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The processes occurring in the society in all spheres of life and with the
entry of Ukraine into the European educational space call for rethinking and
analyzing traditional approaches to organization of university pedagogical
education. Solving the problems of teacher staff training, we are increasingly
often turning to the history of universities and looking for innovations in the
pedagogical education of the past.
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The purpose of the article is to analyze the activities of the faculty of
Kharkiv Imperial University in the late XIX - early XX centuries in search for
innovations in pedagogical education and their contribution to the development
of pedagogical science.

At the end of the XIX century educational institutions of the Russia
dominated Ukraine could not meet the rapidly growing needs of the society in
the teaching staff of the future. The requirements to the staff became purely
symbolic, low standards of pedagogic education of the major part of the
teaching staff led to domination of scholasticism, formalism and bureaucracy in
public schools. As for the literature available to teachers, these were mostly
articles of didactic and methodological character but there was no fundamental
professional handbook available. Among Ukrainian educators mostly publicly
known were M. L. Pirogov and K. D. Ushinskiy; even the scolarly heritage of
Kant, who considers pedagogy to be not only a science but also an art, was not
never known. There were no followers of a famous Russian pedagogue
M. O. Lavrovsky, and in the bibliographical work “The Book of Books”
published in 1892, where there was a pedagogical section, his name was never
mentioned.

Being well aware of the secondary and primary school drawbacks, the
professors of the School of History and Philology resorted to the analysis of the
teaching staff problems. In their view, pedagogical clubs existing at the time
worked very unsatisfactorily. Due to the heavy workload school teachers were
not involved into teaching materials development; the exchange of experience
was virtually absent, and advanced teaching methods were being lost because of
the poor awareness of them. Therefore on the 28" of March 1891 following the
example set by St. Petersburg Pedagogical Society, the members of the
Historical and Philological Society of Kharkiv University established a teaching
department. This department was later divided into two commissions — historical
and literary [1, p. XVII-XVIII; 5, p. 134]. At the meetings of the sub-divisions,
high school teachers presented rewiews, while talks on various topics were
delivered by the professors of the university. Methods of teaching languages and
history, the value of written works, the role of ethics, love for reading were
considered. [2, p. 11, 6, p. 9].

Many educators of the time were concerned about the issues of teacher
trainings. P. F. Kapteryev, stressing that “there is no place to train teachers for
specialized and ordinary secondary schools. We not only lack pedagogical
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departments but pedagogy itself is not read in any institution of higher education
except religious academies”. [3, p. 78].

A significant contribution to the development of the methodology of the
time was made by prof. D. I. Bagaliy. In 1894 he expressed his view of the
competence of the areas of didactics and methodology; he stated that as we
descend from the heights of scienceto the lower areas of elementary teaching,
methods and techniques gain importance. D. I. Bagaliy pointed out that
university professors do without methods, limiting themselves to the ability to
read a demonstration lecture on a particular course; unfortunately, in order to
recognize them as satisfactory, "no special pedagogical methods are needed."
The art of words, rthythm, diction, pauses was mean while in the background; the
main factor in obtaining a position was the knowledge and the critical/analytical
view of sources. As for the schools of a lower level, he emphasized that without
teaching skills and habits it was impossible to work there. Meanwhile,
specialised school teachers taught without basic knowledge of pedagogical
technologies because university programs according to which they were trained
"included neither methodology or even general pedagogy."This conclusion also
referred to historical disciplines so both practicing teachers and university
academies in history were supposed to develop a methodology of teaching
history, according to D. 1. Bagaliy. [4]

Indisputable enthusiast in pedagogical innovations was prof.
M. F. Sumtsov, member of the Board of Trustees in the Kharkiv educational
district, guardian of Pushkin public school, who in his works on didactics
emphasized the importance of clarity, consistency ("conscientious attitude
tofact") ("juxtaposing facts and events") and individual approach. He considered
the functions of tuition to be primarily educational, pedagogic, and
developmental and those of art —  informative/ educational,
aesthetic/transformative[5].It was M. F. Sumtsov who supported the work of
KHIPT with his energy and prowess because due to lack of activity of the
members of the department in autumn 1895 some organizational difficulties
emerged.

