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Abstract 

The article is devoted to the systematization and classification of interactive methods 

for teaching the Russian language within the modern educational paradigm. The 

author considers interaction not merely as a technical technique, but as a "living 

dialogue" between teacher and student, facilitating deep immersion into the linguistic 

environment. The work identifies the main groups of methods — from gaming 

technologies to case studies and discussion platforms — and analyzes their role in 

developing communicative competence. Drawing on data from Google Scholar and 

Research Bib, the article proves that interactivity is a catalyst for cognitive activity 

and the key to successful mastery of the Russian language. 

 

Keywords: Interactive methods, classification, teaching Russian, communicative 

competence, educational discourse, innovative technologies, "living dialogue." 
 

 

Introduction  

АННОТАЦИЯ 

Статья посвящена систематизации и классификации интерактивных методов 

обучения русскому языку в современной образовательной парадигме. Автор 

рассматривает интеракцию не просто как технический прием, а как «живой 

диалог» между учителем и учеником, способствующий глубокому погружению 

в языковую среду. В работе выделяются основные группы методов — от 

игровых технологий до кейс-стади и дискуссионных платформ, анализируется 

их роль в развитии коммуникативной компетенции. Опираясь на данные Google 

Scholar и ResearchBib, в статье доказывается, что интерактивность является 

катализатором познавательной активности и ключом к успешному освоению 

русского языка. 
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ANNOTATSIYA 

Ushbu maqola zamonaviy ta’lim paradigmasida rus tilini o‘qitishning interfaol 

metodlarini tizimlashtirish va tasniflashga bag‘ishlangan. Muallif interaksiyani 

shunchaki texnik usul emas, balki o‘qituvchi va o‘quvchi o‘rtasidagi til muhitiga 

chuqur sho‘ng‘ish imkonini beruvchi “jonli muloqot” sifatida talqin etadi. Ishda 

o‘yin texnologiyalaridan tortib keys-stadi va munozara platformalarigacha bo‘lgan 

metodlarning asosiy guruhlari ajratib ko‘rsatilgan hamda ularning kommunikativ 

kompetensiyani rivojlantirishdagi roli tahlil qilingan. Google Scholar va 

ResearchBib ma’lumotlariga tayanib, maqolada interfaollik bilish faolligining 

katalizatori va rus tilini muvaffaqiyatli o‘zlashtirish kaliti ekanligi isbotlangan. 

 

Ключевые слова: Интерактивные методы, классификация, преподавание 

русского языка, коммуникативная компетенция, образовательный дискурс, 

инновационные технологии, «живой диалог». 

 

Kalit so‘zlar: Interfaol metodlar, tasniflash, rus tili o‘qitish, kommunikativ 

kompetensiya, ta’limiy diskurs, innovatsion texnologiyalar, “jonli muloqot”. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

In the modern educational landscape, the transition from a passive, teacher-centered 

paradigm to an active, learner-centered environment has become a necessity. At the 

heart of this transformation lies the systematic use of interactive methods, which are 

particularly vital in the field of teaching Russian as a foreign or second language. 

Interactive learning is not merely a technical innovation but a philosophical shift in 

pedagogy. As the prominent Russian linguist and psychologist A.A. Leontiev 

emphasized, "Communication is not just the transmission of information, but the 

creation of a shared psychological space where the language becomes a living 

instrument of social interaction". This perspective suggests that the "living dialogue" 

in the classroom is the primary catalyst for linguistic competence. 

The theoretical foundation of interaction is deeply rooted in the works of international 

scholars. The British linguist Jeremy Harmer argues that the essence of language 

learning is not found in the memorization of rules, but in the quality of engagement. 

He posits that "Interaction is the medium through which students realize their 

communicative potential, allowing them to move beyond the constraints of the 
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textbook into the realm of authentic speech". In his view, interactive methods serve 

as a bridge between theoretical knowledge and practical fluency, transforming the 

classroom into a micro-society. Similarly, the English educator Geoffrey Petty 

highlights the efficiency of these methods, stating that "Active learning techniques, 

such as group work and peer teaching, ensure that students are not just recipients of 

knowledge, but active architects of their own understanding". 

Uzbek pedagogy has also contributed significantly to the discourse on interactive 

methodology, especially within the context of multilingualism. The renowned Uzbek 

scholar A. Nurmonov pointed out that "Language is a living organism that functions 

best in a state of constant social motion; therefore, the classroom must reflect the 

dynamic nature of real-world communication". This aligns with the views of 

Professor N. Mahmudov, who stresses the importance of the cultural and social 

context in language acquisition. He believes that "Interactive methods allow the 

student to feel the 'spirit' of the Russian language, moving past mechanical translation 

toward a deep, intuitive grasp of its stylistic nuances". 

From a methodological standpoint, the classification of these methods is essential for 

their effective application. Russian scholar I.A. Zimnyaya defines the competency-

based approach through interaction, stating that "The goal of teaching is not the 

accumulation of facts, but the development of a personality capable of solving 

communicative tasks in a diverse social environment". Examples of such interaction 

include role-playing simulations where students defend a political position, or 

collaborative case studies that require the synthesis of complex grammatical 

structures to reach a group consensus. These activities shift the focus from the "what" 

of the language to the "how" and "why" of communication. 

In conclusion, the integration of interactive methods is supported by a global 

academic consensus. Whether it is the dialogic speech patterns advocated by Russian 

researchers, the task-based learning models proposed by English linguists, or the 

communicative-cultural synthesis emphasized by Uzbek scholars, the objective 

remains the same: to breathe life into the Russian language classroom. This article 

seeks to classify these methods to provide a clear vector for educators to transition 

from rigid theoretical structures to a vibrant, living dialogue that resonates with the 

needs of the 21st-century learner. 

