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The article is devoted to the topical problem of
distance learning at higher education establish-
ments. Based on the analysis of scientific and
pedagogical literature, the approaches of sci-
entists to the concepts of “distance education”,
“distance learning”, ‘“educational interaction”
are highlighted. The definition of the concept
“intensification of educational interaction in the
distance learning format” is given. It has been
found out that cyclical, dialogical, constructive
interaction aimed at joint productive activity of its
participants causes intensification of educational
interaction in higher education establishments.
The basic principles of the organization of edu-
cational interaction are covered.: the principle of
dialogical interaction, the principle of problema-
tization of the content of training, the principle
of student-centeredness. Features of the orga-
nization of educational interaction in distance
learning format are characterized. It has been
determined that the complexity of the organiza-
tion of educational interaction in distance educa-
tion lies in creating a special communicative field
of the educational process; the effectiveness of
the communicative field depends on the ways of
combining its parameters: the number of partici-
pants in the interaction and the distance between
them; density of information exchange; technical
means. The basic principles of intensification
of educational interaction in higher education
establishments are given: motivation for interac-
tion between student and teacher, student and
student(s); mutual exchange and cooperation
between the agents of interaction; interactive
learning technologies; prompt feedback; the time
required to complete the task; informing students
about learning outcomes; use of various teaching
methods and tools, technical means. Three types
of interaction in distance learning format are con-
sidered: “student — content”, “student — teacher”,
‘student — student(s)”. Methods of intensification
of educational interaction in distance education
are given, the expediency of their application is
Substantiated.
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establishment, educational interaction, didactic
interaction, intensification of educational interac-
tion in distance learning format.

Cmammio MpucBsiHeHo akmyasibHil rpob/emi
iHmeHcudbikayii nedazoaiyHoi 83aeMo0ii y ¢hop-

Mami oucmaHyiliHo2o HasyaHHsi 8 3aksiadax
BUWOI ocsimu. Ha ocHosi aHasisy HayKoBo-
nedazoaiyHoi  slimepamypu  BUCBIM/IEHO Mi0-
X00U Haykosyig 00 MOHAMb «OucmaHyitiHa
ocsima», «ducmaHyjliHe Has4aHHs», «neda-
202iyHa  B3aeMOOis». HadaHO BU3HAYEHHs!
MOHSIMMS «iHMeHcubikayiss nedacoaidHoi B3a-
€MOOii 8 yMoBax OUCMAHUIUHO20 HaBYaHHSI».
3'cosaHO, WO YuK/iYHa, OiasiogiyHa, KOH-
CmpykmusHa 83aemM00is, Wo CrpsiMoBaHa Ha
CriifibHy NPOOYKMUBHY Oisi/IbHICMb ii y4aCHUKIB,
3YMOB/IIOE IHMEHcUpikayito nedacoaiyHoi s3a-
emodii 8 3aKknadax sUWOI ocsimu. BucsimieHo
OCHOBHI MPUHYUNU opeaHizayii nedazoaiyHoi
B3aeMo0ii:  npuHyun diasoeisayii, IpUHYUN
npobaemamusayii  3Micmy Has4YaHHsl, MPUH-
yun cmydeHmoyeHmposaHocmi. Oxapakme-
pusoBaHo 0cobusocmi  opeaHisayii nedazo-
2iuHOI  B3aemodii 8 ymosax oucmaHyiliHo2o
Has4aHHsI. 3'iC0BaHO, WO CKAaoHicmb opaa-
Hisayii nedaeoeivHoi B3aeMOOii 8 Aucmanyjil-
Hill ocsimi nonsizae y cMBOPEHHIi 0c06/1UB020
KOMYHiKamuBHO20 Mo/ 0CBIMHLO20 MPoyecy;
ehekmuBHICMb KOMYHIKamUBHO20 10/151 3a/1e-
)Xumb Bi0 €rnocobig MoedHaHHs1 020 napa-
mempis, SIK-om: Ki/lbKicmb y4acHUKIB B83a-
€MOOii ma siocmaHb MDK HUMU, WiAIbHICMb
B3aEMOOOMIHY iHGhopMayiero, MexHi4Hi 3aco6u.
HasedeHO OCHOBHI MpuHYUMU HMeHcudika-
yiti medaezoeiyHoi 83aeModii 8 3aknadax sUWOI
ocsimu: ymomusosaHicmb 00 B3aEMODii MK
cmyodeHmMoM | Buks1adayem, cmyoeHmoM ma
cmydeHmom(amu); B3aEMOOBMIH | crigrpayro
MK cy6’ekmamu  B3aeMOOI;  iIHMepakmusHI
mexHo/102ii Hag4yaHHsI; ornepamusHull 380pom-
Hull 38’A30K; 4ac, HeOOXiOHUl 0711 BUKOHaHHSI
3aB0aHHs1; iHGhopMyBaHHSI cmydeHmI8 Wo00
pesy/ibmamis HasyaHHsI;, BUKOPUCMAHHS pi3-
HUX Memodis ma 3acobi8 Hag4aHHs, MEXHIYHUX
30Kkpema. Po3a/1iHymo mpu murnu 83aemooi
B8 ymoBax OucCmaHyiliHo20 Has4yaHHsI: «Ccmy-
0eHM — KOHMEHM», «CMYyOeHm — BUK/1a0a4»,
«cmydeHm —cmyoeHm(u)». HasedeHo Memodu
iHmeHcudbikayii nedazoeiyHoi B3aeMo0ii 8 ouc-
manyjitiHiti ocsimi, 06rpyHmMosaHo Aoyi/ibHiCMb
IX 3acmocyBaHHs.

