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AnHoTanus. VccrienoBanve pa3BUTHs IPEIICTABICHAH 0 METOJIe OOYUCHHS B JIMIAKTHKE H
JIMHTBOAMAAKTHKE 3HAUMMO ISl IipernojaBaTesieil pycckoro s3blka kak nHoctpanHoro (PKI),
TaK Kak IMOKa3bIBaeT MPOLECC IBOJIIOLMU HAYYHOM MBICIH, ITO3BOJISET JIydlle MOHSITh €€ CO-
BPEMEHHOE COCTOSIHUE U MPOrHO3UPOBATh €€ Hay4dHble NepcrneKTUBbl. OHO CIIOCOOCTBYET MO-
CTPOEHHIO COBPEMEHHOTO BapHaHTa TEOPUH METOAOB 00yUEHUs, UMEIOIEH He TOIBKO Teope-
TUYECKOE, HO 1 OYEBHIHOE MPaKTUYeCcKoe 3HaueHue. Llenp uccnenoBaHus — OMcaTh MpoLecc
pa3BUTHUS NPEACTaBICHUNA O MeToJle OOyUYeHHs B ITUAAKTUKE U JMHIBOJIUAAKTHUKE, BBIIEIUTH
€ro 3Tarbl, HAMETUTh MEPCIEKTUBHI JALHEHIIINX UCCIEIOBaHM B 00JaCTH TEOPUU METOIOB
o0yuenus PKI. Matepuanom nccienoBanus NOCTy XKW okoso 80 TeopeTndeckux paboT u
MPaKTHYECKHUX MOCOOUH JUIsl yuuTeNeil B 00JIaCTH TUAAKTUKU U JIMHTBOIUIAKTHKH, B TOM YHCIIC
U JJI1 OpernojiaBaTesnieil pyccKoro si3plka Kak MHOCTpaHHOro. B xoze uccienoBaHus UCIOJb-
30BaJIMCh METOABI TOHATUIHOTO M KOHTEKCTYaJIbHOI'O aHaju3a, UCTOPUKO-ONMCATEeNbHbIN Me-
Toz. B pesynpraTe m3ydeHHs HICTOYHWKOB OBUTH BBISBJICHBI TPH JTalla Pa3BUTHS MpEICTaBIIe-
HUH 0 MeToze 0OYYeHHUs B AWAAKTUKE U JIMHTBOIUIaKTHKe. Ha aTame 3apoxkIeHus mpeacTas-
nenuit o metonie odydenus (XVII-XIX BB.) naHHOE MOHSATHE HE OMPENESUIOCh U HE aHalu-
3HPOBAIIOCH, OJJHAKO TEPMHH «METOJ] OOyYEeHHsD) aKTUBHO HCITOJB30BAJNICS, 0003HAdYast Kak Iie-
JIOCTHOE BUJICHHE Tpoliecca 00yueHus], TaK U IMPOEKT ACHCTBUI yuuTens Ha ypoke. Ha atame
CTaHOBJICHHUS HAYyYHBIX NpEACTaBIeHUNA 0 MeToAe o0ydeHus (XX B.) IPOXOAUIIO HAKOTJICHHE
SMIUPUYECKUX JAHHBIX U OCYLIECTBISUIUCH Pa3jMyHble UX WHTepHpeTauuu. boul npeanoxeH
pAa ompeneneHni U kinaccuukanuii Metoga o0ydeHus, CO3J[aH PsJi BAPHAHTOB TEOPUU Me-
TolI0B 00ydeHus. Ha aTarme KpuTHYECKOro mepeocMbICICHHST HAKOIJICHHBIX NaHHbBIX (XXI B.)
(hopMupyeTCs HOBBIN BapUAHT TEOPHU METOA0B 00yUYEeHUsI, OCHOBY KOTOPOTO COCTaBIISFOT OIHCA-
HUS CYIECTBEHHBIX TIPU3HAKOB MOHATHS «MeTol 00ydeHns», QyHKIHOHAIBHAS Kilaccu(uKa-
U] METOZIOB OOYUEHHS M PEKOMEHIANNH 110 BRIOOPY WIIM KOHCTPYHPOBAHHIO METOa 00yde-
HUs. BEIsBIIEH OCHOBHOW (DaKkTOp, MPEMATCTBYIOMUI TOCTPOCHHIO TAKOH TEOPUH, — MHOTO-
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Abstract. It is crucial for teachers of Russian as a foreign language to investigate the way
of development of the ideas about the teaching method in didactics and linguodidactics. Thereby,
they can better understand the process of evolution of the scientific thought, its current state
and define its prospects. It helps to build a modern theory of teaching that has a practical value.
The purpose of this research is to describe the development of the ideas about the teaching
method in didactics and linguodidactics, to identify its stages and to analyze the future pro-
spects for the development of the theory of teaching, including the methods of teaching Rus-
sian as a foreign language. The research was based on about 80 theoretical works devoted to
didactics and linguodidactics and practical guides for teachers, including manuals for teachers
of Russian as a foreign language. The author used the methods of conceptual and contextual
analysis, and the historical and descriptive research method. Analyzing the sources, the re-
searcher identified three stages of the development of the ideas about the teaching method in
didactics and linguodidactics. When the ideas about the teaching method originated (17"-19% cen-
turies), this concept was not defined. However, the term “teaching method” was actively used,
as it referred both to the teaching process and to the teacher’s actions in the classroom. At the stage
of formation of scientific ideas about the teaching method (20" century), researchers compiled
and analyzed empirical data. Different definitions and classifications of the teaching methods
were proposed and various theories of teaching methods were developed. At the stage of criti-
cal rethinking (21" century), a new theory of teaching was introduced. It included the descrip-
tion of the main features of teaching methods, their functional classification, and recommen-
dations on how to choose and develop a teaching method. The term “teaching method” is poly-
semantic, which causes a number of problems. If researchers manage to clearly define this
term, a great contribution will be made not only to didactics and linguodidactics, but also to
the theory of teaching Russian as a foreign language.
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BBepeHue

OpHuM W3 BaXHBIX HAMPABICHUH Pa3BUTHS METOAMKHU MPETIOJAaBAHUS PYC-
CKoro s3bIka kak uHocTpanHoro (PKUN) seisiercst yriryOneHue ee CBsi3ei ¢ Tak Ha3bl-
BaeMbIMH 0a30BBIMH HAyKaMH, CPEIU KOTOPBIX INIABHBIMH METOAMCTHI TPAJAUIIIOHHO
CUMTAIOT JIMHIBUCTHUKY, TICUXOJIOTHIO U MEJaroruky (0coOeHHO pa3zel menarori-
KW, Ha3bIBAEMBIN JUIAKTUKON M M3ydaronuid o0IIyro Teoputo o0yuyenus). [Ipu stom
JMHTBUCTUYCCKUE OCHOBBI METOJIUKH pa3pabOTaHBI TOBOJIBHO TITyOOKO, TICHXO0JIO-
THYECKHE B MEHBIIICH CTENEHH U ellle B MEHbIIIEH CTENeHH TUAAKTHUIECKHE.

Hama meTonuka 3amMCTBYeT U3 TUIAKTUKHU, TTPEKIE BCETO, CBOM OCHOBHBIC
MOHSTHSI, TPUYEM OHU Yallle BCEro OepyTcsl Kak TOTOBbIE KOHCTPYKTHI, O3 Kpu-
TUYECKOTO aHAJIM3a WX cojiepkaHus. Hanbosee nHTEpecHas TOUKa CONMPUKOCHOBE-
HUS AUJAKTUKH U METOJIUKHU MPETNOJaBaHUsl PYCCKOTO 3bIKa KaK HHOCTPAHHOTO —
MOHATHE «METOJ| 00yUeHUs». VICTOPUIECKU CIIOKHIIIOCH TaK, YTO MPEICTABICHHUS
0 MeTo/ie 00y4YeHHUsl B 3THX HayKaxX pasziauuHbl (00 3ToM Oosee moapoOHO naiee),
IIPU ATOM METO/MKa 00y4EeHHUs PyCCKOMY (POJHOMY) SI3bIKY HaciaenyeT TPpaauLluu
TUIAaKTHKU, a MeTonuka npenogaBanusi PKU — tpagummu Metonuku oOydeHHs
WHOCTPAHHBIM si3bIKaM. [[OHUMaHUe CYIIECTBYIOMIETO COCTOSIHUS ACIT, SBOFOITUI
MpeICTaBICHU 0 MeTo/ie 00yUYeHHSI, IEPCIIEKTUB Pa3BUTHUS ITUX MPEACTaBICHUH,
HECOMHEHHO, Ba)KHO IS TIPerojaBaTeliell PyCCKOTO S3bIKa KaK WHOCTPAHHOTO.
HNMenHO 3TO M 00YCIOBUIIO aKTyalbHOCTh MPEINPUHITOrO HAMH UCCIIEOBAHHUS
Pa3BHUTHS MPEICTABICHUH O METOJIC OOYUCHHSI B TUIAKTUKE U JIMHT'BOIUIAKTHKE.

