UwiGlywdwndnipjntG W
AwUwwiGndwlG 3aSbGpnnhyw

Ashot Hayrapetyan

Doctor of Law, Associate Professor
Email: hayrapetyan.ashot@yahoo.com
ORCID ID: 0000-0002-5937-8185
DOI: 10.53614/18294952-2026.1-194

THE APPLICATION OF MODERN TECHNOLOGIES IN THE

194

METHODOLOGY OF JUDGES’ CONTINUOUS TRAINING

Over the past two decades, the continuous training of judges
has undergone a paradigmatic shift from a lecture-centred approach
towards participant-centred adult learning. This article examines
how modern technologies—namely, learning management systems,
videoconferencing, multimedia content, simulations, immersive
environments, and artificial intelligence—may be integrated into the
methodology of judicial training without compromising the principles
of andragogy. The analysis is theoretical and is based on the
European and international normative-methodological framework
for judicial training, foundational scholarship on adult learning, and
peer-reviewed research in educational technology, including studies
originating at Harvard University. The novelty of this contribution
resides in the systematic mapping of specific technological
instruments across the four stages of the judicial training cycle
(needs assessment, design, delivery, and evaluation) and in the
derivation of selection criteria based on the principles of adult
learning, as opposed to existing literature which treats e-learning in
judicial education in more generic terms. Findings include the
development of a step-by-step approach to integrating technology,
the examination of the dual character of artificial intelligence as
both an object and an instrument of judicial education, and
implementation principles addressing matters of confidentiality,
judicial independence, and the digital divide. These findings are of
direct practical relevance to judicial training institutions.
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Introduction

The education of the judiciary occupies a significant position within the field
of professional learning. It is aimed at highly qualified adults holding high degrees
of public authority, whose time is severely constrained and whose professional
culture attaches paramount importance to autonomy, legal reasoning and doctri-
nal precision. Judicial training institutions have accordingly internalised the prop-
osition that judges, as adult professional learners, do not learn in the same man-
ner as students. The approach to learning for these professionals requires rele-
vance, immediacy of application and due regard for professional experience
(Knowles, Holton and Swanson, 2015). At the same time, the implementation of
electronic case management, remote hearings, digital evidence, and the increased
use of artificial intelligence (Al) tools in court administration and legal research
are rapidly reshaping the judiciary’s professional environment (UNESCO, 2025).

These two developments raise a single methodological question: how should
modern technologies be applied within the system of judges’ continuous training
to reinforce, rather than hinder, the adult learning principles on which contem-
porary judicial education rests? The question is by no means rhetorical. Based on
findings from European surveys of judicial training institutions, the adoption of
technological tools is increasing rapidly, yet their distribution remains uneven.
The majority of institutions already utilise online learning platforms, produce
interactive digital content, and deploy online assessment tools. The shift towards
digital infrastructure has been accelerated by the COVID-19 pandemic, forcing
many judicial academies to transition from residential seminars into distance and
blended formats within an exceptionally short timeframe (EJTN, 2020). However,
despite these developments, the methodological guidance continues to lag behind
the infrastructure (EJTN, 2026).

The present article addresses the aforementioned question across three cate-
gories of work. The first is the European and international normative-method-
ological framework of judicial training, set out in the handbooks and guidelines
of the European Judicial Training Network concerning training methodology, dis-
tance learning and evaluation (EJTN, 2016; 2017; 2020). The second category in-
cludes the foundational literature on adult learning, namely, andragogy, experi-
ential learning, and transformative learning (Knowles, 1980; Kolb, 1984; Mezirow,
1991). The third is the peer-reviewed literature on technology-enhanced education,
with a primary focus on research conducted at Harvard University on case-meth-
od teaching, peer instruction, immersive learning, and adult development (Crouch
and Mazur, 2001, pp. 970-977; Dede, 2009, pp. 66-69; Kegan and Lahey, 2009;
Nohria, 2021). The central thesis advanced in this paper is that technology in
judicial training is not an end in itself but a tool to amplify methodology. Each
technological instrument must be tied to a specific stage of the judges’ training
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cycle and justified by the adult learning principle which it aims to serve.

Theoretical Basis

The approach to the research under review is therefore based on the analysis
and synthesis of three groups of sources, namely normative-methodological lit-
erature on judicial education, basic scientific literature on adult learning, and
peer-reviewed scientific literature on technology-supported education. Each group
of technologies will be analysed relative to the stages of the judicial education
process and the criteria of andragogy, which must, therefore, first be set out.

