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Abstract. “Pedagogical technology” is one of the actively used concepts of scientific
and pedagogical discourse with dozen definitions and interpretations. The aim of the study is
to consider pedagogical technologies in terms of their use in Russian as a foreign language
classes and to propose the author's classification on the basis of a unified communicatively
significant principle, taking into account the various approaches to their interpretation and
systematization in methodological science. The research materials included more than 40 def-
initions of the phenomenon of “pedagogical technology” and about 10 classifications of those
technologies. Methods of analysis, synthesis, generalization, and comparison were used. As a
result, the approaches to pedagogical technologies in domestic and foreign methodological
science are systematized; the author’s classification of pedagogical technologies from the po-
sition of the communicative principle is proposed. The classification is based on such con-
cepts as speech act/speech action, speech event, and speech genre. Examples of specific peda-
gogical technologies are given and divided into three groups according to students’ communi-
cative efforts; and the possibilities of combining various technologies and their synergy in the
process of teaching Russian as a foreign language are shown. The prospects for the research
are to create a textbook containing the theoretical foundations for pedagogical technologies
integration into the educational process in accordance with foreign speakers’ level of lan-
guage proficiency and their professional orientation.
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Introduction

Teaching foreign languages, including teaching Russian as a foreign lan-
guage, is at a new stage of its development: mixed forms of teaching are now in
demand, creativity and multimodality are popular, information resources are used
as the main and auxiliary means of teaching.

In our opinion, it is urgent to reconsider the attitude to pedagogical technol-
ogies as a significant element of the educational process. The technologies can not
only diversify classroom and extracurricular work, but also solve the following
problems: to intensify the learning process, to combine different forms of learn-
ing, to motivate students to work independently, to develop related competencies
and soft skills (critical thinking, teamwork, processing large amounts of infor-
mation and its structuring). Being a complex multi-component system conceptual-
izing the goals and objectives of learning and combining a variety of forms,
means, methods, techniques of learning, pedagogical technology can be used as a basis
for learning process organization and formation of competencies, skills and abilities.

Modern foreign language teaching methodology operates with a lot of peda-
gogical technologies: according to the most modest calculations there are more
than 500 of them (this is how many technologies G.K. Selevko cites in his work
“Encyclopaedia of Educational Technologies” and gives their classification)
(Selevko, 2005b). However, we believe that many technologies can be combined
because they are variations or modernisations of each other in the aspect of infor-
mation space possibilities. Most Russian researchers (S.Y. Batyshev, E.V. Vish-
nichkina, L.A. Zubkova, 1.B. Kotova, A.A. Mitskevich, T.S. Nazarova,
I.A. Petrenko, etc.) appeal to the very extensive and detailed classification of
G.K. Selevko, explaining or slightly modifying it. G.K. Selevko's approach deeply
elaborates all kinds of details when describing pedagogical technologies and crite-
ria for their classification. The scientist distinguishes technologies according to
human-personal orientation of the pedagogical process, activation and intensifica-
tion of students' activity, didactic improvement of the material by the teacher, ef-
ficiency of management and organization of the educational process, etc. (Selev-
ko, 2005b). However, this classification seems to be very difficult to organize in
the classroom. Moreover, not all the technologies are suitable for Russian as a
foreign language classes.

682 METHODS OF TEACHING RUSSIAN AS A NATIVE, NON-NATIVE, FOREIGN LANGUAGE



Jlewymuna U.A., lagvioosa M.A., Cmpenvuyk E.H. Pycuctuka. 2024. T. 22. Ne 4. C. 681-697

The aim of this study is to examine pedagogical technologies in terms of
their use in Russian as a foreign language classes and to propose the author's clas-
sification on the basis of a unified communicatively significant principle, consid-
ering various approaches to their interpretation and systematization in methodo-
logical science.

Methods and materials

More than 40 domestic and foreign definitions of the phenomenon “peda-
gogical technology” and about 10 classifications were used as the research materi-
al. The methods of analysis, synthesis, generalization, comparison, and contrast
allowed authors to propose a classification of pedagogical technologies developed
on the basis of the actual communicative principle in the context of teaching Rus-
sian as a foreign language. The author's classification is based on the theory of
speech genres by M.M. Bakhtin (Bakhtin, 1986; 1996) and his followers —
linguists, methodologists, who at different times were engaged in the issues of
communicative interaction and its effectiveness. The research has diachronic and
synchronic aspects, characterizes the level, personality-oriented, value-cognitive
and other known approaches to teaching. It is based on personal experience of
teaching Russian to foreigners.

