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EXPERIENCE AND PERSPECTIVES

Abstract. The primary objectives of this paper are as follows: 1) to describe
the experience of implementing interdisciplinary and single-subject team teaching
into the educational process at Kalashnikov Izhevsk State Technical University
while teaching English for Specific Purposes; 2) to assess the efficacy of the peda-
gogy through qualitative and quantitative students’ outcomes; 3) to discuss our
experience and give recommendations for those interested in team-teaching.

Methods. To evaluate the efficacy of team-based integrative teaching, we
used quantitative and qualitative assessment. A set of quantitative pre- and post-
surveys were administered in experimental team-taught group and a non-team-
taught «control» group. Students’ motivation and attitudes were evaluated through
questionnaires, interviews and discussions.

Results. The conducted experiment has showed that students in the ex-
perimental group considerably improved their level of mastering foreign language
lexicon compared to the students in the «control» group. They also reinforced their
motivation for learning English. Based on the results of the questionnaire analysis
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and discussion, the authors have formulated recommendations for implementing
team-teaching technology in educational process.

Scientific novelty. The article contributes to the theory of developing the for-
eign language lexicon under integrative ESP and professional course instruction.
The theory is based on combining ESP and professional discipline components at
all stages of educational process. In addition, the authors have formulated the
main challenges and advantages of single-subject team-teaching variations as well
as the application where it brought the best results.

Practical significance. The authors suggested some valuable recommenda-
tions on planning and implementing the educational process with ESP team-
teaching at a technical university.

Key words: team-teaching, integrative teaching ESP and professionally-
oriented course, interdisciplinary and intradisciplinary integration, native English
speaking teacher assistant.
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NEQATOr’MYECKOE COTPYOHUYECTBO NPU OBYYEHUU
AHITIMMCKOMY A3bIKY B MPO®ECCUOHAINIBHOU C®EPE
B TEXHUWYECKOM BY3E: OlbIT U NEPCMNEKTUBbI

Annomauus. llenu craTby — IIPOAHAAU3UPOBATDH OIIBIT U IIEPCIIEKTHUBEI IIe-
JArOTHYECKOr0 COTPYAHHUYECTBA KAK TEXHOAOTHH OOy4YeHHS HHOCTPAHHOMY SI3BIKY
(U5) B mpodpeccroHaabHO#M cdepe B MHTETPATUBHBIX (popMaTax «IIPerofaBaTeAb
HHOCTPAHHOIO S13bIKA — IIPEIOAaBaTeAb MUCIIUIIAMHBI IIPO(ECCHOHAABHOIO IIMKAA
(AT1L)» um «mpenomaBaTeab WY — mpemnomaBaTeAb-CTazkKep, HOCHTEABb SI3BbIKa»; OLle-
HUTDH 3(PpPEeKTUBHOCTb MOAEeAei TAaKOIo COTPYyAHHUYECTBA U AaTh PEKOMEHIAIIUH I10
HUX BHEJPEHHUIO B IPAKTHKY yI€OHOI0O IIpoliecca TEXHHYIECKOro By3a.
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Memoobt. [Jas orieHKH 3(p(EeKTHBHOCTH TEXHOAOTHH OOy4YeHMS, OCHOBAHHOH
Ha IIeJaroru4ecKOM COTPYAHHYECTBE, Ha BCEX dTallaxX UCCAEIOBAHUS IIPUMEHSIAUCH
KadeCTBEHHbIE U KOAMYECTBEeHHbIE METOAbI aHaAH3a. [JJUHAMUKA BAAIEHUS CTYAEH-
TaM{ WHOS3BIYHBIM A€KCHKOHOM, C(DOPMHPOBAHHBEIM B XO[€ WHTEIPATUBHOrO 00Y-
gyenuda U u AI1L, n3mepsiaack o CIeliuaAbHBIM BBIIEACHHBIM [IapaMeTpaM B KOH-
TPOABHOM U SKCHEPUMEHTAALHOM rpymnnax. BAMsSHNE HCIIOAB30BAHHOM TEXHOAOTUH
Ha OTHOIIIEHWE CTYAEHTOB K H3y4eHHIO MY oeHmBaAOCh MOCPEACTBOM aHKETHPO-
BaHUsI, UHTEPBBIO, AUCKYCCUM U paboT, HpeacTaBA€HHBIX Ha KOHTPOABHOM MeEpO-
IPUATHH — CTYAEHYECKOH KOH(EPEHIIUH.