[TonsiTue «meron OOy4eHHs», XOTS U SIBISIETCS OJHUM U3 CaMbIX TMEPBBIX
MOHATHA TUIAKTHKH, 10 CHX TIOP HE MOXKET CUYHTATHCS MOJIPOOHO W3YUCHHBIM.
Cy1iecTByeT MHOXECTBO OMMCaHM MeTO10B 00yueHus B quaakTuke (babanckuii,
1985; Tomant, 1957; JlemGepr, 1958 u ap.) u nuarsoguaaktuke (KamutoHosa,
lykun, 1979; Paxmanos, 1972; Larsen-Freeman, 2000; Richards, Rodgers, 2001
Y JIp.), OJHAKO B HUX JAFOTCS Pa3HBIC €0 ONPEICTICHHS, 2 B HEKOTOPBIX TO MOHS-
THE Jake He paccMmaTpuBaercs. O TOM, UTO TOHHUMAIOT MOJA METOJOM OOYy4YEHUS
aBTOPHI 3TUX OMHCAHUH, MOKHO CJIeJIaTh BBIBOJ] TOJBKO B XOJI¢ aHATN3a KOHKPET-
HBIX IPUMEPOB.

TeopeTrueckux padoT, B KOTOPBIX pacCMaTPUBAIIACh ObI CYIITHOCTh TIOHSATHS
«MeToJ 00ydeHHs», 3HAUUTEeNIbHO MeHble (Asnekciok, 1973; babanckuii, 1985;
KazakeBuu, 1998; Jlepnep, 1981; Capanues, 1988; Anthony, 1963 u np.), u oHun
Tak)Ke HE PelIaloT BCEro KOMILUIEKca MpolieM, KOTOpble BOZHUKAIOT B XOJI€ Hayy-
HOTO aHaJIN3a METOIOB. TepMUH «METO/I OOYUCHHS» OKA3hIBAETCS MHOTO3HAYHBIM
B OTIIMYHE, HAIPUMEP, OT TEPMUHOB «IIPUHIUI OOYUYEHUS» UIU «CPEACTBO 00Y-
YSHWSI», U 3TO 3aTPYIHICT pa3pabOTKy TEOPUH METOI0B OOyYeHUs, HO HU B OJHOMN
W3 TEOPETHUYECKHUX padoT 3Ta MHOTO3HAYHOCTH TITyOOKO HE UCCIIEIyeTCs, HEe yKa-
3BIBAETCS, UTO OHA CYIIECTBYET YK€ HECKOJIBKO CTOJICTHH, HE HAMEUaeTCs IyTei
pelieHus npobieMbl MHOTO3HAYHOCTH JAaHHOTO TEPMHHA, KOTOPOE HEBO3MOXKHO
0e3 TPOBEACHUS UCCIICIOBAHUS UCTOPUKO-TIEArOTHYECKOTO XapaKkTepa.

W3yuyenue pa3BUTHUS MpENCTaBICHUN O MeTo/le OOy4YeHHS B JUAAKTUKE U
JMHTBOAMIAKTHKE CTAHOBHUTCS, CJIEIOBATEIIBHO, UCKITIOYUTEILHO 3HAYMMBIM IS
MMOHUMAaHUS HE TOJBKO PBOJIOIUU AUIAKTUYECKON M JIMHIBOIUIAKTUIECKON MBIC-
J¥, HO TaKXKe I aHaIh3a €€ COBPEMEHHOTO COCTOSIHHSI, MTPOTHO3MPOBAHUS €€
Hay4dHbIX nepcnekTuB. Kpome Toro, oHo Oyaer cnocoOcTBOBATH MOCTPOSHHUIO CO-
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BPEMEHHOT'0 BapHaHTa TEOPHH METOJIOB O0YUYEHHS, KOTOpas, KaK U Jro0as Junak-
THUYECKasl TEOpHsl, JOJDKHA ObITh OOpallleHa K MPAKTUYECKON AEATelNbHOCTU IIpe-
noJiaBaTeneil, B TOM 4Hcie U NpodecCHOHATBHOMN AeITeIbHOCTH MperoaaBaTenen
PYCCKOTO s3bIKa Kak MHOCTpaHHOro. Takue oOpa3om, HacTosIee UCCIeI0BaHHUE
HMMeEET U COBEPIICHHO OYEBUIHOE IPAKTUUECKOE 3HAYCHHUE.

Uenb

Lenp uccnenoBanus — onucarh IpoLECC Pa3BUTHUS MIPEICTABICHUM O METO-
ne oOydeHusl B TUIAKTUKE M JIMHTBOJUAAKTHUKE, BBIACIUTH dTalbl 3TOTO Mpolec-
ca, HAMETHTD MEPCIIEKTUBBI JAIbHEHIIINX UCCIIEIOBaHUI B 00IACTH TEOPUU METO-
JI0B 00yUY€HHsI PyCCKOMY SI3bIKY KaK HHOCTPAaHHOMY.

MeToabl U MaTepuarsnbl UCCeaoBaHUS

MarepuaioMm HCCIIeIOBaHUs SIBUJIMCH KaK TEOPETUIECKUE PadOTHI B 00JIaCTH
JTUIAKTUKU U JTMHTBOAUAAKTUKY (MOHOTpaduH, JUCCepTalii), O3BOJISIOINE TIPO-
CJICZITH HBOJIOIMIO B3TJISA0B YUEHBIX HA CYITHOCTH MOHATHS «METOJ 00ydeHHs,
TaK M MPaKTUYECKHe NOCOOUS M0 TUAAKTUKE M JTMHTBOJUAAKTUKE JJIS YUUTENEH,
B KOTOPBIE BKJIIOUEH pa3aen «MeToabl 00ydeHus», a TaKKe TTOCOOHs, CIIeIIHaIbHO
MOCBSIIEHHbIE CUCTEMHOMY OIMCAHMIO WJIM UCTOPUU METOJOB 00y4deHHs (BCEro
0k0J10 80 MCTOYHUKOB Ha PYCCKOM, AHIJIMMCKOM, (PPAHI[y3CKOM U UTAJIbIHCKOM
a3bIkax). [TockonbKy OOBEKTOM aHajau3a B 3THMX UCTOYHMKAX SBISUIOCH MOHSTHE
«MeToJ1 00yUYeHHs», 0C000€ BHUMAHHE yIEISIIOCh €ro ONpeIeIeHUsIM U OITHCaHuU-
M, B KOTOPBIX HPOSIBJIAIOTCS €r0 CYIIECTBEHHbIE NPU3HAKH, TO €CTh IPU3HAKHU,
OTJIIMYAIOIINE €T0 OT CMEXHBIX TTOHSATHH.

B xoJe uccienoBanus UCONb30BaJICs KOMIIJIEKC METOZOB U MPUEMOB, Cpe-
JI KOTOPBIX OCHOBHBIMU OBLITH:

— METOJ NOHATUITHOrO aHa/lNu3a, MPEeIIoaraloluii pacCMOTPEHUE CBSI3U
MOHATHUS «METOJ] O0YUYEHHS» C IPYTMMHU AUJAKTHUECKUMH MOHITUAMH, BKIIOYAs
aHaJIN3 CYILIECTBYIOIUX AE(PUHULIUI 3TOrO IOHATHS,

— METOJl KOHTEKCTYaJIbHOTO aHAJIN3a, MPENOJaralouIuii BeISBICHUE 3HAYCHUS
TEpPMHUHA «METO/ 00yUeHHs» B IUIAKTUUECKUX U JIMHTBOAUIAKTUUECKUX TEKCTax;

— UCTOPHUKO-OIUCATEIIBHBIN METOJ, NPEAIONIAratoii U3JI0KEHUE MaTepraa
B XPOHOJIOTHYECKOM MOCIEeI0BATEIBHOCTH U COUETAIOIIMIICS ¢ MPUEMaMU aHaJIH-
3a, CpaBHEHMsI, 0000IIEHUS U CHCTEMAaTU3alUN JaHHBIX.

PesynbTaThl

B xoxe paGoTel ObUTH TOTyYEHBI JaHHBIC, TTO3BOJISIONINE 0XapaKTePHU30BaTh
TIpe/ICTaBIeHHs 0 MeTojie 00y4yeHus B pumMepHo 80 Tpyaax Mo AWAAKTHKE U JIMHTBO-
munaktike ¢ XVII B. mo Hacrosimee BpeMs. bblmym nmpoaHaIM3upOBaHbI, C OAHOMN
CTOpPOHBI, OTPEICIICHUS TTOHATHS «METO/ OOYYEHHs», C APYTOil CTOPOHBI, OMHCAHUS
MeTO0B. B Tex cimydasix, Korza onpeaeneHue MoHsATHs «METOl OOyUCHHS» B JH-
JAKTUYECKUX WIN JIMHIBOAUIAKTUYECKUX TEKCTaX OTCYTCTBOBAJIO, IPOBOAMIICS aHa-
3 PYHKITMOHUPOBAHMS TEPMHUHA «METOJ O0YUEHHUS» B PA3TUYHBIX KOHTEKCTaX.