Results

The authors prove that the term “pedagogical technology” is one of the ac-
tively used concepts with its various interpretations in scientific and methodologi-
cal discourse both in Russian and foreign studies. The pragmatic nature of peda-
gogical technologies aimed at intensifying the educational process with its sys-
tematicity and efficiency, as well as stage-by-stage design based on the communi-
cative approach is noted. The article determines students’ special role in pedagog-
ical technologies implementation: they act both as subjects and objects of learning.

An updated classification of pedagogical technologies from the position of
the communicative principle is proposed, since the formation of students' commu-
nicative competence, its development and improvement are among the priority
tasks in the practice of teaching Russian as a foreign language. As a classification
basis for the new typology, we used such concepts as speech act/speech action,
speech event, and speech genre. Examples of specific pedagogical technologies,
categorized into three groups depending on students’ communicative effort are
given, the possibilities of combining different technologies and their synergy in
the process of teaching Russian as a foreign language are shown.

The scientific novelty of the study lies in the generalization of classical and
modern studies on the topic and an attempt to combine pedagogical theory with
the communicative approach in teaching Russian as a foreign language.
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Discussion
“Pedagogical technology” in domestic pedagogical science

In Russian pedagogical science, the concepts of “pedagogical technology”
(PT), “technologization of educational process”, “educational technology” are
used as synonyms, close in meaning, but the first one is the most frequent. The
term was introduced into scientific discourse in the late 1970s — early 1980s and
received many definitions. At the same time, according to V.I. Bogolyubov, the
term was not recognized until 1971 (Bogolyubov, 1996: 19). The term ‘PT’ origi-
nates from “Fordism”, the teachers' movement of the early XX century “For the
scientific organization of the pedagogical process”, and also the audiovisual
approach and programmed learning (Bogolyubov, 1999). I.A. Petrenko believes
that the historical roots of the ideas of learning technologization can be found in
I.G. Pestalozzi and J.A. Comenius (Petrenko, 2007: 223), although these medieval
scientists-pedagogues did not use the very concept of “PT”. For example,
I.G. Pestalozzi believed that, relying on his “mechanism of education”, any teach-
er could achieve the goals of education (Pestalozzi, 2021: 176). J.A. Comenius
insisted on mastering a special “pedagogical toolkit” based on “skilful distribution
of time, subjects and method” (Pedagogical Technologies, 2006: 9).

Russian and foreign methodologists (V.P. Bespalko, E. Bisterski,
G.A. Kitaygorodskaya, M.V. Klarin, N.F. Talyzina, J. Zeller, etc.) reflected on the
place of pedagogical technology in pedagogical theory, but the peak of interest in
the problem falls on the second half of the 80s—90s of the XX century (Bespal’ko,
1989; Bisterski, Zeller, 1977; Kitaigorodskaya, 1986; Klarin, 1989; Talyzina,
1977). In 1986, UNESCO gave an official definition of the phenomenon, “consid-
ering learning technology as a systematic method of consciousness, application
and definition of the whole process of teaching and knowledge learning, taking
into account creative and personal resources and their interaction, aiming to opti-
mize education” (Glossary..., 1986: 5). At the same time, the official definition
noted the necessity of three stages of the whole learning process: devising —
applying — assessing.

Initially, there was a tendency generalize the concept of PT. V.V. Davydov,
according to G.K. Selevko, allegorically called this period “content generaliza-
tion” (Selevko, 2005a). V.P. Bespal’ko wrote that learning technologies are set by
the pedagogical system, its leading principles, and approaches, embodied in the
work of the teacher and students in the learning process: “Pedagogical technology
is a project of a certain pedagogical system, realized in practice” (Bespal’ko,
1989: 6). The scientist defined technology as a procedural part of the whole di-
dactic system realization. G.K. Selevko saw this feature of PT and in his funda-
mental work, as a result he described three aspects of PT: scientific (description
of the goals of a particular technology, its content and teaching methods), proce-
dural-descriptive (development of an algorithm of the whole process in order
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to achieve learning outcomes / planning), procedural-action (realization of the
process by applying a set of pedagogical means) (Selevko, 2005a: 16).

