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Abstract. High-quality teacher education necessitates the systematic
development of prospective philology teachers’ competence in lexical analysis
and manipulation, as these abilities form a cornerstone of their professional
linguistic and pedagogical expertise. This study presents an empirical evaluation
of a targeted instructional intervention aimed at enhancing lexical analysis
skills among third-year undergraduate students enrolled in an English philology
teacher-training program. A quasi-experimental design was employed with
100 participants randomly assigned to either an experimental group (n = 50),
which completed a six-month structured lexical-analysis curriculum, or a control
group (n = 50) that continued standard instruction. Assessment tools included
standardized lexical analysis tests, blind-rated pedagogical performance rubrics,
and self-report surveys on confidence in lexical tasks. Post-intervention results
revealed that the experimental group significantly outperformed the control group
across all measures. Notably, mean scores on the lexical analysis test increased by
74% in the experimental group versus 18% in the control group (t(98) =10.5,p <
001, Cohen’s d = 1.2), indicating a very large effect size. Statistically significant
improvements were also observed in teaching-related lexical application and
in participants’ confidence ratings (p < 01), suggesting both cognitive and
affective gains. These findings support prior empirical evidence advocating for
technology-enhanced, student-centered vocabulary instruction. The intervention’s
integration of explicit morphological parsing, contextual inference training, and
corpus-based discovery tasks within a blended learning format was instrumental
in strengthening participants’ professional language competence. The study
underscores the pedagogical efficacy of embedding authentic digital resources,
collaborative vocabulary exploration, and reflective metalinguistic practice into
pre-service teacher curricula. Implications for teacher education include the
strategic use of corpus tools, structured vocabulary instruction, and confidence-
building tasks to elevate future educators’ linguistic precision and instructional
readiness.
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Introduction

Lexical competence-understood as the capacity to recognize, comprehend,
and appropriately employ lexical items within diverse communicative contexts-
represents a foundational pillar in the professional preparation of language
educators [1]. For pre-service teachers specializing in English philology and
related linguistic disciplines, such competence is essential not only for personal
linguistic development but also for the pedagogical task of facilitating students’
language acquisition. The ability to conduct nuanced lexical analysis, deconstruct
word morphology, and interpret meaning from context significantly enhances
teachers’ instructional effectiveness in all core modalities of language learning:
reading, writing, listening, and speaking.

An extensive body of scholarship highlights the need to develop this
competence through a diversity of pedagogical strategies. These include
explicit vocabulary instruction, semantic mapping, use of lexical sets, and
integration of lexical items into authentic communicative tasks [2]. With the
advent of educational technology, particularly in language learning, the use of
blended learning modalities-where in-person teaching is augmented by digital
platforms-has emerged as a particularly potent method. Empirical findings
suggest that such hybrid models promote increased learner autonomy, deeper
cognitive engagement with lexical material, and more robust long-term retention
compared to exclusively traditional classroom formats [3]. Additionally, corpus
linguistics and digital concordancers are increasingly employed as tools for both
teaching and researching vocabulary. Their use exposes learners to authentic
and frequency-based lexical patterns, fostering more precise and contextually
appropriate language use [4].

Beyond vocabulary knowledge per se, teacher preparation must address the
broader construct of speech culture and communicative competence. This includes
clarity of pronunciation, command of register, adherence to normative linguistic
conventions, and sensitivity to cultural and pragmatic aspects of communication.
The cultivation of such attributes not only enables teachers to function as linguistic
models but also equips them to navigate diverse educational settings with agility
[5]. According to Meirbekova and Meiirbekov (2025), speech culture serves as
a critical mediating factor in pedagogical success, particularly for teachers of
philological disciplines, who are often expected to uphold elevated standards of
language use and stylistic precision [6]. Consequently, a comprehensive approach
to teacher education must integrate lexical analysis training with the development
of broader communicative proficiency.

Despite growing recognition of the importance of these competencies,
empirical research on the structured development of lexical analysis skills in
teacher education programs remains insufficient. While short-term interventions-
such as workshops on corpus literacy or vocabulary strategy seminars-have
shown potential, the field lacks large-scale, systematically designed studies that
examine longitudinal curricular impact. Notably, emerging evidence does indicate
that targeted lexical interventions can yield statistically significant gains in both
linguistic competence and learner self-efficacy, provided they are delivered in
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an active, student-centered format. These preliminary findings underscore the
need for more comprehensive, data-driven evaluations of such instructional
approaches.

