l@ Russian Language Studies 2019 Tom 17 Ned 428—444
. http://journals.rudn.ru/
Pycuctuka russian-language-studies

METOAHURA IIPEIIOJABAHUA PYCCROI'O
A3BIKA KAR POJHOI'O M THOCTPAHHOTI'O

METHODS OF TEACHING RUSSIAN
AS A NATIVE AND FOREIGN LANGUAGE

DOI10.22363/2618-8163-2019-17-4-428-444
VK 372.881.161.1

HayuyHas ctaTtbs

PeueBoe noBeaeHne pycCKOA3bl4YHbIX LUKOJIbLHUKOB J1aTBUM
B TEKCTaX-pPacCyXAeHNax

MLA. I'Bpuauna
JlarBuiickuit YHUBEpCUTET
Jlameus, LV-1083, Puea, 7 aunus 6 Hmaume, 1

Research article

Speech behaviour of Latvian Russian-speaking
schoolchildren in argumentative texts

Margarita A. Gavrilina

Latvian University
1, Imantas 7 liniya, Riga, LV-1083, Latvia

IMpuBeneH aHaau3 Tpo6IeM 1 UX TIPUYMH B MTUCbMEHHOM PeUr PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIX IEBIATUKIACCHU -
KoB JIaTBUM MpY CO3TaHUN UMU TEKCTOB-PACCYXKASHUI. AKTYaIbHOCTh UCCIIeNOBaHMsI 00YCIOBIEHA
0COOEHHOCTSIMU CTAHOBJICHUSI SI3bIKOBOM JIMYHOCTH IIKOJbHUKA B TMACTIOPE B CUTYallMM OVJIMHT-
BaJIbHOTO 00pa3oBaHusl. B KauecTBe KpUTEpUEeB KOHTEHT-aHAIM3a TEKCTOB YYeHUKOB TIPUHSITHI: CTe-
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TEeHb CAMOCTOSITEIBHOCTH PaCCyXACHHUS; KaUeCTBO MPUBENEHHBIX apTYMEHTOB; CTeIeHb Pa3BEPHY-
TOCTU apTYMEHTOB U UCIIOIb30BaHNE Pa3HbIX TUIIOB apIYMEHTOB; BHIPa3UTEIbHOCTh PEUU U CJIENO0-
BaHUE SI3bIKOBBIM HOpMaM. CresaHbl BIBOAbBI: COUMHEHMSI OOJIBIIMHCTBA YUEHUKOB YaCTUYHO
COOTBETCTBYIOT TEKCTaM-PACCYXKICHUSIM; B HUX OTCYTCTBYIOT MHTEPTEKCTYaIbHbBIE BKIIOUEHMUS; B pe-
YeBOM MOBEIEHUY yJalIuXcs Mpeod1afatoT SKCIUIUIIUTHAS S-KOMMYHMKAIIUS, TIparMaTUyHOe, «Cy-
X0€» UBJIOXKEeHUE MBICJIU JaXe B TOM CJlydyae, eCIv TeMa COYMHEHUST MOATAIKMBAET K CIOBECHOMY
BBIPAXKEHUIO IMOLIMIA; HabtoaaeTcst 00JIbIIOE KOJIMUECTBO OTCTYTUICHUH OT SI3bIKOBBIX HOpM. Pe3yiib-
TaThl UCCIICIOBAHMSI OIIMPAIOTCS Ha aHAIN3 COUMHEHUI 3296 NeBATUKIACCHUKOB, KOTOPbIE YUalllk-
ecs1 CO3/1aBajIi B XOJI€ 9K3aMeHa 10 PYCCKOMY SI3BIKY 110 OKOHYaHUU OCHOBHO 1IKOJIbI B 2016—2018 ro-
nax. Pe3ynbraTsl JaHHOI M Apyrux paboT aBTOpa MO3BOJIAT OoJiee IIy0OKO MCClIen0BaTh IPOLece
CTaHOBJICHUSI IEPBUYHON Y BTOPUYHOM SI3bIKOBOI TMYHOCTH PYCCKOSI3BIYHOTO IIKOJIbHUKA B JIaTBUN.
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Abstract. The article analyses the problems, which Russian-speaking schoolchildren in Latvia meet
while creating written argumentative texts. The topicality of the article lies in the peculiarities of forming
the schoolchildren’s linguistic personality in the diaspore during bilingual education. The author focuses
on the main problems in the schoolchildren’s written speech and their reasons. The criteria of text
content-analysis were as follows: 1) the level of argumentation autonomy; 2) the quality of the arguments;
3) the level of argument unfoldedness and using different types of arguments; 4) speech expressiveness
and observing language norms. The ninth-graders’ text analysis led the author to the following
conclusions: the compositions of most schoolchildren partly correspond with argumentative texts (in
the aspect of their contents, structure, quantity and quality of arguments, means of thought development);
they lack intertextual embeddings (the texts are “poor” in the sense aspect); in the speech behaviour
there dominates an explicit [-communication (reflexive observations, egocentric direction of their
behaviour), pragmatic, naked outline of facts even if the topic of the text motivates to verbalize emotions;
there are a lot of language errors. The results of the research are based on analysis of 3296 ninth-graders,
which the schoolchildren wrote at Russian language exam on finishing secondary school in 2016—2018.
The results of this and further researches will allow the author to deeply investigate the process of
forming primary and secondary linguistic personality of a Russian-speaking schoolchild in Latvia.
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BeBepeHue

OpnHa U3 00CyKIaeMbIX IIPOOJIeM B IMHIBUCTUKE U JIMHTBOIUIAKTUKE B KOHIIE
XX Beka — aHaJIM3 PeYeBOro MOPTPETa TMIHOCTH, ITOHSITHE KOTOPOTrO B HAYYHBIN 000-
pot BBEN M.B. [NaHos (ponernyeckuii moprper) (Ianos, 1990). CeronHst 10CTaTOYHO
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MHOT0 UCCJIEAOBAHUI ITOCBSIIIEHO PeYeBLIM IIOPTPETaM UHTEJJINTEHTA, TeJIeBEIYIIETO,
IMOJIMTUICCKOTO AeSITeNIsI, IepCoHaXa XyI0XKEeCTBEHHOTO IIPOMU3BEACHNS, CTyICHTA,
mKoJbHMUKA. [IpMHIIUIBI €ro co3maHusl, KOHCTPYUPOBAHMS 1 aHAIM3a 0 CUX IIOp B
JIMHTBUCTHUKE (TOYHEE — B JIMHIBOIIEPCOHOJIOIMHU ) TTOAPOOHO HE OMMCAHBI, CYIIIECTBY-
€T MHOXKECTBO HayYHbBIX OIpeAeICHUI JTaHHOTO ITOHSITUSI, HEPEIKO TPOTUBOPEUNBHIX.
OpnHako OOJIBIIMHCTBO YUYEHBIX IPUACPKUBAIOTCSI MHEHMSI, YTO Oe3 ITOHUMaHUsI TOTO,
KakK pa3BHBaeTcs U (QOPMUPYETCS SI3BIKOBASI TMYHOCTD IIKOJILHUKA, €T0 PeueBOe I10-
BEIICHIE B pa3HBIX CUTYAIUSIX OOIICHMS, KAKOBHI IMHTBOOAUIAKTUUECKIE XapaKTepH-
CTUKU €T0 peur, HEBO3MOXKHO c0o31aTh 3P (GEeKTUBHYIO MOJIE]Ib 00yUeHUS I3BIKY (TIep-
BOMY, BTOPOMY, MHOCTpaHHOMY). HayuHasi HOBM3Ha MCClIen0BaHUSsI, OMIMCAHHOTO B
JTAaHHOM CTaThe, 3aKJI0YaeTCs B TOM, YTO B LIEHTPE BHUMAHMSI — OCOOEHHOCTU CTaHOB-
JIEHUS SI3bIKOBOM IMYHOCTH IIKOJIbHKMKA JUacopbl. JlaHHO# ITpobsieMe B COBpEeMEHHOM
HayKe yJeJeHO HeTOCTATOYHO BHUMAHMSI.

