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INSTRUCTIONAL POTENTIAL OF QUESTIONING
IN UKRAINIAN SECONDARY SCHOOL ENGLISH TEXTBOOKS:
AN ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

This study examines the effectiveness and implementation of questioning strategies in Ukrainian secondary
school English textbooks. Through a comprehensive analysis of 315 questions from two eleventh-grade
English textbooks for secondary school, this research investigates how questions function as planned
scaffolding tools within educational materials. The theoretical framework draws upon established questioning
taxonomies, including Bloom's revised taxonomy and contemporary scaffolding theory, to evaluate question
types, cognitive complexity, and pedagogical effectiveness. The empirical analysis reveals significant
limitations in current Ukrainian English textbooks, including an overemphasis on lower-order cognitive sKills
(such as remembering and understanding), inadequate representation of higher-order thinking questions, and
the absence of opportunities for student-generated questioning. The findings indicate a lack of alignment with
text-dependent questioning strategies and insufficient metacognitive guidance for learners. These results
suggest the need for improved question design in Ukrainian EFL materials to foster critical thinking, authentic
language use, and communicative competence. The study contributes to understanding how questioning
strategies embedded in educational materials can support foreign language acquisition, providing insights for
textbook developers and classroom practitioners.
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Introduction understanding through extensive research

The pedagogical effectiveness of foreign  that can be organised into three primary
language instruction depends significantly on ~ domains related to questioning: question
the strategic implementation of questioning typologies, cognitive complexity levels, and
techniques within educational materials. Inthe  questioning methodology applications,
contemporary landscape of English language = encompassing structured and responsive
teaching, the ability to formulate effective  support strategies, as well as learner-
questions represents a cornerstone of the initiated versus educator-initiated inquiry
professional communicative competence for  approaches (Calik & Aksu, 2018). Through
21st-century educators. In the Ukrainian  an extensive meta-analytical examination,
context, the utilisation of questioning in  Davoudi and Sadeghi (2015) conducted a
English language teaching has undergone  thorough investigation of empirical research
significant  evolution.  While traditional on questioning approaches spanning four
approaches often relied on basic decades (1974-2014). Their evaluation of
comprehension questions, modern pedagogy = more than 100 research investigations
emphasises the importance of diverse demonstrated that both teacher-led and
questioning strategies to promote critical student-generated questioning fulfil

thinking and authentic language use. essential functions in promoting successful
The pedagogical value of questioning as  learning experiences.
an educational instrument has been Contemporary  pedagogical practice

recognised since Socratic times. demonstrates that educators employ
Contemporary scholarship reinforces this  questioning strategies daily to achieve
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multiple instructional objectives. Research
indicates that strategic questioning serves to
enhance classroom discourse and interaction
patterns (Harvey & Light, 2015; Sujariati et al.,
2016; Wangru, 2016; Al-Zahrani & Al-Bargi,
2017) and functions as a formative
assessment tool for evaluating student
comprehension and academic performance
(Sujariati et al., 2016). Furthermore, research
findings demonstrate the efficacy of
questioning techniques in fostering higher-
order cognitive processes, including the

development of critical thinking, written
communication proficiency, reading
comprehension  enhancement,  content

mastery, and the acquisition of metacognitive
skills (Davoudi & Sadeghi, 2015).

Therefore, the researchers admit that the
implementation of systematic questioning
significantly improves instructional quality and
pedagogical effectiveness (lksan & Daniel,
2015; Sujariati et al., 2016). Within second
language acquisition contexts specifically,
strategic questioning methodologies enhance
learners' communicative competence and
facilitate comprehensive linguistic
development across multiple skill domains.
However, while international research on

educational questioning is extensive,
Ukrainian linguistic research on the issue in
pedagogical discourse remains limited.

Most Ukrainian teacher training programs
lack specialised courses on questioning
strategies, and empirical research on
questioning in Ukrainian EFL contexts is
minimal (Parashchuk, 2017).

The goal of this progress report is to
address the above-mentioned research gap
by examining the role of questions in English
language textbooks as instruments of
planned scaffolding. By analysing the types,
functions, and pedagogical effectiveness of
textbook questions, this research aims to
contribute to our understanding of how
questioning  strategies embedded in
educational materials can support foreign
language acquisition and provide insights for
both textbook developers and classroom
practitioners in optimising question-based
learning experiences.
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Methodology

This study employed a mixed-methods
sequential explanatory design to examine
questioning strategies as scaffolding tools in
Ukrainian secondary school English
textbooks. The research began with
quantitative content analysis to identify
frequency patterns of question types,
followed by qualitative thematic analysis to
explore the pedagogical functions and
scaffolding potential of these questions.
This approach enabled both systematic
categorisation and deeper understanding of
the educational value. The analytical
framework for this study relies on two

theoretical foundations: (1) Bloom's
Revised Taxonomy (Bloom, 1994), which is
employed to categorise cognitive

complexity levels of questions across six
domains: remembering, understanding,
applying, analysing, evaluating, and
creating; 2) Planned Scaffolding Theory
(Gibbons, 2015), used for examining how
questions function as instructional supports
that bridge students' current competence

and target learning objectives. The
empirical analysis encompassed a
purposive sample of 315 questions

extracted from exercises in two widely-used
English textbooks for 11th grade: Karpyuk
(2019) and Morska (2019). These textbooks
were selected based on the following
criteria: official approval by the Ministry of
Education and Science of Ukraine; wide
distribution across Ukrainian secondary
schools; representation of  different
proficiency levels (standard vs. specialised);
availability through the official electronic
repository (Institute of Education Content
Modernisation, n.d.). The sampling procedure
relied on the systematic extraction of
questions from all skill-based sections,
including Reading comprehension exercises,
listening comprehension tasks, speaking
activities, and Writing assignments (where
questioning was employed). Questions
embedded within grammar exercises and
vocabulary drills were excluded to maintain
focus on communicative language use.
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Questions as Tools for Planned
Scaffolding

