIX

KOPPEKTUPOBOK Mepe 3arpy3Koit padbotsl B Smart LMS.

Taomuma 1
Project Proposal Peer-Feedback Form

Yes |No Comments
Anything missing, unclear or a mistake.

Format




Is there a contents page? Section headings? Page
numbers?

Is it Arial font size 12 with 1.5 line spacing?
Is the word count 2000-2500 words? (Excluding

reference list)

Introduction

Is there background/general information?

Is there a specific topic focus? A definition?

Is there a thesis statement?

Is there an outline/overview of the structure?

Main Body

Does it include:
a) Literature review?
b) Methods?
c) Results?

Are the ideas supported?

Are there logical links and connections within and
between paragraphs?
Are the ideas commented upon and evaluated?

Are the sources incorporated effectively?

Is there good synthesis of sources?

Is the in-text referencing accurate?

Highlight anything you don’t understand.

Conclusion
Have the main points been summarised?

Has the thesis been restated?

Are there strong and logical conclusions?

Is there a recommendation or suggestion?

Reference List
Is the reference list accurate? | | |

Language
Highlight any vocabulary mistakes.

Highlight any grammar mistakes.

Highlight any academic style mistakes.

Organisation
Is it logical and clear?

\What cohesive devices have they used?

Highlight anything you don’t understand?

Overall
What did they do well?

What do they need to do to improve?

3awuma Project Proposal cocrout u3 npe3eHTanuy 1 OTBETOB Ha BOITPOCHI



YJICHOB KOMHCCHH. [Ipe3eHTanms mpeacTaBiseT OO0 KpaTKoe H3I0KCHHE
CTYICHTOM MPOEKTa HCCIICAOBaHUs C OOOCHOBAHHUEM BBIOOpA TEMBI, LEICH U
3aj1a4, METOJ/IOB HMCCIICIOBAHMUS, IUTAHUPYEMBIX WJIH TOJYUYEHHBIX PE3yJIbTaTOB C
UCIIOJIh30BAHNEM BHM3YalbHBIX CpEACTB. B mpoliecce MOATOTOBKH K 3alllUTe
MPOEKTa KaKAbIA CTYAEHT JOJ/DKCH MNPEACTaBHTh CBOIO Mpe3cHTarmio Project
Proposal B kiacce, Ipu 3TOM OCTaJIbHBIE CTYACHTBI JIOJKHBI ObITh BOBJICUYECHBI B
IpOIECC AaKTHMBHOIO CHAYIIAHWSA M 3alOdHEHHS (OPMBI OOpaTHO#M CBA3M
Presentation Peer-Feedback Form (Tabmuua 2), COCTaBICHHYIO Ha OCHOBE
KPUTEPHECB OICHMBAHMSA IPE3CHTAIlMM, MW 3aTEM, IIOCIC BBICTYIUICHHUS
MPE3EHTYIOMIEr0, CTYACHTHI, IO OYepPEean, MOUKHBI MPEIOCTaABHTH OOpPATHYIO
CBsI3b Ha OCHOBE 3aII0JTHCHHOM (hopMbl. BBINOIHEHNE TAHHOTO 3a/IaHUS TOMOTaeT
CTy/IEHTaM IOJY4YHUTh OoJiee MeTalbHYI0 M KOHCTPYKTHBHYIO OOpPaTHYIO CBS3b, a
TaK)X€ IMO3BOJIIET UM COBEPIICHCTBOBATh CBOM NPE3CHTAI[MOHHBIC YMEHHUS Ha

OCHOBE COOCTBEHHOT'O OIBITA U OIBbITa CBOMUX OJIHOTPYIIITHUKOB.
Tadmuna 2

Presentation Peer-Feedback Form

Yes |No Comments
Anything missing, unclear or a mistake.

Organisation
Is the presentation logical? Does it include:
a) Introduction?

b) Outline?

c) Literature review?

d) Methods?

e) Results?

f) Conclusion?
Content

Is the presentation well researched?

Are all main points clearly explained?

Did they cite facts and figures?

Did they refer to any authors / sources?

Are the visual aids (PPT slides) clear & effective?

