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CHARACTERISTIC OF A STUDENT
IN EXPERIMENTAL PEDAGOGY BY
O. NECHAEV AND G. ROSSOLIMO

In the article, based on the analysis of the works of scientists — the representatives of experimental pedagogy Olexandr
Nechaev (1870—1947) and Grigory Rossolimo (1860—1928), their contribution to the development of the problem of the
pupil’s profile is highlighted. It has been proved that both scientists paid special attention to this issue, developing it in the
Jollowing aspects: substantiation of the necessity of studying a pupil by the teacher and improvement of psychological
knowledge of the teacher (O. Nechaev), creation of plans for studying the pupil in the form of special questionnaires with
detailed recommendations on their use (O. Nechaev, G. Rossolimo), filling out the results of studying the pupil in the form
of <«psychological profiles, which was a graphic representation of the profile (G. Rossolimo). It has been substantiated
that, developing a problem of the pupil’s profile, O. Nechaev proceeded from the need to take into account the individual
abilities and inclinations of the pupil in the educational process, which could be effectively carried out on the basis of
studying the pupil with the subsequent compilation of the pupil’s profile. It has been well-reasoned that relations between
scientists were significant in the development of scientific ideas: G. Rossolimo linked the emergence of his method of
«psychological profile» directly with the ideas of O. Nechaev. It has been emphasized that the psychological characteristics
of various types given by Rossolimo were his contribution to the typology of childhood, along with the typology of P.
Lesgaft. These typologies are a significant help to the teacher in the process of learning the pupil and compilation of his
profile. It has been emphasized that experimental pedagogy is a scientific phenomenon, the name of which reflects the
main method of obtaining empirical knowledge — an experiment that was supposed to guarantee the objectivity of the
data obtained, bringing pedagogy to the level of exact sciences; the concept of <«experimental pedagogy» is established
within the limits of historical—pedagogical discourse as a definition of the scientific phenomenon, characteristic only for
the beginning of the XX century.
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https://doi.org/10.28925/1609-8595.2020.1.9 the term of «experimental pedagogy» is established
within the framework of historical and pedagogic

Introduction. One of the main conditions for discourse as a definition of a scientific phenomenon,

the progress of society is the modernization of the
educational and training systems. Effectiveness of this
modernization is intended to provide pedagogical science,
an important source of development, which is mastering
the achievements of the past with the transformation of
the history of pedagogy into one of the most important
units of scientific and pedagogical knowledge. At the
end of XIX — beginning of XX century. Ukraine and the
world have had a successful experience of developing new
pedagogy and reforming its education system. The motive
force of change was experimental pedagogy at that time.
We regard it as a scientific phenomenon, the name of
which reflects the basic method of obtaining empirical
knowledge, an experiment that was intended to guarantee
the objectivity of the obtained data, bringing pedagogy
to a new level of exact sciences. It should be noted that
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typical only for the beginning of the XX century. At
the edge of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries
experimental pedagogy has gained worldwide popularity.
Among its representatives are, first of all, A. Binet,
J. David, E. Clapared, V. Kilpatrick, V. Lai, E. Meiman,
M. Montessori, E. Thorndike, A. Ferrier, S. Hall, and
others. Among the national scientists of this area are
O. Lazursky, O. Nechaev, G. Rossolimo, I. Sikorsky and
others.

The problem of experimental pedagogy was studied
by Ukrainian and foreignscientisits: B. Wolfson,
S. Goncharenko, N. Ditchek, L. Lysenko, V. Lukyanov,
A. Romanov, O. Sukhomlinskaya, T. Yanchenko,
and others. Although they considered the features of
experimental pedagogy, the evolution of its influence on
the theory and practice of schooling had been deduced,
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a number of problems that are part of the experimental
pedagogy phenomenon still remain unanswered.

These include the problem of student characteristic
in the heritage of scientists — representatives of
experimental pedagogy.

The purpose of the article — on the basis of the
analysis of the works of Olexandr Nechaev (1870-1947)
and Grigory Rossolimo (1860-1928) to highlight their
contribution to the development of the problem of student
characteristic. To achieve this goal, we used scientific and
methodological tools, based on systematic, historical,
logical, anthropological and methodological approaches
and general scientific methods of theoretical analysis,
synthesis, abstraction, concretization, generalization.