AHanm3 uccaenoBaHUA, IIPOBEIEHHBIN POCCUMCKIMU YIEHBIMU B Cpelie IIOAPOCT-
KOB, TIO3BOJIMJI «CJIOKUTh» PEYEBOI1 ITOPTPET COBPEMEHHOIO IIKOJIbHUKA (CM., HAIIp.:
Co6xkuH, TkaueHko, 2004; Mamaesa, 2007; 3axapuenko, 2009; Hazaposa, 2014 u ap.).
Bo MHOroM oH coBIazaeT ¢ MOpTPETOM JIATBUICKOTO PYCCKOSI3BIYHOTO yYeHUKa (TTOIp.
00 atom: TaBpununa, 2018: 7—10). Ho ecTb 1 OT/IMUMS, KOTOPBIE CBSI3aHBI C OCOOEH-
HOCTSIMU Y Pa3BUBAIOIINM ITIOTEHIIMAJIOM PYCCKOM SI3bIKOBOM CpeIbl JUACITOPHI, yu4eO-
HOI1 SI3BIKOBOI Cpebl, CIIeIN(UKON BHYTPEHHNX KOTHUTUBHBIX MOTUBOB YJaIIIXCSI
JIHUACIIOPhI, X OTHOIIIEHHEM K Ka4eCTBY COOCTBEHHOM pe4l B IEPBOM (POITHOM) SI3BIKE.

®opMUpOBaHUE A3bIKOBOM JIMYHOCTU MMPOUCXOAUT IIPEXKIE BCETO B KOMMYHUKA-
TUBHOM IpocTpaHcTBe s13bIKoBoM cpenbl. E.FO. [TpoTtacoBa cripaBeyinBO 3aMeYaeT, YTO
«SI3bIK MHAVBUIIyYMAa B 3HAYUTENIBHOM CTETICHN — ITPOMU3BOIHOE OT YCHIINIA OKPYKEHUSI»
(ITpotacosa, 2017: 4). B JIaTBu1 OMHOM SI3bIKOBOI Cpelibl, T.€. HAPsIAYy C JaThILICKOM
(YHKIIMOHMPYET U JOCTATOYHO aKTUBHAS PYCCKOSI3bIYHAs cpeaa. OmHaKO 3TO He 3Ha-
YUT, YTO Y PYCCKOM SI3bIKOBOI cpeibl JIaTBUM TOT XK€ pa3BUBAOLLMI MOTEHLMAN A
PYCCKOSI3BIYHOTO MIKOJIbHUKA (SI3BIKOBasI cpefia KaK 00yJaronii (hakTop), 4TO Uy Cpe-
bl MeTporiofiuu (Poccun). Cpena nuacnopbl HackllieHa MHBIMU (CTTeIUDUYECKUMU)
peanusiMu, HoMUHaLUsIMU, oHa ounuHrBaiabHa. T.I1. Mieuko, uccieaytoiast 0co0eH-
HOCTU SI3bIKOBOI JIMYHOCTU HOBOM nuacnopsl (mocie 1991 r), 3amevaet, 4To «CTPyK-
Typa 3HaHUSI pyCCKOM SI3IKOBOI IMIHOCTH BHE Poccnm xapakTepusyeTcst 00s13aTeTbHBIM
HaJIMYMEeM JOMOJHUTEIbHOIO KOMIIOHEHTA B €I0 COCTaBe: IOMUMO MHAMBUAYaIbHbIX,
HallMOHAJbHBIX U YHUBEPCAIbHbBIX 3HAHUI 1 MPeACTaBAeHU MPUCYTCTBYIOT €1Ié 1
onpenenéHHble MHOHALMOHANbHbIe» (Miteuko', 2012: 60). B cBs13u ¢ 9TUM aBTOp BBO-
AT IOHSTHUE «IUACIIOPATIEHOE KOTHUTUBHOE ITPOCTPAHCTBO» , B KOTOPOM «ITIPOUCXOIUT
KOMIIPECCHUST «CBOETO» U ICKOMIpPeccUs (3a CUET «UyKOTro») Te3aypyca s3bIKOBOM JTUY-
HocTtu» (Miteuko?, 2012: 33).

E.B. bypBukoBa cnipaBeainBo odpalaeT BHUMaHNe HA CYObeKTUBHBIC (DAKTOPBI
(KOMITOHEHTBI): MOTUBALIUIO U 0COOEHHOCTH TMYHOCTU pebéHka (bypBukona, 2012:
117). Korna peus uaeT 06 yuyeHUKe AMaciopbl, TO MOTUBAIIMSI UMEET OTHOIIIEHUE He
TOJIBKO K HEMY CaMOMY, HO 1 K €TI0 pPOAUTEISIM. 3aMHTEepeCOBaHbI JIK OHU B TOM, YTOOBI
PpeOEHOK ITOTHOLIEHHO OBJIa/Ie]I IIEPBBIM (POIHBIM) SI3BIKOM, KAKYIO POJIb JaHHOMY SI3bI-
Ky OHHM OTBOIST B HaJIbHEUIICH XN3HU peOEHKa, HACKOJIBKO TOTOBHEI IIOMOYb €My B
ocBoeHnu g3b1ka? MccnenoBanme «Pa3BuTiie Moeseit BOBICUEHHOCTU POAUTENCH B

430 METOJMKA NPETMOJABAHUS PYCCKOIO SI3bIKA KAK POOHOTO U MHOCTPAHHOT'O



Gavrilina M.A. Russian Language Studies, 2019, 17(4), 428—444

paboTy OMJIMHTBAJIBHBIX JETCKUX cagoB 1 KoJ» (Development of Parent Involvement
Models for Bilingual Pre- and Primary School), npoBenénnoe B 2016—2017 rr. cpenn
pomuTesei pyCCKOSI3BITHBIX JOIIKOILHIUKOB M YICHUKOB HaYaIbHOM IITKOJIBI JIaTBUM,
OUHAIHANY U DCTOHUU, TTIOKA3aJI0 Cleayollee:

— BCE JJaTBUICKME POAUTENIM BhICKA3aIM 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTD B TOM, YTOOBI IETU
MOJTHOLIEHHO OCBOWJIM PYCCKUM SI3bIK;

— OTBeYast Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, JIJIsSI 4UeTo peOEHKY HEOOXOIUM PYCCKUI SI3BIK B OyIy-
LIeM, POAUTEIN TaK pacIpeaeInIi IIpeiIoXKeHHbBIC BApUAHTBI OTBETOB (110 CTEIIEHN
BaXKHOCTH): 1) 4TOOBI OCTaBaThCS PYCCKUM (COXPAHUTh MASHTUUYHOCTD); 2) UCITOJb30-
BaTh PYCCKUIA SI3BIK [IJISI CBOMX YBJICUCHUI B CBOOOIHOE BpeMsI; 3) UMETh PYCCKUX IPY-
3eii; 4) OBITh CBOMM CPEIIN PYCCKUX; 5) TPUMEHSTh PYCCKU SI3bIK Ha paboTe; 6) moiry-
YUTH 0Opa3oBaHNe Ha pyccKoM s3bike (kamamona, 2017: 35—37).

Crneuuduka KOJbHOU y4eOHOM Cpebl IMacnophl B €€ OuaruHreaibHocTu. CoBep-
LIIEHHO OYEBUIHO, YTO OMJIMHIBaJIbHOE 00pa3oBaHMeE TPEOYeT OT Ie1aroroB IIOHUMaHUsI
TOT0, 9YTO OMJIMHTBU3M — 3TO He IBOMHOE BRIPAKEHNE OJHOI PealbHOCTH, HE TIEPEBO/I
Ha JIBa sI3bIKa BHYTPEHHEI MIeaIbHOM peur, IOMEIIEHHOM MEXAY OITBITOM M BhIpaske-
HHEM, 3TO «CIIOCOOHOCTh IIEPEABUTaThCSI OCMBICJICHHO 1 pe3Yy/IbTaTUBHO B IBYX ITapal-
JIEJIbHBIX MUPaX ¢ MMOMOIIBIO ABYX s3bIKOB» (Overbeke Van, 1972: 46). Kak 3ameuan
®. IpoxaH, «OUJIMHIB — 3TO HE CyMMa JIBYX MOJHBIX UM HEIOJHBIX MOHOJIMHIBOB;
CKOpee 3TO YHHKaIbHAs U clienduiecKas JUHIBUCTUIeCKasa KoHdurypauus. Cocy-
IIECTBOBAaHME U TTIOCTOSTHHOE B3aMMOJIECTBHE BYX SI3bIKOB Y OMJIMHIBA TPOU3BOAUT
OTJIMYHYIO, HO LIEJIOCTHYIO IMHTBUCTUYECKYIO CylIIHOCTh» (Grosjean, 1989: 6). OnHako
B CUTYyalluy MPUOOPETEHHOTO OMJIMHTBM3Ma, KOTOPYIO Mbl B OCHOBHOM HabJtoaeM B
JlaTBuM, MHOTHE PYyCCKOSI3bIYHBIC IIIKOJIbHUKM (IT03Ke — U CTYIECHTHI) B IIPOLIECCE YCT-
HOTO U TIMCbMEHHOTO OOIIEHUS BCE XK€ MEePEBOST C PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa Ha JAThIIICKU T
(a He aBTOMaTUUYECKU «IIEPEKIIOYAIOT SI3bIK»). DTO OCOOEHHO SIPKO MPOSIBISIETCS B UX
IMMChMEHHEBIX TeKCTaX. Takoii ImepeBo, 0e3yCIIOBHO, CKa3bIBa€TCSI Ha KAYeCTBE UX pe-
YEBOTO MOBEJACHMS B [IEPBOM 1 BTOPOM SI3BIKAX.

