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MODERN APPROACHES TO TEACHING
FOREIGN LANGUAGES AT FRENCH UNIVERSITIES

The article deals with modern approaches to teaching foreign languages at French universities, existing problems
and modern challenges due to historical, social and cultural factors. The modern language and foreign language
approaches to a foreign language teaching have been distinguished. The study about a foreign language teaching
and learning has been defined as a young discipline in the article. It has been stressed that learning models which
viewed language acquisition as the formation of habits and suggested teaching methods emphasizing memorization
and drills, have given way to cognitive approaches focusing on information processing and have led to methods based
on comprehension and communication. The article emphasizes that France is traditionally viewed as a monolingual
country, and here the system of bilingual education is available only for some regional languages: Breton, Corsican,
Occitan, Catalan, Basque and German. It has been stated that learning a foreign language in a context of an
institution takes place with structural constraints such as a limited contact time and a lack of socialization in the
language via an existing community that speaks the chosen language. It is said that the idea of the <native speaker»
as a model of proficiency still dominates language education and language mistakes are often stigmatized instead of
being regarded as a natural and considerable part of building communicative skills. The modern language and foreign
language approaches to second or foreign language teaching have been distinguished. The paradoxes of a foreign
language study at French universities have been stressed; three different problems for foreign languages learning and
teaching at university level in France have been analyzed. The factors which influence second language acquisition
have been considered: the quantity of incoming information, or language exposure which students receive; the type
of their interaction; the quality of feedback they get. The lack of hours for foreign language learning at French
universities has been stated. The use of instructional and communication technology (ICT) in combination with face-
to-face instruction have been suggested as a practical solution in the modern conditions of France’s higher education.
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after their first language, and systematic efforts made in

Introduction. To begin with, it is necessary to note educational circles to apply these theories to language
that the field of second or foreign language learning is  teaching (Whyte, 2011, p. 215). Learning models which
generally considered a young discipline: only in the past  viewed language acquisition as the formation of habits,
tifty years’ theories been developed in linguistics and and informed teaching methods which stressed on
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memorization and drills, have given way to cognitive
approaches focusing on information processing and
have led to methods based on comprehension and
communication. As S. Whyte (2011) states, «scholars
in linguistics, psychology and pedagogy agree on key
concepts like interlanguage — the developing language
system which is both specific to each learner, reflecting
his or her language experience, and yet in some respects
common to all learners, showing developmental stages
which are shared by different learners of different
second languages» (p. 215). According to J. Costa and
P. Lambert (2009), «the traditional view of France, in
terms of language, is that of a monolingual country. In
fact, very few people outside France know that over 70
languages are currently listed as Languages of France.
Nevertheless, none of them are in any way recognized as
official in any part of the French territory». The scholars
admit that «education was long seen as one of the main
instruments to implement the desired monolingualism
in a country where French only became a language
spoken by the entire population by the middle of the
20th century» (Costa and Lambert, 2009). Over the
past few years, the French official language policy has
changed considerably, having led to some consequences
concerning language education policies. In fact,
the situation is largely tense, or stressful, between
conflicting aspects and demands from different segments
of the French population regarding language (Costa
and Lambert, 2009). According to the researcher, the
French language is the dominant, official and asserting
its superiority, but plurilingualism is officially valued in
the education system, «...in a recontextualisation of the
Council of Europe’s discourse, and all pupils are required
to study at least two foreign languages... and the French
position remains equally ambiguous regarding the status
and position of English in France and in the education
system» (Costa and Lambert, 2009).

At the same time, N. Garcia (2015) admits that
«the tension between the utilitarian and the cultural
dimension characterizing contemporary multilingual
education policies in France and Germany results from
the separate institutionalization of general foreign
language education policies on the one hand and
language-of-origin, regional and minority language
courses on the other hand».