The literature review and findings. The research of
one of the founders of experimental pedagogy Olexander
Nechaev was devoted to the problems of attention, fatigue,
schoolchildren’s suggestibility, visual memory, and
associations of children aged 3 to 10 years. The scientist
held experimental work in public schools, classical
gymnasiums, real and commercial specialized schools,
cadet corps. Respondents could be up to several hundred
students from different educational institutions at the
same time. Working at the St. Petersburg’s Pedagogical
Museum of the Military Training Office, O. Nechaev
had the opportunity to develop a new direction in
psychology. He succeeded in acquiring the psychological
instruments ordered by his own drawings in Germany,
acommercial equipment, which led to the opening of the
first laboratory of experimental pedagogical psychology
in Russia. The first official success and recognition of
O.Nechaev’s works refer to 1903, when the International
Children’s World exhibition was held in St. Petersburg,
where basic psychological apparatus, used in the study
of children, and diagrams depicting the results of
experiments were presented. For them, the scientist and
his laboratory received two gold medals. In addition, in
the journal «Russian School», he edited a special section
devoted to the materials and articles on childhood
psychology and experimental pedagogy (Nechaev, 1899,
1902).

In 1906 O. Nechaev defended his dissertation
«Similarity Association» for the master’s degree in
philosophy at the Odessa University. The defense was
supported by M. Lange, who in 1896 opened the first
laboratory of experimental psychology in the Russian
Empire (Kuznetsova and Kuznetsov, 2016, p. 15).

Experimental pedagogy has gained recognition
mainly through the organization of All-Russian
congresses. In total, up to 1916, there were 5 congresses
that are commonly called to in the scientific literature as
psychological. The first two ones were called Congresses
of Educational Psychology, the next three were
Congresses of Experimental Pedagogy.

The construction of new pedagogy required the
development of its methodological foundations. Figures
of experimental pedagogy set the aim to study the child
in as it called parallelism of his mental and physical

development, because only in this case we could speak
about the comprehensive development of the child. The
teacher should not be satisfied with the knowledge of the
separate phenomena of students’ mental life, but should
be aware of the general essence of the child’s development.
Understanding the mnature of such development
determines the construction of the whole educational
and training systems, and «the basic rule for any teacher
should be the requirement to study the spiritual life of
their pupils. It has long been recognized by all prominent
educators who (such as the English thinker Locke, the
German educator Herbart and Konstantin Ushinsky)
were usually also profound psychologists> (Nechaev,
1916, p. 11).

Nechaev (1911) emphasized that the school, seeking
to give students a general education and to lay the ways
to «create a holistic worldview of students», cannot
fail to take into account their individual abilities and
predisposition. In this regard, the scientist developed
the problem of describing of the student, which is
fully justified in the book <«Essay on psychology for
educators and teachers». It contains a separate section
on character and, in which Nechaev (1911) substantiates
the importance of compiling student characteristic. To
«describe» a person means to observe his actions, to
depict his interests, dominant moods and inclinations»
(p.336). After,theauthorprovidestheoreticalinformation
about the achievements of pedagogy and psychology in
the study of the student, in particular, notes that the
character of a person is determined, first, depending
on the peculiarities of his body (the physiological
basis of the character, emphasizes the scientist, called
temperament) and, second, from environmental impact
(the sum of all external irritants). It is the external
influence, that is, educating and training, that is the
force capable of forming a coherent personality. With
regard to the problem of heredity, from the pedagogical
point of view, according to Nechaev (1911), the following
notes are important: hereditary predisposition to
certain emotional experiences, not whole characters, is
transmitted; simple skills are inherited more often than
complex talents; along with the influence of heredity,
strongly influences the development of mental life and
environment (p. 340).

Thus, Nechaev (1911) emphasizes, that for the proper
organization of the educational process of the teacher it is
important to constantly monitor the mental development
of students, to be aware of their individual characteristics.
The author notes that under the influence of the spread
of psychological knowledge among teachers in many
educational establishments, attempts are already being
made to describe students, but these attempts in most
cases prove to be unsatisfactory.

For appropriate observation of the mental life of
the student first requires some general psychological
training. However, because of the absence of special
departments of psychology at universities and poor
development of psychological laboratories, pedagogues
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are usually either completely ignorant of psychology or
extremely superficial. School doctors, who in the case of
compiling student characteristic could be pedagogues’
assistants, also do not have psychological training. Such
a state of affairs, according to the scientist, requires
immediate changes, namely: all measures should be
taken to increase the level of psychological knowledge of
teachers and school doctors (p. 342).