KniouoBi cnosa: oucmaHyiliHe HasyaHHs,
Buwjuli Has4Ya/IbHUL 3ak/ad, nedazoaiyHa B3ae-
MOodisi, dudakmuyHa 83aeMo0isi, iHmeHcudbikayis
redaeoaiyHoi B3aeMOOii 8 ymMosax ducmaHyill-
HO20 Hag4aHHsI.

Introduction. The COVID-19 pandemic has forced
most of the world’s educational systems to switch to
a distance learning format (hereinafter-DL). Since
March 2020, many countries, including Ukraine, have
been a subject to severe isolation measures associ-
ated with nationwide lockdowns. Despite the fact that
higher educational institutions (hereinafter — HEISs)
have significant theoretical and practical experience
in implementing distance learning, adaptation to
changing requirements in the short term has become
a challenge for HEIs, which should ensure the con-
tinuity of educational services and their quality. The
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quality of DL depends on various factors, including
the availability and technical equipment of DL learn-
ing platforms, quality of the Internet-communication,
access to distance learning technologies, interaction
of students and teachers, etc.

The interaction between the participants of the edu-
cational process that determines satisfaction as well
as a positive attitude to learning and, consequently,
higher learning outcomes has become a crucial fac-
tor for the effectiveness of DL. Meanwhile, the rapid
transformation of educational activities has led to the
“copying” of traditional organizational forms of learning
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and assessment methods in the format of DL resulted
in a lack of interaction, educational one in particu-
lar, between participants of the educational process.

Analysis of recent research and publica-
tions. Theoretical and practical aspects of distance
learning were considered in the works of both for-
eign and domestic scientists: O. Andreev, V. Bykov,
V. Kukharenko, E. Polat, O. Rybalko and others. The
issues of using the innovative computer technologies
in were studied by I. Bogdanova, T. Koval, S. Kony-
ushenko, M. Zhaldak and others.

The conducted theoretical analysis also showed
that the problem of interaction was investigated
by domestic and foreign scientists in the following
fields of research: philosophical and cultural aspect
(O. Jesuitov, S. Karepova, M. Kagan, G. Bush and
others); various aspects of educational interaction
(O. Bodalov, V. Kan-Kalyk, O. Leontiev, I. Zimnya,
Y. Babanskyi, V. Slastyonin, O. Gonchar and others).
However, it should be noted that the intensification of
the educational interaction in the educational process
at HEIs as a pedagogical problem has not yet been
examined with the in-depth analysis.