By BBISIBIIEHBI TPU Tala pa3BUTHUS MIPEICTABICHHUM 0 METOIe O0yUeHUs B
JUIAKTUKE W JIMHTBOAUAAKTUKE, OTJIMYAIOIIMXCS IpYyTr OT apyra. Ha stane 3apox-
JICHUS TPEJICTaBICHUN 0 MeToAie 00y4eHHUs, KOTOPBIH, MO HAIIMM AAHHBIM, JUTHJI-
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cst ¢ XVII (c pynos S.A. Komenckoro) mo XIX B., MOHSATHE «METOJ OOYUCHHUS
aKTHBHO HCIIONIb30BaJIOCh, HO Yallle BCEr0 HE OMPENeNsIoch U He aHAIM3UPOBAJIOCh.
Ero Hay4HbIll aHamM3 Haydajl OCYLIECTBIATHCA B XX B., PE3yJIbTATOM YErO CTalIu
pa3IuyYHbIe OMpeeNieHus] U KiIacCU(PHUKAUU METOJ0B o0yueHus. Mbl Ha3Baau
9TOT 3Tal TAlOM CTAaHOBJICHHUS HAYUYHBIX MTPEICTABICHUN O METOe 00yUeHHUs.

Tpertuit 3Tam — 3Tanm KPUTUUYECKOTO MEPEOCMBICIEHUSI HAKOIUICHHBIX IaH-
HbIX (XXI B.) — ObLT 00YCIIOBJIEH HACTYNUBIINM KPH3UCOM METOJIOB OOYYCHHS U
noTpeOHOCTRIO ero mpeoaosieHus. Ha 3ToM sTame ocymiecTBiIsieTcs: KpUTHIeCKAN
aHaIM3 HAKOTUICHHBIX JaHHBIX, OCBOOOXKAECHHE TEOPUH METOJIOB 00y4YeHUs OT MU(OB
1 3201y KJI€HHUI, KOTOPOE, B YaCTHOCTH, ObLIO mpoaemoHcTpupoBano M.JI. Ca-
nosckoit (CamoBckast, 2008). EcTe 0cHOBaHHWE TIOJIaraTh, 4TO Ha 3TOM 3Tare OyIeT
MpeaioKeH Ooyiee paloHaNIbHbBIN BapUaHT TEOPHUH METOI0B 00yUEHHUSI.

B xone uccnenoBano ObUIO YCTaHOBIIEHO, YTO HA BCEX TPEX JTalax pa3BH-
THUS MIPEICTABICHUN O MeTo/e 00y4YeHHs CYLIECTBOBAJIO JBONWCTBEHHOE MOHUMA-
HUE ITOTO TMOHATHUS: TEPMHUH «METOJ 00yUYeHHs» 0003Haual KakK IIeIOCTHOE BUJIe-
HUE Tpolecca 00ydeHHsl, TaK U MPOEKT ACUCTBUN yUUTENsl Ha ypOKe.

JIBOlCTBEHHOE NMOHUMAaHHE MOHITHUS «METOJ 00YUEHMsD» XapaKTEpHO U AJIs
METOJMKH TMPENnoJaBaHus PyCCKOTo si3bIka Kak nHocTpanHoro. Jlo 1960-x rr. B Helt
JOMUHHPOBAJIO NMPEACTAaBIEHUE O METOJE O0yUeHHs KaK MPOeKTe JAeHCTBHI Ipe-
nogaBateis Ha ypoke. B 1960-x rr. BO MHOTOM 101 BJIUSTHUEM METOJUKU TPETo-
JaBaHUSI MHOCTPAHHBIX S3BIKOB (KaK COBETCKOM, TaK M 3apyOeKHOI) METOA cTaj
paccMmaTpuBaThCs Kak HallpaBiieHHE B OOy4eHUHU S3bIKY. /[BOMCTBEHHOCTH Mpen-
CTaBJICHUH O MeTojJie 00yueHus: HauboJiee sIPKO BhIpAXKEHA B METOJUYECKON KOH-
nenuuu A.H. llykuHa, 0qHOTO U3 BBIIAIONIUXCS CIEIMATUCTOB B 00JAacTH Mpe-
M0/IaBaHUS PYCCKOTO S3bIKa KaK MHOCTPAHHOTO.

O6cyxaeHune

Oxapaktepu3yeMm TpH dTara pa3BUTHs MPEACTABICHUN O METO/Ie O0yUeHUs
B TU/IAKTHKE U TUHTBOJUIAKTHKE.

1. Oman 3apoarcoenus npedcmasnenuii 0 memooe ooyuenus (XVII-XIX 6s.).
Cr0oB0 «MeTomy Kak OOIIeHayYHBI TEPMHH, 0003HAYAIOIINN Pa3HOBUIHOCTh KaKOM-
100 NeATeNbHOCTH WK IpecTaBieHne 00 3TOW pasHOBHIHOCTH, MOTYYUI pac-
MIPOCTpPAHEHHE B 3alaJIHOEBPOIEHCKON HaydyHOU JUTepaType mocie myOnuKanuu
B 1637 r. xkuuru P. [lexapta «Discours de la méthode pour bien conduire sa raison,
et chercher la verité dans les sciences» ([ekapt, 2015). M.A. BnagucnasneB yka-
3bIBaJI, YTO ATOT TEPMUH UCHOIB30BAJICS U paHee, B TPyAax MPEICTaBUTEIEH IIKOJIbI
Paiimynna Jlymnus (1235-1315) (Bnagucnasnes, 1872: 142), To ecTh, BO3MOKHO,
yxe B XIV B.

B nupakTuke M JTMHIBOAMIAKTHKE TEPMHUH «METOI» PacHpOCTpaHsETCs ¢
cepeaunbl XVII B. mocne myOnukauuu tpyaoB S.A. KomeHckoro u ocoGeHHO ero
kauru «Novissima linguarum methodus» («Hoeiimuit MeTos mpernogaBaHust s3bl-
koB», 1649) (Comenius, 2005). IIpu s3tom Hu B Tpynax f.A. KomeHnckoro, HU B Tpy-
JlaxX ero IMoclieJoBaTeNieil OH He OIpenessuics, BEpOsITHO, TOTOMY, UYTO YK€ BOC-
MIPUHUMAJICS KaK OOIIETTOHATHBIN, caMO co00i padymeronuiicsa. B kaurax mo jau-
naktuke u nuHreoauaaktuke B X VII-XIX BB. onuchIBanuCh pa3inyHbIE METObI
0o0y4eHHUs U BOCIIUTAHUS, U, aHAIU3UPYS ITH OMUCAHUS, MOKHO YBHUJIETh, YTO TO-
HUMAJ TOT UJIM UHOM aBTOP MOJ TEPMUHOM «METOI.
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B sTOT mepBeIii epruo pa3BUTHS NPEACTAaBICHUNA O MeToJie 00ydeHus: 00-
HapYKUBAIOTCS JBE PAa3HBIX €0 HHTEPIIPETALIUU:

— MeToJ, 00y4YeHHs pacCMaTPHUBAJICS KaK LEJIOCTHOE BUACHUE JESITEILHOCTH
yuuTeNs], KaK HEKUIl KOHIENTyalbHBIN MOAX0J, 00YCIOBIMBAIOIINM MpOTeKaHUE
ATOM JIEATENBHOCTU U OMUCHIBAIOIIMI Pa3IMYHbIE €€ ACTIEKThI. TaKUMH METOaMH
B IMJIaKTHKE OBLIM aKpOaMaTHUECKHIl, METOJ U3JIOKEHHUSI YyueOHOro Marepuaia,
U 3pOTEMATUYECKHI, MM BOIPOCHO-OTBETHBIM, KOTJa MPU M3JI0KEHUU Y4eOHOTrO
MaTepualia yuuTellb MCO0Ibh30Bal HaBozsmue Bonpockl (EBcradues, 1879), ux co-
BpPEMEHHBIE aHAJIOTH — JIEKIMOHHBIA M CEMUHAPCKUI METO/IbI By30BCKOTO O0YYEHHUS.
K mogoGHoro poga Merogam oTHOCUTCS MeToT Bceobmiero oOydenus XK.-2K. XKa-
koto (I'yrens, 1834). B MeTonuke npenojaBaHusi HHOCTPAHHBIX SI3bIKOB TAKUMH
ot Meton Omtennopda, meton Ana, meton ['acries — OTTo — 3ayspa, METOIBI
nepuona Pegopmbr 1870—1890 rr.: HaTypanbHbIA, IPSAMON U 1Ip.;

— MeTo1 00yUYeHHsI paccMaTpUBaiCs Kak MPOEKT ACUCTBUM yuuTeNs Ha ypOKe.
Hanpumep, B XVIII B. B IUIaKTUUECKUX PEKOMEHAAUMAX I YYUTEJIEH HapOA-
HbIX yumiui] Poccuiickoil umMnepun ONUCHIBAIIUCH MATh TaKUX METOAOB 00yue-
HUS: METOZ COBOKYITHOTO HACTaBJIEHUS, METOJI COBOKYITHOI'O YTEHUS, METOJ BOIIPO-
IIaHusl, TAOMMYHBIA MeTo 1, OykBeHHBIN MeTo[ (PykoBomcTBO.., 1783). B nunrBoO-
TUIaKTHYECKUX TPYAaX OMUCHIBATINCH METObI OOYUYCHHS YTEHUIO U IMHCHMY, JICK-
CHKE U TpaMMaTHKe, Pa3BUTUIO PEUH U JP.