The prevailing approach to professional training is andragogy, which is the art
and science of facilitating adult learning. Knowles distinguished andragogy from
pedagogy on the basis of six assumptions: that adults require knowledge of the
reasons for their learning, they already bring to the process a substantial body of
experience which functions as a learning resource; they are self-directing, their
readiness to learn is directly tied to their social and professional roles; their ap-
proach to education is centred on problem solving rather than mere consumption
of the subject, and their motivation is predominantly internal (Knowles, 1980;
Merriam, 2001, pp. 3-14; Knowles, Holton and Swanson, 2015). With respect to
judges, these assumptions hold particularly true. European judicial training meth-
odology expressly requires practice-oriented teaching formats, the results of which
can be applied in the courtroom shortly after the training event, with immediacy
of application as a defining criterion of quality (EJTN, 2016).

Three distinct but interrelated theories build upon this foundation. Experien-
tial learning theory posits that learning occurs through a spiral process of concrete
experience, reflective observation, abstract conceptualization, and active experi-
mentation (Kolb, 1984), while Honey and Mumford (1992) added the idea of four
individual learner types, including activist, reflector, theorist, and pragmatist, each
of which the judicial trainer needs to satisfy within a homogenous professional
and yet heterogeneous cognitive audience.

Transformative learning theory posits that adult learning entails critical reflec-
tion on one’s own frames of reference (Mezirow, 1991; Merriam and Caffarella,
1999), which in essence is the core outcome that training in judicial ethics, bias,
or conduct is intended to induce. Finally, Harvard scholarship on adult develop-
ment warns that professional adults are frequently “immune to change”, a phe-
nomenon involving unconscious commitments that prevent new behaviour despite
conscious will (Kegan and Lahey, 2009). Content-delivery technology alone can-
not overcome these commitments, but practice and reflection technologies can.

European judicial training methodology puts these theories into practice by
adopting a cyclical approach to training management that involves identifying
learning needs, designing, delivering, and evaluating a training program (EJITN,
2016; 2017). In this approach, each of these managerial aspects remains subordinate
to the actual learning process undertaken by adult professionals. This subservience,
therefore, becomes the criterion for evaluation adopted in this article: only tech-
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nologies that enhance the learning process are included in the program. This same
approach is implicit in the broader empirical literature. For example, a study in-
volving 225 research papers indicated that active methods of learning were far
superior to conventional lecture teaching in terms of success and failure (Freeman
et al., 2014, pp. 8410-8415), and systematic evidence from problem-based learn-
ing showed that this method was associated with deep approaches to learning
(Dolmans et al., 2016, pp. 1087-1112). The issue, therefore, is not whether a certain
technology will be used; rather, it concerns whether its use will make the learn-
ing process more active, relevant and reflective.

[t must be noted that the evidence of effectiveness cited herein originates
predominantly in higher education and adjacent professional fields, and its trans-
ferability to judicial settings, although theoretically warranted, cannot be empir-
ically verified in the present inquiry. The proposed model functions as a set of
testable propositions. Future research should include empirical examinations, such
as a quasi-experimental comparison between blended learning and conventional
classroom learning for a specific continuing training program at a judicial academy,
the assessment of knowledge transfer via delayed follow-up, and the evaluation
of judges’ receptiveness to using Al-based tools in their professional education.
These studies will contribute to the understanding of the model’s boundary con-
ditions across different judicial systems.

Results: Technology Across the Stages of the Training Cycle
Digitally Supported Needs Assessment

The first stage of the cycle is identifying genuine training needs. It is governed
by the first principle of European judicial training methodology, which requires
that any training programme must be needs-oriented (EJTN, 2016). The classical
instruments utilised in this cycle, including questionnaires, interviews and focus
groups addressed to judges, court presidents, trainers and training institutions, are
each being transformed by digitalisation, supplemented by the analysis of higher-
court decisions and trainers’ reports.