Research Question:

Towhatextentdoesthe implementationofastructured, technology-supported
lexical-analysis curriculum enhance the professional lexical competence and
instructional readiness of pre-service philology teachers compared to traditional
language-teacher education methods?

Materials and Methods

This study employed a quasi-experimental research design to assess
the impact of a structured lexical analysis curriculum on the development of
professional linguistic competence among pre-service philology teachers. The
intervention was implemented at a leading Kazakhstani institution of higher
education, within the framework of a teacher preparation program specializing
in English philology. The design was chosen to enable a comparative evaluation
of instructional effects while accommodating naturalistic constraints typical of
educational settings.

Participants:

A total of 100 undergraduate students in their third year of study were
recruited from the Department of English Philology. All participants were
enrolled in a teacher education track and met the inclusion criteria: a cumulative
Grade Point Average (GPA) of at least 3.0 on a 4.0 scale and demonstrated
intermediate proficiency in English (B1-B2 CEFR level), verified through
institutional placement testing. Students with formally diagnosed language-
learning disabilities were excluded from the sample to ensure homogeneity
in baseline cognitive-linguistic capabilities. Following random assignment
procedures, participants were allocated into an experimental group (n = 50) and
a control group (n = 50), thereby enabling the application of inferential statistical
techniques while preserving ecological validity.

Intervention Design:

The intervention lasted six months (one academic semester) and comprised
a specially developed Lexical Analysis Course. The curriculum for the
experimental group integrated five core components grounded in evidence-based
vocabulary instruction:

a) Morphological awareness training, involving systematic dissection of
lexical units into prefixes, roots, and suffixes;

b) Contextual inference strategies for deducing word meanings from
linguistic and semantic cues in authentic texts;

c¢) Use of digital corpora and concordancing tools (e.g., Sketch Engine,
AntConc) to analyze frequency, collocations, and semantic prosody of target
vocabulary items;

d) Gamified vocabulary practice, implemented via platforms such as
Quizlet and Kahoot to enhance retrieval fluency and learner motivation;
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e) Peer-teaching assignments, wherein students designed, presented, and
received feedback on micro-lessons targeting lexical skills.

These components were integrated into a blended learning format that
combined traditional instruction (lectures, textbook-based tasks) with interactive
seminars and laboratory-based digital sessions. The control group continued with
the standard curriculum, which lacked structured lexical modules and technology-
enhanced activities.

Instruments:

Three primary instruments were employed to assess the outcomes of the
intervention:

a) Lexical Analysis Test. A researcher-constructed instrument measuring
morphological knowledge, contextual reasoning, and semantic precision. The
test, scored on a 100-point scale, was administered pre- and post-intervention to
both groups under equivalent conditions.

b) Pedagogical Performance Rubric. A standardized evaluation tool
developed in alignment with teacher education competencies. Blind raters (n =
3) assessed anonymized lesson plans and simulated teaching excerpts according
to criteria including terminological accuracy, appropriateness of lexical input,
and integration of new vocabulary into instructional planning.

c) Self-Efficacy Survey. A five-point Likert scale survey measuring
perceived competence in executing lexical-analysis tasks (e.g., morphological
parsing, corpus consultation, and contextual guessing). Internal consistency
was verified (Cronbach’s o = 0.87), and the tool was adapted from validated
instruments in applied linguistics research.

Data Analysis:

All statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS version 27. Descriptive
statistics (means, standard deviations) were computed for each measure. To
examine between-group differences at posttest, independent samples t-tests
were employed, while paired-samples t-tests evaluated within-group pre-post
changes. Effect sizes were calculated using Cohen’s d, with interpretation
aligned to conventional thresholds (0.2 = small, 0.5 = medium, 0.8+ = large),
and particularly noting values above d = 1.2 as indicators of substantial practical
significance [7]. Normality and homogeneity of variances were confirmed via the
Shapiro-Wilk and Levene’s tests respectively. All statistical tests were two-tailed,
with significance set at p < 0.05.