OTH [1B€ pa3HblEe MHTEPIPETALMH CYLIECTBOBAIN U B JAJIbHEWUIIEM U BO MHO-
T'OM OIpeNeNsuId pa3BUTHE MPECTABICHUN O MeTo1e 00yUeHHSI.

2. Dman cmanosnenus HayuyHbIX npedcmaegieHuti o memooe ooyuenus (XX a.).
B uctopun oteuecTBeHHOM AMIAKTUKH 0CO00€ MECTO 3aHMMAIOT PabOThl YUEHBIX
1920-x rT., OTIMUaroIMecs: cBOOOI0M TBOpUECcKoil Mbiciu. XoTs yxe B 1930-x rT.
Hay4yHbI€ JOCTUKEHHUSI MeJaroroB 3TOr0 BPeMEHU ObLIM MOABEPTHYTHl KPUTHKE U
BO MHOTOM YTpay€Hbl, IMEHHO OHHU MPHUIATH MOIIHBINA UMIYJIbC AajbHEUIIEMY pa3-
BUTHIO JUAAKTUKH. VIX 0COOCHHOCTHIO OBLT IMOMCK HAYYHOTO OOOCHOBAaHHUS KaTe-
TOpUil TUIAKTHKYU, U B TOM 4yuciie Metoga oOydenus. B 1920-x rr. myOnukyroTcs
Hay4YHbI€ TPY/Ibl, MOCBAILIEHHbIE METO/IaM 00y4YEeHHUsI B LIEJIOM U OTAEIbHBIM METO-
naM B yacTHOCTH (ABTyx0B, 1928; Beecssitckuii, 1924; lyneman, 1929), co3na-
I0TCS pa3fIUYHbIe KIacCU(PUKALMU METO/I0B 00yUeHHsI, HAIPUMED, JIEJI€HHE METO-
JIOB Ha CIIOBECHBIE, WITIOCTPAaTUBHBIE U MOTOpHBIE (ABTYX0B, 1928), abcTpakTHO-
MpeIMETHBIE W KOHKpeTHO-KoMIuTiekcHble ([lymeman, 1929), MeTobl TOTOBBIX 3HA-
HUM 1 MeToibl uckanus (Bcecstckuit, 1924).

HoBatopckue negarormyeckue uaen 1920-x rr. monydaroT pa3BUTHE B
1950-1980-¢ rr., mpudem mpobieMa MeToaa o0ydeHHUs OKa3bIBACTCS HACTOJIBKO
3HAYUMOM, YTO HEOJHOKPATHO 00CYXAaeTcsa Ha cTpaHulax xkypHana «CoBeTckas
nefaroruka» (Bo Bropoit nonosune 1950-x rr., Ha pyoexe 1960—-1970-x rr.). Kpome
Toro, Ha pyoexe 1970-1980-x IT. MPOXOAUT IUCKYCCHS MO METOJaM OOyYeHHsI
HEPOJHOMY $3BIKY B XKypHaje «PyCCKHMH sI3bIK B HAallMOHAJIBHOW LIKoJIe». Haum-
Has ¢ 1950-X IT. BBIXOJAT B CBET MOCOOUS JUIsl yUMTENEH, MOCBAIICHHbBIE OIUCca-
HUIO U 00OCHOBaHUIO pa3IM4HbIX MeTon0B oOyuenus (I'omant, 1957; Jlembepr,
1958; Jlopakunanunaze, 1957 u ap.).

Bropoii nepuoa pa3BuTusi IpeaCTaBICHUN 0 MeTo/ie 00yUeHHUs XapaKTepH-
30BaJICSl KAK HAKOIUIEHWEM SMIUPUYECKUX JAAHHBIX, TaK U CTPEMJIEHHEM HX 000C-
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HOBaTh TeopeTHuecku. OTHUM U3 KapIWHAIbHBIX HANPaBICHUM HAy4YHOH MBICIH
OBbUT TIOMCK CYIIECTBEHHBIX MPH3HAKOB MOHATHS METO/a 00y4EHHsI, KOTOPbIE JOJK-
HBI OBUIM TPUBECTH K (POPMYIIMPOBAHHUIO HAYYHOTO ONPENEICHUS STOTO MOHITHS.
Kak 1 Ha mepBoM 3Tamne pa3BUTHS MPeACTABICHUN 0 MeTo/Ie 00yUYEeHHs, B TPy Aax
10 TUAAKTUKE COCYIIECTBOBAJIM JIBa OCHOBHBIX M10/IX0/J1a K IOHUMAaHUIO €ro CyTH:

— METOJI CBA3BIBAJICS C LEJIOCTHBIM IMIPOIIECCOM OOYYEHHsI: OH MOHMMAJICS KaK
IIyTh OT HE3HaHUs K 3HaHUIO (BcecBsarckuii, 1924), kak 1eATeNbHOCTh YUUTENS U
yuamuxcs (3aituerko, 1956), kak MOJeNb ACSITEIBHOCTH YUUTENSI M YUYalTuxcs
(JIepuep, 1981), kak metoaunueckas konuenius (Ilanopunckuii, 1958);

— METO/I CBSI3BIBAJICS C JIEATEIBHOCTHIO YUUTENS U YYallIUXCsl Ha yPOKE: OH TO-
HUMAJICS KaK MPOEKT ATOoM AesTenbHOoCcTH ([lanmnos, 1956), kak COBOKYIHOCTb NpH-
emMoB o0yueHus (Pyounmreitn, 1927).

Amnanu3 0030pHBIX TPYAOB IO TUAAKTUKE U yUeOHUKOB MEAArOruKH st Oy-
TyUIUX YYUTENIeH MOKa3bIBAET, YTO B AUAAKTHKE XX B. TOMUHUPOBAI BTOPOW MO~
xoz1. BMmecTe ¢ TeM HeKkoTOphle y4eHbIe Mpeajaranu Oojiee MIMPOKOE OIpesene-
HHE, KOTOPOE MOTJIO OBITh COTJIACOBAHO C OOOMMHM MOJIXOJIAMU: METOJ O0yUCHHSI
OTIpeIeNIsICs KaK CIIocOoO COBMECTHOM MIIM B3aUMOCBSI3aHHOM J€ATENbHOCTH y4H-
TeJsl U y4daluxcs, HaIpaBJIeHHBIH Ha pelIeHue 3a71a4 00pa30BaHMsI, BOCITUTAHUS
u pa3sutus ydanmxcs (babanckuit 1985; Bepsunun, 1957; lN'onant, 1957 u ap.).
DTO0 ompenesieHne, X0Ta U ABIIseTCs HauboJiee pacIpOCTPaHEHHBIM B IUJaKTHYe-
CKUX TPYJAax, HE MOKET ObITh MIPUHATO MO PSLY MPUUUH.

Bo-niepBbix, onpezeneHue MeToa uepe3 crnocod npeacTaBisier co0oii mpumep
JIOTMYECKOTr0o WK ceMaHTudeckoro kpyra (Kaszakesuu, 1998: 43). Bo-BTopsix, 00-
Cy’KJJaeMoe OIpeJielieHe METoAa O0yUYeHUs SBISETCS MPOU3BOJHBIM OT HU3BECT-
HOTO B TIEIarOTHKE OINpeNeieHusi «00yueHHe — 3TO B3aUMOCBS3aHHAs JIEATENb-
HOCTb YUWTENs U y4allluXcsl, HallpaBJIeHHAsl Ha pelIeHre KOMIUIeKca 3a/1a4 oopa-
30BaHUs, BOCIIUTAHUS U pa3BUTHA ydyamuxcs». OHO HEe BCKPBIBAET CYLIHOCTH IO-
HATHUS «METOJ 00yUYEHUs», SABISAACH AOCOIIOTHO HEMH(OPMATHUBHBIM, ITyCTBIM, KaK
ObUTH OBl MyCTHIMU AHAJIOTUYHBIE ONPEENCHH: COAepKaHue 00yUeHHs — 3TO CO-
Jiep’KaHUe B3aMMOCBA3aHHON JEATEIBHOCTH YUUTENS U yUYalluXxcs, CpeicTBO 00y-
YEHUs] — 3TO CPEJCTBO B3aMMOCBSI3aHHOM [EATEIBHOCTH YUUTENS M ydallluxcs,
pe3ynbTathl 00y4YeHUsS — 3TO PE3yJIbTaThl B3aMMOCBA3AHHON NIEATENBHOCTH YUU-
TENs U yJaluxes U T. 1.