At the end of the section Nechaev (1911) added
an appendix to help the teacher in the characteristic
process, which contains 10 page marking questions,
where the teacher can find more detailed explanations of
each question. We consider this appendix as a form of a
questionnaire as a structure of student characteristic in
Nechaev'’s vision:

«What is your current state of health now?

Did you suffer from serious illnesses in childhood?

Were there any cases of mental and nervous illness,
alcoholism, tuberculosis and other serious illnesses in the
family?

What types of memory are most developed?

What forms are mental activity and fatigue are
shown up?

Is attention sustained and predominantly external or
internal?

Is it suggestive?

What are the forms of dominant sentiment?

Do they have a one-sided nature? What are the
processes of judgment?

How evident psychic life coherence and integrity
principles in the child are?» (p. 343).

Thus, developing the problem of student characteristic,
Nechaev (1911) went from the need to take into account
individual abilities and inclinations of the student in
the educational process, which is effectively accomplish
on the basis of teacher’s study of the student with the
subsequent compilation of the student’s characteristic.
These ideas of Nechaev (1911) were echoed by his
contemporaries, which undoubtedly influenced the
further development of experimental pedagogy. Let us
elaborate this thesis.

Thereisafactorthatissometimesdifficulttodocument
in the history of every science, including pedagogy, but
which is undoubtedly significant in the development of
scientific ideas. It is the relationships between scientists
that are often contradictory and complex. Nechaev
(1911) did not always find support for his scientific ideas
(this is evidenced, in particular, by his long discussion
with G. Chelpanov on methods of studying the student
and the place of experiment among these methods), but
with his persistent activity he actively contributed to the
development of experimental pedagogy and pedagogical
psychology. With endless energy, he was able to inspire
experimental pedagogy of scientists, doctors and
educators: O. Lazursky, V. Vakhterova, G. Rossolimo and
many others. Thus, O. Lazursky wrote in a letter to his
brother: «I want to organize, together with O. Nechaev
(psychologist and teacher), systematic observations of
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students and adolescents in different boarding schools
and educational establishments in order to obtain
detailed characteristics drawn up in one general plan».
And further: «.. we are testing experimental methods
that allow us to study individual features of memory,
attention, perception, imagination, etc. And when it is
enough material from the cadet corps, we will compile the
characteristics. In my opinion, the study of individuality
should be the main task of the immediate future»
(Romanov, 2010, p. 47). Rossolimo linked the emergence
of his method of «psychological profile» directly with the
ideas of Nechaev (see: Romanov, 1996, p. 47).

Rossolimo  (1906) paid special attention to
the development of methods of experimental and
psychological research, the study of psychology of
personality, the role of hereditary and innate in its
mental development, its age peculiarities. The direct
contribution of the scientist to the development of the
problem of characterization of the student is his work
«Plan of the study of the child’s soul. A Guide for Parents
and Teachers» (Rossolimo, 1906). In the preface, the
author writes: «The proposed«Plans, which is intended
to serve as a guide in drawing up a child’s characteristics
using the observation method, can also help parents
who care about the child’s proper development and the
teacher who needs a proper assessment of the student’s
success. in children’s mental mechanics, and a physician
who often addresses the information gathered about him
in family and school circumstances during his study of
the child» (p. 3).

In his «Plan» Rossolimo (1910) recommended to:
1) give an unprejudiced answer to picture the child’s soul
correctly, 2) give a short and at the time full answers,
3) preferably add a photo of a child, example of
handwriting and drawings, 4) it is desirable to
periodically update the characteristics in order to obtain
from the consistent series of such characteristics a «relief
history of personality developments. The structure of
the plan was explored in detail by Kolomiets (2015),
who summarized numerous issues in 8 sections: 1) family
characteristics; 2) family education; 3) home study;
4) schools; 5) characteristics of the baby’s soul; 6) history
of development and growth; 7) health history; 8) causes of
disorders of the nervous system (p. 141-142). Moreover,
each section is specified in detail. For example, the
characterization of the soul of the child provides answers
to the following questions: «development of intelligence,
its compliance with standards, ingenuity, cognitive
activity; dominant memory type, memory features,
storage of information, accuracy of its reproduction;
imagination, fantasy; attention, attentiveness, attention
span, concentration and focus; overall level of abilities,
inclination, influence on academic achievement; literacy,
perfection of spoken and written speech; success in various
activities (training, drawing, modelling, etc.); feelings,
spiritual mood, tendency to affect, unmotivated fears,
religious, moral, aesthetic feelings, attitude to one’s own
sex; will, energy, perseverance, sense of duty, obedience,
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industriousness, aptitude for deviant behavior, unclear
and impulsive actions, etc». Let us add that Rossolimo’s
plan was the most adapted for use by parents, teacher
and school doctor, since it was built on the principle of
«question — answer», had special places (several lines after
the question), which contained information, glued photos
of the child, her drawings, samples written works, etc.

