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METOJIMYECKUE PEKOMEHJALIMHN
10 OPT AHU3BALIMU TIAPHBIX JIEBATOB

[TonynsipHocTh 1€0aTOB B KayeCTBE TBOPUECKOTO 3aJaHUsl MPU U3YYCHUU
WHOCTPAHHBIX S3BIKOB B IIKOJE U YYPEKIECHUHU BBICIIETO 0Opa30BaHUS PACTET C
KaXXAbIM To710M. CyIIecTBYeT MHOXKECTBO BHJIOB YUEOHBIX /1€0aTOB B 3aBUCIMOCTH
OT YPOBHSI SI3bIKOBOM MOJATOTOBKM YYaCTHHMKOB, IEJIEW M 3a/ay JUCIHIUIMH, pa3-
Mepa yueOHbIX rpymnm u apyrux ¢akropos. [lo T. B. Cserenko, yueOHbIe 1e0aThI
MOJIPA3NICNSAIOTCS Ha WHAWBUAYaJbHbIE (MMIIPOBHU3AIMOHHAS pPeYb, aBTOPCKOE
WCIIOJTHEHHUE), TapHbIe U KOMaHHBIC (MPOOJIeMHBIC, dKCIIpecc-ae0aThl, 0600111at0-
ue, nebatsl [lonmepa, mapiaamenTckue, cyaeOHble, nedatel JIunkonsHa-Jlyrnaca).
JIro6o#t u3 3TuX (hopMaToB TpedyeT 0coOOTro METOA0IOIMUECKOT0 MOAX0Aa C yue-
TOM 3BPUCTHYECKOTO XapaKTepa JaHHOTO BHUJIa yUYCOHOH JAeITeTbHOCTH.

B kypce mpakTU4eckoil PUTOPUKM K MPOBEACHHUIO Je0aTOB MPHUCTYIMAIOT
B KOHIIe Y4eOHOTO Kypca. [lebaThl CTaHOBATCA 3TANOM 3aKpEIUICHUS TPONIEHHOTO
U WTOTOBBIM TBOPUYECKHM 3aJaHUEM, PAa3BUBAIOIIMM HABBIKH IOATOTOBICHHOMN
MOHOJIOTHYECKOM M CIOHTAHHOW JMAJOTUYECKOW peyH, a TaKKe JIOTUYECKOTO
U KPUTUYECKOTO MBIIUICHUS, KYJIbTYpbl JUCKYCCUH, OTOOpa MaTepuasa U UCIOJIb-
30BaHUsl THPOPMAIITMOHHO-KOMMYHUKAIIMOHHBIX TEXHOJIOTUH.

[Tapubie nebatbr (anrn. duels) memecooOpa3HO MPOBOAUTH B KOHIE Kypca
JTUCIHUIUIAHBI, TIOCJE TOTO, KaK CTYJAEHTHI MOJIy4aT OMBIT MyOJUYHBIX BBICTYILIC-
HUI C peuybl0 M ydyacTUsi B KOMaHIHBIX Jebarax B TeUYeHHE Y4eOHOro Toja.
BricTymiienre B mapHbIX jJAe0aTax Mmoapa3yMeBaeT IeTalbHOE 3HAKOMCTBO C MPOIIe-
Iypol M CTPYKTYpO#l MapjJaMEHTCKHUX 1e0aToB, a TaKKe XOopollee 3HaHUE y4eo-
HOTO Marepuaja B LEJIOM, BIAJ€HHUE HaBbIKAMU MyOJIWYHOW TNPE3eHTaLUH,
BBICOKYIO JUCIHUIUIMHUPOBAHHOCTh M JIMUHYKO OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a TILATEJIbHYIO
MOJIFOTOBKY K 3aJJaHUIO.

Kak rpynnoBoe 3aganue, napable Ae0aThl JOJKHBI OBITH THIATEIBHO MOATO-
TOBJIEHbI. Huke mpHUBOISTCS HECKOJIBKO MPAKTUYECKUX PEKOMEHAAIMd Mo opra-
HU3AIMU U IPOBEICHUIO MAPHBIX 1e0aTOB.

1. HaubGonee s3¢pexTuBHa B yueOHBIX LEISIX HE €IMHUYHAs ceccus 1e0aToB,
a cepusi U3 HECKOJbKHX ceccuil. B 3TOM ciyyae y Kaxaoro CTyJeHTa y4yeOHOI
TPYNIBI TOSBUTCS BO3MOXXHOCTH KaK BBICTYIIUTH B PA3IUYHBIX (PYHKIIMOHATHHBIX
POJISiX, TAK U PUHATH yYacTHe B pedIeKCHH.