B oredecTBeHHOI TUHTBOAUIAKTHKE XX B. OOHAPYKUBAIOTCS T€ YK€ JIBA IMOJI-
X0/1a K OTpeAETICHUIO METOAa O0yUYeHHS, YTO ¥ B AMJAKTHKE, HO TIPU 3TOM B Me-
TOJIMKE MPENoJaBaHus POJHOTO S3bIKa METO/ Yallle CBSA3BIBACTCA C JESITEIbHOCTHIO
YUHUTEJISl Ha YpOKE, a B METOJIMKE IpPENoAaBaHUsl MHOCTPAHHOIO sA3blKa — C ILie-
JIOCTHBIM BUJEHHEM Tporiecca oOydeHus. B mocneqHem citydae oH omnpenessieTcs
Kak HampasieHue B o0yuenuu s3bIky (Kanutonosa, Hlykun, 1979), kak metoau-
yeckast koHuenuus (Ecamkansn, 1980) nim kak MoAeNb AESITEIIBHOCTH YIUTENS U
yuamuxcs (JIssxoBuukui, 1981).

Pa3Hoe nmoHumanue TepMuHa «METOJl 00OYUYEHHS» B TUAAKTUUECKUX U JIMHT-
BOJUJAKTUYECKUX TPYyIax CO3/aeT HeyA0OCTBa U AJIs MpernoaBaTeNe, u sl uc-
cienoBaTeniel, Tak Kak Jito0Ooi regarornyeckoil pealbHOCTH CBOMCTBEHHBI U Me-
TOJIbI, CBSI3aHHBIE C ()parMEHTaMH Y4eOHOTO 3aHATHA (CIOBECHbIE, HATJISAHBIC,
MPaKTUYECKHE U T. 11.), © METO/Ibl, CBSI3aHHBIE C IIEIOCTHBIM yU4€OHBIM MPOLIECCOM
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u 00yCIOBIUBAIOIINE €ro mpoTekanue. IMEeHHO MOATOMY B METOAMKE IMpernoia-
BAHMSI MHOCTPAHHBIX SI3bIKOB MMEIM MECTO IMONBITKH YNOPSAOYUTH TEPMHHOJIO-
THI0, IPEAJIOKUTD Pa3HbIE TEPMUHBI JUISl 3TUX TPYIIT METOJOB.

N.J1. Canuctpa, BeposITHO, OBLIT TIEPBBIM, KTO MTOCTaBUJI BOMPOC O TOM, UTO
NPECTaBICHHS O (hparMeHTax ypoka U O IeJIOCTHOM Ipolecce 00ydeHUs JOK-
HBI Ha3bIBaThCS Pa3HbIMU TepMHUHAMHU. OH PEKOMEHI0BaJl METOAUCTAM HCIIONIb30-
BaTh TEPMHH «METOJ 00yUeHHs» TOJBKO JUIs 0003HAUEHUs MPEICTaBICHU O 1es-
TEJIBbHOCTH YYUTENsS HAa ypoke. /[ mMeTonoB-HampaBieHUN OH MPEAJIONKHIT Tep-
MHUH «MeToaudeckas cuctemay (Camuctpa, 1959), Ho ero npeasioKeHue mouTH He
MOJIyYMJIO TPU3HAHUS METOIUCTOB.

A.H. IIlykun, onucsiBasg METO/bl NPENOJABAHUS PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA KaK MHO-
CTPaHHOTO, BBIABHHYJ KOMIIPOMHCCHOE pPEIIeHHE: OCTaBUTh JJs O0euX TPyl
TEPMUH «METOJI 00yUYEHHS», HO TIPU 3TOM B Ka)KJOM KOHKPETHOM cily4yae JaBaTh
YTOYHEHHE — «OOEANTAaKTUYECKUN METOI» WIIN «4aCTHOMETOAUYECKUN METOI».
OOuenMaakTUYeCKHii MeTo1 00YUeHHS OIPEEIIsICS UM KaK COBOKYITHOCTb CIIO-
co0OB B3aMMOCBSI3aHHOM JEATENILHOCTH YUUTENS U YUalllUXCsl, HallPaBJIEHHBIX Ha
JOCTIDKEHHE 1ieNieil 00pa30BaHMsl, BOCIUTAHUS U Pa3BUTHS ydyalluXcs, YaCTHOMeE-
TOJIMYECKUH KaK HallpaBlIieHHE B 00YUYEHUU SI3bIKY, pealu3yrollee e, 3a1a4l U
coJiepKaHre 00yUYeHHS A3BIKY M ONPEAEIIAIoNIee MyTH U CIIOCOOBI MX JOCTHKEHHS
(Karmuronoga, lykusn, 1979).

OpnHako 3TO pelieHue Bpsj JIM MOYKHO NPU3HATh ynadHbIM. M3BecTHO, uTO
HEKOTOpPBIE CIIEUATUCThI B 001aCTH JUAAKTHKHU CBSA3BIBAJIN METOJ O0yUEHUS HE C
(bparmMeHTaMu ypoKa, a ¢ LeJIOCTHBIM nporieccoM oOyuenus (I1lanmopunckuit, 1958;
Jleprep, 1981), a HEKOTOpPBIE METOIUCTHI COOTHOCHIIN €TI0 HE C IEJIOCTHBIM IPO-
meccom oOyueHus, a ¢ ¢pparmeHTamu ypoka (Camucrtpa, 1959). Takum obpazom,
OJIHO3HAYHOE OTHECEHUE OOIIeTUIAKTUYECKIX METO/IOB K TUIAKTHKE, a YaCTHO-
METOJINYECKUX K METOUKE MPENOJAaBaHUS PYCCKOIO A3bIKa KAK MHOCTPAHHOT'O HE
B ITOJIHOM Mepe OTPa)kaeT CyIIECTBYIOIIEE MOJI0KEHNE JEN.

B nenom ke cnemyer oTMETUTh, 4TO B XX B. mpoOiieMa MeTo/ia 00ydeHus
BBI3bIBAJIA ITOCTOSIHHBIN MHTEPEC B AUJAKTUKE U JIMHTBOIUAAKTHUKE, TOSBUIINCH OpU-
TMHAJIbHbIE KOHLEMIIMY METOJI0B 00yUeHHsI, OTpakeHHbIE B MOHOTpausix, mpak-
TUYECKHUX MOCOOMSX ISl YUUTENIeH M Jake B JIOKTOPCKOM JuccepTanuu (AJEKCIOK,
1973), npu 3TOM HEKOTOpbIE MPUHIUITHAIBHBIE ACTIEKTHl TEOPUU METOIOB 00yyUe-
HUS TaKk ¥ He ObUIH MU3yUYeHbl — HEe ObUIN PEIIeHbl BOMPOCH ONPEIEICHUS TOHITUS
«MeToJ1 00ydeHus» (OCTAIOCh JBOMCTBEHHOE MPE/ICTABIEHHE O €ro CyIIHOCTH), BO-
MIPOCHI CO3/1aHus YAOOHOU JIJIsl yuuTenen KinaccuuKalui METOA0B, BOIIPOCHI BbI-
00pa/KOHCTPYHPOBaHUSI METOAOB 00y4eHHs. HeyoBIeTBOpEHHOCTh YUUTENeH U yue-
HBIX CTENEHbIO Pa3pabOTaHHOCTH TEOPUU METO/I0B 00yUeHHUs B KOoHIle XX B. MPH-
BeJa K COCTOSIHUIO, KOTOPOE CTAJIM Ha3bIBaTh «KPU3UCOM METOJIOB OOYUCHUS.

3. Oman kpumuueckoeo nepeocmulciienus HakonieHHvlx oannvix (XXI 6.). Tlep-
BbI€ MIPU3HAKM KPU3KCA TEOPUU METOJIOB O0YUYeHHUsI OTMeUaluch yxke B 1980-x rr.
M.H. BaTroTHEB, IPOAHAIM3UPOBAB UCTOPHUIO METOJOB-HANPABICHUA B METOJIUKE
MPENoJIaBaHusl PYCCKOTO s3bIKa KaK MHOCTPAHHOI'0, yKa3all Ha TO, YTO B YCIOBUAX
COJMIMKEHUSI U B3aMMOINPOHUKHOBEHHS CYLIECTBYIOUIMX METOAOB-HANpPaBIECHUNA HO-
BbI€ HAMPABJICHUS y’Ke HE CO3/IAt0TCs («METO/bI cuepnanu ceds»), U MPeAToIoKull,
yTO Oyayliee 3TOil METOJMKU CBSI3aHO HE C KAKUM-JINOO METOAOM-HalpaBIeHUEM
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B 00y4eHHH, a ¢ KOMMYHUKATUBHO-UHINBUAYATH3UPOBAHHBIM MTOJIX0/IOM, BKITIO-
YaIONIUM 3JIEMEHTHI pa3HbIX MeToa0B (BsTiotHeB, 1984). [Tomo6HbBIE MBICTH BHI-
ckas3biBan 1 Meroauct u3 CIIIA b. KymapaBaguseny, onpenensBUINi COBpPEMEH-
HYI0 METOAMKY IPENoAaBaHMsl HHOCTPAHHBIX S3BIKOB KaK HayKy, Pa3BUBAIOLIYIO-
Csl B YCJIOBHSX, JJII KOTOPBIX XapaKTePHO OTCYTCTBHE METOIOB-HAIPABICHUMN, —
«the postmethod condition» (Kumaravadivelu, 1994). JIpyroii amepukaHCKuil yue-
ueiii JI. Bpayn mucan, yto Oyayiiee 3TOM METOAMKH CBSI3aHO C Pa3BUTHEM pas-
JUYHBIX BapUAHTOB KOMMYHHMKATHBHOTO Tojxo/a K ooydenuto (Brown, 2001) —
9TO TAKXKE OTYACTH NEPEKIMKaeTcs ¢ Toukou 3peruss M.H. BaTroruesa.