Presentation & Engagement

Is there a good use of signposting language? \Which ones?
a) Introducing.




b) Focusing the audience’s attention.

c) Referring to the visuals / content.

d) Referring backwards or forwards.

e) Showing opinion.

f) Explaining key terms.

g) Concluding & summarising.
Pronunciation

Is the pronunciation clear? IAny mispronunciations?
Did they speak with good pace and volume? Too fast? Too slow? Too quiet?

Referencing

Are there any references on the slides?

Is there a reference list?

Language

Is there a good range of vocabulary? Any mistakes?
Are the grammar structures accurate? Any mistakes?
Is there a good use of academic style? Any mistakes?
Overall

\What did they do well?

What do they need to do to improve?

Opzanuzayus oucKyccuu Ha CEMUHAPCKOM 3aHITHH 110 aHTJIMHACKOMY SI3BIKY
B YHUBEPCUTETE — 3TO METOJ| OOy4YEeHUSs, MPU KOTOPOM YdYalllHecs IeTaibHO
00CYX/TalOT OMNpPENETICHHYI0 TEMY, BBIPKAIOT CBOM MBICIHM W OTHOIICHHE K
BOIIPOCAM OOCYXKICHHS, a TAaKXKe CIYIIAlOT ¥ aHAIM3UPYIOT MHEHUS JPYTHX
YYaCTHUKOB JUCKYCCHUHU. DTOT METOJI MO3BOJIAECT CTYJACHTaM Pa3BUBaTh HABBIKU
TOBOPEHUS M ayAUpOBaHMWS Ha aHTJUHCKOM S3BIKE, a TaKKe HaBBIKH
apryMEHTAIIUU U KPUTHICCKOTO MBIIIJICHUS.

Jluckyccust MokeT ObITh OCHOBaHA Ha MpoOsieMax, 0003HAYEHHBIX B TEKCTAX
JUIST 9TCHHWsI WM B ayJWoO- WM BHICO MaTepuaie, MpeaHa3HauYCHHOM IS
oOy4eHHsI CTYJACHTOB. Ydalluecs [OJDKHBI BHUMATEIHHO O3HAKOMHTHCS C
y4eOHBIMU MaTepuajaMd M cJejiaTh IMOAPOOHBIC 3allMCH, KOTOPHIE MOXHO
UCIIOJIB30BaTh BO BpeMs IUCKyccud. JIis mpoBeneHUs TUCKYCCHUU CTYICHTHI
JeNsITCs Ha Tpymiibl o 4—6 yenoBek. [IpenomaBaTens BeIJACT TPYIINE KAPTOUKY C

BOIIPpOCaMM OJIA O6CY)KI[€HI/I$I B XOJ€ JMCKYCCHH U IIPpCAJIaract B TCUHCHUU 5 MUHYT



MMOATOTOBUTBLCA K JUCKYCCHUH, IIPH I3TOM CTYIACHTBI MOI'YT HMCIIOJIbB30BaTh CBOU
3aIMCH. 3aTeM yJaluecss HaunHAIT 00CYK1aTh IEPBbIi Bompoc. B To Bpemsi, Kak
mepBasi TpyIia y4acTBYeT B JUCKYCCHH, OCTaJbHbBIC CTYACHTHI HAOIIOMAIOT 3a
nporeccom | 3anonHsator Group Discussion Peer-Feedback Form (Ta6mawuma 3).
Jluckyccusi mpoo/bKaeTess B Tedenne 20 MHHYT, MPH 3TOM KaKAbIH YIaCTHHK
IPYIIBl JOJDKEH BHECTH CBOM BKJIad B OOCYXIEHHE Kaxaoro Bompoca. Ilo
OKOHYaHHMHU BPpCMCHH, OTBCACHHOI'O HAa AUCKYCCHUIO, CTYACHTBI JOJIKHBI ITIOABCCTU
UTOTH T10 KaXKJI0MY 00CYKIEHHOMY BOIIPOCY.

3areM rpyrima, HabJIoaBIIas 3a mpoieccom, mpeaoctasiser peer feedback,

OCHOBBIBAsSCh Ha IIyHKTaX, yKa3aHHbIX B (opMe oOpaTHOW  CBSI3U.