At different times such famous teachers as O. O. Potebnya,
Ye. K. Redin,K. K. Voigt and M. N. Petrov tried "to overcome the
pragmatic/rational, entertaining/consumering approach to education, to
strengthen the role of emotional/artistic factor" [6, p. 91-93 ]. It should be noted
that the subject of speeches at the meetings of the pedagogic department was
very diverse. For instance, S. O. Nemolodyshev from the female gymnasium
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Nel told about the pedagogical views of the Moscow Metropolitan Platon, that
the views in his opinion were marked with humanism, tolerance and
sincerityand therefore had such an impact on the successor to the Russian
throne. Making a speech on February 6, 1898, he remarked that A. Kamensky,
J. Locke, J-J. Rousseau, I. Pestalozzi considered that education somehow
suppressed upbringing, and this tendency was observed in schooling of history.

Not everyone agreed with the thesis of V.I. Khariev’s speech “On
Pedagogy and Pedagogical Training” delivered on March 17, 1990. The speaker
maintained that the revival of secondary school teaching requires a system of
higher pedagogical education, whereas the art of teaching will be mastered in
practice, since ‘“methodology and didactics are always but a belated
reproduction of one state of scientific theory or another”. In his view, it is not
the practice with the dominance of routine that is of the greatest value, but the
experience obtained by colleagues and the exchange of ideas at teaching staff
meetings [7, p. VIII, XI; 13, p. II-VII].

From 1892 to 1902 the pedagogical branch included 94 teachers, there
were 100 reports presented at its meeting, also the period witnessed publishing
of 7 issues of “Proceedings of the Pedagogical Branch of Kharkiv Historical and
Philological Society”. However, a long period of silence followed, as some
teachers withdrew from the society, others left Kharkiv, and still others died [8,
p. 120-121].

Sometimes university lecturers and Ministry officials voiced offers to
establish departments of pedagogy. For instance, on November 18, 1898 the
Minister of Public Education M. P. Boholiepov called it unacceptable for
teachers to learn at the expence of their students, as teachers must be taught
pedagogical techniques first. Unfortunately, quite many university lecturers
supported the opposite viewpoint articulated by R. Yu. Vipper, professor of
Moscow University. He called pedagogy “a shallow subject based on trivialities
and truisms, a subject that cannot boast anything solid: it includes bits of
physiology and hygiene, psychology and ethics”. By the way, the University of
Warsaw chose not to establish a department of pedagogy fearing that absorption
in didactics would distract lecturers and students from pure science [9, p. 47].

Finally, on December 9, 1899 the School of History and Philology of
Kharkiv University requested from the Ministry the permission to introduce
history and theory of pedagogy as well as methodology of teaching subjects in
specialized schools into the curriculum, wishing to make pedagogy a
compulsory subject at this school, as a distinguished Professor of Philosophy
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F. O. Zelenohorskyi had already been teaching these subjects as electives since
the spring of 1899.

With time Kharkiv University became a pioneer in the renovation of
pedagogical teaching. It happened in spite of numerous objections to the
educational aspect of pedagogy among the professorate, which thought that
university had no spare money for questionable practices in training adults. In
1902 Professor V. Ivanovskiy failed to find pedagogy course in the curriculum
of the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge in England. There was mainly
practical pedagogy, in these higher educational establishments, which was
guided by examples, traditions and discipline.

Meanwhile at the end of 1902 higher educational establishments'
reorganization commission of the Russian Federation examined a topical issue
of preparing university faculty. Its view points split. Some of them claimed after
graduating from the university one needs no less than 15 months for mastering
pedagogical techniques, others objected the very possibility of teaching
pedagogical skills — only long pedagogical practice and teacher’s talent, in their
opinion, make a real teacher. After discussing the main problems, the
commission recommended students of the department of history and philology,
and physicos and mathematics to attend the history of pedagogical studies,
pedagogy in the light of modern pedagogical theories, didactics, methodology
for specific purposes, and school hygiene [10, ¢.215-220, 226].

The Ministry of National Education offered to discuss the idea of
pedagogy teaching at the department of history and philology of St. Vladimir
Kiev University on the April 8, 1904. In case this step is approved, the
university was to prepare a teaching program. During this year not only
theoretical, but also practical pedagogical classes were held in Kharkov
University. There were conducted by F. O. Zelenogorsky. In autumn 1904
questions on pedagogy were included into the course of child’s psychology [11,
c. 532; 32, c. 10].