According to B. Extermann (2018), «society under
the Ancien Régime both in Switzerland and France was
multilingual, which may appear surprising given the
prestige at that time of French within the rest of Europe
as well as the fact that after the French Revolution,
French linguistic policy aimed to unify the nation
through a single national language». The researcher
adds that <linguistic borders, however, rarely respect
political ones, and the linguistic landscape at that time
was made up of many different regional languages and
local dialects» (Extermann, 2018).

The purpose of the article is to analyze the modern
approaches to teaching and learning foreign languages
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at French universities and find out possible problems
and challenges typical for this field.

The statement of the problem. The aim of language
learning is to communicate freely in a foreign language.
This is based on the supposition that language skills
which students learn at university are easily transferable
to situations of real life, and that students will be
proficient at the end of learning a language program.
Nevertheless, the reality is different, and results almost
always confound these expectations (Adetunji, 2019).

According to J. Adetunji (2019), many people
underestimate the difficulties they face while learning
a language, as far as language acquisition goes beyond
comprehension and involves, among other things,
socialization and emotion. The researcher states that
«this,and the current learning crisisin tertiary education,
means that an urgent conversation on the process of
learning is necessary. More attention should be paid
to learner subjectivity and experience — an important
component of language acquisition» (Adetunji, 2019).

Approaches to teaching foreign languages at
French universities. Tracing the development of the
science about learning, R. K. Sawyer (2008) suggests the
Standard Model of Schooling, based on a commonsense
approach to knowledge and learning (p. 5):

* «<knowledge is a collection of facts about the world
and procedures for how to solve problems;

 the goal of schooling is to get these facts and
procedures into the student’s head. people are considered
to be educated when they possess a large collection of
these facts and procedures;

* teachers know these facts and procedures, and their
job is to transmit them to students;

« simpler facts and procedures should be learned
first, followed by progressively more complex facts and
procedures;

» the way to determine the success of schooling
is to test students to see how many of these facts and
procedures they have acquired».

Due to this, the modern foreign languages
perspective may be the most familiar approach to
language education in France. According to S. Whyte
(2016), «this approach has historically underpinned the
majority of teaching and learning of foreign languages
in instructed contexts in both compulsory and tertiary
education in Europe». The scholar states that <«... Its
object is the language and culture of a given language,
since language is seen as an instrument of cultural
mediation, and thus inseparable from the historical and
cultural context(s) of its speakerss».

On the one hand, researcher dealing with modern
foreign languages, «traditionally specialize in specific
areas related to a particular aspect of a given language,
whereas interdisciplinary approaches also exist»
(Whyte, 2016).

On the other hand, learning a foreign language in
a context of an institution, takes place with structural
constraints. Among them are «... limited contact time
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and a lack of socialization into the language through an
existing community that speaks the target language»
(Adetunji, 2019).

J. Adetunji (2019) states that <one way to counter
these obstacles is recreating communicative situations
in classrooms such as structured dialogues between
learners. But these approaches are often too artificial
and ritualized — teachers and learners are trapped
in their respective roles and the spontaneity that
characterizes real-life communication remains elusives.
The researcher also adds that quite often knowledge
about the language doesn’t transfer to knowledge about
its usage and application.

J. Adetunji (2019) stresses that «the idea of
the «native speaker» as a model of proficiency
still dominates language education, even though it’s
unrealistic and impossible to define. Language errors
are often stigmatized instead of being viewed as a
natural and meaningful part of building communicative
skills». Moreover, «teachers who banish the students’
first language from the classroom disempower learners
who are already vulnerable expressing themselves
in the language they're studying. All of these factors
contribute to a negative learning experience and
linguistic insecurity, which in turn lead to poor
results».

Due to this, teachers and students should spend
more time discussing the reasons for teaching and
learning languages — which would be help to address
the students’ immediate needs and broaden teaching
beyond its typically results-based, utilitarian focus.
As a result, this would develop learning strategies and
cultivate self-awareness in students who are emotionally
and academically badly equipped to learn by themselves.
Moreover, this «would link the learning process to self-
development, which goes beyond linguistic knowledge
and know-how» (Adetunji, 2019).