Tabmuma 3

Group Discussion Peer-Feedback Form

Yes | No Comments
Anything missing, unclear or a mistake.

Speaking
Did they speak for extended periods?
Did they add to what other students said?

Did they have clear pronunciation? IAny mispronunciations?
Did they speak with good pace and volume? Too fast? Too slow? Too quiet?
Content

Were they well prepared?

Did they use examples from the text to support
their ideas?
Did they cite facts and figures from the text?

Did they refer to the texts by the authors'
names?
Did they explain their terms?

Did they use other examples outside the texts
and/or world knowledge?
Did they summarise a main point at the end?

Language

Did they have a good range of vocabulary? Any mistakes?




Did they use accurate grammar structures?

IAny mistakes?

Interaction

Did they listen carefully to everyone?

Did they use these interactive strategies?

Adding

Disagreeing

Interrupting

Checking understanding
Demonstrating understanding
Seeing both sides

\Which ones did you hear?

Overall

\What did they do well?

\What do they need to do to improve?

UCCIIEZIOBATENILCKOM pabOThl WM MPOEKTa, KOTOPOE COAEPKUT OCHOBHBIE MHJIEH,
pe3ynbTaThl U BbIBOABL. [locTepbl ncmosib3yeTcsi Ha KOH(EpPeHUMsIX, CeMUHapax N
BBICTaBKax JJisl MPECTaBIEHUsI HAYYHOU paboThl 1 oOMeHa HHPOpMaLUEn C JPYyruMu

ydacTHUKamu. lIpumepHoe coaepkaHue M CTPYKTypa akKaJeMHYECKOTO IocTepa

AKkademuueckuii  nocmep

MpeICTaBICHBI HA Pucynke 2.

3TO  rpaduueckoe

Academic research poster template

npeaCTaBJICHUC



Introduction

Mauris orci mi, varius id diam id, egestas
auctor enim. Praesent ut massa nibh. Duis
purus neque, facilisis cursus ultrices vel,
ullamcorper ac augue. Donec semper lorem
vitae urna pulvinar, in congue massa
tristique. Sed in risus nibh. In nisl quam,
aliquet sed nibh sit amet, faucibus.

Methods

Mauris orci mi, varius id diam id, egestas auctor enim.
Praesent ut massa nibh. Duis purus neque, facilisis cursus
ulfrices vel, ullamcorper ac augue. Donec semper lorem
vitae urna pulvinar, in congue massa tristique:
MAURIS ORCI VARIUS ID DIAM
* Sed in risus nibh. In nisl quam, aliquet sed nibh
sitamet, faucibus placerat dui
* Fusce quis augue scelerisque, luctus rum sed,
ut in pulvinar uma in eros posuere.
EUISMOD JUSTO VITAE PURUS

| Data Analysis

Mauris orci mi, varius id diam id, egestas auctor enim
Praesent ut massa nibh. Duis purus neque, facilisis cursus
ulfrices vel, ullamcorper ac augue [See Figure A. Done:

A Sed in risus nibh. In nisl guam, aliquet sed nibh
sitamet, faucibus placerat dui.

B. Fusce quis augue scelerisque, luctus rum sed, ut
dolor. pulvinar urna in eros posuere.

C. in elementum orci dignissim. Proin semper ipsum

D. Sed in risus nibh. In nisl quam, aliquet sed nibh

@ Chart Title
- Se

FRure A: reque

grissim, and

et sl et umts.
res1 ¥ Series2 W Series3

Results

Mauris orci mi, varius id diam id, egestas auctor enim.
Praesent ut massa nibh. Duis purus neque, facilisis cursus
ultrices vel, ullamcorper ac augue. Donec semper lorem
vitae urna pulvinar, in congue massa tristique quis augue.

MAURIS ORCI Mi VARIUS ID DIAM
Egestas auctor enim. Praesent ut massa nibh. Duis purus
neque, facilisis cursus ultrices vel, ullamcorper ac augue.

Conclusion

Mauris orci mi, varius id diam id, egestas auctor enim.
Praesent ut massa nibh. Duis purus neque, facilisis

* Proin semper ipsum donec semper placerat.