As an innovator in the implementation of
experimental methods in psychology and pedagogy,
Rossolimo  (1910) simultaneously with TLazursky
persistently sought such a method of research of the
psyche, which would enrich the theory, give noticeable
practical results and thus serve the purpose of practice.
In his opinion, such a method should consist of a
specific test system, which would cover all the basic
mental processes, would allow them to quantify and
measure them. From 1908 to 1928 Rossolimo (1910)
worked on the creation and improvement of such a
method, which he called the method of psychological
profiles. Through individual 38 tests, the scientist
explored 11 mental processes (attention, will, accuracy
of perception, visual memory, memorization of elements
of language, numbers, comprehension, combinatorial
ability, ingenuity, imagination, observation). Under
Rossolimo’s (1910) profiles, he understood the way of

A— fine

presenting the results of psychological research in the
form of graphic images (profiles) through the connection
of the highest numerical points obtained in the study of
a particular personality trait (Fig. 1). The essence of
the method of psychological profiles Rossolimo clearly
and comprehensively described researcher Petukhova
(2013): «Each of the studied cognitive and emotional—
volitional mental processes was fixed on the axis of
ordinates. On the abscissa axis, the researcher recorded
the level of development for each mental process,
which had indicators from one to ten: 1 — minimum,
10 — maximum. At the end of the study, all points in the
graph were connected by a single line, which represented
a detailed psychological profile that demonstrated the
strengths and weaknesses of the mental development of
the child’s personality» (p. 298).

In our opinion, by the method of psychological
profiles G. Rossolimo introduced in the development of
the problem characteristics of the student such positive
tendencies as the quantitative measurement of the level
of formation of mental processes and graphical analysis
of the results. Rossolimo Profiles, along with Lazursky
Stars, is a visual (graphic) representation of the
characteristic (for Lazursky Stars see: Mikhno, 2019, pp.
58-59).

C— significantly retarded

B—slightly retarded D— stupidity
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Figure 1. Psychological profile of Rossolimo (Rossolimo, 1910, p. 48)

Using a variety of research methods, Rossolimo
tried to build a classification of types of human
nervous activity and to give their psychological and
physiological characteristics. By the nature of the
ratio of the degrees of development of different mental

processes, it distinguishes 7 main types: 1) positive type,
which develops uniformly intellectual, volitional and
emotional processes, 2) hypotonic — with weakened will
and attention, 3) amnestic — with relative weakness of
receptiveness, 4) dementia — with relative insufficiency
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of higher processes (thinking, ingenuity, ability to
generalize, etc.), 5) psychasthenia — with relatively
reduced will, attention and memory in comparison
with higher processes, 6) hypotensive-dementia — with
relatively high development of memory 7) mysticism-
dementia — with relatively high attention and will,
but reduced memory processes and higher thinking
abilities (Marisova, 1959, p. 202). Indeed, there are
students in whom natural memory helps them to think
less and express others’ thoughts by heart; there are also
schoolchildren in whom developed thinking is combined
with weakness of will and so on. The psychological
characterization of the different types given by Rossolimo
is his contribution to the typology of childhood along
with the typology of P. Lesgaft. These typologies are a
significant help to the teacher in the process of student
learning and characterization.

We emphasize another aspect that we consider
important from a pedagogical point of view, namely,
the study of fear by the scientist and his role in the
educational process. In his article, Fear and Education, he
first considers the emotion of fear as an innate reflexive,
unconscious reaction to the danger inherent in all people.
This reaction is very important in life and is accompanied
by significant physiological changes in the body. But the
frequent repetition of fear experiences leads to the gradual
emergence and development of timidity, and the degree of
its development depends on the individual characteristics
of the child, on the greater or less vulnerability of its
nervous system (Rossolimo, 1897). The article deals with
various types of fear: 1) logical fear (fear of death, fear
of big animals, everything dangerous to life), 2) illogical
fear (fear of small animals, insects, fear of darkness, water,
etc.) and 3) obsessive fears or phobias. Parenting, built
on different methods of bullying, gradually leads to the
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logical fear becomes illogical and even intrusive, the habit
of fearing everything, especially in children with weak
or weak nervous system. Rosolimo (1897) gives some
psychological advice on how to avoid anything that can
give the child reason to fear, severely criticizes those grief-
educators who consider fear as the basis of educational
work. The psychological analysis of the emotion of fear
given by Rossolimo (1897), the revelation of typological
manifestations and conditions for the emergence of such a
trait as timidity, and still does not lose its scientific value
(Rossolimo, 1897; Marisova, 1959, p. 202).

