16

14 B KOHTpObHAA

1 rpynna

10 B JKCMepUMEeHTaNb
8 HaA rpynna Ao

6 - KOppeKLMK

4 - B JKCMEepUMEeHTaNb
7 - HasA rpynna rnocne
0 4 KOppeKLMK

PucyHok 6. YpoBeHb TPEBOKHOCTH Y MTOAPOCTKOB J0 U MOCIE ICUXOKOPPEKIIUU

Takum 00pa3om, pe3ynbTarhl MOBTOPHOH MCHXOMUATHOCTUKU IMOCIE KOPPEKIIMHU CBU-
JIETEIIbCTBYIOT O TIOJIOKUTEIBHOM JMHAMHKE I10KAa3aTesiel HapyIIeHUd 3SMOIMOHAIbHOU
cdepsl, TAKHX KaK arpeCCUBHOCTb, PpyCTpalus, TPEBOKHOCTh. Clie0BaTENbHO, MOXKHO CJIie-
JIaTh BBIBOJ, YTO (hpaKTaIbHBIM METOJ Ype3BbIYAtHO d(DPEKTUBEH B KOPPEKIIMU HAPYIICHUM
SMOIMOHAIBHON chepbl MoAPOCcTKOB. OQHAKO ClIEAyeT OTMETHTh, YTO JUATHOCTHYECKAS W
MICUXOKOPPEKIIMOHHAs paboTa A0 KHA MPOBOAUTHCS CUCTEMATHYECKH HE TOJIBKO CPEIr T0JI-
POCTKOB, HO ¥ CPEIM POAUTEIIECH MOAPOCTKOB, YUUTEIIEH U aIMUHUCTPALUN IIKOJ, T.€. BCEX
OTBETCTBEHHBIX 32 IMOIIMOHAIILHOE OJIaromnoaydne JeTel U MOIPOCTKOB.
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AHHOTAIUA
JlmarsocTrka ImeTen Tili MyFaTiMACpiHiH XKeke 0achIHAAFbl TOJCPAaHTTHUIBIKTHIH JaMy JHHAMHKACHIH
Oakpulayra MYMKiHAiK Oepeni. Llerenm Timi MyFamiMaepi TYIFACBIHBIH TOJEPAHTTBUIBIK ICHIeHiH
OeKITyIiH THIM/I TUATHOCTUKABIK Kypajaaapbl KapacThIPhLUIFaH.
Tysra TO3IMIUTIKTIH KEIICH I AUATHOCTUKACH MOCEJICCIH MICNTy YIIH dTHUKAIBIK TOJICPAHTTHUIBIKTHI
3epPTTEY/iH TUArHOCTHKAIBIK cxemachlH A.lLAcmomnora, E.W.IlInsdruaa cUSKTBl KONgaHyFa OOJajbl.
By makana mony cunarbiHa ue.
Tyiiindi ce30ep: TONEPAHTTHUIBIK, IIET TLTI MyFalliMAepi, AMATHOCTUKA, TO3IMILIIK JHarHOCTHKACKHI-
HBIH 9/IiCTEpPl, TUArHOCTHKAJIBIK CXEMa.

AHHOTANMSA
JlmarHoctrka TO3BOJISET OTCIECAUTh MTUHAMHUKY Pa3BUTHS TOJEPAHTHOCTH JIMYHOCTU YUYHUTEIEeH WHO-
CTpPaHHOTO sI3bIKa. PaccMoTpeH HamOojee 3(hGEKTHBHBIA TUATHOCTHUYECKUH WHCTPYMEHTApHWH IS
(bUKCcaIUU YPOBHS TOJICPAHTHOCTH JTUYHOCTH YUUTEIICH HHOCTPAHHOTO S3BIKA.
s penreHust BOmpoca KOMIUIEKCHOW TUArHOCTHKH TOJIEPAHTHOCTH JIUYHOCTH MOXKET OBITh MCIIONb-
30BaHa JTUATHOCTHYECKAs CXeMa MCCISAOBAaHUS dTHUYECKOU TojepanTHocTH Acmoroa A.T., msaru-
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Hoit E.W. HacTosmas ctaThst HOCHT 0030pHBIN XapakTep.
Knrwouesnvle cnosa: TonepaHTHOCTD, YUUTENS WHOCTPAHHOTO S3bIKA, TUATHOCTHKA, METOIMKH JHATHO-
CTHKH TOJIEPAHTHOCTH, CXeMa JUArHOCTHKH.