Later on April 24, 1904 the Ministry of National Education, on
taking into consideration D. I. Bagalia’s opinion, introduced pedagogy as a
compulsory subject for students of the department of history and philology to
Kharkiv University curriculum [12, c. 62]. At first pedagogy was introduced
where they had appropriate conditions, and then it was introducedas an optional
subject. This step was already important, because in 1905 Russian universities
did not plan to open a department of history and philology [13].

14



JlyXxoBHicTb 0c00HCTOCTi: METO10JI0Tisl, TEOPis i NPaKTHKA 2 (61)- 2014

The first decade of the XIX™ century passed and unfavorable
attitude to pedagogy began showing its consequences. The quality students in
philology — these were they who mostly became school and gymnasium
teachers— got worse. The professorate pointed out a general decrease in interest
to the specialty, apathy and mental passivity which showed itself especially
during exams.

As a result, the quality of teaching and discipline was decreasing in
secondary educational establishments. However, authors of pedagogical works
repeating over and over that progress in university teaching comes from
inspiration and enthusiasm, but not from didactic rules; everything was defined
by teaching techniques, virtuosity of scientific thought, its originality [14, c. 15].
It was stated that in pedagogical books there was lack of clear proof that it is a
science, and the majority of the given data indicated to its artistic character.
According to some scientists, and pedagogy was more necessary for women, as
it had utilitarian object of social-ideal content [15, c. I-II, 10, 41, 47].

Under the circumstances in teaching districts of the Russian Empire
temporary pedagogical courses were introduced on the 10th of June 1909. The
practice of sending teachers on business abroad was started for the first time. For
example, for preparing the faculty for Belorussia schools, in Kharkiv university
20 scholarships were given to those who wanted to work as teachers there [16,
c. 57].

In May 1912 the regular resolution “About the Courses for Preparing
Male and Female Teachers for Secondary Schools” came out. For the year, a
range of subjects was being taught at the courses: logics, psychology, school
hygiene, methodology (with practice in Russian and folklore), Latin, Russian
and General History, Mathematics, Geography and Mathematical Geography,
Natural Sciences, Chemistry, Physics, German and French and their
Methodology, the History of Pedagogy [17, c. 94-95]. The courses of further
education for teachers of national schools were opened, where there were 164
hours for pedagogical study and General children’s psychology, Methodology of
teaching maths basics, Russian History and Literature, Law, Entry to national
economy, Folk and children’s literature, Southern Russian (Ukrainian) history
and literature, Natural sciences, Handicrafts, Painting and Modeling [18, c. 75—
76].

Temporary practical pedagogical courses for teachers of primary
national schools affiliated to Kharkiv University, organized by
P. E. Sokolovsky, studied rational teaching and progressive methodologies. In
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June 1910 over 700 teachers arrived at the courses not only from the Kharkiv
region, but also from the Voronezh, the Katerinoslavsk, the Grodnensk regions,
the Kaluga and the Minsk provinces. The audience was mainly women, as at
that time there was only one teacher training college and two district schools
with pedagogical courses in Kharkiv region, where only male teachers were
taught, but female teachers were all trained by women gymnasiums. The courses
were given by professors and teachers from Kharkiv University: Botany — by
professor V.M. Arnoldi; Physics — by assistant Sakharov; Zoology and
Physiology — by professor Nikolskyi; Law — by professor M. 1. Paliyenko;
Russian History — by professor V. I. Savva; Russian Teaching Methodology and
Didactics — assistant professor V. Khartsiev [19].