A practice-oriented definition of PT was given by the methodologist
B.T. Likhachev: “Pedagogical technology is a set of psychological and pedagogi-
cal attitudes that determine a special set and arrangement of forms, methods,
ways, techniques of teaching, educational means: it is an organizational and
methodological toolkit of the pedagogical process” (Likhachev, 1999: 147). In his
turn, V.I. Bogolyubov described the evolution of the concept of “technology”
in the educational system: at first, these were information, innovative technolo-
gies, but then pedagogical technologies became closer to modern understanding of
the term (Bogolyubov, 1991: 123—128). In his dissertation research, the scientist
described the strategy and methodological basis for the design and implementa-
tion of PT, and came to the conclusion that the ultimate goal of this process
should always be to improve the efficiency of the education system; PTs them-
selves are modelled at the intersection of didactics, teaching methods, scientific
organization of teacher’s work and practical psychology (Bogolyubov, 1999).

Methodological researchers G.V. Lavrent’ev and N.B. Lavrent’eva also em-
phasized the generalizing nature of PT and described it as “a global, providing
a general theoretical model for educational process restructuring, for creating spe-
cific managed learning systems, optimal for achieving the planned results strate-
gic scheme” (Lavrent’ev, Lavrent’eva, 2002: 103). Intensification of learning, its
technologization, or electronization, purposeful management and efficiency began
to prevail among the principles of PT construction (Lavrent’ev, Lavrent’eva,
2002: 93-96). In the same period, a tendency towards pragmatization of PT and
modernization of educational methods also emerged.

E.G. Azimov, A.N. Shchukin in the “Modern Dictionary of Methodological
Terms and Concepts” use the variant “educational technologies”, and add the con-
cept of learning goal to the established definition, noting that “technologies con-
tain not just a set of methods of interaction between teacher and student, but such
a set, which ensures the realization of language teaching goals — mastering
language as a form of human communication” (Azimov, Shchukin, 2018: 195).
A similar interpretation is given by I.P. Podlasyi, who argues that all the things
mentioned above are “between the goal and the result”, i.e. teaching methods and
techniques, forms and means, technical capabilities and other resources (Podlasyi,
2009: 344). The works by A.M. Kushnir note the importance of creating technol-
ogies considering specific conditions and tasks of teaching (Kushnir, 1996).

It should be recognized, however, that the pragmatic nature of PT was em-
phasized by scientists earlier, although it was not mentioned systematically. For
example, N.V. Talyzina noted that the essence of learning technologization is re-
duced to the selection of the most rational ways to achieve a set of learning objec-
tives (Talyzina, 1977: 91-96). M.V. Klarin drew attention precisely to the system-
ic set of a variety of means used to achieve pedagogical goals, which focuses on
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the personal characteristics of learners, as well as didactic tools and technolo-
gies (Klarin, 1989).

Many researchers of the turn of the century emphasize that the concept of
PT is not identical to the concept of “teaching methodology”; it is much more
extensive than it. Thus, G.K. Selevko gave the following comment: “In technolo-
gy, target, procedural, quantitative and calculative components are most repre-
sented, and in methodology, semantic, qualitative and variant sides are represent-
ed” (Selevko, 2005a: 9). E.V. Vishnichkina in her dissertation notes the teachers’
positive attitude to PT; at the same time, she emphasizes the insufficient
formation of technical skills in the educational process, so the attention is focused
on the qualitative aspect of the methodological process (Vishnichkina, 2000).

It is important that students play a significant role in technological theory:
they act both as subjects and objects of learning. Some authors even sought to fix
this feature in the definition of PT. Thus, V.M. Monakhov and his scientific
school described this phenomenon as a “model of joint pedagogical activity”
of the teacher and students aimed at designing, organizing and consistent comfort-
able implementation of the learning process (Monakhov et al., 2007). The above
definition emphasizes the stage of PT implementation in practice: this semantic
emphasis appeared not only in recent works, but also mentioned in UNESCO
statements.