B 1990-x 1T. cTano o4eBUIHBIM, YTO KPU3UC TEOPHUU METOIOB OOyUCHUS Xa-
paKkTepeH He TONBKO YIS TUHTBOAMIAKTUKY, HO U IS TUJAKTUKH, OH UMEET Me-
cto u B Poccun, u 3a pyoesxoM. OCHOBHBIM NIPU3HAKOM KPU3UCHOW CUTYAIIMH SIB-
JSETCS OTCYTCTBHE B HAYUYHBIX TPyJaX M METOAMYECKHUX IMOCOOMSIX HE TOIHKO
pa3paboTKu MpoOJIEMAaTUKH METoAa OOyYeHHs, HO U BOOOIIE YIIOMHHAHHS COOT-
BETCTBYIOIIETO TepMuHA. [loHATHE «MeTO 00yUEHHUs» B COBPEMEHHBIX HAYYHBIX
TPYAax BBITECHEHO MOHATUAMHU «IIOJXOJ K 00YUEHUIO», «IIPUEM OOYUEHUS», «TeX-
HOJIOTHSL O0yUYCHHS».

K npuumnam kpusuca Teopun MeTO0B 00y4YEeHHUs YU€HbIe OTHOCST HECOOT-
BETCTBUE TPEOOBAHUSM, MPEABIBIIEMBIM K HAYYHBIM TPYyJaM, HEHU3KHUTHIE MUDEI
1 3201y KICHHS, CYIIECTBYIOIINE B 00JACTH MIPEACTABICHUN O METOaX O0yUIEeHHSI
(Canmosckasi, 2008), a Takxke TexHoioruzauuto nenaroruku (Pymakosa, 2004).
HecomuenHo, oHO# U3 MpUYMH KpHU3UCa CTala U HECTIOCOOHOCTh YUEHBIX Ipe-
0J10JIETh MHOTO3HAYHOCTH TEPMUHA «METO]T O0yUCHUSD.

OCHOBHBIM TIyTE€M BBIXOJa U3 KpPHU3UCA BUAUTCA KPUTHUECKUN aHAIIU3 CO-
BPEMEHHBIX MPEJCTABICHUN 0 MEeTOAaxX OOyYeHHUs C MO3UIMH JIOTUKH U METOJIO0-
JIOTHUH UCCJIEOBaHMs, IEPECMOTpP €€ MCXOAHBIX TMOJOKEHUM, YCUIIEHUE CUCTEM-
HOCTH M TIPAaKTUYECKON HAMPABICHHOCTH TEOPUH METOA0B 00ydeHus. Tak, oxwuma-
10T CBOETO pelleHHsl CIeAYIoNe MPUHLIUITHAIBHO BaXKHbIE aCIEKThl TEOPUU Me-
TOJIOB OOyUYEHUSI:

— pa3paboTKa CTPYKTYphl TEOPUU METOJI0B OOYyUEHHUS U MyTH CO3TaHUsI 3TOM
TEOpUH;

— pelIeHne BoIpoca 0 TOM, YTO €CTh METO]] — KOHIIETIIHsI (HampaBieHue B 00y-
YEHUU) WIN MPOEKT ACHCTBUN yUHUTEIIS Ha YPOKE;

— BBISIBJICHHE CYIIECTBEHHBIX MPU3HAKOB MOHSITUS «METOJ] OOYUYEHUs», C TMO-
MOIIBI0 KOTOPBIX MOTYT OBITh CHOPMYIHpPOBAHBI €T0 HEMPOTUBOPECUUBBIC OIpe-
NIEJICHUS;

— cocTaBlieHHE (DYHKIIMOHAIBHOW Kiaccu(UKalUK METOJI0B 0Oy4eHus, IMo-
HATHOW YYHTEJSIM U yA0OHOH B UCIIOJIb30BAHUY;

— pa3paboTka Mpoleaypsl BEIOOPA U KOHCTPYUPOBAHUS METOJOB OO0YUYECHHS
C OMOpoi Ha UX (YHKIIMOHATIBHYIO KJIacCU(PUKAIINIO;

— OINMHCaHUE KOHCTPYKTUBHBIX DJIEMEHTOB METO/IOB O0yUCHUSI.

3aknyeHue

B craTtbe u3noxkeHbl pe3yJsibTaThl UCCIEIOBAHUS MPEACTABICHUN O METOJE
oOydyeHus B AUAAKTUKE W JAUHTBoaumakTuke ¢ XVII B. mo HacTosiee BpeMs.
AHanu3 onpeNeNieHn U ONMHCaHUuN MeToAa OOyUYEeHHUS B MCTOYHHMKAX TMO3BOJIHII
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BBIJICTUTh TPH ATAa Pa3BUTHSI ATUX NPEICTABICHUIN: ITAIl 3apOXKICHHS TPEICTAB-
neruit o meroae obydeHus (XVII-XIX BB.), aTanm CTaHOBJICHHS HAyYHBIX IMPE-
cTaBleHH 0 MeTone oOydeHus: (XX B.), 3Tall KPUTHYECKOTO IMEPEOCMBICICHUS
HakoruieHHbIX JaHHBIX (XXI B.). Baxxubimu (akTopamMu, 00yCIOBUBIIUMH TOSIB-
JIEHHE TIEpBOTO 3Tarna, ObUIO pacpOCTPaHEHUE MOHIATUS «METO» B (pruocodckux
TpyJdax U MOHATHS «METOJ OOy4YeHHs» B NUIAKTUYECKUX U JMHTBOIMIAKTHYe-
ckux Tpynax XVII B., uemy, HECOMHEHHO, CIIOCOOCTBOBaNA MOMYJISPHOCTH TPY-
noB P. Jlekapta u S1.A. KomeHckoro. Otam CTaHOBIICHUS HAYYHBIX MpeaCTaBie-
HUI 0 MeTo/ie 00ydeHUs CBSA3aH C pa3BUTHEM IEJaroruku Kak HayKH, COBEpIICH-
CTBOBaHHEM €€ METOJIOJIOTHU U, KaK CJIEJICTBUE, KaTeropuaibHOro anmapara. Ha-
CTYIUIEHUE TPEThETo dTana 00yCIOBIEHO KPU3UCOM METOAOB 00yUYeHHUsI U MOTpeO-
HOCTBIO €r0 IPEOA0ICHHUS.

EcTb ocHOBaHM MoaraTh, YTO UMEHHO Ha TPEThEeM dTare OyneT popMHpo-
BaTbCs COBpEMEHHAsI TEOPHUSI METO/I0B O0YUYEHHs, OCHOBY KOTOPOM COCTaBAT OIU-
CaHMA CYIIECTBEHHBIX MPU3HAKOB METOa O0YUYEHHUs, KOTOPBIE HAMIYyT OTpaskeHue
B OMNpeAeNeHUsIX JaHHOTO MOHATHSA, (PYHKIMOHANbHAS KiacCU(pUKALUsi METOJOB
o0yuyeHHs 1 PEKOMEHIAINH 110 BEIOOPY W/MIIM KOHCTPYHPOBAHUIO MeTo1a 00yue-
Hus. OHAKO MOCTPOCHUE TAKOW TEOPUU CTAHET BO3MOXHBIM TOJBKO MOCIE TOTO,
Kak OyzeT mpeo1ojieHa MHOTO3HAYHOCTh TEPMUHA «METOJ] 00yueHHs». MHave He-
n30€XKHO MPUAETCS CO3aBaTh JIBE€ TEOPUH METOJOB OOyUeHHs U, MO CyTH, JBa paz-
HBIX BapUaHTA JAWAAKTHKUA M JMHTBOJMIAKTUKH, YTO, KOHEYHO, BO3MOXKHO, HO BpS
au uenecooOpaszHo. [Tomaraem, 4To npeo10ieHue MHOTO3HAYHOCTH 3TOTO TEPMHU-
Ha B HanOOJbIIEH cTeneHu OyJeT MOJE3HBIM AJISi METOAUKH MPEToIaBaHus pyc-
CKOTO $I3bIKa KaK HWHOCTPAHHOTO, B KOTOPOH COCYLIECTBYIOT «OOIIeAnIaKTHYe-
CKHE» U «4aCTHOMETOIMUECKUE) METO/IBI.

ENG

Introduction

The development of the methods of teaching Russian as a foreign language
depends on such traditional basic sciences as linguistics, psychology and peda-
gogy (especially, didactics — a section of pedagogy devoted to the general teach-
ing theory). It should be noted that the linguistic foundations of teaching methods
have been developed very well in comparison with the psychological and didactic
aspects.