Pesynbmamoul 11eJarOTUYECKOT0 3KCIIEPHUMEHTa IIOATBEPAUAN Iieaecoobpas-
HOCTBb MOJEAEH TEXHOAOTHH II€IaroTHYeCKOTO COTPYAHHUYECTBA U B IIAQHE YAyUIlIe-
HUA 3HAHUM OYyAyIIMX CIIEIIHAAHCTOB, ¥ B OTHOIIIEHUHU IIOBBIIIEHUS UX MOTHBAIIUU
K uadydenuro U9.

Hayuras HosusHa. Co3maHa TeopeTudecKad 6aza aagd (pOpMUPOBAHUS HHO-
SI3BLIYHOTO AEKCHUKOHA CTYAEHTOB TEXHUYECKHUX CIIEIIMAABHOCTe#, OCHOBAHHAd HAa
COBMEIIEHHUH IPEIMETHOTO U I3bIKOBOTO KOMIIOHEHTOB BO BCEX 3BE€HbsIX 00pa3oBa-
TEABHOTO mpollecca. I1oapobHO HpoaHAAU3UPOBAHBI U OMUCAHBI XapPaKTEPUCTUKH
Pa3’AMYHBIX MOJEAEH IIeJaroru4ecKoro COTpyAHHYecTBa Ipenozasatesed WS
u AI1Il B ycAOBHAX MEXKIIPEAMETHOI'O B3aUMOACHCTBHA.

IIpaxmuueckas 3Hauumocms. C omoOpoil Ha SKCIEPUMEHTAABHBbIE OAaHHEBIE,
a TakyKe HUTOTH aHKETHPOBAHUS U MHTEPBBIO pa3paboTaHbl H ChOPMYyAHPOBAHBI
PEKOMEHAAIMN 110 MAAHUPOBAHHIO U PEAAM3AIIMU TEXHOAOTHH II€IaTOTHYECKOTO
coTpyaHHYecTBa npu obydenuu U9 B nmpodeccroHasbHOH cepe.

Knroueevle cnoea: 1megaroruieckoe COTPYAHHUYECTBO, MHTETPATUBHOE O0Y-
YeHHe AHTAHWCKOMY $3BIKy B IIPO(PeCCHOHAABHOMN cdepe H AUCIHUIIAMHE IIpodec-
CHOHAABHOTO ITMKAAQ, MEXKIIpEeIMETHAd W BHYTPHUIIPEAMETHAas HHTErpanus, IpPero-
JaBaTeAb-CTaxKep, HOCUTEAD A3bIKA.

DOI: 10.17853/1994-5639-2015-5-149-165

Introduction

The increased interest in team teaching arose in the middle of the
1990s [19]. In the literature one can find various terms regarding the shared
responsibility and delivery of instruction in classrooms: collaborative teaching
(Angle, 1996), team teaching (Welch, Sheridan, 1995), co-teaching (Dicker,
Barnett, 1996; Nowacek, 1992), cooperative teaching (Bauwens, Hour-
cade,1995) [19]. These terms are used as synonyms to describe pedagogical
framework based on interaction of two or a group of teachers aimed at in-
creased efficiency of teaching.

Team teaching is believed to have a positive impact on students’ learn-
ing experience as it provides the development of dynamic curriculum, interac-
tive learning environments, and critical internal and interdisciplinary think-
ing [14]. At the same time, the students are not the only ones who benefit
from collaborative teaching. It also provides the opportunity for teachers to
learn from each other about both content and teaching [16], to introduce
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modifications into the curriculum or educational program so as to enhance
the quality of scholarship and teaching [13].