= Finibus guam tempor, vitae consectetur. \
MAURIS ORCI M VARIUS ID DIAM ’
Egestas auctor enim. Praesent ut massa nibh. Duis purus
neque, facilisis cursus ultrices vel, ullamcorper ac augue.

mScries1 WSerics2 W Series3 MSerics1 WSeries2 W Series3 * Curabitur Accumsan Nulla: Fusce quis augue urna

E ' cursus ultrices vel, ullamcorper ac augue. Donec semper
r lorem:

I

¥ = Sed Risus Nibh: Ciln nisl guam, aliquet sed nibh

E sitamet, faucibus placerat dui augue scelerisque.

|

I

I

i

Puc. 2

Poster Peer-Feedback Form (Tabnwma 4) wmcnonb3yeTcs IS OIEHKH
mocTepa W BKIIOYAET pa3fenbl 0 (OpMATHPOBAHWH, IEJSAX, COJCPKAHWU,
PUCYHKaX, BHYTPUTEKCTOBBIX CCBUIKAX, CIMCKE JMTEPATyphl, WUCIOJIb30BAHUU
s3bpIKa  (JIGKCHKA, TpaMMaTHKa, aKaJeMHUYeCKHWd CTHIb), a Takke oOmme
kKomMMeHTapuu. [Iporenypa nmpenoctaBieHus 0OOpaTHOW CBS3M TakKas e, KaK U
npu 3amute Project Proposal.

B mpouecce co3manusi akaqeMHUECKOT0 TIOCTEpa Pa3BUBAIOTCS CIIEIYIONINE
HABBIKH U YMEHUS:
1. YMmenue BbIOMpaTh U OPraHU30BBIBATH MHPOPMAIIUIO TAKUM 00Pa30M, 4TOObI
oHa ObLIa HATJISAHOM W JIETKO BOCIPHHUMAaeMOHN uepe3 TpaduKy, Iuarpammel,
M300paXeHUsI U JPYTHe BU3YyaTbHBIC DIIEMEHTHI.
2. YMEHUE CHHTE3UpOBaTh WH(GOPMAIHMIO, KOHIACHCUPOBATh OCHOBHBIC HJIEH W
pe3ynbTaThl UCCIIECIOBAHMI, YTOOBI MPUBICYh BHUMaHUE 3pUTEICH W TepenaTh
CyTh paOOTHI.
3. YMenue oprann3oBath HHGOPMAIIMIO HA TIOCTEPE TAKUM 00pa3oM, 4TOOBI OHA
MMeJIa JOTHYECKYIO MOCIeA0BaTEeIbHOCTb.

4. VYwmenue AHAJIM3UPOBATL W  OLCHUBATL IIPCACTABJICHHBIC HOAHHBIC U

10



nH(pOPMALIMIO HA TIOCTEPE, a TaKkKe POPMYITUPOBATH BBIBOBI U PEKOMEHIAINH.

5. Ymenne 3pPeKTUBHO MpPEnCTaBIsATh CBOIO pabOTy M OTBEYaTh HA BOMPOCHI

3puUTeNel BO BpeMs MIPE3EHTAIMM [T0CTEPa Ha KOH(PEPEHIUAX WU BBICTABKAX.
Bce 3TM yMeHHs MOryT ObITh NOJIE3HBIMH B Oyaylieil Hay4yHOW WU

HpO(I)eCCHOHaJIBHOfI ACATCIbHOCTH CTYACHTOB.

Tabmnura 4

Poster Peer-Feedback Form

Yes | No Comments
Anything missing, unclear or a mistake.

Title
Is there a clear title?

Are the objectives clearly connected to the title?

Do the subheadings connect to the objectives?

Is the name of the student written at the top?

Content

Does each section connect to the title?

Does each section connect to the subtitle?

Do they explain their acronyms?

Do they explain their terms?

Highlight anything you don’t understand?

Organisation

Is each point in the same order as the objectives?

Is each point presented in a logical order?

Figures

Are the figures relevant?

Can you read the figures easily?

Are the figures connected to the text?

Are the figures explained in the text?

Do the figures have titles?

Are the figures referenced?

In-text referencing (APA)

Is the referencing in numerical order?

Is there a citation in each section?