Online survey tools make it possible for judicial training institutes to undertake
needs assessment on an annual, rather than biannual, basis, to do so simultaneously
in all jurisdictions and to keep an eye on their response rates, which is vital, since
poor response rates affect the validity of the data on which the programming
decisions are based. The use of branching questions enables specific questions to
be asked depending on the respondent’s role (judge vs court employee), all within
a single tool, while automated data collection and aggregation shorten the analysis
stage from months to mere days. The use of video conferencing allows interviewers
and focus groups to be held virtually from any location, eliminating transportation
costs. This becomes particularly significant in cases of geographically dispersed
judiciaries. In addition to stated needs, technology opens a second, behavioural
channel. The analytics derived from electronic case management systems and
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appellate statistics can reveal issues and knowledge gaps that judges do not
necessarily articulate, thereby complementing the analysis of higher-court
jurisprudence, in accordance with the recommended European practice (EJTN,
2016). The methodological limitation is rooted in andragogy: while digital
information can provide insight into the organisation’s needs, it does not offer
any clues about the participants’ interests. It therefore cannot be used as a
substitute for the introductory exchange in which the trainer clarifies needs and
expectations with the participants in person, a prerequisite for the adult learner’s
self-directedness (Knowles, Holton and Swanson, 2015).

Technology-Enhanced Course Design

The design phase converts the discovered needs into learning objectives, content,
methods, and media, where the objective is normally stated in reference to Bloom’s
taxonomy of the cognitive levels, from recall to evaluation (Bloom et al., 1956).

Technology reshapes design decisions in three respects. The first concerns the
blended learning approach. Learning management systems (LMS) enable designers
to distinguish between what requires face-to-face engagement and what can be
achieved through asynchronous learning experiences. The knowledge-level
objectives, such as legislation that has recently been passed, leading cases, and
procedural changes, are all included in the pre-class e-modules, video presentations,
and required readings, thereby reserving the limited face-to-face time for the
higher-level objectives, such as analysis, evaluation, and professional conduct,
which require human interaction. Research on blended learning demonstrates that,
if properly designed, such a combination can significantly transform the process
rather than merely be additive (Garrison and Kanuka, 2004, pp. 95-105). The
analysis prepared for the U.S. Department of Education found blended formats to
be, on average, albeit modestly, more effective than exclusively face-to-face
interactions (Means et al., 2010). The “flipped classroom” approach has strong
academic foundations. At Harvard, Eric Mazur developed peer instruction, a
method in which participants study the basic material before class. At the same
time, classroom time is used for conceptual questions, individual answers, peer
discussion and collective reflection. Research has strongly supported that this
method noticeably improves conceptual understanding (Crouch and Mazur, 2001,
pp. 970-977). Applied to judicial training, the same approach would mean that
judges first receive the doctrinal material in advance, for example, through a short
recorded lecture on pre-trial detention standards. The seminar itself would then
be used for practical work, for instance, an anonymous poll on a difficult
hypothetical case, discussion in pairs, and a final group debriefing.

The second concerns the design of multimedia materials. The cognitive theory
of multimedia learning provides evidence-based rules on how this must be
structured, including the combination of words and graphics, the elimination of
extraneous material, and the segmentation of content into learner-paced units
that need to be applied to every slide, video, and e-module produced by a judicial
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academy (Mayer, 2009). The third concerns the design of digital cases and
simulations. The case method, which has been refined for over a century at
Harvard, teaches judgment rather than doctrine. It teaches the capacity to make
decisions under conditions of uncertainty and incomplete information (Nohria,
2021). An effective teaching case places the participants within a realistic scenario,
presents a multitude of genuine perspectives and forces them to grapple with
constraints and difficult choices (Derek Bok Center). The interdisciplinary literature
points to similar design principles, namely relevance to the learner’s practice,
realism of the content, openness to interpretation, and a structure that forces the
participant to make a decision (Kim et al., 2006, pp. 867-876; Herreid, 2011, pp.
31-40). Methodological literature also shows that analysing detailed and ambiguous
real-life situations has particular value for developing reasoning and judgment
(Eisenhardt, 1989, pp. 532-550; Yin, 2014). Technology can enhance such designs.
Digital case files may incorporate scanned evidence, audio recordings of witness
testimony, and procedural timelines, allowing the training material to reproduce
the evidentiary complexity of a real-life case file in a way that a short written
narrative cannot.

Technology in Training Delivery

Delivery constitutes the stage at which the trainer must act simultaneously as
a provider of knowledge and as a facilitator of practice-oriented exchange among
experienced professionals (EJTN, 2016). Technology multiplies the available delivery
formats along a continuum extending from the fully residential to the fully remote.