Despite the significant progress , before World War I schools in Russia
were not comprehensive and they had a low bureaucratic and professionally
oriented nature. The saddest thing was the fact that the representatives of the
State Duma of Russia and other authorities believed that the issues of education
and training were not urgent, there were some more important problems that
needed solving [ 20, p. 3, 11, 51]. The understanding of the importance of
pedagogical and didactic innovations for personal professional development of
teachers found more supporters due to the great efforts of progressive educators
and the educational area of Kharkiv. A pedagogical exhibition worked in
Kharkiv at that time and in 1913 Pedagogical Museum was opened. It was in
1913 when they opened the exhibition of exemplary teaching in the building of
Gymnasium II. University teachers were involved in supplying the six sections
of the exhibition with illustrative aids, typical written work, history, geography,
drawing and school furniture items [21]. Kharkiv university professors worked
hard in order to improve teaching in high school. The problem of teaching
mathematics was the experts’ main concern. Thus, Professor Russ'yan,
analyzing written works of school-leavers in 1907, paid special attention to low
points (3,3-3,5) in mathematics. The pupils were not good at mathematical
terms, they could not choose the rational doing of the sum, they did not master
drawing at their geometry classes, etc. [22, p. 364-365]. In this regard,
D. M. Sintsov believed that intending teachers must take the course of history of
mathematics, basic geometry, some sections of elementary geometry. He
recommended to include higher mathematics into the curricum of high school;
higher mathematics had been taught in schools of Western Europe and the
United Statesby then [23 , p. 69, 71].
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From1912 to 1916 experimental pedagogy (pedology) drew the attention
of the scholars who studied the psychophysical nature of the child. The concept
of “pedology” first appeared in the thesis of an American scientist A. Krisman in
1896. Those scholars working in Kharkiv focused primarily on pedology
because most of them were convinced that pedagogics is not a separate subject
and should belong to youth studies , theory of school organization and science.
So in the summer of 1915 Doctor A. Z. Rabinovich proposed to create Kharkiv
Pedological Museum similar to those working at that time. Besides, the
proposals that were made at the Third All-Russian Congress of Experimental
Pedagogy which brought together more than 300 participants (mainly school
teachers) were also of great importance. In his report “Pedagogy in Higher
Education” V. V. Uspensky not just demanded creating an independent teaching
science in Russia, but also realizing that this goal could be achieved only
through creation of full-fledged pedagogical departments in universities with
their interfaculty nature [ 24, p. 140-144 , 152 ].

Talking about the contribution of Kharkiv University professors and the
Kharkiv school area teachers to developing pedagogy; one should focus on the
pedagogical congress of secondary education which took place from the 1st to
the 11"™ of June of 1916. At the Congress they discussed the issues of "illegality"
(those delivered in the summer of 1915 at the Ministry of Education
conference) and decided to eliminate the system of special rights of leavers of
specialized school (gymnasiums) that no longer met the requirements of the
time. In addition to it, the members of the Congress expressed their opinion
against the formal external discipline in school, advocated teaching intelligent
power requirements, criticized the pupils being overloaded with lessons of Latin
and Greek [25 , p. 5,7]. They also touched upon the issues of mastering the
psychological poetics of O. O. Potebnya by teachers in high schools the basic
theory of verbal poetry and prose, the value of biological stations for teaching
science. Professor D. M. Sintsov delivered the history of strengthening
interdisciplinary ties (between mathematics and physics, in particular). The
headmaster of Izyum real school M. Shevchenko offered to introduce a
legislation course to the programme of the History and Philology faculty and
review it according to the programme of 1905. Demands were made for
improving the teaching of the theory and practice of pedagogy in a girls' high
schools and eparchial girls’ high schools [26, p. 4].

Describing the overall educational system, it should be noted that by
1917 there had been a need for restructuring both in secondary schools and in
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higher educational establishments. Although traditional ignoring of pedagogy
made considerable harm on all levels, drove teachers to a standstill and was
clear to the public, the long-awaited creation of departments of pedagogy (which
was prepared in the summer of 1917 at the departments of History and Philology
in the draft Charter of universities) was not expected [ 27, p. 24].

Thus, at the 90" of the XIX and at the beginning of the XX century the
teaching science continued to pave its way into the educational system and
achieved obvious progress in it. A significant contribution in this case belonged
to the teachers and professors of Kharkiv University. Despite the obstacles of
traditionally skeptical attitude of the educational community, concerning
introduction of educational pedagogy to the educational process in higher
educational institutions, high schools and schools at that time, the professors of
Kharkiv University were in constant search for innovations in research and
teachers’ training at the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth
century. New courses in pedagogy, methodology and practice of subject
teaching were introduced. Pedagogical exhibitions were created. Inspite of all
the difficulties, the Kharkiv professors promoted and moved forward
innovations in research and teachers’ training education.

Literature

I. C6opuuk XapbKOBCKOTO HCTOPUKO-(puionoruyeckoro obmecrea. T. 3. — X. :
Tumn. K. JI. Cuacan, 1891. — XXVII, 341 c.

2. Tpynsl meaaroru4eckoro oraena XapbKOBCKOTO MCTOPHKO-(DHIIOIOTHIECKOTO
obmectBa. — 1893. — Bpmn. 1. — 118 c.

3. 3asapsuna JI. D. I1. ®. Kanrepes — cTyaeHT MOCKOBCKOM JTyXOBHOM aKaJeMUM
// Tlemaroruka. — 2011. — Ne 3. — C. 69-80.