T.S. Nazarova and her coauhors suggest differentiating PT and teaching
methods: PT is mainly focused on standardization of learning content, greater co-
herence, and consistency of the learning process, and — as a result — more pre-
dictable achievement of didactic goals (Nazarova et al., 2012; Technologies of
Successful Learning, 2022). Learning effectiveness becomes a guaranteed result
not only due to the teacher’s skill, although it is very important as well, but also
due to the primarily thought-out activity of students, focused on obtaining
knowledge, skills and abilities in the process of consistent implementation of a
certain algorithm of learning actions (what later became known as the technologi-
zation of the learning process). L.V. Zagrekova, when describing PT, draws atten-
tion to the importance of high-quality intersubjective interaction between the par-
ticipants of the educational process. The author suggests proceeding from the
principle of unity of the teacher and students' activities and motivation of each
party in terms of achieving the didactic goal (Zagrekova, 2012). A.A. Mitskevich
emphasizes the importance of special competitive knowledge and skills of teach-
ers, as the success of learning directly depends on them (Mitskevich, 2008: 90).

Modern authors point out the importance of certain aspects of already exist-
ing PT. Thus, T.S. Grishina, N.Y. Zykova, etc. propose to consider them in an in-
terdisciplinary aspect and primarily in relation to distance learning: within the
framework of communication theory, cognitive psychology, didactics, social phi-
losophy, behaviourism, semiotics, etc. (Pedagogical Technologies, 2019: 14).
N.E. Shchurkova proposed to consider PT as an independent academic discipline
and an essential element of pedagogical professionalism (Shchurkova, 2002).

686 METHODS OF TEACHING RUSSIAN AS A NATIVE, NON-NATIVE, FOREIGN LANGUAGE



Jlewymuna U.A., lagvioosa M.A., Cmpenvuyk E.H. Pycuctuka. 2024. T. 22. Ne 4. C. 681-697

A.A. Mitskevich notes the importance of PT selection and its role in the success
of teaching (Mitskevich, 2008). A.N. Shchukin, L.V. Moskovkin described in de-
tail and systematized the technologies most suitable for effective foreign language
teaching (Moskovkin, Shamonina, 2017; Shchukin, 2017).

“Pedagogical technology” in foreign pedagogy

The discussion about the essence of PT, concepts of their modeling, conno-
tations and perspective application took place not only in Russia, but abroad
(in the USA and Europe), starting from the time of the technological revolution in
education — 1930s. Famous scientists and methodologists-practitioners partici-
pated in the discussion (L. Anderson, E. Bisterski, J. Block, B. Bloom, D. Bruner,
S. Wedemeyer, G. Geis, T. Gilbert, N. Gronlund, M. Clark, J. Carroll,
V. Coscarelli, P.D. Mitchell, F. Percival, A. Romiszowski, J. Zeller, etc.) (See
Pedagogical Technologies, 2019).

P.D. Mitchell was one of the first to present a clear definition of pedagogical
technology in the London Encyclopaedia of Pedagogical Media, Communications
and Technology in 1978: “Pedagogical technology is an area of research and prac-
tice (within the educational system) that has links (relationships) with all aspects
of pedagogical system organization and the procedure for allocating resources to
achieve specific and potentially reproducible results” (Pedagogy..., 2007: 293).
The scientist saw the difference between PT and learning tools in the interdisci-
plinarity of the first concept and its close connection with all aspects of education.

A year later, in 1979, the following definition of PT was officially adopted
by the Association for Pedagogical Communications and Technology in the USA:
PT is “a complex, integrative process involving people, ideas, means and ways of
organizing activities to analyze problems and manage their solutions, covering all
aspects of knowledge acquisition” (Cit. ex: Bukharova, 2017).

Some European scientists (B. Bloom, D. Bruner, G. Geis, V. Coscarelli,
etc.) (Encyclopedia..., 1999) saw the peculiarity of learning process technologi-
zation in its orientation towards scientific design and algorithmization of all
pedagogical actions.