OngHUM 13 BaXKHEUIIIMX KPUTEPUEB PA3BUTHS SI3BIKOBOM IMYHOCTHU IIKOJIBHUKA SIB-
JISTIOTCSI CO3/1aBacMble UM TEKCThI, TIPEXKIE BCEro — MUChbMEHHBIE. DTa (popMa pevu, o
BoeipaxkeHuto JI.C. BBIroTCKOro, — opraHu3yloliiiee Hayajao B IIOCTPOSHUM CUCTEMbI
sI3bIKa, HOPMUPOBAHUY peur 1 B GOPMUPOBAHMUM BHYTPEeHHE! peun yejioBeKa (Bbi-
rorckuii, 1960). I[TockojbKy MUchbMEHHAs pedb [0 CPaBHEHUIO C YCTHOM SIBJIIETCS 60-
JIee 0CO3HAHHBIM, KOHTPOJIUPYEMBIM 1 00IyMbIBa€MbIM BUIOM PeUM, UMEHHO OHA MO-
JKET TIPEeIOCTaBUTh OOJIbIIEe CBEACHUI O YeJoBeKe, B T.4. — IIKOJbHUKE, Er0 PeUYeBOM
MMOBEACHUU.

Ienb viccenoBaHMSI — OXapaKTepU30BaTh 0OCOOEHHOCTH PEYeBOTO MOBEACHUS PyC-
CKOSI3BIYHBIX AEBITUKIACCHUKOB JIaTBUM B CO31aBa€MbIX UMU TEKCTaX-PaCCyKIESHUSIX.

MaTtepuanbl u meToAbl

OOBEKTOM UCCIeI0BAHMS CTAIM TEKCThI COUMHEHMI 3296 NeBATUKIIACCHUKOB, KO-
TOpbIE pebsATa CO3MaBaIM B XOJI¢ K3aMeHa IT0 PYCCKOMY SI3bIKY IT0 OKOHYaHUU OCHOB-
Hoit wkojibl B 2016—2018 rogax. Bo 2-i1 yactu aK3aMeHa IIKOJIbHUKAM Mpeaiaragoch
Hamucarthb TeKCcT-paccyxaeHue oobeMom 250—300 coB Ha OAHY U3 TIPeIIOXKEHHBIX
teM. Kputepnu aHanm3a COUMHEHMI: 1) CTeIIeHb CAMOCTOSITEIbHOCTH PACCYKICHMS;
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2) KauyeCcTBO MPUBEAEHHBIX APTYMEHTOB; 3) CTeNeHb Pa3BEPHYTOCTU apTYMEHTOB U UC-
II0JIb30BaHUE Pa3HBIX TUIIOB apTyMEHTOB; 4) BEIPa3UTEIbHOCTh PeUM U CJICIOBaHUE
SI3BIKOBBIM HOpMaM. I1pu aHanm3e cCOUMHEeHM y4eHNKOB MCIIOIb30BaJICSI METOI KOH-
TeHT-aHau3a.

PesynbraTtbl

AHaJIN3 TEKCTOB-PACCYXAEHUI YUEHUKOB 9-X KJIaCCOB MO3BOJIM KOHCTATUPOBATh
CepbE3HBbIE MPOOJIEMBI B PEUEBOM TTOBEIEHUU PEOSIT:

— YaCTUYHOE COOTBETCTBUE COUMHEHUM IIKOTBbHUKOB TEKCTY-PACCYKIACHUIO (C TOY-
KU 3pEHMS COAePKaHUsI, CTPYKTYPbI, KOJTMYECTBA U KaueCcTBa MPUBEAEHHBIX apTyMEH-
TOB, CITOCOOOB PAa3BUTUS MBICIIH);

— npeobyiafaHue SKCIUIMIMTHOM S1-KOMMYHMKAIMK (BbICKa3bIBaHUS pehIeKCUB-
HOTO TUIIA, STOLIEHTPUYeCcKasi HallpaBJIEHHOCTh PeYeBOI0O MOBEACHUS ) TPY KOMMYHM -
KaTUBHOI OpraHu3alluy TEKCTOB;

— OTCYTCTBME B TEKCTAaX MHTEPTEKCTYaJbHBIX BKIIOUEHUM (IIMTAT U3 XY10KECTBEH-
HBIX MPOM3BEACHUI, CChUIOK Ha (DaKThl UCTOPHUU, KYJIBTYPhI, HAYKU, CTATUCTUYECKHUE
JAHHBIEC U JIP., T.€. TEKCThI OCIHbIC B CMBICJIOBOM OTHOIIICHUM);

— OparMaTu4IHoOE, «CyX0e» U3J0XKEHUE MBICJIM 1ake B TOM cydae, ec/id TeMa Co-
YUHEHUS TOATaIKUBaja pedsT K CIOBECHOMY BhIPAXXEHWIO SMOIINIA;

— He3HAYUTEIbHOE KOJMYECTBO B TeKCTax (POpM Ijiarosia: mpuyacTyii U aeenpuya-
CTH, a TAKXKE TPUYACTHBIX U IeePUYACTHBIX 000POTOB, MpUJIaraTeJIbHbIX B CPABHU-
TeJIbHOI U MPEBOCXOAHOM CTETNEHSIX, CPEACTB SI3bIKOBOI BbIPA3UTEIBHOCTH (TPOMIOB U
Gburyp peun);

— 0OJIBIIIOE KOJMYECTBO OTCTYIUIEHUI OT SI3IKOBBIX HOPM (TTPEX/e BCEro, CTUII-
CTUYECKUX U TYHKTYaIIMOHHBIX), COMMKEHUE TUChbMEHHOM 1 YCTHOM KOMMYHUKAIIUI.

O6cyxpeHne

besycioBHO, co3naHne COOCTBEHHOIO TeKCTa (0COOEHHO MUCbMEHHOTI0) — HE MpPo-
cTas ISl y9eHMKa 3amada. Hampumep, cTpykTypupoBaHUE TEKCTa, 110 MHEHUIO yUé-
HBIX, — METas3bIKOBOI HABBIK, KOTOPBII JOCTATOYHO CJIOKHO Pa3BUTh Y IIKOJIbHUKA
BHE 3aBMCUMMOCTH OT KOHKPETHOTO s3biKa (Schoonen, 2011: 46). B 6oabLKrHCTBE Cl1y-
yaeB, Kak MoKa3zaJl Halll aHaJIu3, COUMHEHUS 1eBITUKIACCHUKOB MPEACTABIISIOT COO0
ONIMH pa3BEPHYTHIN ab3all. Tema 4acTo pacKpbiTa He MOJTHOCTBIO, B TEKCTE MHOTO pe-
YeBOTO MaTepuaia, He HECYIIIErO CMbICJIOBO HArpy3KH.