We must admit that second language study at French
universitiesincludesboth modernlanguage (literary) and
foreign language (communicative) approaches, although
literary aspect dominates in teaching. According to S.
Whyte (2011) traditional educational models based
on the transmission of knowledge are unable to cover
recent progress in understanding of learning theory,
which offers cognitivist and constructivist approaches
to teaching and learning languages. In addition, similar
advances peculiar to second language learning and
teaching cannot be based on the standard grammar-
translation method, but instead require communicative,
task-oriented teaching space.

Considering the problem of teaching foreign
languages in France, it is necessary to note that the
system of bilingual education is available only for
some regional languages: Breton, Corsican, Occitan,
Catalan, Basque and German which is considered a
regional language in Alsace. J. Costa and P. Lambert
(2009) state that <as a result of parents’ pressure in
the 1970s, and, with the opening of private immersion

schools in Brittany, the Basque Country, Northern
Catalonia, Languedoc and Aquitaine, the state took
action and created its own bilingual primary system,
where children are educated in French and in a regional
minority language for equal numbers of hours». Thus, in
France bilingual education increasingly constitutes an
institutionalized integration of pluralistic approaches.
So far, the system has been really operational only for
primary education. Bilingual sections exist at secondary
schools in the Occitan-speaking regions, in Brittany,
Corsica and other places, but «... they usually consist
in a greater number of hours in the regional language
and the teaching of one academic discipline, usually
history-geography, through the medium of the minority
language» (Costa and Lambert, 2009).

Along with other European countries, the French
education system has long maintained the traditional
academic distinction between modern and foreign
language study. It is interesting to note that modern
languages, or langues vivantes, are defined in opposition
to the classical languages, Greek and Latin, and thus
placed in literature and arts academic family (Whyte,
2011, p. 214).

On the other hand, a foreign language is contrasted
with the native language, and it rather belongs to the
domains of linguistics and education, to the field of
social sciences (Whyte, 2011, p. 214).

Therefore, as S. Whyte (2011) emphasizes, «the same
language — English, or Spanish, or German — may be
studied in an arts faculty as a vector of the culture of the
countries in which is it spoken, or in social sciences as a
communicative tool for the student to acquire» (p. 214).

So, each approach to second language learning sets its
own goals, which influence teaching methods: modern
language teaching takes High Culture as its ultimate
goal, and traditional grammar-translation method is
used to train students; foreign language teaching aims at
obtaining language proficiency, and to a certain extent
follows trends in second language teaching — from
audiolingual methods using communicative approaches
to task-based learning (Whyte, 2011, p. 214).

At present, in the French university system two
approaches to second language study are represented by:

» Langues, Littératures, et Civilisation pour
I'Enseignement (LLCE) stranding for modern
languages;

* LANgues pour Sspécialités d’Autres Disciplines
(LANSAD) stranding for foreign languages;

e the two directions differ considerably in their
positions on culture and language proficiency;

* the LANSAD focuses on communicative language
use, including comprehension and expression in second
language, with the culture of countries where the
language is spoken a secondary concern.

« the literary LLCE approach favors a strong cultural
orientation, including literature, social and political
history, and textual linguistics and considers the
development of language proficiency as a pre-requisite,
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the responsibility of individual students and preferably
accomplished during study visits abroad (Whyte, 2011,
p. 214-215).

This phenomenon is considered as one of the para-
doxes of second language study at French universities.
It is shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Paradoxes of second language study at French universities

Responsibilities in instruction of second language

Literary, LLCE, modern language specialists

LANSAD departments

schools, as well as all university language programs

all instruction in their language in French primary and secondary

only for students taking optional courses, and are, like the
teacher training colleges, staffed by LLCE professionals

Source: adapted by the authors (Whyte, 2011, p. 214-215)

This state of affairs creates three different problems
for second language teaching and learning at the
university level in France (Whyte, 2011, p. 214-215):

1)  the number of hours for language learning: since
students are more or less expected to be responsible for
developing their own language proficiency, language
programs include a very small proportion of hours
required for even minimal communicative competence;

2) instructional methods, which for modern
language specialists are based on the transmission of
culture as a structured body of knowledge, as opposed
to the development of particular competence on the part
of individual learners;

3) recent changes in both Arts and Humanities in
higher education and university populations, including
increasing heterogeneity of learners’ needs and abilities,
and requiring far-reaching changes in both goals and
methods of second language teaching.