The introduction of information technologies into the sphere of education
and science in the 1990s gave additional connotations to the concept of PT. For
example, A. Lumsdaine associated PT with machine learning, which was to be
built on the data of behavioural theory and cognitive learning theory (Cit. ex: Mit-
skevich, 2008: 89). G. Ellington and F. Percival associated the term “technology
in education” primarily with the use of audiovisual learning tools (Ibid.).

Many ideas of foreign researchers echoed the conclusions of Russian scien-
tists. For example, German psychologist and educator C. Wedemeyer described
the essence of PT through its supra-contextual nature, as an interdisciplinary re-

29 ¢¢

source area of didactic knowledge and as a “system of systems”, “capable of ac-
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commodating the achievements of teaching, general theoretical teaching method-
ology, cybernetics, heuristics, communicative theory, behavioural psychology,
social philosophy, etc.” (Encyclopedia..., 1999).

In the 1970s, the Hungarian methodologist L. Szalai noted that technology
focuses the means and resources of learning on achieving didactic goals and the
overall increase of learning effectiveness (Petrenko, 2007: 226).

His colleagues E. Bisterski and J. Zeller saw a special role of the new tech-
nological system in the development of subjective effectiveness of the learning
process, influencing pedagogical, psychological, personal, and cognitive thinking
of both teachers and students (Bisterski, Zeller, 1977).

A group of researchers from the University of Taiwan interviewed second-
ary school teachers about various innovative PTs. They proceeded from the theory
of planned behaviour. It was found that 85% of teachers perceived PTs as useful
tools for classroom work, and about 40% of respondents indicated that there were
some difficulties in using them that negatively affected the process (Chien
et al., 2014: 198).

English articles on this topic show that PT is still understood as the effective
use, evaluation, and adjustment of a set of opportunities, resources, and means of
learning in the learning process aimed at achieving the predicted results. At the
same time, the use of various technical capabilities is often considered as one of
the essential aspects of learning technologization, and the teacher becomes a man-
ager and moderator of the learning process (Izzatullaeva, Narzieva, 2021). At the
same time, the compatibility of scientific and practical pedagogy with modern
technologies is undoubtful (Isahonova, 2021: 550). Technologization is recog-
nized as the optimal way of organizing educational activities (Umarova et al.,
2021: 11819).

X. Perraton, F. Saba, D. Keegan are interested in the theory of distance
learning and PT application. The researchers argue that it is necessary to artificial-
ly create points of contact between the teacher and the learner since independent
study of the topic always follows its learning with a teacher (Pedagogical Tech-
nologies, 2019: 29-36).

There are many definitions and interpretations of the concept of PT. Howev-
er, we cannot identify different fundamental approaches and classify the available
theories. Generally, deductively oriented aspiration of the essence of PT as a part
of the pedagogical system has shifted to the study of individual technological
components, their “upgrading” resources increasing the PT potential.

Pedagogical technologies classifications

There is some ambiguity with available classifications of PT. At a conserva-
tive estimate, there are more than 50 of them, and most are based on multiple ba-
ses. This is due to the specifics of the phenomenon of PT itself; the concept is
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multidimensional and generative, so modern researchers make up massive classi-
fications. Thus, Azimov & Shchukin (2018) subdivide technologies into game,
computer, training technologies, those creating a speech environment, and those
forming strategies for language learning and mastering.

Bespal’ko (1989) relies on the so-called control factors and distin-
guishes automated and manual, cyclic and open, scattered and directed, group
and individual PTs.

G.K. Selevko’s encyclopaedic two-volume book describes about 500 PTs.
The author proceeds from the ideas of the traditional classroom-lesson teaching
system modernization, although he does not find a single basis for describing PTs.
As a result, G.K. Selevko (2005b: 54-60) bases his classification on 15 parame-
ters, for example theoretical and philosophical basis of technology, the factor of
student’s personal development, basic methodological approach, mechanism of
knowledge and skills transfer, leading activity, teaching aids, the learning process
management.

Russian scientists (Zhurakovskaya, Simakova, Rykov, 2020) base their clas-
sification of PTs on the degree of their novelty and distinguish modernized, com-
binatorial, and progressive technologies.

Zubkova (2017: 75-76) identifies personally oriented and subject-oriented
PTs; informational, interactive learning technologies, and technologies for as-
sessing students' achievements.