Along with its obvious advantages team teaching has serious challenges
that need thorough consideration. They include increased preparation time,
difficulty of grading, dispersed authority in the classroom, administrative
problems with fiscal accountability, etc. [16]. Besides, some findings suggest
that team teaching doesn’t significantly affect students’ learning outcomes
(Dugan & Letterman, 2008; Wadkins, Miller, & Wozniak, 2006). The factors
mentioned above show that effective use of this pedagogical technology in the
educational process requires further experiments and research.

In Russia the number of publications and research results on the prob-
lems in question is limited. Most publications are devoted to pedagogical col-
laboration [6] and describe teacher-student interaction or student-to-student
interaction [9]; some publications concern interdisciplinary team teaching
and relate mainly to bilingual teaching or content-based instruction at high
schools [4, 5, 8]. It is stated that bilingual teaching here provides an individ-
ual approach to gaining knowledge, facilitates lifelong learning and increased
competitive edge [4, 5]. Teaching English for Specific Purposes (ESP) involving
integration of English Language and professional curriculum at Universities
is represented in a small way. Speaking about single-subject team teaching,
for instance, there is an obvious lack of information on teaching English with
a native teacher assistant, which may be explained by relatively little experi-
ence with native English teacher assistants in Russia.

The primary objectives of this paper are as follows:

[l to describe the experience of implementing interdisciplinary and sin-
gle-subject team teaching into the educational process at Kalashnikov Iz-
hevsk State Technical University while teaching English Language for general
use or ESP;

[] to assess the efficacy of the pedagogy through qualitative and quanti-
tative student outcomes;

[] to discuss our experience and recommendations for those consider-
ing team-teaching in the future.

Interdisciplinary Team Teaching
Background

There are three basic team teaching models: participant-observer inter-
action, interactive and rotational models (White, Henley and Brabston, 1998).
The rotational model encompasses each lecturer teaching course sections
separately; the participant-observer model involves both teachers being pre-
sent for all classes, but with little interference while one professor is teaching;
in the interactive model both teachers participate fully with all lectures and
activities, engaging student dialogue and interaction one at a time [18].
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The analysis of publications concerning interdisciplinary ESP team
teaching to university students (Arkhipova, Fomenko, Galskova, Makaev,
Maletina, Maksimova, Ter-Minasova, Zvereva) allowed us to elicit the follow-
ing basic statements that should be taken into consideration:

1. The underlying philosophy of team teaching requires continued col-
laboration between the language teacher and the teacher of the professional
courses at all stages throughout the instructional period: planning integrative
classes and activities; developing language teaching materials and tasks
based on the professional course content; selecting activity-based educational
techniques that are useful for students’ future careers; implementing integra-
tive ESP and content course teaching; monitoring and assessing the learning
outcomes.

2. The language teacher and the professional course teacher should
build up common bilingual conceptual and categorical framework of the two
disciplines, i.e. a professionally relevant lexicon in English and Russian as a
lexical base to develop communicative competence in ESP. With that in mind,
the professional team should design and didactically organize a bilingual the-
saurus dictionary objectified by expert evaluation method [1].

3. The team teaching under integrative ESP and professional course in-
struction may result in the acquired foreign language lexicon which should be
considered a cognitive and communicative component of professional train-
ing; it represents lexical-semantic competence of a future professional and is
directly related to speaker performance regarding ESP and professional
courses integration [2].

4. Acquiring foreign language lexicon in integrative teaching of ESP and
professionally-oriented courses is possible with two models [3]:

- intradisciplinary integration that encompasses learning vocabulary
for professional communications through integrated teaching of language
skills in subject-subject communications at ESP lessons;

- interdisciplinary integration that incorporates didactical synthesis of
ESP and professional courses with respect to their content, activities, organi-
zation and speaker’s performance, while teaching ESP and professional
courses independently.