2. [IpenogaBatens GopMyIHpPYET U pacmpenesisieT TeMbl s 1e0aToB ¢ yde-
TOM MHEHUU, UAEU U NPEIUIIOKEHUN CTYJICHTOB. PUTOpHKA KaK MPAKTUYECKAS SI3bI-
KOBas JUCUMIUIMHA B 3HAYUTEIBHONW Mepe MojiaraeTcsi Ha MPUMEHEHHE METOoJa
CUTYaI[MOHHOTO OOY4YeHHs, WM METOAa KEHCOB, B COBEPIICHCTBOBAHWHU YCTHOM
Y TTMCbMEHHON WHOS3BIYHOM peun. s mapHbIX AeOaTOB 1eecoo0pa3Ho co3ja-
BaTh MPAKTHUYECKHE KEHCHhl HA OCHOBE MOJIYYHUBIIUX MH(POPMAIIMOHHBIN pe30HAHC
CUTYaIINI/COOBITHI COIMOKYILTYPHOTO XapakTepa st 00CYKICHHsI Ha UX OCHOBE
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AKTYAJIbHBIX ri100ajJbHBIX U HallMOHAJIbHBIX 06IHCCTBCHHO-HOJII/ITI/I‘I€CKI/IX Hp06-
JeM COBpeMEHHOCTH. [IpuMepoM coOBITHS U3 peaIbHOM KU3HU OOIIEeCTBA CTPAHbI
HN3y4aCMOro sA3bIKa B OCHOBC Kelca IJIA OpraHu3alin CCCCHUH IMaPHbIX I[e6aTOB
MOJKCT CIIYKUTD CICAYIOIICC:

The Case of Molly Russell’s death and the responsibility of social media
platforms for what happens on them.

Newsbreak: https://mww.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2023/jan/16/the-guar
dian-view-on-regulating-social-media-the-internet-should-be-safer

Molly Russell’s death was linked by a coroner to internet use after she was
shown in court to have been deluged with algorithmically driven self-harm
material. On the principle that this was wrong, and that social media companies
must take more responsibility for what happens on their platforms, there is a good
deal of agreement across party lines in parliament as well as among the public.
But beyond such painful case studies, and some generalisations drawn from them,
legislating to fix the many problems created or exacerbated by social media is
difficult.

Issue Question: Should an online safety law exist and to what extend
should social media companies take responsibility for what happens on their
platforms?

3. I[JIH K&)K,Z[Oﬁ CECCHU HAa3HAYaACTCA CJIG,Z[YIOIHI/Iﬁ COCTaB IIGﬁCTBYIOHH/IX JINIT:

1) yyaCTHHK, BBIIBUTAIOIINIA TE3UC U ero ooocHoBanue (the Proposer),

2) y4acTHHK, ocliapuBaromuii nmpemioxenue (the Opposer);

3) mpencenatenseTByrommid (the Chair), mopnepxuBaromniuii periamMeHT jaeba-
TOB (OTCJ’IC)KI/IBaHI/IC Inopsaka CJaIeaoBaHUA U BPEMCHU KaKAO0Iro sTalia, npeaocraB-
JCHUC CJIOBA, IIOAACPKAHUC AHCHUILIMHBI, ITIOACYCT TIOJOCOB H O6T>$IBJ'I€HI/IG
pEe3yIabTaTOB);

4) aymuTtopust (BCe OCTaIbHbBIC YICHBI YU4COHOM IPYIIIbI, 3aar0IIHe BOIPOCHI
HI'PpOKaM Ha COOTBCTCTBYIOLICM OTallC ,Z[e6aTOB, Y4aCTBYIOIIHMC B TI'0JIOCOBAHUHU
Y UTOTOBOM MUCbMEHHOM pedieKcun ).

4. PexoMeHyeTcsl CIIeYOUINI TOPSAI0K BBICTYIJIEHUI JEHCTBYIOLIUX JIULL

1) oOpareHue npeaceaaTeabCTBYIOMEr0 K ayauTopud (0OBABISCT Hadajio
H TCEMY I[€6aTOB, npeaAcCTaBsICT YYAaCTHHUKOB, HAIIOMHHACT IIpaBUJIa H T.I[.)
(2 muH.);

2) peub CTOPOHBI, BBIIBUTAIOIICH MPEIoKeHHE (5 MUH.);

3) pedb CTOPOHBI, OCIIAPHUBAOIIEH IIPEII0KEHHUE (5 MHH.);

4) may3a i 00 JyMbIBaHHsI HTPOKAMH JajIbHEHIICH cTpaTeruu (2—3 MHH.);

5) npeHust UIrpokKoB ¢ 0OMEHOM cepueit BOrpocoB U 0TBeTOB (10 MuH.);

6) Bonpockl ayautopuu K urpokam (10 MuH.);

7) TOJIOCOBaHUE U OOBSIBIICHUE PE3YIbTATOB (5 MHUH.);

8) mucbMeHHas oOpaTHast CBs3b OT aynutopuu (30 MHH.).