Methodologists borrow basic concepts mainly from didactics. Moreover, these
concepts are not changed and no critical analysis is carried out. The most interesting
point of contact between didactics and methods of teaching Russian as a foreign
language is the concept of teaching method. Historically, in these sciences the ideas
about the methods of teaching are different (the article deals with this problem).
The methods of teaching Russian as a first language are based on the didactic tra-
ditions, while teachers of Russian as a second language use traditional foreign
language teaching methods. Undoubtedly, teachers of Russian as a foreign lan-
guage take into consideration the current situation, the evolution of ideas about
the teaching methods and the prospects for development of these ideas. This em-
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phasizes the relevance of the research devoted to the analysis of the development
of the ideas about the teaching method in didactics and linguodidactics.

Though, the concept of teaching method was one of the first concepts of di-
dactics, it still needs to be considered and thoroughly analyzed. There are many
descriptions of teaching methods in didactics (Babanskii, 1985; Golant, 1957; Lem-
berg, 1958, et al.) and in linguodidactics (Kapitonova, Shchukin, 1979; Rakh-
manov, 1972; Larsen-Freeman, 2000; Richards, Rodgers, 2001, et al.). However,
the definitions of this concept are different, and in some works this term is not
considered. To understand what the researchers implied referring to the concept of
teaching method, we carried out the analysis of specific examples.

There are not so many theoretical works in which the authors analyze the es-
sence of the concept of teaching method (Aleksyuk, 1973; Babanskii, 1985; Ka-
zakevich, 1998; Lerner, 1981; Sarantsev, 1988; Anthony, 1963, et al.). The resear-
chers do not find the solutions to all the problems related to the scientific analysis
of the methods. Unlike the concepts “teaching principle” and “teaching tool”,
the term “teaching method” is polysemantic, which makes the process of develop-
ment of teaching theory more complicated. However, the authors of the theoretical
works have never paid much attention to the problem of polysemy of this term.
In addition, it has never been mentioned that the problem has existed for several
centuries and no one has proposed to solve the problem of polysemy of “teaching
method” by conducting historical and pedagogical research.

To get the idea of evolution of the didactic and linguodidactic thought, to ana-
lyze its current state and define its scientific prospects, it is crucial to study the pro-
cess of development of the ideas about the teaching method in didactics and linguo-
didactics. It will contribute to the development of the modern theory of teaching,
which, like any didactic theory, should be focused on the practical activities of
teachers, including the professional practice of teachers of Russian as a foreign
language. Consequently, this study has a practical value.

Purpose

The purpose of the study is to describe the process of development of the ideas
about the teaching method in didactics and linguodidactics, to identify the stages
of this process and to outline the prospects for further theoretical research in the field
of teaching Russian as a foreign language.

Methods and materials

The research was based on the theoretical works in the field of didactics and
linguodidactics (monographs, dissertations), showing the evolution of scientists'
views on the essence of the concept of teaching method. Apart from that, the study
was based on practical guides on didactics and linguodidactics for teachers (which
contain the “Teaching methods” section), and manuals devoted to the system de-
scription and history of the development of teaching methods (about 80 sources in
Russian, English, French and Italian were analyzed). Since in these sources the object
of the analysis was the concept of teaching method, special attention was paid to
its definitions and descriptions, characterizing its main features that distinguish it
from related terms.
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In the study the following research methods were used:

— a method of conceptual analysis to characterize the relationship between
the concept of teaching method and other didactic concepts. The existing defini-
tions of this concept were also analyzed;

— a method of contextual analysis to define the meaning of the term “teaching
method” in didactic and linguodidactic texts;

— a historical and descriptive method to present the material in chronological
order. This method was combined with the methods of analysis, comparison, gene-
ralization and systematization of data.

Results

The data obtained in the course of research made it possible to characterize
the ideas about the teaching method presented in 80 works on didactics and linguo-
didactics (from the 17™ century until the present). The definitions of the “teaching
method” as well as its descriptions were analyzed. In case some didactic or linguo-
didactic texts contained no definition of the term “teaching method”, we analyzed
how this concept was used in various contexts.

Three different stages of the development of the ideas about the teaching
method in didactics and linguodidactics were identified. According to the evidence,
the stage when the ideas about the teaching methods originated, lasted from
the 17" century (the works by J.A. Comenius) until the 19" century. At that period,
the concept of teaching method was actively used, but it was not defined and analyzed.
The scientific analysis of the concept was carried out only in the 20" century, and
as a result, various definitions and classifications of teaching methods were intro-
duced. It was the stage of formation of scientific ideas about the teaching method.

The third stage, the stage of critical rethinking (21% century), started when
there was a crisis in the theory of teaching methods. At this stage, a critical analysis
of the accumulated data was carried out, and researchers tried to dispel the myths
about the theory of teaching methods. A great contribution was made by I.L. Sa-
dovskaya (Sadovskaya, 2008). There is reason to believe that at this stage a more
rational theory of teaching will be finally proposed.

In the course of the study, it was found out that at the three stages of the de-
velopment of ideas about the teaching method the definition of this concept was
ambiguous: the term “teaching method” referred both to the teaching process and
to the teacher’s actions in the classroom.

In the methodology of teaching Russian as a foreign language the concept of
teaching method was also polysemantic. Until the 1960s this concept was mostly
applied when the teacher’s actions in the classroom were analyzed. In the 1960s
the methods of teaching foreign languages (developed both in the USSR and
abroad) were taken into consideration, and the concept “method” was defined as
a specific direction in language teaching. A.N. Shchukin, one of the outstanding
experts in the field of teaching Russian as a foreign language, used the concept of
teaching method in different contexts, which proves that this term was ambiguous.
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Discussion

Let us characterize the three stages of the development of the ideas about
the teaching method in didactics and linguodidactics.

1. The stage of generation of ideas about the teaching method (17"—19" cen-
turies). The word “method” is a general scientific term, which means a kind of
activity or an idea about this activity. It was widely used in Western European
scientific literature after the book by R. Descartes was published (“Discours de la
méthode pour bien conduire sa raison, et chercher la verité dans les sciences”
(Dekart, 2015)). M.I. Vladislavlev pointed out that this term had been used earlier,
in the 14" century, in the works of the representatives of the school of Raymundus
Lullius (1235-1315) (Vladislavlev, 1872: 142).

The term “method” has been widely used in didactics and linguodidactics since
the middle of the 17" century, after the works by J.A. Comenius were published.
Special attention was paid to his book “Methodus linguarum novissima” (The Newest
Methods of Teaching Languages, 1649) (Comenius, 2005). Nevertheless, in their
works, neither J.A. Comenius nor his followers defined the term “teaching method”.
Probably, the researchers believed that the term was clear and there was no need
to define it. In the books on didactics and linguodidactics written in the 17%-19™ cen-
turies, various teaching methods were described. If we analyze these descriptions,
we can understand what the authors implied when they used the term “method”.

The first period of the development of the ideas about the teaching method
was specific as this concept was defined in two different ways:

— the term “teaching method” was used to characterize the teacher’s activity.
It was considered as a conceptual approach that determined the course of this ac-
tivity and described its various aspects. In didactics such methods included the acro-
amatic method, the method used to present the course material, and the erothematic
method, i.e. the question-answer method, when the teacher asked students leading
questions when he explained the material to them (Evstafiev, 1879) (in modern
times such methods are used by university teachers giving lectures and seminars).
Another method of that kind is Joseph Jacotot’s universal teaching method (Gugel,
1834). The methods of teaching foreign languages included the methods proposed
by Ohlendorf, An, Gaspey — Otto — Sauer and the methods introduced within
the Reform period in the 1870s—1890s (i.e. natural, direction methods, etc.);

— the term “teaching method” was used to refer to the teacher’s actions in
the classroom. For example, in the 18™ century the didactic guides for teachers of
public schools of the Russian Empire described five teaching methods: the method
of instructions, the method of reading, the method of questioning, the tabular me-
thod and the alphabetic method (Rukovodstvo.., 1783). The authors of linguodi-
dactic works described the methods of teaching reading and writing, vocabulary
and grammar, speaking skills, etc.

These two different definitions in many respects determined the develop-
ment of the ideas about the teaching method.

2. The stage of formation of scientific ideas about the teaching method (20" cen-
tury). The scientists of the 1920s who were known for their creativity made a great
contribution to Russian didactics. Although in the 1930s the scientific achieve-
ments in the sphere of teaching were criticized, they gave a powerful impetus to
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the further development of didactics. It was crucial to give scientific credence to
the categories of didactics, including the method of teaching. In the 1920s scien-
tific works on general teaching methods and specific teaching techniques were pub-
lished (Avtukhov, 1928; Vsesvyatskii, 1924; Shulman, 1929). In addition, the teaching
methods were grouped into verbal, illustrative and motor methods (Avtukhov, 1928),
abstract subject and specific methods (Shulman, 1929), methods of obtained know-
ledge and methods of search (Vsesvyatskii, 1924).

Innovative pedagogical ideas of the 1920s were developed in the 1950s—1980s.
However, the problem of the teaching method was so significant that it was constant-
ly raised in the journal “Soviet Pedagogy” (in the late 1950s, and in the 1960s—1970s).
Later, in the 1970s—1980s, the authors discussed the methods of teaching a second
language in the journal “Russian Language in a National School”. In the 1950s
manuals on various teaching methods were published (Golant, 1957; Lemberg,
1958; Lordkipanidze, 1957, et al.).