Abstract
The diagnostics allows to track the dynamics of the development of personality tolerance of foreign
language teachers. The most effective diagnostic tools for fixing the level of personality tolerance of
foreign language teachers are considered.
To solve the problem of complex diagnostics of individual tolerance, the diagnostic scheme of the
study of ethnic tolerance by A.G. Asmolov, E.I. Shlyagina can be used. This article is of on the
overview nature.
Keywords: tolerance, foreign language teachers, diagnostics, methods of tolerance diagnosis, diagnos-
tic scheme.

“Multicultural education at school should be aimed at forming a tolerant attitude to-
wards representatives of other cultures, nationalities, religions, etc.”, — emphasized in the
Instructional-methodological letter “On the peculiarities of the educational process in the
organization of education in the 2020-2021 academic year”. A foreign language is one of the
main means of upbringing multiculturalism, where, together with the language, the experience
of communicating with the outside world, with other people is acquired, and the process of
socialization of the individuals take place. The effectiveness of the formation of a
multicultural tolerant personality at school directly depends on the behavior model of a
foreign language teacher, who is a conductor of the culture of the target language country. In
this regard, there is an urgent need to improve the psychological, pedagogical, intercultural,
socio-cultural competence of a foreign language teacher in the process of his professional
pedagogical activity. In this context, psychological and pedagogical diagnostics of the
development of personality tolerance of foreign language teachers is necessary.

The diagnostic technologies used to fix the tolerance level of the subjects of interaction
in the school educational process are quite diverse. Conventionally, it is possible to distin-
guish three groups of diagnostic technologies: 1) at the level of personality (survey method,
observation, tests, experiment, the products of activity analysis, etc.); 2) at the group level
(e.g., observation); 3) at the level of society (e.g., content analysis of media products,
psychometric procedures, etc.) [1, p. 81].

The method of observation, survey and projective psychological techniques, interviews
can be used as diagnostic tools. It should be noted that a specific feature of social attitudes that
regulate people’s relationships in the space of multicultural contacts and interactions ate their
high emotionality and low awareness. From a methodical point of view, this means that such
attitudes are not always amenable to full study using verbal methods. In addition, from the
point of view of L.G. Pochebut [2], the study of such attitudes with the help of verbal asses-
sments can provoke (due their emotional saturation) an unfavorable reaction of the respon-
dents. Thus, projective techniques, as a rule, make it possible to obtain information that is not
fully realized be the respondent and revel the deep foundations of social attitude in the sphere
of multicultural relations, which makes them more preferable in diagnostics. The best effect is
obtained by a combination of qualitative and quantitative diagnostic methods [3, p. 139].

All research methods of tolerance personality can be divided into specific, i.e. those that
are aimed at identifying the attitudes of tolerant consciousness, and nonspecific, which
describe the universal characteristics of personality and interpersonal communication, which,
in turn, are signs of tolerance (intolerance) manifestation. Non-specific diagnostic methods
used in the study of tolerance are aimed at studying the personal characteristics of people
classified as “types” of a tolerant (intolerant) personality (for example, “Orientation of a
person in communication” by S.L. Bratchenko, the method “Diagnostics of general
communicative tolerance” V.V. Boyko, test of drawing frustration of Rosenzweig, color test
of relations (CTR), Thomas’s test “Types of behavior in conflict”, etc.) [1, p. 84; 3 p. 139].
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Diagnosis of personality tolerance id carried out by measuring the level of development
of qualities and characteristics inherent in an intolerant personality. According to G.U. Solda-
tova, “in psychology, it is more common to diagnose and investigate negative manifestations
and the negative pole of the personality, therefore, the aspects of tolerance are studied, as a
rule, through the other side of tolerance — intolerance” [4, p. 30].