ITompocTkam jierdye maroTCsl TEKCTHI-TIOBECTBOBAHMUS, HEXKEIN OIMMCAHNS WIIM Pac-
cyxaeHus. PaccyxneHue — cioxHasi hopMa MOHOJOTMYECKOM peum, TaK KakK «JIeii-
CTBUTEJIBLHOCTb B HEM HaXOIUT BhIpaXKe€HUE, OIMOCPEIOBAHHOE MBICIUTEIbHBIMU (JIO-
ruyeckumu) onepauusiMu. ClaencTBUEeM 3TOTO SIBISETCS HEOOXOAUMOCTD IBOSIKO BbI-
PaXkKeHHOM JIOTMYHOCTH, 8 UMEHHO CJIEA0OBAHUS ITPeIMETHOM (IIPUYMHHO-CJICICTBEHHbBIE
CBSI3U MEXKITy COOBITUSIMU U SIBICHUSIMM ) Y IIOHSITUITHOM (COOJTI0IeHI e 3aKOHOB MBIIII-
nenust) noruke» (Kupunaosa, 2008). O uém OBl HM MUCAIX YYSHUKH, OHU CTPEMSITCS K
CTEHOTpaMMe U3JI0XEHUSI COOBITUSI C MUHMMAJIBHBIM MCITOIb30BaHUEM CPEICTB SI3bI-
KOBOI1 BbIpa3uTeabHOCTU. [1o MHeHUIO D. BsUIBICTOK, OHA U3 IPUYMH TaKOTrO peye-
BOIO ITparmMaTr3Ma 3aKJIF04aeTcsl B TOM, UTO «C TOUKH 3pEHUsI KOTHUTUBHBIX ITPOLIECCOB
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co3aaHue TeKCcTa /11 OUTMHTBA SIBJIsIeTCsI 60J1e€ CIOXKHBIM MPOLIECCOM, YeM JIJISI MOHO-
JIMHTBA. DTO CBSI3aHO € TEM, YTO B IIPOIIECCE MMChMa 1 TOBOPEHUSI KOTHUTUBHAS ce-
pa OMJIMHTBA ITOCTOSTHHO JEPKUT IT01, KOHTPOJIEM JIBE SI3bIKOBBIE CMCTEMbI, TTOIABJISIS
OIHY W aKTUBUpPYs npyryo» (Bialystok, 2007: 218). OgHako B Hallleil cuTyaluu 00b-
SICHUTb 3TOT TPEBOXKHbBIM CUMIITOM B PEUEBOM MOBEICHUU IIKOJILHUKOB CJICIYET eIllé
U TeM, YTO Ha YpOKaX, KOTOPhIC BEAYTCsI Ha BTOPOM (JIATHILLICKOM) SI3BIKE, a YYCHUKH
ell€ HeJOCTATOYHO UM BIAACIOT, pedsiTa cTapaloTCs MOHITH IJTaBHOEe — (haKThI, 0011Iee
coaepxXaHue (4To OOBIYHO BBIPAXKEHO CYIIECTBUTEILHBIMU, TJIAr0JIaMU, HAPSUMSIMM ).
«[IpekpacHbie MOAPOOHOCTH» , BBIpAXKEHHBIE ITPUIaraTeJIbHbIMU, TPOIaMU, (PUTYpaMH,
YacTO OCTAIOTCH 3a IpeaeaaMyi IOHUMAaHUS, KaxyTCsl HEHY>KHBIMU, a 3aTe€M — He 110~
SIBJISTIOTCS. M B COOCTBEHHOM PeY IIKOJBHUKOB B IIEPBOM SI3bIKE. DTO MOATBEPXKIAIOT
U OTBEThI pe0sT, KOTOPhIE MBI TTOJIlydyaeM B Xoze Oecen ¢ HUMU. Ha Borpoc: «B TBoém
COYMHEHUM OUY€Hb MHOTI'O CYIIESCTBUTEIbHBIX, INIAT0JI0B. Kak Thl AyMaelnb, moueMy B
HEM IIOYTHU HET IIPUJIAraTe/IbHBIX ?» — IIKOJIbHUKY OOBIYHO OTBEYAIOT TaK: A 3auem oHu ?
51 6edb 060 6cém pacckazan u be3 Hux. / S xomena Hanucamo 8 COUUHEHUU 0 MOM, MO ObLIO,
a He kakoe... / Inasnoe — nepedamv ungpopmayuro. 4 smo coenan.

AHaJIM3 COUMHEHUI-PaCcCyXIeHUH IeBATUKIACCHUKOB ITOKa3aJl, YTO JTUIIb 25 % u3
HUX SICHO c(popmyIrpoBaiu mpodsiemy, 24 % — cymesn MHTePIPEeTUPOBATh Te3NC.
W nazke B 3TOM citydyae B TEKCTax peOsT peaKo BCTpedyatoTCs MPUHSAThIE «(DOPMBI» Ha-
MMM CaHUSI BCTYIUICHUST: TUPpUIECKIE Pa3MBIIICHUSI, PUTOPUIECKIE BOIIPOCHI, PACCYK-
JeHUs O 3arjaBuu (CYXICHUM), TUAJIOT ¢ BOOOpaxkaeMbIM COOECETHUKOM, LIUTATHI,
ITOCJIOBUIIBI M JIp. Y OOJIBIIMHCTBA YYEHUKOB B BBOJHOI YaCTU COYMHEHMSI OTCYTCTBY-
10T IPU3HAKU PACCyKAEHUS, Te3UC C(hOPMYIUPOBAH TaK, YTO HE HYKIACTCS B JOKA3a-
TeJIbCTBE (HO BeJb O€CCMBICIIEHHO J10KA3bIBATh OYEBUIHBIC Beln!).

Oxkoino 30 % neBATUKIACCHUKOB KOMITO3ULIMOHHO MPaBUJIbHO O(OPMUIUA TEKCT-
paccyxieHue u chopMyIMpoBaIn TpeOyeMoe KOJIMIYECTBO apryMeHTOB. OcTabHbIe
YAaCTUYHO WJI TTOJTHOCTBIO ITOAMEHMIIN TE3UC B IIPOIIECCe apIryMEHTAIIUM, HE TTBITAINCH
JI0Ka3aTh MPAaBUILHOCTb C(HOPMYJIMPOBAHHOTO CYKIEeHUS (Te31ca) UK MpeHeoperaiu
JIOTUYECKMMU CPeACTBaMU J0Ka3aTebCTBa, HE UCITOJb30BaIN (haKTOJOTUYECKYIO U
KYJIBTYPOJIOTUYCSCKYI0 MH(pOpMaIuio B apryMmeHTaunu. Hammpumep, paccyxnas o Cra-
poii Pure, Mecte, KOTOpoe ClieyeT OCETUTh MOTEHIMATbHBIM TYPUCTaM, JUIIb He-
MHOTHE ITKOJIBHUKY B KAYECTBE apIYMEHTOB ITPUBEIM KYJIBTYPOJIOTHUECKHE MU UCTO-
pudeckue (pakThl (He Bcerma nmpaBuiibHbIe). [TTaBHAd 11enb mocenienns Crapoit Purn,
0 MHEHMIO OOJIBIIMHCTBA YUYEHUKOB, 3aKJII04aeTCs B TOM, YTOOBI pa3BieubCcsl, OTI0-
XHYTb, IIOBECEIMTHCSI, BCTPETUTHCS € APY3bsIMU, CleIaTh IOKYIIKU. B paccyxxaeHusx
Ha TeMy «IlyTelecTBue — 3T0 MajieHbKas >K13Hb» (Kakoe 3HaueHMe NUMEIOT ITyTelle-
CTBMS B XKM3HM YyesioBeka? [Touemy jionu myTemecTBY0T? — KJII0OUeBble BOITPOCHI pac-
CYKJICHUSI), apTYMEHTBI IeBITUKIACCHUKOB pacIpeae/IMINCh CICIYIOIIUM 00pa3oM:

— TyTelllecTBME — 3TO pa3BiedeHue, SMOILIMU, TPUBHECEHNE HOBOTO B CKYYHYIO
KusHb (44 %);

— BO3MOXHOCTb OTBJIEUBCST OT CBOMX ITpobieM (32 %);

— MPUKJIIOYEHNE, B KOTOPOM Thl MOXKEIIb CTaTh APYTUM(0it), TpuayMath ceos (18 %);

— MPUOOPETEHNE HOBOTO OIbITa (3HAKOMCTBO C IPYIMMU HapoAaMu, UX TpaauIiIv-
M, oobrdasiMu) (5 %);

— BO3MOXXHOCTD MOJICTUTHLCS OMBITOM (paccKas3aTh IPYTUM, KaK1e OIIMOKM He Clie-
JIyeT JIOMycKaTh BO BpeMs myTernecTBuii) (1 %).
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Kax Bugum, nproOpeTeHrue HOBBIX 3HAHMI, HOBOTO OIThITA (OJHA M3 BaKHEUIIINX
Leael ¥ LIEHHOCTEH MyTeIIeCTBUS) B PEUTHUHTE 1ieJieii M LIEHHOCTEeH YUYeHUKOB 3aHU -
MaeT JUIIb 4-¢ MecTo.