Experiment Description

The experiment that was carried out at Kalashnikov Izhevsk State
Technical University involved 153 second- and third-year students of Man-
agement and Marketing. The team of instructors consisted of teachers from
two departments: The English Language Department and The Management
and Marketing Department.

The experiment combined the elements of interactive and rotational
models. As shown in Fig.1, the learning space was divided into three areas:
the professional course area (PCA), the ESP area (ESPA) and the interdiscipli-
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nary integrative area. Teaching starts with a team-taught lecture in a profes-
sional course, which provides primary semantization of professional terms.
Later, team-taught summarizing classes and workshops are introduced for
lexical units’ consolidation and assessment. At the end of the course both
teachers participate in a conference jury which evaluates students’ use of
terms in professional communication.

Independent ESP teaching and professional course is carried out in the
middle of the learning process, while ESP classes and workshops are de-
signed to follow professional course classes with a delay of two or three days
using the parallel content teaching approach.

PC area Midcourse Midcourse
PClectures | PClectures
PC and and
workshops workshops
T 1
| | =
Team-taught | I| Team-taught Team-
S introductory I I integrative taught
,Im erdlslmphnary integrative PC | || summarizing M| integrative
mtegrative area | || PClecture PC
lecture
I I workshop
7 | —.
f T
ESP area l l
I ESP classes
ESP | |
| |
| |
| T |
I | |
] ] >
2-3 days 2-3 days t

Fig. 1. ESP and PC integrative teaching model

Methods

To evaluate the efficacy of team-based integrative teaching we used
quantitative and qualitative assessment. A set of quantitative pre- and post-
surveys were administered at the beginning and end of the semester in com-
bination with questionnaires in the post-survey. Quantitative assessment ad-
dressed students’ language skills and included lingo-didactic tests. Question-
naires were developed to study students’ impressions of the learning process.

To better evaluate the contribution of integrative team-teaching to stu-
dents’ learning outcomes we compared an experimental team-taught group to
a non-team-taught “control” group. To evaluate the development of language
skills we used the criteria that are shown in Table 1.

154 Obpa3zoearue u Hayka. 2015. Ne 5 (124)



Esp team teaching at technical universities: experience and perspectives

Table 1

The criteria for assessing foreign language lexicon acquisition

Parameters for assessing language skill

Points (score)

Identifying contextualized and non-contextuali-
zed lexical unit with and without context when
listening or reading with further reproduction as
a word combination, sentence or phrase (recep-
tive and reproductive level)

1) Addressing valuable information on the given
problem in the text (key words (KW), denotative
word combinations (DWC) on the problem, to-
pic-comment units (TCU)

2) the number of KW not related to given prob-
lem

0,1 for aKW / DWC/ TCU

-0,1 for aKW / DWC/
TCU

Lexical unit (LU) semantization, defining the
concept in English (Russian)

1) number of correctly found concept definitions
2) number of correctly articulated concept defi-
nitions

o O

Contextual choice and usage of lexical units in
speaking and writing while solving professi-
onally-oriented problems (productive using of le-
xicon)

1) number of sentences containing word-con-
cepts

2) number of correctly used terms and key
words

0, 1 for a sentence

0, 1 for a correctly
used LU

Using categories and concepts links

1) Number of correctly used lexical units in a
meaningful text

2) Number of LU, defining general concept (as-
sociative paradigmatic and syntagmatic logical
and semantical relations in lexical concept defi-
nitions)

3) Number of correctly found key words and re-
lated specific concepts (topic-comment units) in
written and oral professionally-oriented messa-
ge, in logic and semantic text structure

0,1 for a correctly
used LU
0,1 for a correctly
used LU

0, 1 for a correctly
used KW related spe-
cific concept

Information representation and interpretation in
various symbol systems (graph, diagram, log
frame, table, equations, Cyrillic, Latin) — presen-
tation skills

1) Total number of symbol system used

2) Number of symbol systems which are rele-
vant to given topic and problem in written as-
signments

3) Correct information interpretation in oral sta-
tements and written works

0,1 for a symbol system
0,1 for a relevant
symbol system

0-1
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We defined the following levels for assessment of mastering foreign lan-
guage lexicon: high level assumes productive use of a wide vocabulary (80—
90%); intermediate level assumes productive using of professional terms in
the range of 50-70%; low level is detected by receptive and reproductive use
of a narrow professional vocabulary (about 30-40%).