S. Whyte (2011) says about a broad agreement on
factors which influence second language acquisition.
Among them are the quantity of language exposure
received by learners; the type of interaction in which
they engage; the quality of feedback they get (p. 214—
215).

While researchers are busy with investigating
individual factors of learning languages such as
language aptitude, motivation and learning styles,
teachers consider hours of instruction. In Europe, the
Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR,
2001) operates with six levels of proficiency: beginner
A1l and A2; intermediate B1 and B2; advanced C1 and
C2. Study programs in French, English and German
coincide in their estimations of the number of hours
required to reach each level: 200 for A2, between 500
and 750 for B2, and 1,000 to 1,200 for C2 (Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages,
2001).

Nevertheless, between 150 and 200 hours of studying
are necessary to progress from one level to the next.
As Whyte S. states, although «official programs set
a standard of level B1 for the end of secondary Arts
and Humanities in Higher Education schooling, many
students are still at level A2 even after additional years
of post-secondary instruction, suggesting a shortfall of

some 300 to 500 hours necessary to bring them to the B2
level recommended as an outcome for university foreign
language instruction» (Whyte, 2011, p. 216-217).

Moreover, at French universities, the number of
instruction hours in degree courses for LANSAD
students do not reach these figures. Students may
be offered one or two hours per week in two 12-week
semesters, for a total of 24 to 48 hours per year. Students
taking degrees in languages with business may have a
double quantity of hours in each language, or 96 hours
per year (Whyte, 2011, p. 216-217).

According to the research, lower teacher—student
proportions and homogeneous classes produce more
effective learning (Whyte, 2011, p. 217).

At the same time French universities are considered
to be particularly accessible compared with universities
in other European countries. First-year students with
little or no experience in English have the right to
enroll in a set of English classes at a postsecondary level
together with those who studied English for seven years
in high school, as well as French-English bilinguals and
residents of other European countries. These numbers
may reach 40 or 50 students per class, which is clearly
a long way from the conditions in which individual
interlanguage development can be cultivated (Whyte,
2011, p. 218).

The opinion of M. Siebens is very relevant in the
context of the problem. She states that «English is the
first choice of a foreign language in France, and the
issues associated with teaching and learning of English
are particularly controversial> (Siebens, 2016, p. 41).
She admits that as a teacher of English in the private
sector, the strongest demand comes from adult learners,
but their level of English is low, they are beginners very
often, despite learning this language for years at school
(Siebens, 2016, p. 41).

In the conditions of funding difficulties in higher
education in France, the only practical solution to
these failings in both hours and conditions for foreign
language studying seems to be the use of instructional
and communication technology (ICT) in combination
with face-to-face instruction. Input can be provided by
the internet, interaction and individualization, having
opened access to a large number of authentic language
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resources and the opportunity to receive almost
unlimited linguistic materials in the language chosen
for learning. At the same time, the integration of ICT
into university foreign language instruction requires
changes in instructional methods (Whyte, 2011, p. 218).