Virtual classrooms and webinars demonstrated during the pandemic that
interactive judicial training is capable of surviving the loss of physical co-presence,
provided that the methodology is adapted rather than transplanted: abbreviated
sessions, the deliberate employment of breakout rooms to reproduce small-group
work, chat and polling functions to activate silent participants, and explicit ground
rules for the online environment (EJTN, 2020).

Simulation-based formats derive even greater benefit. Online moot courts may
be conducted by videoconference, with the allocation of roles, the exchange of
documents, and the recording of hearings, with the recording itself serving as a
feedback tool that enables participants to observe their own questioning technique
and courtroom management (Kolb, 1984). The immersive technologies stand at
the forefront of these developments. Research conducted at the Harvard Graduate
School of Education has demonstrated that immersive interfaces, namely virtual
and augmented reality, enhance the learning process through situated experience
and the adoption of multiple perspectives, enabling forms of practice that are too
rare, too costly, or too sensitive to be staged physically (Dede, 2009, pp. 66-69).
Therefore, the potential applications of digital tools in judicial education are
evident. Virtual courtroom scenarios for managing disruption or self-represented
litigants, perspective-taking exercises in which the trainee experiences a hearing
from the position of a vulnerable witness, and crisis simulations that no academy
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could ethically recreate with living participants. Gamification techniques, such as
those involving choices and time-bound decisions with instant consequences,
could be successfully employed in problem-based learning favoured by adults. On
the other hand, using these tools ensures that the participants make decisions,
commit errors and draw lessons from them without any practical ramifications.
This is consistent with the classical group dynamics theory, which regards
psychological safety as a necessary precondition for risk-taking within a learning
environment (Bion, 1961).

Digital Assessment and Evaluation

The cycle concludes with the assessment of learning and evaluation of the
training. These are two operations which must be distinguished. The assessment
gathers data concerning what the participants have learned, whereas evaluation
passes judgment upon the value of the programme on the basis of that data (Hanna
and Dettmer, 2004). Technology reinforces every element of this stage. The pre-
test, conducted via online tools, operationalises diagnostic assessment by providing
the instructor with information on trainees’ knowledge levels before the training
process begins. Response systems provide a continuous formative assessment
process, which is congruent with the fact that the more often learners are assessed,
the less test anxiety they experience and the more focused their attention becomes
on the act of learning itself (Hanna and Dettmer, 2004).

Electronic portfolios enable future judges to accumulate evidence of their skill
development through draft judgments, simulation recordings, and reflective
journals for use in self- and peer assessment procedures, both of which have been
well recognised as contributors to professional reflective practice (Boud, 1995).

Evaluation itself becomes more expansive and deeper as well. Digital reaction
questionnaires increase response rates and enable longitudinal comparisons across
training events. Learning analytics extracted from the LMS reveal whether certain
courses were completed, abandoned, or revisited, thereby incorporating behavioural
data alongside subjective satisfaction levels. Most importantly, modern technologies
enable deferred evaluation, three or six months following the actual session, and
assess the transfer of acquired skills to a real-world environment, an extent of
evaluation previously impossible due to logistical issues of the past and actively
encouraged by current European evaluation standards (EJTN, 2017). However, there
is again a methodological issue. Data devoid of action is void. The value of evaluation
lies in its ability to influence the future process of needs assessment and program
design, something only human decisions can accomplish (EITN, 2017).

Artificial Intelligence: A Dual Imperative for Judicial Training

Artificial intelligence occupies a position of particular significance as it enters
judicial education in a dual capacity: both an object and an instrument of learning.
As an object of study, artificial intelligence literacy has become a key training
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requirement. Al is increasingly present in judges’ work not only as evidential
material but also as a component of litigant pleadings, court administration, and
research; in response to this situation, substantial capacity-building efforts have
been made, including most notably the UNESCO project entitled “Judges’ Initiative,”
which has produced large-scale MOOCs on the subject of Al and the rule of law
reaching tens of thousands of judicial officials in more than 160 nations worldwide,
and guidelines on using Al systems in courts and tribunals in line with fundamental
human rights considerations (UNESCO, 2025). The very format of such an initiative,
a MOOC targeting an international judiciary, can be viewed as a showcase of
technology-based training methodology.