Kazakova (Technologies of Successful Learning, 2022) singles out technol-
ogies developing critical thinking and skills in working with sources of infor-
mation; collective, game-based PTs, group problem discussions, and case-study
technologies.

Thus, the presented classifications are diverse and most often do not seek to
cover and systematize all available learning technologies. We do not aim to create
another classification of teaching technologies, for it is unlikely to simplify the
teacher's task and influence the effectiveness of the educational system as a
whole. Our task is rather to classify the most demanded technologies for teaching
a foreign language, and Russian as a foreign language as well, to use the basis for
systematization conditioned by the specificity of work with language material.

Author’s classification of pedagogical technologies

From our point of view, PTs in Russian language classes should be focused,
firstly, on the maximum development of foreign speakers' communicative compe-
tence (communicative aspect); secondly, it should prepare them for effective pro-
fessional activities in Russian (professional aspect); finally, it should expand their
knowledge of Russian culture, traditions, customs, and etiquette (linguistic-
country studies aspect). In addition, when selecting PTs, we considered interactiv-
ity resource and learning intensification, as well as simplicity for any teacher of
Russian as a foreign language in average environmental conditions (i.e., we did
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not count on specialized equipment or serious changes in the teaching mode in
accordance with the curriculum for students of a particular specialization). Inter-
activity is understood here after the famous foreign language teacher, scientist,
methodologist R. Mil’rud as purposeful coordination of efforts of subjects and
objects of learning, mutually reinforcing interaction to achieve the communicative
goal through pedagogically verified speech means (Mil’rud, 1991: 19). The peda-
gogical process intensity is described by G.A. Kitaigorodskaya as a temporal limi-
tation of the didactic task solution with a high concentration of incidental linguis-
tic and communicative tasks performed by students within group forms of work
(Kitaigorodskaya, 1986: 103).

Thus, our classification of PTs is based on the different share of learners'
communicative participation and includes three main groups of PTs; it is made up
in the line with the pragmatic theory of communication, which distinguishes: a)
speech action or speech act, b) speech event, ¢) speech genres. The traditional un-
derstanding of these notions goes back to M.M. Bakhtin's theory (Bakhtin, 1986;
1996). Following M.M. Bakhtin, a speech action or deed is understood as any
speech act directed at the addressee with a certain purpose. 4 speech event as-
sumes durability, space and time limitation, integrity, and social meaningfulness;
in this case, the interaction of communicators has a certain form (Matveeva, 2003:
286). A speech genre is understood as a whole, complete speech work that incor-
porates not only linguistic features, but also extra-linguistic reality, or verbal de-
sign of a typical situation of social interaction between people (Sedov, 2007: 10).

The first group of PTs based on a simple speech action (speech act) of a
learner or a set of actions / acts includes the following PTs:

— “snowball”,

— PRES-formula,

— “brainstorming”,

— linguistic briefing,

— quests and web quests,

— “6 thinking hats” (E. de Bono),

— mind maps.

At the same time, PTs of this group imply from the point of view of com-
municative participation a sequence of independent speech actions which are not
stretched in time, rather “isolated”, monologically oriented, requiring personal
speech concentration. At this level, individual components of linguistic and com-
municative competence are developed.

The second group of PTs includes technologies based on a more conscious
and prolonged communicative participation of several subjects of learning in
speech production, speech event:

— theatre technology,

— problem-based learning technology,

— critical thinking development,

— case technology,
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— quiz-technology,

— “role-playing game”,

— dramatization and imitation technology,

— emotive technology.

Most of the above-mentioned PTs are based on dialogue / polylogue as
a leading communicative strategy and game / game modeling / gamification as a
form of implementation. These technologies require great speech efforts and emo-
tional and cognitive costs because students take part in interpersonal interactions.
However, at this level, not only various aspects of communicative competence are
perfectly developed, but also professionally significant skills: team building and
teamwork, the ability to build interaction with participants of the educational pro-
cess, adequate understanding of tasks and their fulfilment, role switching, etc.,
as well as mastering some culturally significant meanings (speech etiquette, etc.).