Language

Highlight any vocabulary mistakes.

Highlight any grammar mistakes.

Highlight any academic style mistakes.

Format

Is the poster professionally formatted? | | |




Overall
What did they do well?

What do they need to do to improve?

IIpouexypa opranu3anuu B3aMMHOH 00PATHOM CBSI3U

[Tponienypa mpoBeacHUS B3aMMHOM OOpaTHOM CBSI3M B Kypce ‘‘AKaJeMHYECKOE
MHCBMO Ha aHIJIMWCKOM S3BbIKE~ COCTOMT M3 CEMM IIOCJIEHOBATCIbHBIX IIIAroB,

INpCACTAaBJICHHBIX Ha PI/ICYHKG 3.

1. N3yueHue KpuTepues

2. BbinonHeHne 3aaaHunA

3. Npe3eHTauusA pesynbTaTtoB paboTbl

4. B3aMHOE OL,eHMBaHME: 3ano/iHeHe dopMbl 06paTHOW CBA3M

5. O6paTHasA cBA3b, PEKOMEHAALMNN

6. PedneKkcna pesynbTaToB U Npouesypbl B3aMMOOLLEHUBAHUA

—( 7. PaboTa Hag owmbramu

aar | o | | @ /| &4

Puc.3

1. U3yyenue KpuUTepUEB: NPEXJE YE€M MNPUCTYNUTh K BBIINOJHEHUIO 3a/IaHuUf,
CTYJAEHTaM HEOOXOJMMO O3HAKOMHUTHCA C KPUTEPUSMHU, B COOTBETCTBUU C
KOTOpPbIMU OyAYT OLEHUBAThCS pabOThl W OXUAAEMBIMH pPE3yJbTaTaMu
NEATEIBHOCTH.

2. BrpimonHeHHe 3aJaHUA: CTYyACHTaM IMPEIOCTABIAETCA JOCTaTOYHO BPEMEHU MJIs

N3Yy4YCHUA BBI6paHHOﬁ TEMbI 1 KaYCCTBCHHOI'O BBITIOJTHCHUA pa6OTBI.
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3. IlpesenTarusi pe3ynbTaTOB PabOTHI: CTYACHTHI MPEACTABIAIOT PE3YJIbTATHI
NEATEIbHOCTH  TEpe]  ayIUTOPUEH, COCTOSIEd W3  OJHOTPYNITHHUKOB.
[Ipe3eHTanii MOTYT OBITh OPraHW30BaHbBI B (QOpPME TPYIIOBBIX  HIIH
WHIUBUIYATbHBIX BBICTYILICHUM.

4. B3anMHOE OLICHUBAHHE: BO BPEeMs MPE3CHTALMU U cpa3y Mocie e€ 3aBepIICHHS,
CTY/ICHTBI 3aIOJHAIOT (OpMy O0OpaTHOM CBSI3M, PYKOBOJCTBYSCH KPUTECPHUIMHU B
3aBUCHMOCTH OT BHIA 3aJaHUSI.

5. OOpaTtHass CBs3b, PEKOMCHIAIMU: 3amOJHIS (QOpPMYy, KaKIBIA CTYACHT
MPEOCTABIISIET OOPATHYIO CBSI3b MPE3EHTYIONIEMY CBOIO pabOTy CTYIEHTY. DTO
MOJKET OBITh MUCHMEHHBIM OT3BIB, CO3aHHBINA C UCIOIb30BaHneM google forms
WM YCTHOE BBICKA3bIBAHHE, B KOTOPOM CTY/ICHTHI JOJDKHBI YKa3aTh CHUIIbHBIC U
cialdble CTOPOHBI PabOTHI.

6. Peduiekcus pesynabTaToB W mporeaypbl peer-feedback: ma criemyromem srame
HpenoaBaTeIi0-MOAepaTopy CIeAyeT OO0OOIUTh Pe3yabTaThl MPOIEAYPHI
npoBeneHus peer-feedback, omeHuB kadecTBO mpemoOCTaBIIEMON OOpaTHOM
CBSI3U.