The aim of the article is to reveal the essence
of the concept “intensification of educational interac-
tion in higher educational institutions in the distance
learning format”, to characterize the features of edu-
cational interaction in the DL format, to determine the
basic principles of educational interaction intensifica-
tion in the DL format.

Methods: analysis, comparison, generalization
and systematization of scientific and theoretical prin-
ciples, synthesis.

Literature review and discussions. The con-
cept of distance learning has different interpreta-
tions as a scientific and educational problem due to
the different level of research of distance education
(hereinafter — DE). Based on the review and qualita-
tive analysis of the scientific and educational litera-
ture, scientists O. Zawacki-Ritzgter, E. Batsker and
S. Vogt identified three meta-levels that highlight the
current research fields and underpin the understand-
ing of the concept “distance learning” by scholars:
1) macro level: systems and theories DE (access to
DE, equality in access to DE, ethical issues, globali-
zation of education and cross-cultural issues, sys-
tems and institutions of DE, theories and models of
DE, research methods in DE and knowledge trans-
fer); 2) meso-level: management of DE, organiza-
tion and technologies of DE (economic issues, DE
efficiency, educational technologies, innovations,
technical support services for those who study in
the DE format, quality assurance of DE); 3) micro
level: teaching and learning in distance education
(DE system design, interaction and communication
in DE, characteristics of participants) [1].

In our research, we focus on the micro level of
research and consider DL as a form of DE, which

has the following characteristics: is an electronic
form of organized educational process (V. Bykov,
O. Fedorova); adapts traditional forms of classes and
paper teaching aids to telecommunication, which
determines the use of information and communica-
tion technologies (A. Rybalko, V. Kukharenko); has
specific tools, modes, teaching methods (E. Polat,
A. Petrov); based on the principles of personal-
ized learning (V. Yarovenko); provides interactive
educational interaction of students and teachers
without direct contact of participants of interaction
(M. Moore); provides comprehensive support for
purposeful and controlled intensive independent
work of the listener (O. Pavlenko).

In this paper we rely on the concept of “distance
learning”, which is defined in the regulations of the
Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine as
an individualized process of acquiring knowledge,
skills, abilities and methods of human cognitive activ-
ity, which occurs mainly through indirect interaction
process in a specialized environment that operates
on the basis of combination of modern technologies
(psychological-educational technologies as well as
information and communication ones) [2].

The concept of “interaction” in the electronic envi-
ronment, in DL in particular, scientists characterize
as electronic communication (S. Nilova); computer
communication or communication mediated by a
computer (N. Volkova, O. Arestova); Internet commu-
nication (L. Khalyapin); computer-supported collabo-
ration (O. Arestova); a human-computer interaction
(N. Volkova).

It should be noted that in our work among the
main types of communication via a computer, we
define: the agent-object interaction, i.e. human-com-
puter interaction; the agent-agent interaction, i.e. the
interaction between the agents of the educational
process carried out via a computer (computer-me-
diated interaction). In our study, we investigate the
agent-agent interaction.

Educational interaction is interpreted by scien-
tists as: educational communication (O. Bodalov,
V. Kan-Kalyk and others) or communication as a
mechanism of educational interaction (T. Yatsenko);
a special kind of educational activity (K. Rogers and
others); essential characteristics of the educational
process (V. Slastyonin); a set of educational situ-
ations (I. Zyazyun, I. Krivonos, N. Tarasevich and
others); way of organizing the educational process
(Yu. Babanskyi); mutual activity and mutual influence
of educational process participants (S. Smirnov,
E. Shiyanov and others) [3].