Conclusions. Having analyzed the modern
approaches to foreign languages study at French
universities it is possible to state that learning a foreign
language in a context of university is hindered by
structural constraints: limited contact time and a lack
of socialization in the language via the community

language doesn’t transfer to knowledge about its usage
and application. A foreign language study at French
universities includes both modern language (literary)
and foreign language (communicative) approaches,
literary aspect is considered to be dominant in teaching.
The main problems for foreign languages teaching and
learning at French universities are the number of hours;
instruction methods and recent changes in university
curricula and university population. Instructional
and communication technology (ICT) in combination
with face-to-face instruction are suggested as possible

speaking the target language. The knowledge about the solution.
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CYYACHI IIIAXOAN 10 BUKJIAJAHHA IHO3SEMHUX MOB
B YHIBEPCUTETAX ®PAHIIII

[ypnac Ana, ctapuiuii BUKJjaajad kadeapu CydacHUX €BPOIENChKUX MOB,
KuiBchkuii HAlliOHATBHUT TOPTOBETbHO-€KOHOMIUHU I YHIBEPCUTET,
By Kioro, 19, 02000 Kuis, Ykpaina, a.durdas@knute.edu.ua

Kocrenko Ousbra, BukJajau kadgegapu CydaCHUX €EBPOTIENCHKUX MOB,
KuiBchkuii HAlliOHATBHUT TOPTOBETbHO-EKOHOMIUHUI YHIBEPCUTET,
By Kioro, 19, 02000 Kuis, Ykpaina, o.kostenko@knute.edu.ua

MocTtunpka Jlinig, Bukaamad ,
IpriiHCHKMIT IEepKaBHUN KOJIE/[’)K EKOHOMIKY Ta ITpaBa,
ByJL. YHiBepcurerchka, 31, 08201, Ipminp, Ykpaina, Mostitskiy@ukr.net

Cmammio npucesaueno 00CiiOHcennIo cyuachux nioxodie 00 euxiadanns inosemnoi/0pyzoi mosu iy
ppanyysvkux ynisepcumemax, npodiem, n06’s13anux i3 UKIA0AHHAM, MA CYULACHUM BUKIUKAM, 3YMOBIEHUM
icmopudHUMU, COYIANLHUMU Ma KYAbmypHUMU paxmopamu. [any3v 00Cai0nennss numans 6USUEHH L THOZEMHUX
MO8 3a3naueno ¢ cmammi Sk 6i0H0CcH0 M000Yy Jucuuniiny. ITidkpecieno, uo moderi nasuanius, 321010 3 AKUMU