Bosnbias yacTb neBITUKIACCHUKOB (89 %) mporiTiocTpupoBaia CBOM MO3UIINH,
OIMMPAasiCh TOJBKO Ha CBOM XXM3HEHHBIN OIBIT WU OIBIT OJIM3KUX JIIOIEH (3TO Cephe3-
Hast Ipo0JjieMa, KOTOPYIO MOXXHO 0003HAUMTh MHAYE — HEYMEHME BEIMTH 32 IIpeIesIbl
CBOero pedIeKCUBHOTIO OITbITa B X0/e paccyxaeHus ). [10CKoIbKy B TEKCTaX IIKOJIb-
HUKOB IIPaKTUUECKU HET (haKTOJIOTUIECKOM M KYJIBTYPOJIOTUYECKOM NHpOpMalINH,
OTCYTCTBYIOT Y CCBhIJIKA Ha MUCTOYHUKY NHMOPMALINK, T.€. pe0sITa He NeJ1al0T ITOIbITKI
MHTETPUPOBATh TOT 3HAHUEBBIH OITBIT, KOTOPBII ITPUOOPEIN Ha YpOKaxX IPYruX y4eOHbIX
IIpeaMeToOB (MCTOpUHU, Teorpaduu, KyJpTyposorun). B uém npuanna sToro? C ogHO
CTOPOHBI, JUIS1 TOIO YTOOBI UCIIOIb30BaTh B PACCYKIEHUN «CUIbHBIE» apIYMEHTbI, HaJI0
UMETh TOCTATOYHO IIUPOKUI KPYro30p, MHOTOE 3HaTh, YMETh HAXOAUTh HY>KHYIO MH-
(opmalrio, KpUTUIECKU OlIeHUBATh €. OIBIT OOLIEHHUS ¢ YIUTEISIMU U IIKOJIbHUKA-
MU JIaTBUY CBUAETENBbCTBYET, K COXAJIECHUIO, 00 00paTHOM: 3HaHUS PeOsIT 00 OKpYyXKa-
IOIIeM MUPE YacTO OeAHBI, CTEPEOTUITHBI, HEOOBEKTHUBHBI, M TJIABHOE — OT 3TOTO pe-
0siTa He UcHBITBIBAOT nUckoMdopTa. C Ipyroii CTOPOHbI, Mbl HaOJIOJaeM B
COBPEMEHHOI JIATBUICKOM IIIKOJIE IIPAKTUKY «TOTOBUThH IITKOJIbHUKOB K COUMHECHUIO».
HMHTepecHo, UTO AeBITUKIACCHUKHU U3 pa3HbIX objacTeii JIaTBUM MUIITYT OUYE€Hb MO-
X0XHe COUMHeHMs (MMeeTCsl B BUIY ColepXXaHUe M peueBoe MOBeIeHNE YICHUKOB).
DTO MPOUCXOAUT IIOTOMY, YTO YIMUTEJISI YACTO HABSI3bIBAIOT IIKOJbHUKAM IIIA0JIOHBI,
rotoBble (ppa3bl. B HalluX 1IKoJ1ax Habt01aeTcs Ta Ke cuTyauusi, o Kotopoii E.JI. Epo-
XMHa (IOKTOP ITeJarorTnIecKnx HayK, 3aMeCTUTeNIb nupekTopa MHCTUTYTA hrtoaorum
MIITY) B 0o1HOM M3 MHTEPBbIO TOBOPUT TakK: «Ilemaroru aenarT BCE A1 TOTO, YTOOBI
PpeOEHOK He MBICIWII CaM, a CO3aJ1 TpoMaHHbIi TEKCT U MOJIYYUI CBOU UICKOMBIE TJTIO-
Chbl, a yUUTEJIb — UCKOMBI€e Oaliibl». B pe3yiibrare, 0c0O0€HHOCTbIO MUChbMEHHBIX TEKCTOB
PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIX IIEBATUKIIACCHUKOB JIaTBUM SIBIISICTCS TO, YTO yJaIIMEeCs] COUMHEHUS
He muIyT, a cocTaBidioT. [ToaTBepxkmaercsa cutyanust, kotopyio M. 1O. ITan B MoHO-
rpaum «JIMHrBUCTMYECKOE 00pa30BaHME KOJbHUKOB B COBPEMEHHOM S3bIKOBOM
CUTyallMM» XapaKTePU3YeT TaK: « YTpauMBaeTCs OLIYIICHNE TPAaHMUIIBI MEXKIY TEKCTOM,
CO3IaHHBIM CAMOCTOSITENIbHO, 1 «Iy>KUM» TeKCTOM. <...> [IprucBoeHUE «Uy>K1X» TEKCTOB
CTAaHOBUTCSI CMIOCOOOM MPUOOILEHMS JUYHOCTU K KyJbType» (Tau, 2012: 37). OaHy u3
BaXKHEUIIMX IIPUYMH 3TOTO aBTOP BUAUT B TOM, UTO «B HOBOM KOMMYHMKATUBHOM IIPO-
CTPAaHCTBE TPAAULIMOHHBIN OAHOMEPHBIN TEKCT YCTYIIAeT MECTO MHOTOMEPHOMY T'M-
IePTEKCTY, <...> U3MEHSETCS CII0CO0 ITOCTPOCHUS TEKCTOBOTO IIPOCTPAHCTBA U IIPO-
crpaHcTBa MblieHus» (lam, 2012: 65).

B xome paccyxxaeHus HAIIM IEBITUKJIACCHUKH TIPEATIOYMTAIIN IT0JIb30BaThCS 9KC-
IUIMIUTHOM f-KOMMyHuKaluen. B mx Tekcrax mpakTHYeCKM OTCYTCTBYET BhIpaXKeHHUE
IMOHUMAaHMsI APYTOM TOUKM 3PEHMSI, BOCIIPUSITUS IPYTOTO YeJI0BEKa, IOHUMAaHMS TIep-
CTIEKTUBHI IpyToro (“perspective taking” — rirybokoe TOJIKOBaHME JAHHOTO TTOHSTUS
naHo B uccaenoBanusx N. Buckley, L.S. Siegel, S. Ness). Ha Ha1i B3risia, 3To BO MHO-
roM OOBSICHSIETCS TeM, YTO Ha YpOKax sI3bIKa (Ia 1 APYTUX yIeOHBIX IIPEeAMETOB I'yMa-
HUTapHOTO 1IMKJIa) OCHOBHOE BHUMaHUeE yaeJisieTcs pedIeKCun yJalluxcs, CO30aHIIo
TEKCTOB, B KOTOPBIX OT yUYeHHKA TPpeOYeTCs JIMIITb BBICKA3aTh CYOBEKTUBHOE OTHOIIICHNE
K TOM WJIM MHOM ITpo0jieMe Uiu cutyaunu. B pe3ynabrate (hopMupyercst aSroleHTpruye-
CKasl HaIlpaBJICHHOCTh PEYEBOTO ITOBEICHUS PEOSIT, MX TEKCThI OKAa3bIBAIOTCS ITPUMU-
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TUBHBIMUA CEMAaHTUYECKM, CAHTAKCUUYSCKH U 110 CMBICTTY. Takue TeKCThI, K TOMY Xe —
HEOOJIBIINE IT0 00BEMY (IOJIT0 JIM MOXHO PacCyKaaTh O CBOEM OTHOIICHUU?), «HE-
CJIOXXHBIE 10 cIloco0aM pa3BEPTHIBAHUS TeMbl M PEMBl IOPOXIAIOT JUIYHOCTU C
paccorjacoBaHUEM JIEBOIIOJYIIAPHBIX U IIPAaBOIIOIYIIAPHBIX BEPOATbHBIX CTPYKTYP»
(byrakosa, 2016: 5).