Ethical Considerations:

This research adhered strictly to institutional and international ethical
standards for human subjects research. Written informed consent was obtained
from all participants. Participation was voluntary, and individuals retained the
right to withdraw at any time without academic penalty. The study protocol
received formal approval from the University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB).

Results
Prior to the commencement of the intervention, no statistically significant
difference was observed between the experimental and control groups in their
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lexical analysis proficiency. Specifically, the mean score on the pre-test for
the experimental group was M =45.2, with a standard deviation of SD = 7.4,
while the control group achieved M =46.1, SD = 6.8. An independent-samples
t-test confirmed the absence of initial disparity (p > 05), indicating a baseline
equivalence between groups in terms of lexical competence.

Following the six-month intervention period, marked improvements were
recorded, particularly within the experimental cohort. Their average lexical-test
score rose to M = 78.6, SD = 8.1, representing a substantial 74% increase relative
to their pre-intervention performance. In contrast, the control group demonstrated
only an 18% improvement, with a post-test mean of M =54.3, SD =7.0. The
between-group difference in post-test performance was statistically significant
(t(98) =10.5, p<001), with a very large effect size (Cohen’s d = 1.3), which
confirms the robust impact of the lexical intervention. These findings are
consistent with prior meta-analyses emphasizing the effectiveness of active,
student-centered lexical instruction models [8]. A detailed breakdown of lexical
test outcomes is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Lexical Analysis Test Results (Pre- and Post-Test Scores)

Group Pre-Test Post-Test | Gain (%) | t-value | p-value | Cohen’s d
Mean (SD) | Mean (SD)
Experimental [45.2 (7.4) |78.6(8.1) +74% 10.5 <.001 ~1.3
Control 46.1 (6.8) |54.3(7.0) +18% - - -

The pattern of results extended to pedagogical application. According
to the Pedagogical Performance Rubric, which assessed content integration,
instructional clarity, and vocabulary use in teaching simulations, the experimental
group nearly doubled its performance, with scores increasing from M = 40.8 to
M = 81.4, reflecting a 99% gain. Conversely, the control group showed a modest
rise from M =42.0 to M = 50.1 (a 19% gain). This between-group contrast was
again statistically significant (t(98) = 12.1, p <001, d = 1.5), suggesting that the
intervention’s effect extended beyond knowledge acquisition into instructional
behavior. These data are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2. Pedagogical Performance Scores

Group Pre-Test Score | Post-Test Score | Gain (%) | #-value | p-value | Cohen’s d
(Mean) (Mean)
Experimental |40.8 81.4 +99% 12.1 <.001 ~1.5
Control 42.0 50.1 +19% - - -

In terms of affective outcomes, self-reported confidence in performing
lexical-analysis tasks increased considerably in the experimental group. Prior to
the intervention, both groups reported low confidence levels, with average ratings
between 2.0-2.1 on a 5-point Likert scale. Post-intervention data revealed that the
experimental group’s confidence rose significantly across all measured domains,
reaching average ratings between 4.3-4.4. In contrast, the control group’s
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ratings increased only marginally, reaching 2.3-2.5. For example, confidence
in performing morphological analysis rose from M = 2.1 to M =4.4 (SD = 0.6)
among experimental participants, compared to a rise from M =2.0 to M =2.3
(SD = 0.5) in the control group. Full descriptive statistics are provided in Table 3.

Table 3. Self-Reported Confidence in Lexical Tasks

Lexical Task Group Pre-Test Post-Test Gain | SD
(Mean) (Mean)

Morphological Experimental |2.1 4.4 +2.3 10.6
Analysis

Control 2.0 2.3 +0.3 0.5
Contextual Meaning |Experimental |[2.0 43 +2.3 |0.5
Inference

Control 2.1 2.5 +0.4 |0.5

Furthermore, a moderately strong positive correlation was found between
gains in confidence and actual test performance (r = 65, p < 01), reinforcing the
conclusion that the intervention not only improved objective competence but
also nurtured learner self-efficacy [9]. A comparative summary of effect sizes
across all assessment dimensions-including lexical performance, pedagogical
competence, and confidence-is consolidated in Table 4.