Conclusions. Thus, the representatives of
experimental pedagogy Nechaev and Rossolimo made a
significant contribution both in substantiating the need
to study the student with the subsequent compilation of
the characteristic (O. Nechaev), and in the methodology
of composing the characteristic by offering special
questionnaires, which were valuable guidance for the
teacher the process of writing a feature. Moreover, the
problem of characterization was considered by scientists
holistically in various aspects: from the need to increase
the psychological knowledge of the teacher (O. Nechaev)
to the development of a plan of study of the student, which
was at the same time the structure of the characteristic.
In addition, Rossolimo proposed a fundamentally new
way of designing the results of the student’s study in
the form of «psychological profile», which was a visual
(graphic) representation of the characteristic.

Supporting the opinion of modern researchers that
«the basic principles of experimental pedagogy was the
basis of domestic pedagogy» (Bashkir, 2017, p. 65), the
prospect of further scientific research determines the
study of the impact of experimental pedagogy on the
formation and development of pedagogy in Ukraine in
1920-1930.
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XAPARTEPUCTUKA YUYHA B ITPAIAX ITPEJICTABHUKIB
EKCIHEPUMEHTAJIbHOI IEJATOI'TKA
0. HEYACBA TAT. POCCOJIIMO

Mixno OsexcaHap, KaHAUAAT TeJaTOTIYHUX HAYK,

CTapIIMil HAyKOBUI CIIiBPOOITHUK CEKTOPY CYXOMJIMHICTUKU Bi/ily I1€JaroridHOTO AKePeo3HaBCTBa
ta 6iorpadicturu, JepkaBHa HayKoBo-megaroriuta 6ibaiorexa Ykpainu imeri B. O. CyXoMIMHCHKOTO,
ByJs. M. Bepsimncbkoro, 9, 04060, Kuis, Ykpaina,
amihno@ukr.net

Y cmammi na ocnosi anarisy npaup yuenux — npedcmasuuxie excnepumenmaivioi nedazoziku Onexcanopa
Heuaesa (1870—1947) ma ['puzopisi Pocconimo (1860—-1928) sucsimueno ixniii 6necox y po3pobienus npooiemu
xapaxmepucmuxu yuns. /Joeedeno, wo ob6udsa eueni 3asmaueniu npoobiemi npudiisiiu 0cobauUsy yeazy,
Po3pobLsIOUU T Y MaAKUX acneKkmax: o0rpynmyeanis Heobxionocmi 6UGUeHHs 6UUMeneM YUl ma Ni0GUULeHIL
ncuxonoziynux suanv yuumens (O. Heuaes), cmeopenns niamnié 8usuenmHs WKOAAPA Y (POpMi cneuiaivHux
NUMAarbHUKie 3 demaivnum pexomendayiamu uo0o kopucmyeanis numu (O. Heuace, I. Pocconimo), opopmaenis
DE3YNbMAMI6 GUCHCHHA YUNH A Y 6ULLAO0L <ICUX0L021UH020 NPODILI0», W0 Y6 HAOUHUM (2padiunum) 300PaAACCHUAM
xapaxmepucmuxu (I. Pocconimo). ¥ cmammi 06rpynmosaino, wo, po3pobisiouu npodise yuns, O. Heuaes suxoous
3 neobxionocmi epaxosyeamu indugidyaioni 30i6HOCMI MaA CXUILHOCTNE GUXOBANYS 8 HAGUALLHOMY NPOUEC, AKI
mooxcna 6yno 6 epexmusno 30iUCHUMU HA OCHOBL BUBHEHHA YUeHb 3 NOOALLUUM CKIAOAHHAM NPOPILI0 Yuns.
AKUyenmosano, uyo cmocynxu Misc uenumi 6yau 6ancausumu y possumxy nayxosux ioet: I. Pocconimo noe’ssysas
BUHUKHENNS 8020 MemMOOYy <NCUX002Iun020 npodino> b6esnocepednvo 3 ideamu O. Heuacea. Y sucnosxax
nIOKPecieno, wo NCUXOL02IUNT XAPAKMEPUCMUKY PISHUX munie, pospobieni Poccorimo, 6yau 1ozo éneckom y
munonozito dumuncmea, nopsad iz munonozieio Il. Jleceagpma. Ili munonozii € 6azomoro 00nomozoio suumens 6
NPOUECt HABUANHS WKOLAPA MaA CKIAOAHHS 1020 NPOPILNI0. AKUenmosano, wo excnepumenmaiona nedazozika
— ye naykosuii genomen, nazsa KoOmpozo 6idobpaNcae 0CHOBHUL MemOO OMPUMANNL eMNIPUYHUX 3HAHL —
eKxcnepumenm, AKull Mag 2apanmyeamu 00 cKMueHicms OMPUMAHUX OAHUX, 6UB00AUU NedazoziKy HA Pi6eHb
MOUHUX HAYK.