During the second period of development of the ideas about the teaching
method, empirical data were compiled, and researchers aspired to provide a certain
theoretical basis. Methodologists made attempts to find characteristic features of
the concept “teaching method” that would help to scientifically define this term.
The second period of the development of the ideas about the teaching method was
also characterized by two coexisting basic didactic approaches to understanding
the meaning of the concept:

— the method was associated with the whole learning process: it was consi-
dered as a path from ignorance to knowledge (Vsesvyatskii, 1924), as an activity
of a teacher and students (Zaichenko, 1956), as a model of activity in the class-
room (Lerner, 1981), as a methodological concept (Shaporinskii, 1958);

— the method was associated with the activities of the teacher and students in
the classroom: it was considered as an activity plan (Danilov, 1956), as a combi-
nation of teaching methods (Rubinshtejn, 1927).

Analyzing the works on didactics and pedagogical textbooks, we concluded
that the second approach dominated in the didactics in the 20" century. Neverthe-
less, some researchers proposed a broader definition related to both the approach-
es. So, they defined the concept “teaching method” as a way of interaction between
a teacher and students aimed at solving the problems associated with the processes
of learning, upbringing and development of students’ abilities (Babanskii, 1985;
Verzilin, 1957; Golant, 1957, et al.). Although this definition of the concept was
the most common in the works on didactics, it cannot be accepted for a number of
reasons.

First of all, if “method” is defined as a “way”, it is part of a logical or se-
mantic circle (Kazakevich, 1998: 43). Secondly, this definition of the “teaching
method” is related to the definition of the “educational process” which is an inter-
action between a teacher and students aimed at solving the problems associated
with the processes of learning, upbringing and development of students’ abilities.
As far as the concept “teaching method” is concerned, such a definition is com-
pletely uninformative and meaningless like the following definitions which sound
pointless as well. “Learning content is a content of interaction between a teacher
and students”. “A training tool is a tool for interaction between a teacher and stu-

308 METHODS OF TEACHING RUSSIAN AS A NATIVE AND FOREIGN LANGUAGE



MockoBkuH JI.B. Pycucmuxa. 2020. T. 18. Ne 3. C. 295-314

dents”. “Learning outcomes are the outcomes of interaction between a teacher and
students”, etc.

In the 20" century, in Russian linguodidactics the same two didactic approaches
to the definition of the teaching method were used. Nevertheless, in the methodolo-
gy of native language teaching, the method is more often associated with the activi-
ties of the teacher in the classroom, while in the methodology of foreign language
teaching it is related to the whole learning process and “the method” is defined as
a direction in language teaching (Kapitonova, Shchukin, 1979), as a methodological
concept (Esadzhanyan, 1980), or as a model of activity in the classroom (Lyakho-
vitskii, 1981).

Since the authors of didactic and linguodidactic works give different defini-
tions to the term “teaching method”, both teachers and researchers face a number
of problems, as a pedagogical activity is related to the methods for specific frag-
ments of the lesson (verbal, visual and practical methods), and to the methods
used within the whole educational process. That is why in the methodology of
teaching foreign languages there have been attempts to clearly define the concepts
and to give specific definitions to these groups of methods.

I.D. Salistra was probably the first to claim that fragments of a lesson and
the whole learning process are two different things that need to be clearly defined.
He suggested that the term “teaching method” should be used only to refer to
the teacher’s activities in the classroom. As for direction methods, he proposed to
use the term “methodological system” (Salistra, 1959), but his idea was not sup-
ported by the methodologists.

Describing the methods of teaching Russian as a foreign language, A.N. Shchu-
kin suggested that the term “teaching method” should refer to both groups, but,
however, it should be specified as a “general didactic method” and a “particular
method”. The researcher defined the concept “general didactic teaching method”
as a way of interaction between a teacher and students, which is aimed at achieving
the goals of education, upbringing and development of students’ abilities. As for
the concept “particular method”, it was defined as a direction in language teaching,
aimed at achieving the goals and objectives related to the language teaching con-
tent. In addition, this direction determines the ways to achieve the goals and ob-
jectives (Kapitonova, Shchukin, 1979).

Nevertheless, the researchers do not support these ideas. Some specialists in
the field of didactics associated the teaching method not with the fragments of
the lesson, but with the whole learning process (Shaporinskii, 1958; Lerner, 1981),
while the other methodologists argued that it was related not to the whole learning
process, but to the fragments of the lesson (Salistra, 1959 ). Thus, it would be wrong
to claim that general didactic methods are associated with didactics, whereas par-
ticular methods are related to teaching Russian as a foreign language.

In general, in the 20" century the specialists, who investigated the problems
of didactics and linguodidactics, paid much attention to the concept “teaching
method”. Thus, in their monographs, handbooks for teachers and doctoral theses,
researchers proposed their own concepts of teaching methods (Aleksyuk, 1973),
while the problems related to some fundamental aspects of the theory of teaching
methods were not considered. So, the concept of teaching method was not clearly
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defined (its definition was still ambiguous). Apart from that, there was no conve-
nient classification of methods, and teachers still needed recommendations on how
to choose and develop teaching methods. As a result, at the end of the 20" centu-
ry, the problems related to the theory of teaching methods led to the so called “cri-
sis of teaching methods”.

3. The stage of critical rethinking (21°' century). In the 1980s there were
the first signs of a crisis in the theory of teaching methods. M.N. Vyatyutnev ana-
lyzed the direction methods in teaching Russian as a foreign language and con-
cluded that in the conditions of convergence and interpenetration of the existing
direction methods, no new directions could be created (“the methods had already
exhausted their potential”). The researcher suggested that the further development
of the methodology was no longer related to direction methods, but it was associ-
ated with an individualized communicative approach that combined the elements
of different methods (Vyatyutnev, 1984). An American methodologist B. Kuma-
ravadivelu shared this opinion and defined the modern methodology of teaching
foreign languages as a science that develops in “the postmethod conditions” (Ku-
maravadivelu, 1994). To some extent, an American researcher D. Brown shared
M.N. Vyatyutnev’s point of view. He stated that the future of the methodology
was associated with the development of the communicative language teaching
(Brown, 2001).

In the 1990s Russian and foreign researchers concluded that there was a crisis
in the theory of teaching methods both in linguodidactics and didactics. The warning
sign of the crisis was the fact that there were no scientific works and methodologi-
cal manuals devoted to the problems of the teaching method, and scientists hardly
used this term in their research. The concept of teaching method was replaced
with the terms “teaching approach”, “teaching technique”, “teaching technology”.

Researchers concluded that scientific works did not meet specific require-
ments and there were myths and misconceptions about the teaching methods,
which led to the crisis in the theory of teaching methods (Sadovskaya, 2008). In-
troduction of technologies in pedagogy was another factor that brought about
the crisis (Rudakova, 2004). Undoubtedly, one of the causes of the crisis was the fact
that researchers failed to clearly define the term “teaching method”.

To overcome the crisis, it is crucial to carry out a critical analysis of the modern
ideas about the teaching methods. To analyze things, the principles of logic and
research methodology should be taken into account. The initial positions should
be reviewed, and the theory of teaching methods should be systematized and prac-
tically oriented. Thus, the following fundamentally important aspects of the theory
of teaching methods should be considered:

— it is necessary to develop the structure of the theory of teaching methods
and to find the way to implement it;

— researchers should make it clear if a method is a conception (a direction in
teaching) or a model of the teacher’s activity in the classroom;

— it is necessary to determine the principal features of the concept “teaching
method” that would help to clearly define this term;

— a clear and convenient functional classification of teaching methods should
be worked out;
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— taking into account the functional classification, researchers should pro-
pose recommendations on how to choose and develop teaching methods;
— constructive elements of teaching methods should be described.

Conclusion

This article presents the results of the analysis of the ideas about the teaching
method in didactics and linguodidactics (from the 17™ century until the present).
An analysis of different definitions and descriptions of the teaching method made
it possible to distinguish three stages in the development of these ideas: the stage
of generation of ideas about the teaching method (17%—19™ centuries), the stage of
formation of scientific ideas about the teaching method (20™ century), and the stage
of critical rethinking (21% century). The first stage was associated with the spread
of the concept of method in philosophical works and the concept of teaching
method in didactic and linguodidactic works of the 17" century. R. Descartes and
J.A. Comenius contributed to the spread of these ideas. The stage of formation of
scientific ideas about the teaching method is associated with the development of
pedagogy as a science and with the improvement of its methodology and concep-
tual system. The third stage is associated with the crisis of teaching methods and
the need to overcome it.

There is reason to believe that the modern theory of teaching methods will
be formed at the third stage. Apart from that, the theory will be based on the de-
scriptions of the principal features of the teaching method that will be used to de-
fine this concept. The theory will also be based on the functional classification of
teaching methods and recommendations on how to choose and develop a teaching
method. It should be noted that such a theory can be built only after the term
“teaching method” is clearly defined. Otherwise, researchers will have to create
two theories of teaching methods and two different versions of didactics and linguo-
didactics, which is possible but unreasonable. We believe that if researchers manage
to clearly define this term, they will make a great contribution to the methodology
of teaching Russian as a foreign language, in which “general didactic” and “par-
ticular” methods coexist.
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