/. Paborta Haj ommOKamMu: Ha 3TOM ATare CTYJICHTHl PEIaKTUPYIOT CBOIO paboOTy B
COOTBETCTBUH C JaHHBIMHA PEKOMEHAANUSAMHU OJHOTPYIITHUKOB, MPUHUMABIINX
yyacTHe B MpOIEaype B3aWMOOIICHHMBaHWSA. PaboTy Hajg  ommOkaMu
11€JIeCO00pa3HO MPOBOIUTH €CIHM PEUb MICT O MUCHMEHHBIX 3aJaHHSX, TAKAX KaK
Project Proposal nnu akagemudeckuii moctep. YTo kacaeTcst yCTHBIX BUAOB padoT
- 3amuTa Project Proposal m amckyccus, TO CTyA€HTbI MOTYT HCIOJIb30BaTh
PEKOMEHIANNH, TOIyYeHHBIE OT CBOMX OJHOTPYIITHHUKOB IS JalbHEHIIETO
COBEPIICHCTBOBAHUS CBOMX aKaJIE€MUYECKUX KOMIIETEHIIUA' .

Takum oOpaszom, mporeaypa peer-feedback mosBomsier crymeHTamM He TOJIBKO

MPENAOCTaBIATh M TMOJy4aTh OOpaTHYIO CBsA3b, (POPMUPOBATH aKaJAEMHUYECCKUE U

7 AKaieMHYeCKUe KOMIIETCHI[HH — 3TO Ha0Op HABBIKOB, 3HAHUH ¥ YMEHUI, KOTOphIe HEOOXOIUMBI TSI YCTICTITHOM
y4eObl 1 HaydHOU paboThI B akaieMuieckoii cpene. OHM BKITIOYAIOT B ¢e0s CIIOCOOHOCTH K aHAIH3Y, KPUTHIESCKOMY
MBIIUICHUIO, UCCIICIOBAaHUIO, KOMMYHHKAIIMY ¥ OPTaHU3alui HHPOpMAIAU. AKaJCMHYCCKIE KOMIICTCHIIMU TAKKE
BKITFOYAIOT YMEHUE [TUCATh HAYYHBIC PabOThI, pabOTaTh C HCTOYHHUKAMH UH(QOPMAIIUH, TPOBOJAUTH U aHATU3UPOBATH
HCCIICIOBaHMS, ApTYMEHTUPOBATh CBOU UCH U 3()()EKTUBHO MPEACTABIATH CBOU 3HAHUS U PE3YIbTATHL. DTH
KOMIICTCHIINH SIBJISIFOTCS. OCHOBOH JUTSI IOCTIDKEHHS aKaJEMUIECKOTO YCIeXa U Pa3BHUTHUS B aKaJleMHYECKOM chepe.
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CUCTEMHBIE KOMIETEHLIMH, HO U CHOCOOCTBYET pa3BUTHIO OTBETCTBEHHOCTH U
CaMOJUCIUIUIMHBI TaK Kak, 3Has, YTO UX pabOTHI OyayT OIEHEHBI OAHOTPYIITHUKAMH,

CTYACHTLBI CTAPAOTCA IIPUIIOKUTDb YCHUIINUA OJIA JOCTHUIKCHUA BBICOKUX PC3YIILTATOB.

Pe3yabTaThl

OTHolieHHe CTYyIEHTOB K npakTukaM peer-feedback B mpoiiecce usyuenus kypca
«AKkaieMU4eCcCKOe MUChbMO Ha aHTJIMMCKOM SI3BIKE»

Tabmuna 5
1 2 3 4 5
Cosepuienno  YacTHHUHO He  3arpynmsio  Cornacen  Iommoctsio  Mean  SD
He coryaceH COTTACCH (o OTBETHUTD (%) coriaceH
(%) (%) (%) (%)
1. B pe3ynbraTe npakTHKK Peer- 0.0 0.0 12.2 75.6 12.2 4.00 .50
feedback, kauecTBo Moux paGoT
YITYHIIHIOCH
2. 51 Mor'y aHaJIM3UPOBATh, 0.0 4.9 244 51.2 19.5 385 .79