Table 4. Summary of Effect Sizes Across Outcomes

Outcome Measure Cohen’s d | Effect Size (Interpretation)
Lexical Test ~1.3 Very Large
Pedagogical Performance ~1.5 Very Large
Self-Confidence (Avg.) ~1.2 Very Large

Importantly, no adverse events, technical failures, or participant withdrawals
were reported during the study. Taken together, these empirical findings suggest
that the structured lexical-analysis curriculum exerted a statistically robust and
pedagogically meaningful impact on both the cognitive and affective domains
of teacher development. The consistency of outcomes across multiple indicators
underscores the intervention’s comprehensive efficacy when compared with
standard instructional models.

Discussion

The intervention demonstrated robust efficacy in developing lexical analysis
skills essential for future philology educators. The experimental group significantly
outperformed the control group across all measured dimensions, including
lexical test scores, pedagogical performance, and self-reported confidence. The
very large effect sizes (Cohen’s d > 1.0) underscore not only statistical but also
substantial practical significance. These results validate the premise that a focused,
scaffolded instructional model-particularly one emphasizing lexical competence-
can produce deep, transferable learning outcomes. This corroborates prior
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findings from pedagogical research highlighting the effectiveness of vocabulary-
focused, student-centered approaches in teacher education [10].

Several interrelated factors likely account for these pronounced gains. First,
the course employed a blended learning design, integrating traditional seminars
with interactive digital resources, including corpus tools, online concordancers,
and gamified vocabulary platforms. Such hybrid models are widely recognized for
increasing learner autonomy and deepening engagement. As Mishra and Koehler
(2006) note in their Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK)
framework, optimal teacher learning arises when pedagogical techniques are
tightly integrated with technological affordances and subject-matter content [10].
This theoretical model informed the architecture of our intervention, especially
in promoting digital literacy alongside linguistic competence.

Secondly, the curriculum incorporated content-focused professional
development, which has been shown to be more effective than generic
instructional training. Rather than offering isolated vocabulary drills, our course
structured lexical development within authentic pedagogical scenarios (e.g.,
peer-led vocabulary workshops, reflective tasks, and teaching simulations). This
approach aligns with the conclusions of the Institute of Education Sciences (IES),
which found that sustained, subject-specific teacher development is significantly
more likely to yield measurable student outcomes [11]. By applying learned
vocabulary techniques within real teaching contexts, participants experienced
cognitive reinforcement through both reception and production modalities.

Another critical dimension was the cultivation of teacher self-efficacy
in linguistic application. As Peterson and Jensen (2025) document in their
review of K-12 settings, teacher confidence-especially in linguistically diverse
environments-strongly predicts classroom effectiveness and adaptability [12]. In
our study, participants not only gained functional skills in morphological analysis
and semantic inference, but also reported significantly higher confidence levels
in using and teaching vocabulary. This psychological component is crucial, as it
influences a teacher’s willingness to implement innovative methods and to model
fluent, precise language use in real time.

Importantly, the course promoted experiential learning, moving beyond
passive reception to active mastery. Participants formulated hypotheses about
lexical meaning, explored usage patterns through corpora, and designed peer-
teaching materials-activities that mirror authentic classroom decision-making.
Such methods align with Girvan, Conneely, and Tangney’s (2016) conception
of extended experiential learning, where iterative reflection, collaboration, and
guided practice foster long-term professional growth [13]. Through repeated
engagement with vocabulary in varied roles-learner, analyst, instructor-students
developed metacognitive insight into their own lexical development.

Equally significant was the use of collaborative digital projects, such as
group-generated glossaries and thematic word banks, which supported reflection
and cooperative engagement. As Cullen, Kullman, and Wild (2013) emphasize,
online collaborative learning environments enhance language acquisition when
they encourage peer negotiation, co-construction of meaning, and collective
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responsibility [14]. These strategies not only strengthened the lexical knowledge
base of participants but also introduced them to contemporary models of
communicative pedagogy appropriate for 21st-century classrooms.

Finally, the pedagogical coherence of the intervention-specifically its
alignment of technological tools, linguistic content, and instructional practice-
reflects the principles of TPACK development, as further articulated by Angeli and
Valanides (2009). They argue that sustainable teacher growth requires integrating
all three dimensions into the learning environment in a deliberate and structured
fashion [15]. This coherence explains the effectiveness of the intervention not
only in cognitive terms but also in fostering holistic professional readiness.