The most effective well-proven diagnostic tools for fixing the level of tolerance at the
personality level are the following diagnostic techniques, which are reviewed in this article.

The projective technique “Cross-cultural and ethnic tolerance-intolerance”
(CETI), developed by G.L. Bardier, is aimed at studying the manifestations of tolerance-
intolerance in the field of intercultural and interethnic relations. The methodology is based on
the idea that social attitudes are an important regulator of such relations, where the dominant
place is occupied be intercultural and ethnic attitudes, which, in turn, include affective,
cognitive and conative components. The method id based on an appeal to the respondent’s
associations, which makes it possible to manifest both conscious and unconscious levels of
the attitude [5, pp. 288-291].

The method “Ethnic tolerance-intolerance”, compiled by N.M. Lebedeva to assess
the level of ethnic tolerance. Eight indicators are used: 1) valence of ethnic identity (indicators
— feelings associated with ethnicity, positivity/negativity of auto-stereotypes); 2) clarity or
amorphousness of ethnic identity (degree of closeness of representatives of other ethnic
groups, degree of identification with another ethnic group); 3) ethnic tolerance-intolerance
(valence of hetero-stereotypes, the level of social distance); 4) an attitude to preserve their
culture; 5) an orientation toward differentiation based on religious and ethnic grounds; 6) the
degree of perceived discrimination; 7) the categorical structure of ethnic consciousness; 8) the
level of religiosity [6].

Express questionnaire “Index of tolerance”, developed by psychologists G.U.
Soldatova, O.A. Kravtsova, O.E. Khukhlaev and L.A. Shaigerova,includes statements that
reveal attitudes towards certain social groups (minorities, mentally ill people, beggars),
communicative attitudes (respect for the opinions, readiness for constructive resolution of
conflicts and productive cooperation). Special attention is paid to ethnic tolerance and
intolerance (attitude towards people of a different race and ethnic group, towards one’s own
ethnic group, assessment of cultural distance) [4; 5, p. 303-315].

The methodology “Types and components of tolerance-intolerance” (TACTI),
developed by G.L. Bardier, is aimed at diagnosing 10 types of tolerance: intergenerational,
gender, interpersonal, interethnic, intercultural, interfaith, professional, managerial, socio-
economic, political; and 10 components of tolerance: affective, cognitive, conative, need-
motivational, activity-style, ethnical-normative, value-orientational, personal-semantic,
identification-group, identification-personal [5, p. 303-315].

The questionnaire for measuring tolerance (V.S. Magun, M.S. Zhamkochyan, M.M.
Magura) was created to assess the impact of tolerance training on the consciousness of high
school students, but its content is not strictly tied to the specific features of the training
mentioned, and therefore it can be used for any measurements of tolerance (first of all,
tolerance of people’s verbal behavior): tolerance towards representatives of other nations,
people from other places, representatives of other cultures; tolerance for other views,
including the views and opinions of the minority; tolerance for deviations from generally
accepted norms, rules and stereotypes (including gender ones); tolerance to the complexity
and uncertainty of the surrounding world. In the questions included in the methodology, there
is almost no age specificity, and therefore, with a slight modification, this methodology is
applicable to the study of adults [4].

The methodology “Index of Tolerance and Social Trust” (G.U. Soldatova), T.P.
Skripkina), includes: trust index (scale “social trust”, scale “interpersonal trust”); index of
tolerance (scale “ethnic tolerance”, scale “social tolerance”, scale “tolerance as a personality
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trait”); xenophobia index (scale “xenophobia in relation to stigmatized strangers”, scale
“xenophobia in relation to strangers”). For a qualitative analysis, 1) the scale of “ethnic
tolerance” reveals the attitude towards persons of a different nationality and attitudes in the
field of interethnic interaction; 2) the scale of “social tolerance” allows you to study the
attitudes of the individual in relation to various social groups (refugees, migrants, beggars,
mentally disabled) and d some social processes; 3) the scale “tolerance as a personality trait”
contains items that diagnose personality traits, attitudes and beliefs, which largely determine
the tolerant/intolerant attitude of a person to the world [7].