As an instrument, Al affords judicial academies capabilities which map directly
onto the training cycle. In needs assessment, natural language processing enables
analysis of open-ended questionnaire responses and appellate decisions on a scale
unattainable with manual coding. In design, generative tools may accelerate the
drafting of hypotheticals, distractor answers and scenario variants — invariably
subject to expert verification, since fabricated authority in a judicial training case
constitutes not a pedagogical defect but a professional hazard. In delivery, Al-
driven simulated parties may afford every trainee unlimited, patient practice in
questioning or settlement dialogue. In assessment, adaptive testing adjusts the
difficulty of items to the individual, in keeping with the andragogical premise that
adults progress at their own pace. Each application, however, introduces the very
risks that the substantive training warns against: bias in training data, opacity of
outputs, and the confidentiality of judicial information processed by third-party
systems. The methodological rule that follows is one of symmetry: a judicial
academy ought to hold its own use of Al to the same standards of transparency,
human oversight, and data protection that it teaches judges to demand of Al in
the courtroom (UNESCO, 2025).

Discussion

What significance do these results have in relation to the question posed in
the introduction, namely, the manner in which technologies ought to be applied
to reinforce rather than hinder adult learning? The stage-by-stage mapping
confirms the expectation derived from the theoretical basis: upon examination,
every documented success of educational technology in the sources reviewed
proves to be a success of andragogy delivered through technological means.
Blended designs succeed because they protect contact time for experience-based,
problem-centred interaction (Garrison and Kanuka, 2004, pp. 95-105; Means et
al., 2010); peer instruction succeeds because it renders the reasoning of participants
visible and social (Crouch and Mazur, 2001, pp. 970-977); immersive simulation
succeeds because it supplies the concrete experience with which the experiential
learning cycle commences (Kolb, 1984; Dede, 2009, pp. 66-69). The results
accordingly correspond to, rather than contradict, the established theory of adult
learning; the contribution of the present article resides in the systematic
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transposition of this correspondence into the specific institutional architecture of
judicial training.

At the same time, the judiciary is not a neutral domain for educational
technology, and four concerns underlie the results. The first concerns
confidentiality and security. Training materials constructed upon real cases,
recorded simulations of judicial reasoning and needs-assessment data relating to
individual judges are sensitive by their very nature; the platforms employed must
accordingly satisfy data-protection standards exceeding those of generic corporate
training, and guarantees of anonymity in digital questionnaires must be genuine
rather than merely declaratory. The second concerns judicial independence.
Learning analytics, which assesses the performance of individual judges in
continuous training, can easily lead to a form of judicial evaluation conducted
either by the executive branch or by higher judicial courts; the clear dividing line
set forth in the European tradition where continuous training is not typically
evaluated individually should be consciously redefined in the digital world where
anything and everything is measurable (EJTN, 2016; 2017). The third concerns the
digital divide and trainer capacity. European experience indicates that the binding
constraint is ordinarily not infrastructure but trainers’ competence, which is why
training-of-trainers programmes now routinely incorporate modules on online
facilitation and digital content creation (EJTN, 2020; 2026). The fourth concerns
the fallacy of substitution. The gravest risk lies in employing technology to perform
more cheaply what ought not to be performed at all, such as broadcasting lectures
to passive remote audiences. This format has been established as inferior (Freeman
et al., 2014, pp. 8410-8415).

Conclusion

Modern technologies do not alter the purpose of judicial training. They alter
its reach. When properly placed within the training cycle, digital instruments
transform needs assessment from periodic surveys into continuous, multi-source
information databases, permit designers to reserve in-person interactions for
complex objectives, they provide multiple avenues for the realistic, safe and
repeated practice that can be accomplished via online simulations and immersion
technologies, and they turn evaluation into a longitudinal, behavioural, and
meaningful process. Artificial intelligence further accentuates these capabilities
while also being an object of training itself.