Conclusion

This study offers compelling evidence that explicitly training pre-service
philologists in lexical analysis substantially enhances both their linguistic
competence and their pedagogical confidence. The intervention’s strength lies in
its multifaceted structure, combining explicit instruction in morphological parsing,
corpus-informed vocabulary exploration, and digital task-based learning. These
features allowed students to approach vocabulary as both a linguistic system and
a pedagogical challenge.

Teacher educators should, therefore, incorporate specialized vocabulary
modules that emphasize analytical depth, contextual nuance, and communicative
relevance. Recommended strategies include instruction in word-formation
processes, frequent engagement with digital corpora for authentic input, and
interactive reinforcement via games, quizzes, or peer evaluations. Additionally,
instructors may embed collaborative projects such as thematic glossaries and
class-built lexical databases to foster reflective, social construction of meaning-
practices shown to boost retention and motivation [14].

Crucially, programs must not isolate vocabulary work from broader
educational aims. As shown, the most effective training models synchronize
content, pedagogy, and technology-the central triad of the TPACK framework-
thus preparing candidates for the linguistic and instructional demands of real
classrooms [15]. Further research should explore the longitudinal effects of
such interventions, particularly their transferability into in-service contexts and
sustained influence on learner outcomes.

In sum, a coherent, research-informed lexical training curriculum represents
a powerful tool for developing the next generation of philology teachers. Through
integrating evidence-based methods, fostering reflective practice, and aligning
lexical skills with pedagogical demands, institutions can better equip future
educators for excellence in both language and instruction.
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BOJIAIIAK ®HNJIOJIOT OKBITYHIBIJIAPABIH JJEKCUKAJIBIK
TAJIJAYJIAPBIHBIH KOCIBU JIAT IBIJIAPBIH JTAMBITY
*Xananuna M.M.!, Canapranuesa b.0.%, XKynic6aesa A.C.?
*lan-dapabu areiHgarsl Kazak yITThIK yHHBEpCHTETI, AMmathel, Kazakcran
2A0aii ateiHgarsl Kasak yJITTBIK [1€1aroruKajblK YHUBEPCHUTETI,
Anmatsel, KazakcTan
SXanpIKapasblK aKIMapaTThIK TEXHOIOTUsIap YHUBEPCUTETI,
Anmatsel, Kazakctan