In this group of PTs, the dialogue strategy directly correlates with game
modelling; most of the PTs assume pair and/or group format and learning process
interactivity. Thus, the game format provides increased motivation, concentration
on tasks, and learners’ involvement thanks to stimulating components, novelty,
and collaboration as factors of successful achievement of the learning goal
(Pidkasisti, Khaidarov, 996; Ermolaeva, 2005; Rodina, 2012). In addition to
communicative and professional skills, game develops emotional intelligence and
skills of building social ties, helps learners to explore different aspects of their
personality, understand its resource sides and self-identification. Didactic games
are most often cognitive and serve as a means of acquiring knowledge, but they
also help to practice skills.

The third group includes PTs which are the most extensive in terms of con-
ditions, time, and communicative resources; they are aimed at creating a text of a
certain speech genre according to the task. This requires participants to follow cer-
tain verbal and non-verbal rules, among them the team-building ability, learning
in cooperation, the ability to think critically and adequately assess the situation,
the ability to creatively solve the learning tasks in accordance with the linguistic-
cultural specifics of communication. This group comprises the following PTs:

— “language portfolio”,

— “project technology”,

— group discussion in its variants (e.g. “Aquarium”),

— rhetorization technology,

— debates,

— research technology,

— technology of excursion teaching,

— pedagogical workshop technology,

— training technologies.

The third group of technologies is the most multifunctional and has a com-
plex integrative character for it synthesizes and combines technologies from the
first and second groups, bringing them to a more complex level, enriching them
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with new techniques and directions of communicative development. At the same
time, the third group of technologies preserve their algorithm of realization and
are applied in a different, more functional pedagogical environment. For example,
the technology “Discussion” includes PTs from the first and second groups,
“brainstorming”, PRES-formula, “6 thinking hats”; at the same time, the technol-
ogies of problem-based learning and critical thinking development form the basis
of the technology “Discussion”. Consequently, smaller technologies can form
a stage of the discussion, prepare for it or, on the contrary, summarize it.

The “Debate” technology can also include brainstorming, mind maps,
PRES-formula, rhetorization technology, role play, critical thinking technology,
etc. It is important that technologies from the first and second group have been
practiced earlier, so their inclusion in the third group does not make them heavier,
but, on the contrary, facilitates their implementation in the learning process and
seems didactically justified.

Finally, the pedagogical workshop technology can be combined with mind
maps, case analysis, role play and other technologies. In this case, it is important
for the teacher to use the PT in the classroom according to the principles of di-
dactic expediency and rationality, following the algorithms of technology imple-
mentation, considering the educational and communicative objectives, and devel-
oping students’ motivation and intensification of learning.

Integrative PT of the third group can be implemented not only for develop-
ing students' “communicative and professional skills”, but also for forming for-
eign-language personality, students’ life position, developing their emotional in-
telligence and “creative potential”, socialization skills, critical thinking, and
teamwork skills (Strelchuk, Ilikhamu, 2022: 525).

Conclusion

Having summarized the approaches to the classification of pedagogical
technologies in methodological science, we conclude that it is necessary to present
and justify a new classification of teaching technologies for Russian as a foreign
language classes. This classification is based on a unified principle valid for
methodology and the pragmatic theory of communication. This implies an in-
creasing complexity of communicative efforts for the didactic tasks in terms of
volume, topics, structure, genre, lexical-grammatical design of a speech utterance, etc.

The developed classification is designed to connect the pedagogical tech-
nologization of the educational process with the communicative tasks that are in
demand in modern linguodidactics; it asserts the innovative direction of the meth-
odology of teaching Russian as a foreign language — increasing the efficiency of
language learning and communication in a foreign language.

The prospects of the work are seen in the creation of a textbook containing
the theoretical basis for pedagogical technologies integration in the educational
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process in accordance with the level of foreign speakers’ language proficiency and
the professional orientation of educational programs.
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HUH, TPAKTOBOK W MHTepHpeTanuii. Lenp ucciaenqoBaHus — OIEHUTH BATMAHOCTH UCIONB30-
BaHUsI MENArOrM4ecKUX TEXHOJOIMH Ha 3aHSATUSAX MO PYCCKOMY SI3bIKY KaK MHOCTPAHHOMY
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