JInib 10 % yyeHUKOB JOCTATOYHO IPaMOTHO O0(OPMUJIN TEKCTHI (CIeI0BaHUE SI3bI-
KOBBIM HOpMaM). «PelTUHT» TOMYIIEHHBIX IeBITUKIACCHUKAMM OITMOOK BBITJISIUT
TaK: 1-¢ MeCTo — pa3HOro poaa CTUJINCTHYECKUE OIINOKHU (B TeKcTax 90 % yueHUKOB),
2-e MeCTO — IYHKTyallMOHHbIe olnoku (61 %), 3-e MecTo — opdorpaduyeckue ommo-
ku (37 %). Kak BuauM, rinaBHas 1po0jieMa — CTUJIMCTUYECKKME OLIIUOKY U HETOYEThI
B p€YEBOM MOBEJACHUY KOJIbHUKOB. Hanbosiee THMMYHbBIE U3 HUX: MHOTOCJIOBHE, TaB-
TOJIOTHSI, TIZIEOHA3MBI, PeUeBhIE IITAMITBI, HAPYIICHIE HOPM JIEKCMIECKOI COUETAEMOCTH.

3aknyeHue

HecmoTpst Ha HOCTaTOYHO MJIMTEIBHBIN OIBIT CYIIECTBOBAHMS OMIMHIBAIbHOIO
00pa3oBaHMsI B IIIKOJIaX HAllMOHAJIbHBIX MEHBIIIMHCTB JIaTBUM, BOIIPOC O TOM, YEMY U
KaK yYUTh IIKOJIBHUKOB, OCTAETCSI TUCKYCCUOHHBIM, IIOJINTU3MPOBAHHBIM, HE PEIIEH-
HBIM IUAaKTU4YecKu. M mpexie Bcero — B acleKTe CTaHOBJIEHMSI YCIIELITHOM SI3bIKOBOIM
JIMYHOCTH IIKOJIbHNKA OTHOBPEMEHHO B IIEPBOM U BTOPOM SI3bIKAX (ITYHOCTH-TO JOJIK-
Ha «II0JIyYUThCS» OMJIMHTBaIbHOM ). [loHMMaHMe 3TOro Ype3BbIYaiiHO BasKHO, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky «BTOPOM SI3bIK BbIpacTaeT Ha 0a3e MmepBoro, GopMupyeTcs B TOii Mepe, B KOTOPOit
c(opMUpOBaH NEPBbIN A3bIK. YPOBEHb Pa3BUTUSI TIEPBOTO SI3bIKA 3a1a€ET KaK OblI “T10-
por” nns usydeHus: Btoporo» (Ilporacosa, 2005). Mnu, kak o6pa3HoO BbIpa3uics
I'. BoruH, BTopuyYHas SI3bIKOBasl JTUIYHOCTh — «CTPYKTYPHBIN CJIETIOK C IIEPBUYHOI
sI3BIKOBOI IMUHOCTU» (Borun, 1998: 3). B JlatBUM K OKOHUYAHMIO IIIKOJBHOI'O 00pa3o-
BaHUsI HEPEAKO MPUXOAUTCS HAOII0JaTh TMOO0 HEAOCTATOYHO YCTIEIITHOE CTAHOBJICHUE
SI3BIKOBOM JIMYHOCTH IIKOJbHUKA B 000UX SI3bIKaX, JIM0O «CTUPAHME» IIEPBOTO (pyc-
ckoro) s3bika. CoBpeMeHHas peopma odpazosanus B Jlatsuu (Skola 2030, 2018) cy-
IIECTBEHHO OTPaHMYMJIa BO3MOXKHOCTH PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIX IITKOJIbHUKOB JIJISI ITOJTHOLICH-
HOTO CTAaHOBJICHMSI UX SI3bIKOBOM TMYHOCTU B pycCKOM s13biKe. J1o 2018 1. mosis yuacTus
SI3BIKOB — PYCCKOTO U JIaTBIIIICKOTO — B YUeOHOM TTpoliecce 3aBrcesia OT OMIMHTBaIb-
HOI1 MoJleJiM, KOTOPYIO BhiOMpaa 1kKoJja. B Hacrosiiee BpeMs B JIaTBUU TPUHSITHI
MOMPaBKU K 3aKOHY 00 00pa30BaHuM, MPeyCMaTPUBAIOIIIME CYIIIECTBEHHOE COKpallle-
HUE yJacTHUs PYCCKOTIO sI3bIKa B IIKOJbHOM oOyueHuu (Skola 2030, 2018). B nanHOi#1
CUTYyallM MOXHO ITIPOrHO3UPOBATh, UYTO KAY€CTBO PEYEBOI0 MOBEICHMSI HAILIMX IIIKOJIb-
HUKOB (TIpexe BCEro — MMCbMEHHOTIO0) elllé 60Jiee CHU3UTCS.

Ham nmpeacTonT pemmnTh MHOXKECTBO CEPhE3HBIX AUTAKTUUECKUX TpobaeM. OmHa
13 HUX, TOXKaIyil, BaxKHEMIIas: KakK, IPUHUMAsI BO BHUMaHWE YCJIOBHSI HOBOM y4eOHOM
cpelnbl, B IIKOJbHOM KypCe PyCCKOTO SI3bIKa pean30BaTh UICH0: KYIbTypa — SI3BIK —
JIMYHOCTD. [pyrass — BbIOOpP TEKCTOB JIJISI ypOKa pycCKOro sizbika. Cutyanus TakoBa,
YTO TEKCThI, C KOTOPHIMM IIKOJbHUKHN AUACIIOPHI BCTPEUYAIOTCS Ha YPOKaX PyCCKOTO
sI3bIKA U JIUTePATyPhl, CYIIIECTBEHHO OTIMYAIOTCS OT TEKCTOB M3 UX €CTECTBEHHOM pe-
yeBoii cpenbl. [TocieaHue Heslb3s1 HA3BaTh 0OPA3LIOBBIMU M OCTETUUYECKU O€3yTTpeUHbI-
MM, HO MMEHHO OHU — peaJibHasl SI3bIKOBasl IpaKTUKa yJamuxcs. B pesynbrare B co-
3HaHUM yYeHHKa (OPMUPYETCS IIPOTUBOPEUNE, IIPUBOISILIEE K TOMY, UYTO «IIIKOJbHM-
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KU He BOCIIPMHUMAIOT U3yUYeHNE POAHOTO SI3bIKa B KAYECTBE HEOOXOMMMOTO YCIIOBUSI
OpraHu3aly COOCTBEHHOTO MOBCETHEBHOTO SI3LIKOBOTO cyliecTBoBaHus» (Iai, 2017:
215). DT0 He 3HAUUT, UTO HA YPOKaX PYCCKOTIO SI3bIKa CIEAYeT OTKA3aThCsl OT TEKCTOB
KYJBTYPBI, Ha OCHOBE KOTOPBIX (POPMUPYETCS IIPEACTABICHUE O PEUeBOM Haeaie. ITo
3HAYUT, YTO TUAAKTMYECKUM MaTepUaioM B Kypce sI3bIKa MOTYT M JIOJKHBI CTaTh U
TeKCcThl MHTEepHET-IpocTpaHCcTBa. TpeThs MpobieMa — KaKOBBI JOJKHBI OBITh KPUTE-
puu K (OpMYIMPOBKE TEM COUYMHEHUI, TIOTMKE U KOMITO3UIIUU TEKCTOB, XKaHPOBOI
MMPUHAIJICKHOCTH, OLICHUBAHMIO TeKCTOB pebsT. CoBepIlIeHHO OYEBHIHO, YTO HAIIM-
CcaHMe COUMHEHUS JIJISI MHOTUX COBPEMEHHBIX IIIKOJIbHUKOB — TPyIHasl, CKy4Has pa-
0oTa, He TIPUHOCSIIIAST YIOBOJILCTBHS U YIOBJIETBOPEHMSI, BO MHOTOM CTEPEOTHUITHASI.
OXXuIaTh OT peOSIT THTEPECHBIX, COMEPKATEIbHBIX TEKCTOB B TAKOM CUTYaIlK BPSI JIN
Bo3MOKHO. JIymaercs, pasa T.B. BacuneHko, KoTopasi IpUYMHBI HU3KOTO KayecTBa
COYMHEHUI COBPEMEHHBIX IIIKOJIbHUKOB BUIUT HE B TOM, YTO IIIKOJIBHUKY «II€PeCTaIN
3ayMbIBaThCsI Hal IIpo0JIeMaMi COBPEMEHHOTO MUpa U aHAIM3UPOBaTh UX», a B TOM,
YTO «COYMHEHME BOCIIPUHUMAETCS IIKOJIbHUKAMM KaK «MEPTBBII» XKaHP, «BeIllb B ce0e»,
He MMeIoNIas TPakKTUIeCKOTo TIpUMeHeHNS B pealbHO XX13HW» (Bacunenko, 2015).