3ACBOENILA MOBU PO32AA0AIOCH AK (POPMYBANIL 36UUOK, A MAKONUC OOTPYHMOBANT MEMOOU HABUANNS, 8 OCHOG]
AKUX — 3aNaM’IMoBYEANH MA MPEHYBANH S, NOCTMYNUTUCT MICYeM KOZHIMUBHUM Ni0X00aM, OPIEHMOBAHUM HA
00p06KY ingopmauii, wo npusseno 00 Po3cUMKY Memoodis, 3acHOBANHUX HA POIYMINNL ma cniakyeanni. Y cmammi
nidxpecaioemucs, uo Cpanyis mpaouyiino poseridacmvcs ax 00HOMOGHA KPAina, d cucmema 0860M06H0T 0cimu
docmynna auwe 0 0eAKUxX pezionaibiux Mog: Opemoncbkoi, KOpcuKancokoi, 0KCUmMancokoi, KamaioncvKoi,
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backcoroi ma nimeyproi. 3aznaueno, w0 GUBUEHH THO3ZEMHOL MOBU 6 YMOBAX 3aKAadY 0C8imuU 8i00Y6acmvcs 6
YMOBAX CMPYKMYPHUX 00MEINCeHd, MAKUX SK 00MeNCCHUT 4aC KONMAKMYEanns ma eidcymuicmy couianisauii
3a 00NMOM02010 MOBU, WO BUBUAEMBCS, MA Uepe3 CNITbHOMY, AKA PO3IMOBILIE MOBOI0, AKA 6usuaemvcs. loes
HASABHOCMI <HOCIA MOBU> 6 AKOCMI npogeciiunoi modeni 6ce we DOMINYE Y MOBHII 0C8IMI, X0UA Ue HePeaibHo
i nemoxcauso eusnavumu. Y cmammi niokpecieno, w0 Mo6Hi NOMUIKU UACMO CINUZMAMUSYIOMbCS, 3AMICTMb
mozo, w06 ix poseasoamu ax NPUPoOny ma 3HAYYuwY 4acmuiy nobyoosu KOMYHiKamusnux nasuuok. Budireno
CYUACHUT MOBHUTL MA THULOMOBHUU NI0X00U 0 sUKAADANH 1103eMI0T/0py20i mosu. Hazoroweno na napadoxcax
susuenns 0pyz0i MoGU Y PPaAnUY3bKUX YHigepcumemax, ki Cmocyomoscs 0006’13xi6 (paxicuyic 3 euxiadamnns
inosemnoi/Opyeoi moeu. Ipoananrizosano mpu pisui npobiemu 6usUeHHs MA GUKIA0AHH ODPY20i MOGU HA
ynisepcumemcovkomy pieni y @Opanyii. Pozeasinymo paxmopu, SKi 6nauUaAOMb HA 3ACE0EHHS 0PY20l MOBU:
KIAOKICMb 6KAA0CHUX 0AHUX, 3aAHYPEHICb CMYOenmis y M08y, mun 83aemodii, 6 axii 6onu 6epymov yuacmo,
AKICMb 360POMHO20 36 A3KY, AKUL BOHU OMPUMYIOMb. 3AZHAUEHO HeOCMAMHIO KIAbKICMb 200U, U0 8UOTASIOMbCS
na sueuenns 0pyzoi Mosu y Gppanuysvkux yrnisepcumemax. Buxopucmanis nasuaivnux ma KOMymiKkayiunux
MeXHONL02Il Y NOEOHAHHT 3 OUHUM BUKLAOAHHAM NPONOHYEMbCS K NPAKMUYHE PilleHHs NPOOIeMU 8 CYUACHUX
ymosax suuoi ocsimu y Opanuyii.
Knruosi cnosa: suxiadanisi ino3eMHUX M08; 0pYza MOBA; THO3ZEMHA MOBA; YHigepCUmen.