The learning outcomes were assessed by both the ESP teacher and the
professional course teacher at integrative lectures and workshops where stu-
dents had to prepare presentations and discuss case studies, and at the stu-
dents’ scientific conference.

The students’ scientific conference devoted to research of organization
managerial systems was an event that contributed to students’ professional
lexicon and communication skills assessment; students’ presentations were
evaluated by the jury consisting of both the English Department and the
Management Department faculty using such criteria as contents, perform-
ance, visual aids, participation in a question-answer session. Much of the con-
ference’s success was thanks to a foreign guest - a Master Student from
Germany who submitted his report on the subject of the conference in Eng-
lish, shared his ideas with the students and took part in the students’ speech
assessment.

Results and discussion

The midcourse data analysis of students’ foreign lexicon showed that
students in experimental group learned 1.5-2 times more words and concepts
in Russian, and that was due to speaking English at team-taught lectures
and seminars. They also developed a better ability to define categories and
concept links compared to students who were in the control group taking tra-
ditional professional classes in Russian and traditional ESP classes.

The analysis of the final evaluation (summative survey) indicated that
students in the experimental group could elicit about 82,3% of key words and
denotative word combinations from the original text used in evaluation and
could freely use lexical units in sentences. Professionally-oriented writing and
speaking products were enriched with logical structure elements. In general,
the size of a spoken utterance increased from 3-5 to 16 sentences within two
minutes. The quantitative results are shown in Fig. 2.

The effectiveness of this technology was also proven by qualitative re-
sults such as questionnaires, interviews and observation findings, which al-
lowed us to make the following conclusions:

1. The students have changed their attitude toward reading specialists
references as a result of integrative ESP team-teaching and professional
courses. Reading professional literature turned out to be personally-
motivated and meaningful, instead of being simply practice training.

2. The students developed their ability for professional communication
and improved their communication culture.

>
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3. The students reinforced motivation for learning English, which was
evidenced by increased attendance and using creative ideas in the learning
process.

sl e |
= o
\-1

Vocabulary used, %
=
=

15
15
0 T
ascertaining summative
survey survey
0
6
75
S 60
= 54
L
245 //
g. 30
E 15 /
S 15
=
= o
ascertaining summative
survey survey

Fig. 2. Dynamics of using professional vocabulary:
a - experimental group; 6 —control group

Most students agreed that integrative team-taught lectures and work-
shops as well as professional course content-based English classes are effec-
tive and efficient.

Single Subject Team Teaching
Background

The single-subject team-teaching method seems relevant when we deal with a
large number of students in one class or want to teach them a variety of skills during
the same class. It may also become especially interesting if applied when teaching
English with native English speaking assistant teachers. In Russia most university
syllabi include compulsory foreign language course, and English is the most popular
foreign language to be taught [12]. Although in Russia there is no national-level pro-
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gram for employing native English speaking teacher assistant (ESTA), there is still a
variety of exchange and English teaching assistant programs that facilitates the
practice of ESTA employment in Russian universities. Although ESTA employment
contributes to students’ pronunciation, communication skills and cultural aware-
ness [15], some problems may arise, as most ESTAs often have neither teaching
qualifications nor comprehensive knowledge of the students’ linguistics abilities [17].
Usually English-speaking teacher assistants do not have teaching experience, and
they need time to realise how native English skills can be best put to use. From ex-
perience at Kalashnikov Izhevsk State Technical University, the greatest successes
have been achieved when ESTAs worked closely with the university’s teaching staff
or used some variations of the team-teaching method.