The questionnaire developed by B.E. Reardon, aimed at assessing the level of
tolerance and determing the measure of understanding of other people who are not like the
respondent. In the questionnaire, it is required to assess the level of awareness of the people of
the community where the person lives in various spheres: languages, food, art, racial and
ethnic groups, education, values, social traditions, religion, features of non-verbal expression,
history. There are four levels of awareness: zero, lox, medium, high [8, p. 56-57].

The projective methodology “Everyday Dialogues” (ED) was proposed techniques
was developed on the basis of real everyday situations and real, recorded by the author,
human reactions to these situations. The purpose of the technique is to determine the level of
tolerance and intolerance to the individual. The methodology can be successfully used to
research, as teaching (training) and as advisory. As a teaching technique, it serves as a good
tool for organizing and moderating various kinds of group discussions aimed at discussing
issues related to tolerance and various options for its manifestation. In a research context, the
technique is usually used in combination with other techniques. As an independent research
tool, the methodology can be used both for purpose of obtaining and comparing quantitative
data for different groups of respondents, and further processing information at the level of
qualitative methods [5, p. 295-302].

The diagnostic test of relations (DTR) is an original modification of the method of
semantic differential by Ch. Ozgud, developed by G.U. Soldatova. The methodology was
developed to study the emotional-evaluative component of social stereotype and is used to
study interpersonal and interethnic relations, as well as ethnic tolerance. The methodology is
based on the idea that the same qualities, prescribed to oneself and others, can be interpreted
in different ways: the positive qualities of one’s group can be perceived as negative in relation
to another group. According to this principle, pairs of qualities were complied, the poles of
which differ in affective parameters, while the semantic meanings can be regarded as quite
close. An indicator of ethnic tolerance is, first of all, the magnitude of the hetero-stereotype:
the lower the value, the lower the ethnic tolerance, and vice versa [4].

In addition to the listed methods for the diagnosis of personality tolerance, researches
use: the questionnaire “Me and the Other” (G.L. Bardier), the method for determining the
total indicator of tolerance, the test “How tolerance are you?” by O.l. Tushkanova,
Mirmanova’s methodic, a test for the study of tolerant attitudes in the field of interethnic
relations (V.S. Sobkin, D.V. Adamchuk), etc. The complex diagnostics of ethnic tolerance
(“ComDET” method) developed by N.E. Solynin is interesting.

An important addition to understanding the tolerant position in the use of following
diagnostic techniques: the “Tolerance to Uncertainty” technique, developed by S. Badner
(Badner. S., 1982) [5, pp. 326-327], the “CSH technique: cultural shock”, developed by G.L.
Bardier, E. Bogardus’s social distance scale for measuring distance related to race or
nationality [4; 9], the methodology “Personal readiness for change” (Personalchange-
readinesssurvey (PCRS)), developed by Canadian scientists A. Rolnik, S. Heather, M. Gold
and K. Hallo [5, pp. 321-325], Tomsk questionnaire of rigidity developed by G.V. Zalevsky
to assess the ability of a person to acquire and apply new experience [4].

An important aspect of the study for understanding the nature of teacher personality
tolerance is the diagnosis of stereotypes. A person with positive ethnic stereotypes is already
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tolerant or can easily become one. However, if it has ethnic stereotypes of a negative
emotional-evaluative nature, then the manifestation of tolerant behavior is inherent in him to a
very insignificant degree. Examples of effective methods for diagnosing ethnic stereotypes
are: D. Peabody’s method of studying ethnic stereotypes, the scale of basic beliefs (World
Assumptions Scale, abbreviated WAS) [6]. Diagnostics aimed at other structural parts of the
system of attitudes and personality values is presented: the scale of fascism (T. Adorno, E.
Frenkel-Brunoswick, D. Levinson, R. Sanford), a technique for measuring predisposition to
prejudice (G. Allport, B. Kramer); a questionnaire for measuring general social attitudes in
children (E. Frenkel-Brunoswik), an emotional empathy questionnaire (Emotional Empathic
Tendency Scale, EETS), a TAT method for diagnostics of altruistic attitudes (E.E.
Nasinovskaya, V.E. Kim) aimed at diagnostics of altruistic attitudes of the personality,
manifested in the emotional, cognitive and behavioral aspects [4] and other methods.