Anparna. Cananbl MyFalliM JaspibIFbl OoJamak (GriIoior MyratimMaepIiH
CO3MIIK TaNIay )KOHE CO30CH KYMBIC )Kacay AaFAbUIAPBIH )KYHEl TypIe TaMbITY/IbI
KaKeT eTefll, oUTKeH1 Oys1 KaObuteTTep oJapablH KOciOM JTUHTBUCTUKAIBIK KOHE
MearoruKaIblK KY3bIPETTUIITIHIH HET131H Kypalael. by 3eprreyne arbulibiH
dunomorusicel  OOMBIHIIA MYyFaliM JTalbIHAAWTBIH OKYy OaraapiamMachlHa
KaThICAThIH YIIIHIII KypC CTYASHTTEPiHIH JIEKCHKAIBIK Tajfay IaFIbLIapbiH
apTTBIpyFa OarbITTAIFaH TIEJAarOTUKANIBIK apaacylblH AMITUPHKAIBIK Oarachl
oepinren. KaszuskcriepuMeHTTIK ofic asgchiHaa 100 CTymeHT ke3nencok Typae
€Ki TornKa OeiHAl: SKCIepUMEHTTIK Tot (n = 50), anThl ailJIBIK KYPBUTBIM/IAIFaH
KypCKa KaTbICTBI, XoHe Oakpiay ToObI (n=50), cTaHAAPTTHI OKBITYIbI
KaIFacTeIpbl. baramay KypainjapblHa CTaHAApPTTAIFaH JICKCHKAJBIK Tajaay
TECTI, MeJAroruKajIblK OHIMIUNIK OOWBIHIIA capalibUIapAblH Oarayiaybl KoHE
JIEKCUKAJIBIK TalChlpMaJiapFa JIET€H CEHIMIILTIKTI ONIIEeUTIH O31HIIK cayajHama
Kipai. ApanacymaH KeWIHTT HOTHXKENEp DSKCHEPUMEHTTIK TONTHIH OapiIbiK
KepceTKimTep OoibIHIIA OaKblIay TOOBIHAH €10Y1p KOFApPhI KETICTIKKE )KETKEHIH
KepceTTi. Aranm aWTKaH/a, JICKCHMKAJIBIK TECT HOTIDKEJEPl SKCIIEPUMEHTTIK
tonta 74%-ra, an Oakpulay TOOBIHOA Tek 18%-ra aptTel (1(98) =10.5,
p <001, d=1.2), 6yn aiikbiH yakeH oacepai Ouraipeni. COHbIMEH Karap, CO3JiK
KOJIJJTaHyFa KaTBICTHI TIeTarOTUKAJIBIK TariChpMaiapbl OPBIHAAY MEH CEHIMILTIK
JEHTeHiH/Ie CTaTUCTUKAIIBIK TYPFBIIAaH MaHBI3bI repiney Oarikamabl (p < 01).
Bys1 KOpBITBIHIBIIAD CTYIEGHTKE OarbITTaFaH, TEXHOJOTHSUIBIK KypagapMeH
OalBITBUTFAH JIGKCHKA OKBITY TOCUIACPIHIH THIMIUIITIH pacTaiabl. Apanac
OKBITY (opMarbl asichlHAa MOP(OIOTHSIIBIK Tajjiay, KOHTEKCTyaabl TYCIHY
YKOHE KOPITYC HET131H/IE )KYMBIC KYPTri3y JEKCHUKAIBIK KY3bIPETTITIKTI HBIFAUTY/Ia
MaHBI3IBI POJI aTKap/bl. 3epTTey ayTEHTTI HMUQPIBIK pecypcTapibl, OipiecKeH
CO3MIK 3epTTeyNepAl KoHE METATUIAIK pPEeqUICKCUSHBI MYFaIIMIAEp aspriay
OarmapiiaMachlHa EHTI3Y[IH TIEAaroTUKaJIbIK MaHBI3IBUIBIFBIH  KOpCeTe/l.
[IpakTHKaIbIK YCBIHBICTApPFa KOPIYC KYpaJAapblH KOJIAHY, KYPBUIBIMIIAJIFaH
JIEKCUKAJIBIK OKBITY KOHE CEHIMIUTIKTI apTTBIPY CTpaTErUsiIapbIH €HT13y apKbLITbI
OoJamak MyFaJiMIEpIiH TUIIK JJIITT MEH KOCciOM JalibIHABIKTapbIH apTTHIPY
Kipe/i.

Tipek ce3aep: JEKCUKAIBIK KY3BIPETTUTIK, MYFaIIMACPAl Aaspiay,
KOPITYC KYpaJiJapbl, CO3MIK OKBITY, MOPGOJIOTHs, (DUIOIOTHS, apaiac OKBITY,
MearOTMKAJIBIK THIMIUTIK, ©31H-031 THIM/II CE€31HY
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PABBUTHUE IPO®PECCHUOHAJIBHBIX HABBIKOB JIEKCUYECKOI'O
AHAJIM3A BYIYIIIUX YUATEJIEN ®UJIOJIOTOB
*Xananuna U.M.!, Camapranuesa b.0.%, XKynic6aesa A.C.}
*IKa3axckuii HAIIMOHAIBLHBINA YHUBEPCUTET UMEHH ab-Dapadwu,
Anmarel, Kazaxcran
’Ka3zaxcKuii Hal[HOHAIbHBIN TIeIarOTHYEeCKHI YHUBEPCUTET UMEHH Abas,
Anmarel, Kazaxcran
SMesKIyHApOIHBIA YHUBEPCUTET HH(GOPMAIIMOHHBIX TEXHOJIOTHHA,