COBPEMEHHDBIE IIOJIXO/bI K ITPEIIOJABAHHNIO NTHOCTPAHHBIX A3bIKOB
B YHUBEPCUTETAX ®PAHIINN

dypaac Anua, crapmuii npernogasaresib KadeJpbl COBPEMEHHbIX €BPOIEHCKUX A3bIKOB,
KueBckuii HAIIMOHATBbHBIN TOPTOBO-9KOHOMUYECKU I YHUBEPCUTET,
yi. Kuoro, 19, 02000 Kues, Ykpautna, a.durdas@knute.edu.ua

Kocrenko Oubra, npermnogaBarteiib Kadeapbl COBpEMEHHbBIX €BPOIEUCKUX SI3bIKOB,
KueBckuiit HAIMOHATBbHBIN TOPTOBO-9KOHOMUYECKU YHUBEPCUTET,
ya. Kuoto, 19, 02000 Kues, Ykpauna, o.kostenko@knute.edu.ua

MocTtunkas JIuaus, npemnogaBaresb,
Wpnenckuii TocyapcTBEHHBIN KOJJIEIK 9KOHOMUKHU U TTpaBa, yJa. Yuusepcuterckasd, 31, 08201 Upuenn,
Vkpanna, Mostitskiy@ukr.net

B cmamuve paccmampusaiomces cogpementivie n00xX00vl K 00yUeHUI0 UHOCMPAHHBIM A3bIKAM 60 QPAHUYICKUX
yHugepcumemax, npoOieMvl, C8A3AHHLIC C IMUM, A MAKHKE COBPEMEHHBIE BbI306bL, 00YCLOBIECHHBLE
UCTNOPUYECKUMU, COUUATOHBIMU U KYIbMYpHbiMU pakmopamu. [Todueprnymo, wmo modenu 06yuenis, cO2iacHo
KOMOPBIM YCBOCHUS A3bIKA PACCMAMPUBALOCH KAK POPMUPOBAHUE NPUBHIUEK, A MAKIHE 000CHOBAHHBLE MEMOObL
obyuenus, 6 0CHOBE KOMOPLIX — 3ANOMUHAHUE U MPEHUPOBKU, YCMYNULU MECMO KOZHUMUBHLIM NOOX00aAM,
OPUECHMUPOBAHHLIM HA 00PAdOMKY UHDOPMAUUU, UMO NPUBELO K PASBUMUI0 Mem0008, OCHOBAHHLIX HA
nonumanuu u obugenuu. Boidenenvl cospemenvie no0xodvl Kk 00yUeHUI0 UHOCMPAannbLx 13vik08. Ilodueprmymuot
napadokcol U3YUeHUs: 6MOPozo A3vlka 60 Ppanyy3ckux ynueepcumemax. Ilpoanaiusuposansvt mpu pasiuunvie
npobreMvl U3YUEHUS U NPEeNn0OABANUS UHOCMPAHNBIY A3bIKOE 68 ynusepcumemax 6o Opanvyuu. Paccmompenvt
Gpaxmopovt, Komopoie AUSIOM HA YCEOCHUE EMOPO20 A3bIKA: KOIUUECTNEO BLONCCHHOLX OAHHBIX, BKIIOUCHHOCTND
CMYOenmos 8 3vlk, MUn 63auUMO00eUCMBUS, 6 KOMOPOM OHU YUACTNEYION; KAUECNE0 NOLYUEHHOU 00PaAMHOU CBA3U.
Hcnonvsosanue yueOHvlx U KOMMYHUKAYUOHHBLY MEXHOI02UN 6 COUEMAHUU C OUHBIM 00YyUeHUeM NPeOTONCEeHO
8 Kauecmee NPaAKmMuuecKozo peuwlenius npooremvl 8 YcloGUIX, 8 KOMOPLX HAXOOUMCS COBPEMEHHOE GLICULEE
o6pasosanue 60 Opanyuu.

Kntouesvte cnosa: 6mopou a3vik; UHOCMPAHHLLI A3bIK; NPEN00ABANIUE UHOCPAHHBLY A3bIK0G; YHUBEPCUMEN.

Cmamms naditiwna do pedaxyii 28.05.2021
Ipuiinsmo do dpyxy 17.06.2021



IO BIJIOMA YUTAYIB

baaroapiiinuit pouy iMeni Autona MakapeHka niJITpUMy€e HaAyKOBO-OCBITHI IPOTPAMU Ta IPOEKTH, CIIPUSIE
PO3BUTKY T€OPii i MPaKTUKU OCBITH.

IOpuanuHi Ta 6aHKiBCHKI pekBisuTH OJarogiitHoro pouay imeni AHTona MakapeHKa:
€IPIIOY 25917047

UA603052990000026008026703825

Y AT Kb «ITPUBATBAHK»

IIpusHaueHHs miaresKy: 0JaroAiitHUil BHECOK JIst HiATPUMKH CTaTyTHOI AisiabHOCTI BaarogiiiHoro ¢hboHmLy
imeni Autona Makapenka.

3 nosazoio 0o Bawux 6az00itinux namipis,

Tonosa 6naropiiinoro ¢ouay imeni Aurona Makapenka C. O. Cucoena

lymxu asmopis ne 3asncou 30izaromuocst 3 mouxor 30py pedaxuii. 3a docmogipuicmv gaxmis,
uumam, imMen, Haze ma inwux gidomocmei 8i0nN08i0aOMsb ABMOPU.

[Migmacano no apyky 29.06.2021 p.
®opmar 60x84/8. Tapuitypa «PetersburgC»
[Mamip obcernuit. Ym. ap. apkymis - 11,5.
O6a.Buz. - 10,7. Haxnaz 300 mpum. 3amonieHns Ne
[pyk: TOB «Bupnasanue Ilignpuemcrso «Exenbeticy
Csizonrso K Ne 4249 Bixg 29.12.2011
03170, m. Kuis, Bys1. 3omunx, 74, ten.: (044) 361-78-68.