5. /I OlIEHKW BBICTYIJICHUW W OMNpPEACICHUs] TMOOSAUTENS HCIOIb3yeTCs
OrOJUIeTeHb JUISi AHOHUMHOTO TOJIOCOBAHUS, NPUMEpP KOTOPOTO MPHUIIATaeTCs
HNXE.
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VOTING BALLOT
Members of the audience should vote according to their assessment of each speaker’s
performance, rather than their personal attitude to the motion. Each parameter is rated

from 1 to 10 where 1 = very poor and 10 = excellent.

Proposer |Opposer

Persuasiveness of arguments (logic and coherence)

Impressiveness and sincerity of delivery (pathetic appeal)

Attitude to debate, bridging the gap with the audience (ethos)

Performance during debriefing and deliberations (reaction to the
questions)

Language competence

Total:

6. HpeHOIIaBaTeJII) HE€ BMCIINBACTCA B X0 Ile6aTOB N HC UCIIPABJIICT PCUCBLIC
OILLIMOKH Y4aCTHHUKOB, HO OCJHACT 3aMCTKH JIA IIOCIICAYIOIICIO KOMMCHTApHUA
ceccuun.

7. Ilpu npoposmkutenbHocTU 3aHATUS 80 MHMH. Ha 1e0aThl M MHUCHMEHHYIO
00paTHyIO CB3b OTBOAUTCS 65—70 muHyT. OCTaabHOE BpeMs HCHOJB3YyeTCs Ipe-
moaaBaTcjICM IJIs1 KOMMCHTApHA K COCTOSIBILIENICS ceCCuM, a”HaJilu3a OIIIMOOK U yaaq-
HBIX MOMCHTOB UM ITPCAOCTABJICHUA peKOMCHI[aLII/Iﬁ JJI TOCIICAYIOIUX CecCHH.

Hwuxe npennaratorcsi npuMepHbIe BOMPOCHI sl 0OPaTHOM CBSI3U:

1. Comment on the organizational structure of the speech. Is it an adequate
choice of argumentative structure?

2. Does the introduction explain and show why the phenomenon under
consideration is important, controversial or problematical? Is there enough
background information provided to understand the essence of the issue?

3. Does the reasoning seem convincing, logical and relevant (necessary,
sufficient, fallacious)? How would you change it to make it more specific and
focused?

4. 1s enough evidence (examples, facts, statistics, etc.) offered to support
the reasons? If not, what kind of additional evidence is needed?

5. 1s it easy to understand the relationships among the claims, supporting
reasons, stated or unstated warrants, and evidence?

6. Comment on the conclusion. Was it relevant and clear?

7. Which rhetorical component seems prevailing in this argument? Give
your suggestions to improve logical, ethical and pathetic appeal of this argument.

8. Comment on the language correctness, linguistic competence and style.
Are there any errors that spoil the general impression and become an obstacle
to understanding?

9. Do you have any other comments for how this argument could be
improved?

10. Were the questions from the speaker relevant, interesting and
meaningful, aimed at clarifying the controversy and finding shared assumptions?
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11. Was the speaker’s reaction to the questions relevant and logical? Was
the speaker ready to provide additional evidence to defend their point of view?

12. Was the speaker able to stick to the same frame of stasis, or did they
deviate logically and emotionally from the given issue?

13. Comment on the speaker’s attitude to the debate and rhetorical style
and behaviour. Was the speaker effective in defending their ideas, appealing
to logic, emotions and personal credibility?

14. What could be improved or changed in the speaker’s performance
during the debriefing and deliberations to make it more effective and
persuasive?

IHomumo Pa3BUTHUA COOCTBEHHO JIMHI'BUCTHYECKUX KOMHCTCHHI/Iﬁ, IICJIBIO I1ap-
HBIX I[€6aTOB ABJIACTCA PAa3BUTHC HABBIKOB KYJIbTYPbI JUCKYCCHU W COLIMAJIBHOI'O
B3anMoJencTBuA. Kak M Ha mpeaplaylux dTanax u3y4eHUs MPaKTUYECKOW PUTO-
PHUKH, HA 3TAIIC IIPOBCACHUA I[e6aTOB HCO6XOI[I/IMO IIOMHHTBL, YTO B COBPECMCHHOM
COLMOKYJIbTYPHOM KOHTEKCTE MEPBOCTENEHHON 3aayel apryMEHTAlUU SIBISECTCS
HE€ CTOJIBKO HO6€I[a HaJ OIMOHCHTOM, CKOJIbKO ITOMCK OIITHUMAaJIbHOI'O KOMIIPO-
MHUCCHOI'O PpCHICHUA YCPC3 IIPUHATHC OTBCTCTBCHHOCTH 3a CO6CTB€HHy}O TOYKY
3pCHHUA U OOBEKTUBHBIN aHAJIN3 BCEX JOCTYIIHBIX HOKAa3aTCJIbCTB C YUCTOM IIPpUH-
OHIIOB, IJ;GHHOCTGfI )51 y6e>I(,Z[eHI/Iﬁ BCCX YHACTBYIOIIHUX CTOPOH.
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