Knrouosi caoea: I'puzopii Poccorimo; excnepumenmanvna nedazozika; Onexcandp Heuaes; cmpyxmypa
xapaxmepucmuxu; xapaxmepucmuxa yums.

XAPAKTEPUCTUKA YUYEHUKA B TPYJIAX IIPEJICTABUTEJIEI
3KCIEPUMEHTAJIbHOM INEJATOTUKA
A.HEYAEBA UT. POCCOJIIMO

Muxno Anekcanap, KaujuaarT rnejaroruyecKux HayK, CTapiinii HayYHbIH COTPYJAHUK CEKTOPA
CYXOMJIMHUCTUKY OT/EJIa MeAarornueckoro NCTOUHMKOBeAeHUS 1 GHOoTpaduCTHKY,
TocymapcrBenHast HaydHO-Iegarornyeckas 6ubarnoreka Ykpanubl umern B. A. CyXOMJINHCKOTO,
ya. M. Bepaunckoro, 9, 04060 Kues, Yxkpanna,
amihno@ukr.net

B cmamve na ocnose ananuza mpyoos yuemvlx — npedcmasumeneti 3KCNEPUMEHMAILHOU NedazozuKu
Aunexcandpa Heuaesa (1870—1947) u Ipuzopus Poccorumo (1860—1928) ompancen ux éxiad ¢ paspabomxy
npobiemvr xapaxmepucmuxu yuenuxa. /lokasano, umo oba yuenvie yxaszannoi npobreme yoeisiu o0coboe
grumanue, paspadamovliéas ee 6 cAelywux acnexmax: 000CHosanue HeoOX00UMOCTIU USYUCHUS YUUTNETeM
YUEHUKA U NOBBLULEHIUE NCUXOL02udeCKUX 3anull yuumers (A. Heuaes), cozdanue naanos usyuenus wkoiIoHUKA 6
8UOe CNEUUATBHBLX ONPOCHUKOE C NOOPOOHBIM PeKOMeHndayuim no ux ucnoivzosanuio (A. Heuaes, I. Poccoaumo),
opopmaenue pe3yibmamos U3yuenis YUeHUKa 6 6U0e <NCUX0L0ZUUECKO20 NPODUILL>, KOMOPLLU ObLl HAZAAOHIM
(epaguueckum) usobpaxcenuem xapaxmepucmuxu (I. Poccorumo). Akuenmuposano, umo sKCnepumMenmaionas
neodazozuxa — Mo HaAy bl PeHoMen, HA36AHUe KOMOPOZ0 OMPANCALT OCHOBHOUMEMO0 NOJLYUEHUSL IMNUPULECKUX
SHANUU — IKCNEPUMENT, KOMOPLLI 00JceH ObLI 2apaAMuUpP08ams 006eKMuUHOCD NOAYUCHHLY OAHNHDLX, 6bLE0OS
neodazozuxy Ha yposens MounvLx HayK.

Kniouesvie caoea: Axnexcandp Heuaes; I'puzopuit  Pocconumo; CMpyKmypa xXapaxmepucmuru,
XAPAKMEPUCTIUKA YUEHUKA; IKCNEPUMEHMALbHAA NedazozuKa.

Cmamms naditiwna do pedaxuyii 27.01.2020
IIpuiinsamo do dpyxy 27.02.2020