The thread which runs through every stage is an andragogical discipline. The
judge within a training room, whether physical or virtual, remains an experienced,
self-directing and problem-centred adult, whose learning succeeds where it is
relevant, applicable and respectful of experience, and fails where it is passive,
abstract and imposed. Technology amplifies whichever methodology it is given.
When applied to the lecture method, technology delivers an extended lecture;
when applied to the participant-centred methodology that has emerged as a result
of more than six decades of adult education research and the modern system of
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judicial training programs based on this method, technology yields a judiciary with
the capacity to learn at the same speed as its environment evolves. Thus, the
challenge for the courts’ training centres lies not in using technology but in
integrating it into their methods, which ultimately amounts to training trainers
to handle the new tool within an old methodology.
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Jdbpoht tpint mwuuwdjwlubiph pupwgpnid nuunwynputinh pwpniuwyu-
Yuit Jpwywnpwunndp Ypty b hwytiguljupgquyhte (wwpunhgdwyht) gin-
infunipynit’ nuuwjunuwtunpnt dnintignidhg wugnd juwnmwpbyng dwu-
twhgwytunpnu dbdwhwuwlutph niunigdwup: Unyu hnnpuép niuniduw-
uhpnud B, pl huswybtiu Jupnn Gu dudwuwuihg mbfuuninghwutipp, dwuuw-
Ynpuytin’ niunigdwt junwdwpdwu hwdwluwpgbtpp, nbuwnudtipwuuubpn,
unijnhdtinhwuu pnjuunwynipiniup, uhuniyjughwutipp, hdtipuhy dhow-
Juwyptipp b wphtunwluwu pwuwwunipyniup, hunbtgpdt] nuwumwynpubph
swpnitwjujuu Jhpuywnmpuwundwy dbpnpupwunipjut b’ wnwig wun-
pugnghljuyh uljqpniuputipp fuwfuntne:

Jtpnionipiniup mbtuwljwu punype ntuh bW hhdujws L nuwnwynputiph yb-
puyuwwmpuwundwu typnyuljuu b dhowqquyht unpdunmhyudbpnnuljuu
snowtwlh, dkdwhwuwlutinh ntuntgdwu hhduwpup wnbunipiniuutinh, husytu
twl Yppuuu wmbtjuuninghwutiph ytpwpbtpw) gpujunuynn ghnwlwu ht-
wnwgnuinipyniuutph Ypw, ttpunyw)’ Lupjupnh hwdwjuwpwinid hpuju-
twgywé niuntduwuhpnipjniuubpnp:

Znnjwsh ghnwluu unpnypp Juywumd E nunwynputinh Jipuwum-
pwuwndw ghyh snpu thnytiph® yuphputiph guwhwndwt, twluwgodwi, hpuw-
Juuwgdwu b guwhwwndwy, htn Juwyjws Ynuyptin mbjuuninghwuwu gnp-
ohputiph hwdwuwpgwé pupmbtqugpdwiy, husybu twl npwug punpnipyuu
swhwuhputiph' dbibwhwuwyutiph niunigdwu ulqpniuputiphg plubigdw e
h mwpptipnipniu wnjw gpuuunipjwu, npntin nuuwynpubiph Yppnipjuu
ninpunid Ejyunpnuwyht niunignidp puuwpyynid B wnwyby punhwunip duny:

Chnmwgnunipyuu wpryniupubtipp abpunnid Gu wtijuuninghwutiph huntigp-
dwiu thnijuihtu dninbtigdwu dpwnudp, wphbtunmwljuu puuwuunipjuu tplju-
Uh punyph niuntdbwuhpnipniup’ npybiu puuwynpubtph Yppnipywt U wnwp-
Juw, U gnpohp, husybu twl atipnpdwt wyayhuh uyqpniuputiph putwpynidp,
npnup YbEpwptipnd Gu qununuhnipyuup, nuunujut wujuunpyuup b pyu-
1ht wuhwjwuwpnipywun: Unwgyus wpryniuputint wudhowjuu gnpsuwluu
Wwuwlnipjniu niutit nuunwynputiph yhpuwuwnmpwunnid hpuwljuwuwgunn
hwunmwwnnipyniuutiph hwdwp:

Chduwpwntip. nunwynputiph JEpuyunpuunmnid, wunpugnghu, Yppu-
Juu wmbkfuuninghwutp, LEjunpnuuht nunignid, fuwnep nuunignid, wphbiunwljuu
pwuwuuntpiniu, yipuwyuwwnpuwundwu ghy), nuunwuu Yppnipiniu:
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MPUMEHEHUE COBPEMEHHBIX TEXHOJIOTUH B METO0/10rMH
HEINPEPBIBHOI'O OBYYEHUA CYIEH