4.  Baraneii /. Heckonbko 0B 00 3JI€MEHTAPHONM METOAUKE HUCTOPHU /
J1. barameii. — X., 1894. — 10 c.

5. Kia O. M. IIpoOGnemMy HaBYaHHS i BHMXOBAHHS B IEJArOri4HUM CHAIUIUHI
M. Cymuoga : aBroped. auc. ... kaui. nef. Hayk / O. M. Kin. — X., 2001. — 19 c.

6. Illymceka O. O. Po3poOka 3MiCTy Xy[dOKHBOIO BHXOBAHHSA MaiOyTHiX
VUYHUTENIB Yy TEAaroriyHiil CIaaliMHI BUKJIAJadiB XapKIBCBKOTO YHIBEPCUTETY (Ipyra
nosnoBuHa XIX — mowatok XX cr.) / O.O.ymcbka // Bicuuk Jlyran. Ham. yH-TY
imeni Tapaca IlleBuenka. [len. nayku. —2010. — Y. 4. — C. 90-94.

7. Tpymsl NeQaroruyeckoro oTiaeia XapbKOBCKOTO HCTOPHKO-(PUIIOIOTHYECKOTO
obuiectBa. — 1900. — Beim. 6.

8. Beryxos A. B. O mearensHOCTH negarorudeckoro otaena X. M. @. O6mecrsa

B miepBoe aecstuietue — 1892—-1902 roga / A. B. Beryxos // C6. Xapbk. uCT.-hUI0I. 0-Ba. —
1905. - T. 14. — C. 109-122.

18



JlyXxoBHicTb 0c00HCTOCTi: METO10JI0Tisl, TEOPis i NPaKTHKA 2 (61)- 2014

9. Kapnayx H. B. O 3HaueHMM NeIarorM4eckux 3HaHUM B MPOQECCHOHAIBHOM
MOJrOTOBKE MPeroiaBaTeield BhICIICH MIKOJIBI B opeBotonronnoi Poccun / H. B. Kapnayx
/I Bect. IlpaBocnaBHoro CBsiTo-TuxoHoBckoro rymanurtap. yH-ta. Cep. 4 : Ilemaroruka.
[Teuxonorus. — 2010. — Beim. 1 (16). — C. 41-49.

10. Tpyas! BeICOUAliE yTBEPKAEHHOM KOMUCCHU.. Boim. 1...

11. COopHumk mOCTaHOBIEHWM M  pacHOPSIKEHUM — HadalbCcTBa...,  COCT.
I1. B. BosioBenko)... — 1912...

12. Tlerpenxo H. B. KynbrypHo-ocBitHs cnagmuua BueHHX Clao00XKaHIIMHHA
apyroi monoBuHM XIX — mouarky XX cTONITTS (ICTOPUKO-NENArOriyHUN acIeKT)
moHorpadisa / H. B. Ilerpenko, C. I'. 3onotyxina. — X. : X/IVXT, 2010. — 186 c.

13. TIpoekr o6mero VcraBa MMIepatopcKMX pPOCCHMCKMX YHHBEPCHTETOB. —
CII6., 1905. - 71 c.

14. Terpaxuuxuii JI. U. Vuusepcurer u Hayka. ONBIT TEOPUM H TEXHUKH
YHUBEPCUTETCKOIO Jejla U HayyHoro camooOpasoBanus. T.2 : [IpakTtuueckue BBIBOIBI /
JI. W. Terpaxuukuii. — CII6. : Tum. FO. H. Dpaux, 1907. — 639 c.

15. Bonkosuu B. A. Ilemarornyeckas Hayka MEPEN CYJOM €& IPOTUBHHMKOB /
B. A. Boakosuu. — CII0. : U3a. O. bormanosoii, 1909. — 47 c.

16. Xypuan Munucrepctea Hapoanoro npocsemienns. Hosas cepust — 1909. —
4. 22.

17. OsumnnmkoB A. B. MoaepHU3amus OTEYECTBEHHOrO 00Pa30BaAHUS B YCIOBHUAX
nosmtuyeckoro kpusuca Havana XX B. / A. B. Opuunnukos // Ilenaroruka. — 2011. — Ne 6. —
C. 86-98.