Cook and Friend (1996) described several variations of co-teaching:

— one teaching/one assisting (a model where one teacher leads instruc-
tion while the co-teacher moves around the classroom providing help as
needed);

— one teaching/one observing (where one teacher is responsible for
planning and teaching with the other teacher in class observing particular
behaviours);

— station teaching (where classroom is divided into various teaching
centers, and students are moving from one center to another);

— parallel teaching (where classroom is split in half to teach the same
information at the same time);

— alternative teaching (where one teacher manages most of the class
while the other works with the small group);

— team teaching (both teachers are responsible for planning and they
share the instructions of all students).

The aim of our experiment was to obtain information on different team-
teaching models at a university, find out the best combination of these varia-
tions in the educational process and provide some implementation guidelines
regarding lesson objectives and requirements.

Experiment Description

The experiment that was carried out at Kalashnikov Izhevsk State Techni-
cal University involved 19 second-year students — future teachers of general
technical subjects. The team of instructors consisted of a Russian teacher from
the English Language Department and a native English speaking teacher assis-
tant from Britain. Team-teaching was introduced in teaching English for Specific
Purposes (ESP). We believed that apart from improving students’ English skills,
experimenting with different teaching methods and its further discussion would
also contribute to professional competence of future teachers [7, 10]. The ex-
periment started with the introductory class where teachers used the co-teaching
technology and explained the essence of team-teaching and its variations as well
as defined the ESP course objectives and experiment details. Later during the
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course, teachers were always present at all classes together using combinations
of different team-teaching variations depending on the lesson objectives. At the
end of each class students and teachers had to answer questions about the
class. At the end of the course teachers set up a group discussion about their
experience with the team-teaching method.

Method

Quality research was implemented through developing questionnaires
for students and teachers concerning class atmosphere, clarity of informa-
tion, knowledge gained during a lesson and their emotional experience at the
lesson [11]. Teacher observations and interviewing students also helped us
understand advantages of team-teaching methods and find solutions for the
problems that had arisen.

Results and discussion

Based on the results of the questionnaire analysis and discussion, we
formulated the main challenges and advantages of team-teaching variations
as well as the application where it brought the best results (Table 2).

Table 2

Team teaching variations and their characteristics

Team-te- Advantages Challenges Possible application
aching Students’ Teachers’ Students’ Teachers’ . .
. . . - . in ESP teaching
variation | perspective | perspective | perspective | perspective
1 2 3 4 5 6

Improved be- | No particular | No special | Dispersed |- Teaching multilevel
o 20 havior, stu- |cooperative |comments |authorityin |groups, especially with
E 2 dents are in- | planning the class elementary level stu-
9B volved and |and prepa- dents;
8 & |getmorein- |ring needed, —Teaching and expla-
g g dividual at- | help is provi- ining grammar in
O © |tention ded without English

interruption
- Improved be- | No particular | Students are | Dispersed |- Collecting data about
o & | havior cooperative | not very authority in | students behavior and
-E E planning comfortable |the class understanding;
5 ) . ; - -
S % and prepa- |with being Planning the group
85 ring, promo- | obviously split
(PR tes professi- | monitored
8 g onal develop-
ment

Obpasosarue u HayKa.