OIICHHUBATh U1 KOMMEHTHPOBATh
pabOThI APYTUX CTYACHTOB

3. 4 mony4aro nosue3Hyo u 0.0 0.0 244 53.7 220 398 .69
KOHCTPYKTHBHYIO OOpaTHYIO CBSI3b
OT CBOHMX OJIHOTPYIITHHKOB

4. TIpaxtuku peer-feedback 0.0 0.0 7.3 70.7 22.0 415 53
CTIIOCOOCTBYIOT CO3aHHUIO
arMoc(epbl COTpyAHHYECTBA

5. 51 OJIOKUTENBLHO OLIEHUBAIO 0.0 0.0 12.2 70.7 17.1 4.05 .55
omsIT peer-feedback

UtoObl OUEHUTHh 3(PPEKTUBHOCTh HMCHOJIB30BAHMS MPAKTUK B3aUMHOW OOpaTHOM
cesa3u (peer-feedback) B kypce «AkameMudeckoe MUChbMO Ha aHTJIMHCKOM SI3bIKE» OBLT
MIPOBEJICH OIPOC, B KOTOpoM npuHsin yuactue 41 crynent HUY BIID obywaronutics
no HampapieHuto «busHnec-unpopmaTuka». Pe3ynbTarhl ompoca IpeacTaBieHbI B

TaoOmurre 5.

1. 88% CTyaeHTOB OTMETHJIM, YTO KAayeCTBO BBINOJHEHUS 3aJaHUil YIydlIHIOCH
Omaromapsi B3auMHOW 0OpaTHOM CBs3u. OHU Takke BBIPA3WJIU MHEHHUE O
MOJIE3HOCTH COBETOB, MOJIYYCHHBIX Ha 3Tale paclIMpEeHHON 0OpaTHOW CBS3H, U
OTMETHUJIH, YTO 3TU COBETHI MIOMOIJIM UM B JajbHEHIIeH paboTe Ha/ 3aJaHUAMHU.
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B menom, pabotel crymeHTOB, ydvactBoBaBmMX B peer-feedback, Owlam
BBIIIOJIHEHBI 00JIe€ KaU€CTBEHHO, YeM PAaOOThI CTY/I€HTOB, HE Y4aCTBOBABUIUX B
sTOM nporecce. Ecnu o6patutbes k pesysiabTaTaM 00yd4eHHOCTH, TO Mbl YBHJIUM,
YTO CTYACHTHI, Y KOTOPBIX MPUMEHsIaCh MPAKTHKA B3aUMHOW 0OpaTHOU CBS3H,
JEMOHCTPUPOBAIH 00Jiee BHICOKOE PAa3BUTHE HABBIKOB aKaJIeMHUYECKOTO MHUChMa
U JIOCTUTajy TOCTABJICHHBIX I€Jeil ObICTpee, YeM CTYJEHThI, Y KOTOPBIX 3Ta
MIPaKTHKa HE MPUMEHSIIACH, YTO MOXKET YKa3bIBaTh Ha 3(PPEKTUBHOCTH MPAKTUKH.
Cpennuit 0am1 UTOTOBBIX OLIEHOK CTYIEHTOB IO AUCIUIUIMHE «AKaJEeMUYECKOE
MUCHbMO Ha aHTJIMMCKOM si3bike» B 2021-2022 yyeOHOM roay cocrtaBisut 5,7, a
1ocyie NpuMeHeHHs] NpakTuku B 2022-2023 yueOHOM Toay cpenHuid Oasi
MMOBBICHIICA 710 6,5.

2. Ecnu y cTyaeHTOB, mpuHUMaBIIMX ydactue B peer-feedback mpoucxomut
pa3BUTHE HABBIKOB KPUTHUYECKOI'O MBIIIEHUS U CIIOCOOHOCTH aHAJIM3UPOBATh U
KOMMEHTHpPOBaTh  pabOThl  JPYrHX  CTYJEHTOB, 93TO TakXe  MOXET
CBHUJIETEIIbCTBOBATh O  IIOJOKUTENBHBIX  pe3ynbTaTax nOpakTukd. /1%
OTIPOILLIEHHBIX COOOLIWIN, YTO, aHAIU3UPYSI U KOMMEHTHUPYS pabOThl IpYyrux
CTYJIEHTOB, OHM CMOIJIM JIyYIlle TOHSATh OMIMOKH, JOMYyIIEHHBIE B CBOEH padoTe.
OTO CBUAETENBCTBYET O TOM, 4YTO HaBbIK OICHMBaHHMS CcTayq Oosee
pedIeKCUBHBIM.