ENG

Introduction

One of the problems being discussed in linguistics and linguodidactics in the end of
the XX™ century is the analysis of individual speech portrait — the notion introduced by
M.V. Panov (phonetic portrait) (Panov, 1990). A lot of modern articles are devoted to
speech portraits of an intellectual, TV presenter, politician, personage of an artistic text,
student, schoolchild. The principles of creating the portrait, its constructing and analysing
are not described in detail in linguistics (to be more exact — in linguistic personology),
there are many scientific definitions of the notions, sometimes contradictious to each
other. However, most scientists keep to the point that without understanding how a
schoolchild’s linguistic personality and his speech behaviour in different situations shape
up and develop, what are linguodidactic characteristic of his speech, we cannot create
an effective model of teaching a language (the first, second of foreign). The novelty of
the research is in focusing on the peculiarities of forming a linguistic personality of a
schoolchild in the diaspore. This problem is under-investigated in modern science.

On analysing the investigations held by Russian scientists among teenagers, the author
managed to build up a speech portrait of a modern schoolchild (See: Sobkin, Tkachenko,
2004; Mamaeva, 2007; Zakharchenko, 2009; Nazarova, 2014, etc.). It generally coincides
with the portrait of a Latvian Russian-speaking schoolchild (see for more information
Gavrilina, 2018: 7—10). But there are also some differences caused by the peculiarities
and developing potential of Russian diaspore linguistic environment, educational linguistic
environment, the specifics of inner cognitive motifs of the diaspore schoolchildren, their
relation to the quality of their own speech in their first (native) language.

A linguistic personality is formed, first of all, in the communicative space of the
linguistic environment. E.Yu. Protasova reasonably argues that “the language of a person
is mainly formed by the efforts of the environment” (Protasova, 2017: 4). In Latvia, there
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is a binomen of the linguistic environment, i.e. together with the Latvian one, a Russian
environment also functions rather actively. However, this does not mean that Russian
linguistic environment in Latvia has the same developing potential for a Russian-speaking
schoolchild (linguistic environment as an educational factor), as the linguistic environment
in Russia. The diaspore environment is filled with other (specific) realia, nominatives, it
is bilingual. T.P. Mlechko, studying the specifics of a new diaspore linguistic personality
(after 1991), points out that “the knowledge structure of a Russian linguistic personality
out of Russia is characterised by a compulsive additional component: apart from individual,
national and universal knowledge and notions, it also has certain inonational” (Mlechko',
2012: 60). That is why the author introduces the term “diaspore cognitive environment”,
where “compression of the “native” and decompression (because of the “foreign”) of
the thesaurus of a linguistic personality take place” (Mlechko?, 2012: 33).

E.V. Burvikova underlines the subjective factors (components): motivation and the
peculiarities of the child’s personality (Burvikova, 2012: 117). When speaking about a
diaspore schoolchild, motivation relates not to himself only, but also to his parents. Are
the interested in their child’s acquiring the first (native) language, what role do they
subscribe to this language in their child’s life, to what extent are they willing to help him
acquire the language? The research “Development of Parent Involvement Models for
Bilingual Pre- and Primary School”, held in 2016—2017 among the parents of Russian
speaking pre-school children and pupils of elementary schools in Latvia, Finland, and
Estonia showed the following:

— all Latvian parents were interested that their children efficiently acquire the Russian
language;

— answering the question why their children need Russian in the future, the parents
allocated the variants in such a way (according to their importance): 1) to stay Russian
(keep their identity); 2) to use Russian in their hobbies in free time; 3) to have Russian
friends; 4) to be Russian among the Russians; 5) to use Russian at work; 6) to get education
in the Russian language (Dzhalalova, Protasova, Gavrilina, et al., 2017: 35—37).

The specifics of diaspore school educational environment is in its bilinguality. It is
obvious that bilingual education requires that teachers understand that bilingualism is
not double expression of one reality, not translation in two languages inner ideal speech
put between experience and expression, it is “the ability to move thoughtfully and
effectively in two parallel worlds with the help of two languages” (Overbeke Van, 1972:
46). According to F. Grosjean, “a bilingual person is not a sum of two full or not full
monolingual people: it is mostly a unique and specific linguistic configuration. Co-
existence and constant cooperation of the bilingual’s two languages creates a different,
but united linguistic creature” (Grosjean, 1989: 6). However, in the situation of acquired
bilingualism, which is mainly observed in Latvia, a lot of Russian-speaking schoolchildren
(later also students) in oral and written communication mainly translate from Russian
into Latvian, but not automatically switch languages. This can be more vividly seen in
their written texts. This translation definitely influences the quality of their speech
behaviour in the first and second languages.

One of the most important criteria of a schoolchild’s linguistic personality development
is its texts. First of all, written ones. This speech form, according to L.S. Vygotsky, is an
organising base in constructing the system of language, speech norming and forming
inner speech of a person (Vygotsky, 1960). As written speech compared with oral is more
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deliberate, controlled and considerate, it gives more information about a person
(a schoolchild as well) and his speech behaviour.

The aim of the article is to characterize the specifics of speech behaviour of Russian-
speaking nine-graders of Latvia in their written argumentative texts.

Material and methods

The materials of the research are 3296 compositions of nine-graders, which children
wrote at Russian language exam on finishing their secondary school in 2016—2018. In
the second part of the exam, schoolchildren were asked to write an argumentative text
of 250—300 words on one of the proposed topics. The assessment criteria were: 1) the
level of argumentation autonomy; 2) the quality of the arguments; 3) the level of argument
unfoldedness and using different types of arguments; 4) speech expressiveness and
observing language norms. To analyse the compositions the method of content analysis
was used.

Results

The ninth-graders’ argumentative text analysis revealed serious problems in children’s
speech behaviour:

— the compositions of most schoolchildren partly correspond with argumentative texts
(in the aspect of their contents, structure, quantity and quality of arguments, means of
thought development);

— they lack intertextual embeddings (the texts are “poor” in the sense aspect);

— in the speech behaviour there dominates an explicit [-communication (reflexive
observations, egocentric direction of their behaviour),

— pragmatic, naked outline of facts even if the topic of the text motivates to verbalize
emotions;

—asmall quantity of verbal forms — participles and adverbial participles, and participial
and adverbial participial constructions, adjectives in comparative and superlative degrees,
language expressive means (tropes and speech figures):

— a lot of language errors, mainly stylistic and punctuational ones, contingence of
written and oral communication.

Discussion

Creating a text (especially written) is definitely a complicated task for a schoolchild.
For example, text structuring, according to scientists, is a meta-linguistic skill, which is
hard to form for a schoolchild in any language regardless of a certain language (Schoonen,
Gelderen, Stoel & others, 2011: 46). In most cases, as our analysis shows, ninth-graders’
compositions consist of one detailed paragraph. The topic is usually not covered completely,
texts contain much irrelevant speech material.