2015. Ne 5 (124)

159




© E. I. Arkhipova, H. Jones, Yu. V. Krasavina

1 2 3 4 5 6
Exciting ex- |Possibility to |No special | Increased — Teaching reading,
perience, in- | work with comments |preparation |writing and speaking
o0 creased col- |every stu- time; skills at different stati-
E laboration in |dent; Increased ons (here speaking
g small groups | Possibility to noise level; | skills station is guided
9 use teachers’ Strict ime | by ESTA);
o special manage- — Applying multiple in-
2 strengths ment telligence theory for te-
8 aching information
2 about English-spe-
aking countries, ab-
stract ideas, etc.
o Student-to- | No particular | Students Increased Different tasks for te-
E teacher ratio | cooperative |may be dis- |noiselevel; |aching multilevel gro-
9 is low, stu- | planning tracted and |A spacious |ups (reading and
9 dents receive |and prepa- |feel confu- |class requi- |grammar skills)
<= instruction |ring; sed; red,;
= adequate to | Both teac-
= their level hers contri-
A bute to class;
4 Student-to- |Bothteac- |Students so- |Increased — Re-teaching or pre-
‘5 teacher ratio |hers contri- |metimes qu- |noise level; |teaching grammar
& X |islow; bute to class; | estion group |Need a spa- | skills and vocabulary
T .8 |Betterun- split cious class
g g derstanding
2 and partici-
< pation
o0 An exciting |Excitingat- |Nospecial |Increased — Introductory and fi-
b= experience; |mosphere; |comments |preparation |nalclasses;
) Increased in- | Facilitates time; — Discussions;
8 volvement; | professional Difficulties |- Introducing contro-
é better un- development with making |versial topics
S derstanding equal contri-
= bution

Our experience showed that using a strategy that supposes increasing
ESTA involvement in the educational process brings the best result. Taking
this into consideration, the following educational planning was suggested:

1. Introductory stage: 2-3 classes of team-teaching, one teaches /one

observes.
2. First stage: 3—4 classes of station teaching, parallel teaching, alter-

native teaching.
3. Second stage: 5 — 6 classes of alternative teaching — one teaches/one
assists, one teaches/one observes.

4. Final stage: 1 class of team-teaching.
Most students (100%) described the team-teaching experience as a
positive, interesting and motivating way of ESP learning. However, quantity

160
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research about how team-teaching affects students’ learning outcomes com-
pared to traditional teaching still needs to be done.

Perspectives

In any academic situation team teaching should be regarded as a spe-
cific educational technology that requires a creative approach to implement
and holds great promise as a viable pedagogical framework that might yield
multiplied synergetic educational effect and contribute to increased learners’
motivation.

Future trends of enhancing team teaching at technical universities
might be as follows:

1. Introducing and maintaining systematic and regular measures to de-
velop interdisciplinary cooperation — currently-operating pedagogical teams,
in-service training, excursions to the enterprises and laboratories, participat-
ing in international educational projects, etc.

2. Designing stable three-party co-teaching models based on interac-
tion of the English staff, the teaching staff of the professional courses and na-
tive English speaking assistant teachers.

Conclusions

Team-teaching may become an inspiring experience, and those who
consider this method in teaching ESP may find the following recommenda-
tions useful:

1. Successful ESP learning is based on adequate lexicon usage in pro-
fessional communicative situations and occurs when students are exposed to
content material presented in meaningful, contextualized form, with the focus
on acquiring information in a natural academic and scientific setting both at
lectures and seminars on the professional course and at ESP practical
classes.

2. It is vitally important to create basic concepts foundation for suc-
cessful professional communication in future. For instance, a thesaurus-
dictionary can be created, which will include systematized language materials
relevant to professional course content.

3. Speaking, reading, listening and writing skills should be regarded as
integral elements of didactical content for interdisciplinary team-teaching.

4. Interdisciplinary integrative team-teaching should be viewed as mu-
tually synchronized teaching which is based on the principle of parallel con-
tent teaching, where ESP classes and workshops are designed to follow pro-
fessional course classes with a delay of two or three days.

5. Teamwork needs cooperation and mutual understanding; the co-
teaching instructors should discuss their successes and problems weekly; it
is not recommended to change the teams during the course.
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With two voices already in close coordination, team teaching aims to
prompt freer discussion amongst teachers and students. Students are no
longer sitting and listening, but drawn into a dialogue. In both interdiscipli-
nary and intradisciplinary team-teaching, through watching the interaction
and cooperation between teachers, students can see how the ‘Treal world’
works; they are able to get involved in professional communication and, thus,
be better prepared for their future profession.

Cmambsi percomeHoo8aHa K nybauKayuu
0-pom ned. Hayk, npog. O. @. IIIuxoeoti
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