In this work we define the intensification of
educational interaction in the conditions of DL as
an increase in the number of indirect situations of
educational interaction aimed at solving problems
of the educational process to enhance student lear-
ning outcomes.
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Scientists A. Chickering and Z. Gamson outlined
the principles of providing quality educational ser-
vices by HEIs, which determine the intensification of
educational interaction in the educational process,
namely: encouraging interaction between student and
teacher, student and student (s); mutual exchange
and cooperation between the agents of interaction;
interactive learning technologies; prompt feedback;
the time required to complete the task; timely inform-
ing students about learning outcomes; the use of
various teaching methods and techniques as well as
ones supported with technical means in particular [4].

Significant qualitative parameters of educational
interaction in the DL format affecting the quantitative
characteristics of the mentioned phenomenon are
the following: the physical presence of participants
(agents of interaction); mutual activity and mutual
influence of interaction participants; purposeful com-
municative activity of participants mediated by a com-
puter with the Internet access stipulating the use of
information and communication technologies; joint
work of educational process participants.

According to the principle of dichotomy and the
criterion of «degree of activity», scholars distribute
the following models of interpersonal interaction:
mono-agent (linear) models of interaction and poly-
agent (cyclic) personality-oriented model of interac-
tion. Linear models of interaction commonly lead to
socio-psychological alienation of its participants as
they are destructive and conflicting ones by nature.
The agent-agent model of interaction is a construc-
tive and interactive one characterized by each partici-
pant’s purposeful influence on the other participant to
satisfy his/her interests.

The modes of work characteristic to DL, in which
the educational interaction of the subjects of the edu-
cational process is realized, differ in the level of inter-
activity and the level of intensification of educational
interaction. To examplife:

—synchronous mode takes place in real time using
audio, video conferencing, such as Zoom, Microsoft
Teams, Google Meet, Skype, etc. (online classes,
lectures, seminars, etc.), when all participants of
the educational process are simultaneously present
in the web-based environment. This mode helps to
increase the level of intensification of educational
interaction as this type of interaction is characterized
by intermediate feedback;

— asynchronous mode carried out with a delay in
time via interactive educational platforms, such as
Moodle, Google Classroom, or other means e-mail,
forums, social networks, etc. The educational pro-
cess is delivered according to a schedule convenient
for teachers and students. Intensification of educa-
tional interaction is caused by timely messages, com-
ments of interaction participants concerning the exe-
cuted task, presentation and delivery of educational
material, etc.
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The agent-agent interaction, educational in par-
ticular, some scholars interpret as the communication
process of exchanging semantic information, i.e. the
transmission of symbols. Communicative activity con-
sists of communicative actions, “consciously aimed at
their semantic perception”. The basis of communica-
tion is the interaction of people or interpersonal com-
munication. The structure of communication includes:
1) at least two participants, endowed with conscious-
ness, who are able to use the norms of a particular
semiotic system (especially the language semiotic
system); 2) the situation in which communication takes
place and which the participants attempting to under-
stand and comprehend; 3) texts, the linguistic means
of which aimed at conveying the meaning of the situ-
ation; 4) motives and goals motivating the interation
agents to communicate; 5) the direct process of trans-
mission and perception of text messages in material
form [5, p. 497]. The meaning of a verbal message
is transmitted according to the scheme: recipient -
message - encoding - channel - destination -
decoding. The act of transmitting information from
one person to another occurs in a communicative
situation, which includes the communicator, his/her
message, the recipient to whom it is addressed, the
communication field, barriers and feedback. The pro-
cess of encoding, transmitting and decoding the mes-
sage takes place in the communicative field and is
characterized by intensity. The communicative field in
DE format is influenced by external conditions (avail-
ability and access to various e-learning materials,
access to the Internet, the distance between partic-
ipants, etc.), social norms (different from traditional
education, design and delivery of practical classes,
seminars, etc., assessment, and feedback communi-
cation, etc.), communication scripts (communicative
situations of educational interaction mediated via a
computer and means of information and communica-
tion technologies; therefore, educational interactions
are significantly enriched with the didactic capabilities
of all models of DL).