3. Ecnu cTyneHThl momy4aroT MOJIe3HYI0 U KOHCTPYKTHBHYIO OOpAaTHYIO CBS3b OT
CBOMX OJHOTPYNIHUKOB, KOTOpas MOMOTaeT UM YIYyYIIUTh CBOM pabOThl U
Pa3BUTHCS MPOPECCUOHAIBHO, TO 3TO CBHUJETEIBCTBYET O IOJIb3€ B3aMMHOM
oOpaTHOU CBsI3U. 76% PECIOHJCHTOB TOJIOKUTEIBHO OIECHWIN MOJyYEHHBIE
PEKOMEH/IallMU U CUUTAIOT, YTO 0OpaTHas CBA3b, KOTOPYIO OHM MOJYYMIH ObLIa
KOHCTPYKTUBHOU U MOJIE3HOM.

4. Ecmu peer-feedback criocoOcTByeT co3mannio KoutabopaTuBHON aTMocdepsl, e
CTYJEHTBI B3aUMOACUCTBYIOT, IOMOTAIOT APYT APYTY U COBMECTHO Pa3BUBAIOTCH,
ATO MOXET YyKa3biBaThb Ha 3(()EKTUBHOCTh MPAKTUKUA M 3aUHTEPECOBAHHOCTH
CTYIAEHTOB B mporecce oOydenus. [Ipu oOMeHne oOpaTHOM CBS3BIO CTYJIEHTHI

IMOMOTar0T U MOAACP)KUBAIOT APYT ApYyra, 4To CHOCO6CTByeT Pa3BUTHIO JOBCPUS U
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COTPYIHHYECTBA MEXAy HUMH. 93% ydamumxcs TOTOBBI JICIHUTHCS CBOMMH
3HAHWSMH, UACIMH M ONBITOM C KOJUIETaMH, co3[aBas aTMmocdepy
COTPYHUYECTBA.

5. Ecnu cTyieHTBI BRIpaXArOT MOJIOKUTENbHOE oTHOIIeHue K peer-feedback, cunras
B3aMMHYIO OOpaTHYIO CBsI3b IMOJIC3HOW M 3HAYUMOM JJIsl CBOETO OOY4YEHHs, ITO
MOXKET OBITh eIle OJHHM IMoKa3zaTeaeM 3(P(EeKTHBHOCTH IaHHOW MPAKTHKH.
Heo6xoauMo OTMETHTB, YTO OMPOC MOKa3aJl 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTh CTYJCHTOB B
JaHHOM METOJIe OIICHUBAHHA. BOJBIIMHCTBO cTYIeHTOB (92,7%) MOJI0KUATEIHEHO
OLICHWJIM OIIBIT, TOJNydYeHHBI B Tmporecce peer-feedback, Tem camebim,

MIPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAIH YAOBJIETBOPEHHOCTD ITOJYYECHHBIMU PE3YJIbTATAMMU.

YMeHus, MprHoOpPETEHHBIEC CTYJICHTAMH B IIPOIECCE OBIAJICHHS TPAKTUKAMH B3aHMHOM
o0paTHOM CBSI3H, CIIOCOOCTBYIOT JOCTHMXKEHHIO OOpa3oBaTEIbHBIX PE3YJIbTATOB,
3asBJICHHBIX B MIPOTrpaMMe y4eOHOTro Kypca “AkaJieMHUYecKoe MUChMO Ha aHTJIMHCKOM
sS3bIKE”, TIOATOMY MOXKHO CJeJiaTh BBIBOA, O TOM, 4To mpueMmbl peer-feedback
CIMOCOOCTBYIOT JOCTIIKEHHUIO MTOCTABJICHHBIX I1eJIei B 00J1aCTH aKaJIeMUYECKOr0 MUChMa

" PAa3BUTHIO aKaICMHNYCCKHUX KOMHGTGHHI/Iﬁ B IICJIOM.
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