18. Cromspuyk T. O. Ilemaroriuni kypcu sk omHa i3 (GOpM MiATOTOBKM Ta
MIJABUIIECHHS KBaTi(ikaiii BUNTENIs HapoAHUX WKL (Apyra nojoBuHa XIX — novyarok XX CT.)
/ T. O. Cronsipuyk // BicH. XKutomup. nepx. yH-ty iMmeHi l. @panka. — Bum. 54. — 2010. —
C. 74-717.

19. Tlicoumnens J[. XapkiBcoki yantenseski kypeu // Ceitmo. — 1910. — Ku. 1. —
C. 3640.

20. Baxrepos B. II. OcnoBsl HoBo# memaroruku. T. I. / B. II. Baxrepos. — M. :
Wzn-Bo 1-Ba U. JI. CeiTHna, 1913. — 583 c.

21. Kparkoe onucaHuWe MENAarOTHYECKOM  IOKA3aTeNbHOW  BBICTABKA  IIPH
XapbkoBckoM yueOHOM okpyr / cocT. I'. I1. OxyneB. — X. : 3nanue, 1913. -30c.

22. Pyccean LI, K. Hekotopele 3aMeuanus O XapakTepe pabOT, HCIIOJIHEHHBIX
YYCHHKaMH TMMHA3W{ Ha WCIIBITAHUSAX 3PEJIOCTH B XapbKOBCKOM ydeOHOM okpyre 3a 1907—
1913 r. / LI. K. Pyccwsin // Maremaruueckoe oopazoBanue. — 1913. — Ne 8. — C. 363-367.

23. Cunnos JI. M. ITo moBoay oxHol kuury : [pen.] / Mar. o6paszosanne. — 1913.
— Ne 1. — C. 67-76. — Peu. Ha kH. : Mpouek B. Ilegaroruka matematuku. Mcropuueckue u
Merogudeckue Hdtioasl. 1.1 / B. Mpouek, @.dwmnmouu. — CII6. : Kuurousn-so
O. borpanosoii, 1910.—VI, 380 c.

24. ®apdoposckniit C. Tpernii BCEPOCCHICKMM ChE3[ MO SKCIEPUMEHTAIBHON
negaroruke / C. ®apdoposckuii // Kypn. M-Ba Hap. npocsenienus. Hoas cepusi. — 1916. —
Y. 62 -C. 137-152.

19



JlyXxoBHicTb 0c00HCTOCTi: METO10JI0Tisl, TEOPis i NPaKTHKA 2 (61)- 2014

25. Tlepsblii che3n XapbKOBCKOTO Yy4eOHOTO OKpyra II0 BOIIPOCAM CPEIHETO
oOpazoBanus ¢ 1-ro mo 11-e utons 1916 roxa B r. Xapokose. Ne 1. — X. : Tumn. u autorp.
M. 3unsbepbepr u c-Bbs, 1916. — 7 c.

26. TlepBblii che3n XapbKOBCKOTO Y4eOHOTO OKpyra IIO BOIPOCAM CPETHETO
obpazoBanus ... — Ne 3.

27. 1P HBY imeni B. Bepnancekoro, ¢. 8, crp. 2836.

IHHOBAIIMHI TEHJAEHIII B MNOIIYKY MOJEJI BHCOKOI SIKICHOI
NEJAI'OI'TYHOI OCBITH VYV KIHII XIX - IMOYATKY XX BB (JOCBIJ
XAPKIBCBKOI'O IMITEPCBKOTI'O YHIBEPCUTETY)
C. H. Kyuim

Cmamms npuceauena OisnvHocmi @axyromemis Xapkiecvkoeo Imnepamopcvkoz2o
yHigepcumemy Hanpukinyi XIX — nouamxy XX cmonimms, cnpsamosanoi Ha nowyK iHHO8ayit
i 6K1G0 Y pO36UMOK Nedaz02iuHoi 0c8imu i HayKu.

Knrouoei cnosa: Xapxiscokuti yHieepcumem, npoghecop, ni020moska 6uKiaoayis,
Miunicmepcmeo oceimu, Memooonozis.

NMHHOBAIMOHHBIE TEHJIEHIWU B IIOUCKE MOJIEJX BbICOKOI'O
KAYECTBEHHOI'O NNEJATOI'MYECKOI'O OBPA3OBAHUSA B KOHLE XIX —
HAYAJIE XX BB (OIIBIT XAPBKOBCKOI'O UMITEPCKOI'O YHUBEPCUTETA)
C. H. Kysmmm
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