To solve the issue of complex diagnostics of personality tolerance can be used the
diagnostic scheme for the study of ethnic tolerance developed by A.G. Asmolov, E.L
Shlyagina [10]. The main principle is the study of ethnic tolerance together with ethnic
identity. The following methods are among the methods that effectively meet the task of
diagnosing ethnic identity.

Methodology for determining the type of ethnic identity developed by G.U. Soldatova
and S.V/ Pyzhova, which makes it possible to diagnose ethnic identity and its transformation
in the context of interethnic tension. With the help of the questionnaire, le level of ethnic
identity is assessed using the following criteria: the level of negativism towards one’s own
and other ethnic groups, the threshold of emotional response to a foreign ethnic environment,
the severity of aggressive and hostile reactions towards other groups. Identity types with
different quality and severity of ethnic tolerance are identified on the basis of a wide range of
the ethnocentrism scale, ranging from “dental” of identity, when negativism and intolerance
towards one’s own ethnic group is recorded, to national fanaticism — the apotheosis of
intolerance and the highest degree of negativity towards to other ethnic groups [4].

To diagnose the severity of ethnic identity, the following are used: a technique aimed
at measuring the severity of ethnic identity developed by Z.V. Sikevich, makes it possible
to identify the content of the general structure of the ethnic identity of a person, its individual
components (cognitive, affective and behavioral), as well as to measure the level of
ethnocentrism [3, p. 153-154]; J. Finney’s method of measuring the severity of ethnic
identity. The methodology allows to determine the level of ethnic identity, as well as to study
the cognitive (the formation of knowledge, ideas, ideas about the characteristics of one’s own
ethnic group’ the degree of awareness of one’s belonging to this group based in the
interiorization of ethnodifferentiating characteristics) and the emotional components of ethnic
identity (the meaning of the feeling of belonging to a group, assessment its qualities, the
emotional side of the attitude towards membership in it among foreign people) [9, p. 16-19].

To assess the emotional component of ethnic identity, the “Scale of Express to
Ethnicity” (N.M. Lebedeva) is used. The technique is used as part of large batteries of tests,
when, for example, in the field it is necessary to evaluate a large number of parameters, but
there is no way to spend a lot of time working with each respondent. The scale can also be
used for express diagnostics of the result of intercultural interaction training, if an increase in
the positivity of ethnic identity is expected during the training. The technique allows to assess
the emotional color (valence) of ethnic identity. In fact, the methodology is a scale for
assessing social attitudes, corresponding to the type of Likert scales and evaluating attitudes
in relation to their own ethnic identity. The construction of the scale is aimed at assessing the
positivity of ethnic identity [9, p. 14-15].

Thus, while conducting research of personal tolerance of teachers, a large number of
various methods are used, built on different conceptual foundations. At the same time, it is
important not only to simultaneously diagnose the degree of severity and sign of the ethnic
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identity of the individual, the orientation and content of auto- and hetero-stereotypes, but also
to pay special attention to the features in the motivational sphere of the individual. Joint
diagnostics of ethnopsychological manifestations of a personality is a prerequisite for a
systematic approach to the analysis of the phenomena of a subject’s ethnic life [1, p. 89].

This article is of an overview nature and gives an idea of one of the possible approaches
to the diagnosis of the personality tolerance of foreign language teachers.
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AHHOTANMSA
Makanana MO3THUKAIBIK MOTIHJIETT KOPKEMIIIK TOCIT — JMHUTETTIH aKblH TUTIHIH MOJCHU-TaHBIMJIBIK
CUTIATBIH OEpyIIEeTi epeKIIeNiri, TIIK TYIFAHBIH JICTYP TaFbUIBIMBI KOHE CTHUI, OCHHEI co3TipKec-
TEPIH jKacayIarbl ©31HIMIK 1IeOepIiri Tapa3bUIaHbI aHbIKTAB. COHBIMEH KaTap aBTOPABIH JAapalibIK
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