3a nocrnegHue ABa AeCATWIETHs] CUCTeMa HelpepbIBHOrO o6ydyeHus cyjed npe-
Tepriesla MapagUrMalibHbIA CABWT, Tepeifs OT JIeKLMOHHO-OPUeHTHPOBAaHHOTO
MOJX0/1a K OPUEHTHPOBAHHOMY Ha YYaCTHHMKOB OOYYEeHMIO B3pOCIbIX. HacTosas
CTaThsl MCCIIEAYET, KaKUM 00pa3oM COBpeMEHHble TEXHOJIOTHH, B YaCTHOCTH CH-
cTeMbl yrpasieHust ooyuenueM (Learning Management Systems, LMS), BugeokoH-
pepeHLCBA3b, MYIbTUMEIUMHbBIA KOHTEHT, CUMYIISLMN, UMMEpPCHBHBIE Cpefbl U
HMCKYCCTBEHHBIN UHTEIIEKT, MOTYT ObITh MHTETPUPOBAHBI B METOO/IOTHIO HeTIpe-
PBIBHOTO 00Yy4YeHHs Cymei 6e3 HapylleHHUs! IPUHIMIIOB aHIParorukH.

AHany3 HOCHUT TEOPEeTHYECKHH XapaKTep U OCHOBBIBAETCSl Ha eBPONEHCKON 1
MEKIYHAapOOHOW HOPMATHBHO-METOMOIIOTMYECKOH 6a3e TOATOTOBKH CyHeH,
pyHIaMeHTarTbHBbIX WCCIIeIOBaHNUSAX B 0071aCcTH 06y4YeHMs B3POCTIbIX, a TaKXkKe Ha
PelieH3UpyeMbIX Hay4YHBIX HCCITeOBaHUSX B cpepe o6pa3oBaTeNNbHBIX TEXHOIOIHH,
BKJTIOYasl UCCIIEJ0BaHUsl, IPOBEAEHHbIE B [apBapACKOM YHUBEPCHTETE.

HayyHasi HOBH3Ha CTaTbM 3aK/IIOYaeTCsl B CHCTEMAaTHYECKOM COIMOCTaBIEeHUU
KOHKPETHBIX TEeXHOJIOTHYECKHX HHCTPYMEHTOB C 4YeTbIpbMs STallaMH LMK/
00y4YeHHst cyfiell — OLIeHKOH NMOoTpeGHOCTeN, MPOeKTHPOBAHUEM, peartu3ale 1
OLICHKON pe3y/IbTaTOB, a TaK:Ke B BBIBEAEHHU KpUTEepHeB MX OoTOOpa Ha OCHOBE
MPUHLIMIIOB 06y4YeHUs B3POCTIbIX, B OTIIMYKE OT CYILIECTBYIOIIeH TUTepaTyphl, Tae
9NIeKTpoHHOe obydeHue B cdepe cyme6HOro o6pa3oBaHHsS pacCMaTPUBAETCS B
6oriee 0O0LIEM BUIIE.

PesynbTaThl MCCrefoBaHUsl BKIIIOYAIOT pa3pabOTKy MO3TAMHOIO IOAXO0Aa K
MHTerpaLyy TeXHOIOTHH, aHa/IU3 JBOMCTBEHHOM PO/TM UCKYCCTBEHHOTO MHTEIIIeKTa
KaK OHOBpPEMEHHO OO0'beKTa M HMHCTPyMEHTa CyAeO6HOro oOpa3oBaHHs, a TaKKe
paccMoTpeHre MPUHLMIIOB BHEPEHMUS], KaCaloLUXCsl BOIIPOCOB KOH(PUAEHLIMATTbHOCTH,
HE3aBUCUMOCTHU CyAe6HONM BIIaCTM U LUQPOBOro HepaBeHCTBa. [lomyyeHHble
pe3ysbTaThl UIMEIOT HEeMOCPeACTBeHHOe MTPAaKTUYeCKoe 3HauYeHUe [ yUpeKoeHNH,
OCYIIECTB/ISIOMMX MOATOTOBKY M HEINpepbIBHOE 00y4YeHne Cymew.

KnioueBble ciioBa: TOJrOTOBKAa Cy[eH, aHAparordka, o6Gpa3oBaTerbHbIe
TEXHOJIOTMH, SJIEKTPOHHOE OOy4eHHe, CMelllaHHOe OO0y4deHHe, HMCKYCCTBEHHbIN
MHTEJUIEKT, LUK 06y4yeHus1, cyae6Hoe oOpa3oBaHUe.

Znnuwsp fudpwgpnipiniu B ubipuyugyty” 2026p. thtpjuph 27-ht:
ZnnJwop hwaudly  gpujunudwt’ 2026p. wyphih 3-hi:

ZnnJwst punniudty B nygugpnipyuu’ 2026, wwyyphih 29-htu:
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