Anmarel, Kazaxcran

AnHoTanusi. KauecTBeHHass OJTOTOBKA YUYUTENEH TPeOyeT CHUCTEMHOTO
pazBuTug y Oyaymux mnpernojaBareneil (UIONOTHMH KOMIETEHTHOCTH B
JIEKCUYECKOM aHAaJIM3€ W ONEPUPOBAHUU CIIOBAPHBIM MAaTEPHUAIOM, MOCKOJIbKY
9TH HaBBIKM COCTABIISIOT OCHOBY MX MpO(eccCHOHANbHOW JIMHTBUCTUYECKOU
U TIelarOrMYecKoi MOArOTOBKHU. B HacTosileM HUCClIeJOBaHUU TMpeACTaBlieHa
SMIHUpPUYECKasl OIEHKA I[eJIEHANIPABIEHHOTO MeJaroru4eckoro BMeIaTenbCcTBa,
HaAIpaBJIE€HHOTO Ha Pa3BUTHE HABBIKOB JIEKCMUECKOTO aHalu3a y CTYICHTOB
TPEThEro Kypca, OOydYaroIIMuXcsi IO MpOorpaMMe MOATOTOBKU y4yUTeNen
AHIJIMKCKOTO si3blKa. B paMkax KBa3WdKcnepuMeHTaldbHOro ausaiHa 100
Y4aCTHUKOB OBLIH CIy4YailHBIM 00pa30M pacipeesieHbl Ha SKCIIEPUMEHTAIBHYIO
rpynmy (n = 50), TponeanIyo MeCTUMECSIUYHYIO POrpaMMy MO JEKCHYECKOMY
aHaJU3y, W KOHTPOJbHYIO rpymmy (n=50), NpomoDKUBIIYIO OOy4YeHHE IO
cTaHaapTHOM mporpamme. [l oOumeHKH SPPEKTUBHOCTH HCIIOIb30BAIUCH
CTaHJApTU3UPOBAHHBIM TECT Ha JIGKCUYECKUU aHaliu3, SKCIEpTHAas OlEHKa
Mearoru4eckoil JeSITeTbHOCTH U CaMOOLIEHKAa YBEPEHHOCTH B BBIMOJIHEHUU
JIEKCUYECKUX 3ajay. Pe3ynprarel mokaszaiu, YTO SKCHEpUMEHTalbHAasl TpyIa
3HAYUTETHFHO MPEB30Ila KOHTPOJIbHYIO MO BCeM IokaszarensiM. B uactHocTH,
CpeqHuil Oam Mo TecTy Ha JIeKCMYEeCKHMH aHanu3 yBennuwica Ha 74% B
SKCIEPUMEHTAIbHOM rpy1e npotus 18% B koHTpoabHOM (1(98) = 10.5, p <001,
d = 1.2),9ro cBuaerenbCcTByeT 0 KpyrmHOM A pexTe. Takske ObLTH 3aUKCUPOBAHBI
CTaTUCTUYECKHM 3HAYMMBIE YIyYllIeHHs B TEJaroruyeckoM MpPUMEHEHUU
JIEKCUKW U YBEPEHHOCTH YYAaCTHHUKOB B paboOTe C JEKCHUECKHUMH CTpaTerusiMu
(p <O01). ITomy4yeHHsle NaHHBIE TOATBEPXKIAIOT MPEABIIYIIHE HCCISIOBAHMUS,
neMoHcTpHupytomue 3(G(EeKTUBHOCTh TEXHOJNOTUH, OPHEHTUPOBAHHBIX Ha
ydamierocsi, B o0yueHuu Jnekcuke. MuTerpamus Mopdolornyeckoro aHanusa,
KOHTEKCTYaJIbHOTO BBIBOJIa M pabOThl ¢ KOPIYCAMH B YCIIOBHUSIX CMEIIAHHOTO
00ydeHHsI oKa3ajiach 0COOCHHO MPOAYKTUBHOM B Pa3BUTHH MPOdecCcHoHATHHOM
JIEKCUYECKON KoMIleTeHTHOCTU. VccnenoBanre moau€pKkuBaeT nelarornyeckyro
LIEHHOCTb HCIOJIb30BAHUS AyTEHTUYHBIX LH(PPOBBIX PECYPCOB, COBMECTHOTO
OCBOEHHUS CJIOBAPHOTO MaTepuaia U pe(aeKCUBHOM METas3bIKOBOM MPaKTUKU B
IporpaMMax MOATOTOBKM yuuTenel. [IpakTuueckue pekoMeHIalu BKIIOYAIOT
BHEJPEHHE KOPITYCHBIX 3aJaHUl M METOAMK IMOBBIIIECHUS YBEPEHHOCTH MJIs
(hopMUpOBaHUS JTUHTBUCTUYECKOM TOYHOCTH M MEAAroru4eckoil TOTOBHOCTH
OyIyIIMX MPEnoaBaTeIei.
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