The complexity of the educational interaction
organization in the educational process communica-
tive field in the DL format depends on the ways of
combining its parameters. The parameters of the com-
municative field model defined by O. Pinchuk include:
the number of participants in the interaction and the
distance between them: near (up to 8 people) and far
(more than 8 people); density of mutual exchange of
information — deep (use of all information resources
available to participants of educational interaction)
and superficial (partial or insufficient use of informa-
tion resources); technical means (computer, tablet,
etc.) direct (without the use of technical means) and
indirect (with the support of technical means) [6].

Asynchronous DL is characterized by a near, super-
ficial or deep, indirect model of the communicative
field using interactive educational platforms (Moodle,
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Google Classroom, etc.). Far, deep, indirect model
is typical for distance learning synchronous mode,
which is widely used audio or video conferencing,
such as Zoom, Microsoft Teams, Google Meet, Skype.

According to its structure, educational interaction
corresponds to the structure of joint activities and
consists of a preparatory stage (planning, modeling
and organization of future activities), stage of man-
agement or co-management of students’ learning
activities through the creation of appropriate educa-
tional conditions, stage of evaluating the results of
educational interaction.

Among the basic principles of educational interac-
tion, scholars identify the following ones [7]:

— the principle of dialogization, i.e. for effective
dialogic educational interaction the type of polyagent
interaction is relevant characterized by equality of
its participants, their readiness for cooperation and
co-creation, coherence, productivity and effective-
ness of cooperation, etc.;

— the principle of problematization of the content
of education, which contributes to the acquisition of
experience in heuristic and creative activities, the
ability to make decisions, to form the participants’ own
style of activity, as well as development of personal
qualities. In the DL format, this principle can be imple-
mented through the creation of virtual communities,
such as “Community of Inquiry”, the use of thematic
forums, chats and some more teaching methods;

— the principle of student-centeredness includes
personalization and individualization of learning.
Individualization of education in the DL format pro-
vides a flexible learning schedule due to its inter-
active nature supported with the use of information
and communication technologies allowing the use of
various technologies and teaching methods, such as
“Flipped classroom” technology, gamification tech-
nology, “Peer teaching” technology, creating virtual
communities, such as Community of Inquiry, using
forums, chats, etc.

Personalization of education, in contrast to indi-
vidualization, involves the creation of conditions for
determining each student’s own educational trajec-
tory and is based on personality-oriented learning
which changes the role of the teacher. The teacher
is an assistant, facilitator of the student personality
development. Due to this factor, the nature of the edu-
cational situation management changes — there is a
gradual transition from management through co-man-
agement to self-management, the switch from the
authoritarian character of interaction to democratic
one. It changes the student’s attitude to the acqui-
sition of competencies from the reproductive acqui-
sition of knowledge to a productive creative process
initiated by the student in the process of joint activities
and various forms of interaction. For example, stu-
dents are invited to take a “Kahoot” quiz based on the
study material, share additional information on the

forum, comment, supplement and evaluate other stu-
dents’ messages (“Peer evaluation” technology), etc.

In M. Moore’s work on interaction, three types of
interaction have been identified: student-content, stu-
dent-teacher, student-student(s) [8].

Student-content interaction. Scientists L. Velytch-
enko, O. Pinchuk define this type of interaction as a
“didactic interaction”. This type in essence is an inter-
active process of the system of educational tasks as
well as the interaction between the student and the
content of the discipline or the object of study [6].
The presentation of the content of the discipline and
the formulation of educational tasks by the teacher
are the determining conditions for the acquisition of
knowledge, acquisition of skills and abilities by the
student. This type of interaction should be aimed at
internalization, i.e. the gradual formation of external
activities into internal, consisting of three subsystems:
subsystems of conditions ensuring the construction of
a given action; subsystems of conditions supporting
the acquisition of this action of the intended proper-
ties, qualities; subsystems of conditions of assimila-
tion of an external action as a mental one. The inten-
sification of student-content interaction depends on
the nature of modeling of this educational interaction
type by the teacher, as it can refer to information-ori-
ented (or contemplative-reproductive) and interactive
(or transformative-productive) interaction and affects
learning outcomes.