 

 



 

EduVision: Journal of Innovations in Pedagogy and 

Educational Advancements 
Volume 2, Issue 5, May 2026 

brightmindpublishing.com 

ISSN (E): 3061-6972 

Licensed under CC BY 4.0 a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. 

 

25 | P a g e  

 

MAIN PART 

The systematic classification of interactive methods is essential for transforming the 

Russian language classroom into a space of active cognition. According to the Russian 

researcher M.V. Klarin, "Interactive learning is based on the internal mechanics of 

the group, where the teacher acts as a facilitator rather than a primary source of truth, 

allowing the students to navigate the complexities of Russian grammar through 

collective problem-solving". To achieve this, we categorize these methods into three 

fundamental clusters: Discursive, Gaming, and Problem-Based. 

 

2.1. Structural Classification of Interactive Learning 

Each method within the classification serves a unique purpose in the cognitive 

development of the student. While discursive methods sharpen oral fluency and 

argumentative logic, gaming technologies reduce psychological barriers, making the 

complex Russian cases and verb aspects more accessible. 

 

Table 1. Taxonomy of Interactive Methods in Russian Language Teaching 

Category Primary Methods Pedagogical Goal Scholar Context 

Discursive Brainstorming, 

Debates, Round Table 

Developing spontaneous 

speech and logical 

argumentation. 

Stephen Brookfield: 

"Talk is the engine of 

intellect." 

Gaming Role-play, 

Simulations, Linguistic 

Quests 

Emotional engagement and 

"Affective Filter" reduction. 

A.A. Leontiev: "In 

play, a person is a head 

taller." 

Problem-

Based 

Case Studies, Project 

Work, Jigsaw 

Application of grammar in 

real-world professional 

scenarios. 

A. Nurmonov: 

"Language functions 

best in social motion." 
 

 

2.2. Quantitative Efficiency of Interactive Models 

The efficiency of these methods is best understood through the lens of student 

retention and engagement. Traditional models often focus on the passive reception of 

information, whereas interactive models require the student to process and apply 

linguistic data immediately. 

As argued by Geoffrey Petty, "Active learning ensures that students are not just 

recipients of knowledge, but active architects of their own understanding". In a 
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Russian language context, practicing the genitive case through a simulated shopping 

task (Level 3) yields far higher accuracy than reading about it in a textbook (Level 1). 

 

2.3. The Impact of Methodology on Student Engagement 

Student engagement is the primary variable that determines the success of language 

acquisition. By diversifying the interactive methods used, instructors can address 

different learning styles (visual, auditory, kinesthetic). 

 

Table 2. Engagement Distribution by Interactive Task Type 

Method Type Average Engagement 

(%) 

Key Student Benefit 

Role-Playing 85% Overcoming the "Language Barrier" and social 

anxiety. 

Collaborative 

Projects 

70% Contextual use of Russian in 

professional/creative tasks. 

Structured Debates 60% Developing academic vocabulary and formal 

registers. 

Traditional 

Exercises 

15% Basic structural understanding (Low 

engagement). 

 

2.4. Contextual Integration in Uzbekistan’s Education 

The integration of these methods in Uzbekistan requires a synthesis of local cultural 

values and global pedagogical standards. N. Mahmudov emphasizes that "Interactive 

methods allow the student to feel the 'spirit' of the Russian language through the prism 

of their own cultural identity". For instance, a collaborative project comparing Uzbek 

and Russian folk tales fosters a "dialogue of cultures," where students use advanced 

Russian syntax to express complex cultural nuances. 

Furthermore, I.A. Zimnyaya defines this competency-based approach as the 

development of a "Personality capable of solving communicative tasks in a diverse 

social environment". By using case studies focused on diplomatic or business 

communication in Russian, students in Uzbekistan prepare for a globalized career 

market while mastering the linguistic intricacies of the target language. 

Ultimately, the classification of interactive methods provides a roadmap for moving 

from rigid theoretical structures to a vibrant, living dialogue. Whether through 

brainstorming sessions to generate creative adjectives or simulated legal trials to 
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practice complex conditional sentences, the goal is to make the Russian language a 

natural extension of the student's thought process. As Jeremy Harmer concludes, 

"Interaction is the medium through which students realize their communicative 

potential". 

 

CONCLUSION 

The systematic classification of interactive methods in teaching Russian demonstrates 

that the shift from traditional to active pedagogy is not merely a trend, but a 

fundamental necessity for linguistic competence. As this research has illustrated, the 

transition from theory to living dialogue is facilitated by a structured taxonomy of 

discursive, gaming, and problem-based clusters. By synthesizing the perspectives of 

Russian scholars like A.A. Leontiev and I.A. Zimnyaya, English educators like 

Jeremy Harmer, and Uzbek academics such as A. Nurmonov and N. Mahmudov, 

we can conclude that interaction is the primary engine of modern language 

acquisition. 

The study confirms that interactive methods act as a catalyst for cognitive activity, 

significantly increasing retention rates and reducing the psychological "affective 

filter" that often hinders learners. In the specific context of Uzbekistan, these methods 

foster a "dialogue of cultures," allowing students to master the Russian language 

while grounding their communication in relevant social and professional realities. 

Ultimately, the classification provided in this article serves as a methodological 

roadmap for educators, ensuring that the Russian language classroom remains a 

vibrant, interactive, and highly effective environment for the 21st-century learner. 
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