Teenagers are better in creating narrative texts, then descriptive or argumentative texts.
Argumentation is a complicated form of monologue, because “reality is expressed in it
as intermediated by mental (logical) operations. As a result, there is a necessity of double-
expressed logicality, i.e. following objective (cause-and-effect relations between events
and phenomena) and notional (obeying laws of thoughts) logic” (Kirillova, 2008).
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Whatever our pupils write about, they aim at stenograph of event description with minimal
use of means of linguistic expressivity. According to E. Bialystok, one of the reasons of
this speech pragmatism is that “form the point of view of cognitive processes creating a
text for a bilingual is more complicated than for a monolingual. This is due to the fact
that during writing and speaking a bilingual’s cognitive sphere constantly controls two
language systems, supressing one of them and activating the other” (Bialystok, 2007:
218). But in our situation, this alarming symptom in schoolchildren’s speech behaviour
should be also explained by the fact that at the lessons in the second (Latvian) language,
which pupils do not speak well yet, they try to understand the most important things —
facts, general contents (which is usually expressed by nouns, verbs, adverbs). “Wonderful
details”, expressed by adjectives, tropes, figures are not usually understood, seem useless
and then do not appear in schoolchildren’s speech in their first language. This is proved
by children’s answers to our questions. The question “There are a lot of nouns and verbs
in your composition. Why do you think there are almost no adjectives?” is usually answered
as follows: “Why should I have them? I have told about everything without them”, or “I
wanted to write about what happened and not how it happened”, or “The main thing is
to render information. I’ve done it”.

Our analysis of ninth-graders’ compositions has shown that only 25 % of them clearly
formulated the problem, 24 % could interpret the thesis. And even in this case their
compositions rarely contain traditional introductions: lyrical digressions, rhetoric
questions, argumentation of the title (judgement), dialogue with the imaginary
communicator, quotations, proverbs, etc. Most introductions lack argumentative features,
the thesis is formulated in such a way that it does not need any evidence (it is useless to
prove apparent things!).

About 30 % of nine-graders followed compositional rules of an argumentative text
and formulated the requested number of arguments. The rest of them partially or fully
changed the thesis during argumentation, did not try to prove the correctness of the thesis
or did not use logical means of argumentation, factual and cultural information in
argumentation. For example, describing Old Riga, the place which is worth visiting for
potential tourists, only some schoolchildren used cultural and historical facts (not always
correct ones) as arguments. The main aim of visiting Old Riga is, as most children think,
to entertain, have a rest, have some fun, meet friends, go shopping. Discussing the topic
“Travelling is like a small life” (What is the role of travelling in human life? Why do people
travel? — the key questions of argumentation), the nine-graders’ arguments were as
follows: travelling is 1) entertainment, emotions, something new in a dull life (44 %);
2) the opportunity to forget your problems (32 %); 3) an adventure which can change
you (18 %); 4) a new experience (knowing other nations, their customs and traditions)
(5 %); 5) an opportunity to share your experience (to tell other tourists about potential
mistakes in travelling) (1 %). As we see, getting new experience, knowledge (one of the
most important aims and values of travelling) in the children’s system of values takes only
the fourth place.

Most of the nine-graders (89%) proved their points of view basing on their own
experience or their friends and relatives’ experience, and this is really a serious problem
which could be characterised as failure to overstep the boundaries of their own reflexive
experience. There is almost no factual or cultural information, so there are no references
to the sources of information in the schoolchildren’s texts as well, i.e. the children do
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not try to integrate their knowledge which they get at other lessons (history, geography,
culturology). What is the reason of this? On the one side, in order to use “strong” arguments
in argumentation, you should have a broad outlook, know a lot, be able to find new
information and assess it. Communication with Latvian teachers and schoolchildren
shows, regretfully, the opposite thing: children’s knowledge of the world is poor,
stereotypical, unobjective (and what is more important — children do not worry about
it). On the other hand, in Latvian schools there is such a practice as “preparing children
for compositions”. It is interesting that schoolchildren from different Latvian regions
write very similar compositions (we mean the contents and children’s speech behaviour).
This is due to the fact that teachers often impose samples, ready-made phrases. We have
the same situation in our schools; the situation was characterised by E.L. Erokhina (Doctor
of Pedagogy, Deputy Director of the Institute of Philology of Moscow Pedagogical State
University) in one of her interviews: “Teachers do everything for children not to think
themselves, but create a profane text and get their bonuses, while the teachers get their
points”. As a result, one of the features of Latvian Russian-speaking nine-graders’ written
texts (as well as those of twelve-graders and students) is that children do not write
compositions, they construct them. This situation was described in I.Yu. Gats’ monograph
“Linguistic education of schoolchildren in modern language situation”: “We are losing
the feeling of border between texts, created on our own, and somebody else’s texts. <...>
Acquiring somebody’s texts is the means of entering the culture” (Gats, 2012: 37). The
author explains it by the fact that “in a new communicative environment a traditional
mono-dimensional text is replaced by a multi-dimensional hypertext, <...> the method
of constructing textual and mental spaces is changed” (Gats, 2012: 65).

In their argumentation our ninth-graders prefer explicit I-communication. Their texts
lack understanding of somebody else’s point of view, perception of another person,
understanding another perspective (“perspective taking” is deeply researched in
N. Buckley, L.S. Siegel, S. Ness’s works). In our opinion, it can be explained by the fact
that at language lessons (and the lessons on other humanitarian subjects) the main
attention is paid to students’ introspection, creating texts where students only need to
express their own opinion of a problem or situation. As a result, an egocentric speech
behaviour is formed, and the pupils’ texts are primitive in their syntactic, semantic, and
thematic characteristics. Such texts, which are also not very long (it is impossible to speak
a lot about your own relation), “simple in theme and rheme developing, are created by
people with unbalance between left-brain and right-brain verbal structures” (Butakova,
2016: 5).

Only 10 % of pupils wrote their texts according to language norms. “The rating” of
the pupils’ mistakes is as follows: the first place — different stylistic mistakes (90 % of
pupils), the second place — punctuation mistakes (61 %), the third place — orthographic
mistakes (37 %). As we see, the main problems are stylistic mistakes and faults in pupils’
speech behaviour, the most typical being verbalism, tautology, pleonasms, clichés, breaking
rules of lexical combinability.

Conclusion

Despite of long-term experience in bilingual education in the schools of national
minorities in Latvia, the question about what and how to teach pupils is still controversial,
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politicized, not solved didactically, first of all in the aspect of forming a successful pupil’s
linguistic personality in the first and second languages simultaneously (the personality is
to be bilingual). It is really important to understand this, because “the second language
grows on base of the first one, is formed depending on the level of the first language. The
level of the first language is like a doorstep for learning the second one” (Protasova, 2005).
Or, according to G.I. Bogin, a secondary linguistic personality is “a structural mould of
the primary linguistic personality” (Bogin, 1998: 3). In Latvia, to the moment of finishing
school pupils usually get either not so effective linguistic personality in the two languages
or “deleting” the first (Russian) language. The modern reform in education in Latvia
(Skola 2030, 2018) substantially limited the possibility to form an integral linguistic
personality in the Russian language for Latvian schoolchildren. Until 2018, the proportion
of the Russian and Latvian languages in education depended on the bilingual model
chosen by the school. Nowadays, in Latvia there have been adopted nonpasku to education
law which decreased the role of the Russian language in school education (Skola 2030,
2018). This situation can lead to further decrease of the quality of pupils’ speech behaviour
(first of all, written one).

We have to solve many important didactic problems. One of them (probably, the most
important one) is how in a new educational environment the idea “culture — language —
personality” can be realized in school course of the Russian language. The second problem
is the choice of texts for lessons of the Russian language. There is a situation that the texts
which schoolchildren work with at the lessons of the Russian language and literature are
substantially different form the texts of their natural speech environment. The latter ones
cannot be called pattern and aesthetically ideal, but they are real language practice of the
children. As a result, there is a contradiction in the children’s consciousness, so
“schoolchildren do not see learning their native language as a necessary condition of
organizing their own everyday language existence” (Gats, 2017: 215). This does not mean
that at the lessons we have to deny culture texts which form the speech ideal. This means
that didactic material should also include Internet texts. The third problem is the criteria
of composition themes, text logics and composition, their genre and assessment. It is
obvious, that writing a composition for many modern schoolchildren is hard and dull
work, that does not bring any pleasure or satisfaction and is to a great extent stereotypical.
It is hardly possible to get interesting and informative texts from children. We think, that
T.V. Vasilenko is right saying that the reasons of low quality of modern schoolchildren’s
compositions not in the fact, that “children stop thinking about the problems of the
modern world and analysing them”, but in the fact that “composition is understood as
a “dead” genre, “Bemib B cebe”, having no practical relevance in real life” (Vasilenko,
2015).
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