The student-teacher interaction is focused on the
dialogue between students and the teacher. It should
be kept in mind that the task of a teacher in DL is
to design a communicative field, which involves the
design of educational activities (content, operational
and motivational activities), the design of educational
influences and educational interaction organization
mediated by a computer. The teacher should take
into consideration the requirements to the dialogue,
in particular the basic psychological requirements to
maintain the appropriate level of students’ motivation,
taking into account the age and students’ individ-
ual characteristics, as well as motives for using the
Internet, the role of which increased significantly due
to the COVID-19 pandemia, when HEIs were forced
to switch to the DL format.

The main motives for using the Internet include:
business purposes, cognitive motives, communica-
tion; cooperation, self-affirmation, affiliation or group
membership; self-realization, recreation and games.
The predominant motives for using the Internet for
students of HEIs are cognitive motive, communica-
tion, affiliation.

According to M. Moore, the purpose of the stu-
dent — teacher interaction is to intensify educational
and cognitive activities by forming an indicative basis
of activity, as well as positive students’ motivation
and self-motivation to study the discipline. N. Talizina
notes that learners often underestimate the orienta-
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tion stage and “overjump” to the executive one, but
at the initial, orientation stage, the students become
aware of the purpose, plan and means of action and
learn the scheme, algorithm of action, which is a sys-
tem of guidelines and instructions for performing vari-
ous actions [9]. To intensify the educational student —
teacher interaction teachers make presentations of
the discipline, explains the discipline goals and objec-
tives, outline the content, competencies, learning out-
comes, diagnostic tools and the like. Teachers also
provide counseling, and / or monitor and correct, if
necessary, student learning activities. As N. Talizina
states, operational control provides feedback and
contains information on the compliance of a given
educational activity independently performed by
the participant of educational activity in an external
form (for example, using models, diagrams, formu-
las, samples for simulation, drawings, etc.); monitor
the correctness of activities, etc. Learning outcomes
should be presented in the form of external language
(oral or written). This provides a significant increase
in the degree of generalization of action by replacing
specific objects with their verbal description. Assimi-
lation of educational activities is accompanied by an
“internal didactic conversation”, when learners tell to
themselves the algorithm of the activity performance
to be mastered. This type of interaction is charac-
terized by intense feedback between the interaction
participants. In DL, the interaction of students and
teachers can be synchronous, mediated by video
conferences, chats or asynchronous through corre-
spondence, e-mail, and discussion boards.
Student-student interaction(s) take place in the
teacher’s physical presence in real time or at the
specified time and have the following modes of edu-
cational activities organization — frontal mode (com-
munication between one participant and the group),
group mode (communication between two, three or
more agents within the group among its members
or with the teacher), pair mode (communication
between two participants). According to the level of
interpersonal relations formation, such educational
interaction can be characterized as rivalry or coop-
eration. G. Siemens notes that the student — student
(s)interaction in DL format can be considered as a
four-stage continuum: 1. Communication: discussion
of the problem and ways to solve it; 2. Collabora-
tion: exchange of ideas, information, resources, etc.;
3. Cooperation: each participant performs his part of
the work and pursues his goal; 4. Community: com-
bining the results of each work to achieve a common
goal [10]. An example of a student-student interaction
is the “Community of Inquiry” method. Therefore, for
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the intensification of the student — student interaction
at HEIs cooperation between the participants of the
interaction is one of the crucial factors.

Conclusions. For the intensification of educa-
tional interaction in the DL format is accompanied with
a cyclical, dialogical, constructive interaction aimed at
joint productive activities of its participants. The com-
plexity of the of educational interaction organization
at HEIs is explained through a special communicative
field of the educational process, the effectiveness of
which depends on combination of its parameters.

Further prospects in this direction are to substan-
tiate the educational conditions for the intensification
of educational interactions at HEIs in the context of
distance learning.
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