Questioning as an instructional tool has a
long history in educational research. In the
United States, the formal study of questioning
began in the early 1900s when Stevens (as
cited in Marzano & Simms, 2012) surveyed
teachers' questioning behaviours,
establishing a foundation for ongoing debate
and research. However, systematic research
into effective questioning practices did not
emerge until the mid-1950s, when
researchers began pursuing methods to
categorise and understand different types of
questions. One of the most influential early
contributions came from Sanders (1966) in
his work, Classroom Questions: What Kinds?
Sanders (1966) adapted Bloom's taxonomy
(Bloom, 1994) to create a framework for
questioning types, significantly popularising
Bloom's taxonomy as a cognitive scaffold for
educational questioning.

Originally, Bloom (1994) developed his
taxonomy not specifically for questioning
analysis but as a classification system for
educational objectives and skills, designed to
help university examiners create assessment
materials. The initial classification system
organised educational competencies across
six progressive tiers: knowledge,
comprehension, application, analysis,
synthesis, and evaluation. A substantial
restructuring occurred in 2001, characterised
by two fundamental modifications. Firstly, the
category labels were transformed from
nouns to verbs to more accurately represent
dynamic learning activities. Secondly, the
sequential arrangement was modified,
positioning "creating" at the highest level
while relocating "evaluating" to a lower
position. The updated classification
framework now encompasses the following:
remember, understand, apply, analyse,
evaluate, and create (Wilson & Smetana,
2016). Therefore, this framework
distinguishes between lower-cognitive order
skills (remembering, understanding,
applying) and higher-cognitive order skills
(analysing, evaluating, creating). Since the
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mid-1960s, Bloom's taxonomy (Bloom,
1994) has served as the cognitive
framework for questioning hierarchies in
educational settings (Marzano & Simms,
2012).

Analysing these findings, Marzano and
Simms (2012) argue that Bloom's taxonomy
(Bloom, 1994) is not appropriate for
classifying individual questions and framing
teacher questioning. This criticism reflects
growing concerns about the rigid application
of hierarchical thinking models. The
researchers argue that focusing on question
sequences rather than individual question
levels is more effective. They have
developed a four-phase questioning
sequence model, which includes questions
about details, questions about categories,
questions that require elaboration, and
questions that demand evidence for
elaboration (Marzano & Simms, 2012).

Ritchhart et al. (2011) offer a more
balanced perspective, viewing Bloom's
taxonomy (Bloom, 1994) as a practical
starting point for analysing thinking
processes. They challenge the assumption
that understanding represents a lower-order
skill, arguing that understanding is a primary
goal of teaching (Wiggins & McTighe,
1998). Moreover, they insist that
understanding is an outcome of thinking but
not a type of thinking (Ritchhart et al., 2011).

The theoretical foundation for effective
questioning extends to fundamental
cognitive inquiry patterns. McKenzie (2003)
identifies three essential question types that
drive critical thinking: "Why?" questions that
analyse causal relationships and lead to
problem-solving, "How?" questions that
form the basis for synthesis and invention,
and "Which?" questions that require
reasoned choice-making based on
established criteria and evidence. Among
these, "Which?" questions are considered
most crucial as they determine thoughtful
decision-making processes.

According to McComas & Abraham
(2004), questioning serves as a crucial
educational tool that helps organise lesson
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content, structure learning activities, and
assess student comprehension. The
researchers indicate that teachers use 300-
400 questions per working day, making
questioning one of the most frequent
speech acts in teacher discourse and a tool
of effective scaffolding.

The notion of scaffolding, originally
proposed by Bruner (as cited in Gibbons,
2015) and initially denoting temporary
structural support in construction, has been
transformed within educational contexts to
describe  provisional assistance that
progressively diminishes as students gain
mastery of content. Textbook questioning
functions as predetermined scaffolding,
conceptualized as a pre-established support
framework intended to enhance learning
processes. Broadly characterised as the
delivery of temporary, forward-looking, and
focused assistance, scaffolding seeks to aid
learners in constructing new knowledge,
competencies, and comprehension
(Reynolds & Goodwin, 2016). Predetermined
scaffolding encompasses the support offered
through educational tools and curricula that
can be implemented across diverse contexts
but operates independently of students'
immediate requirements, thereby establishing
academic textbooks as vehicles for
predetermined scaffolding. In contrast to
predetermined scaffolding, responsive
scaffolding encompasses the assistance
delivered by educators that adapts to
learners' instantaneous needs throughout
instruction (Reynolds & Goodwin, 2016).

Contemporary  scaffolding research
identifies multiple types, including sensory
scaffolding (utilising visual and manipulative
tools), interactive scaffolding (promoting
social interaction), and graphic scaffolding
(employing diagrams and graphic
organisers) (Huynh, 2017). Johnson (2019)
categorises interactive scaffolding tools to
include questioning alongside feedback,
hints, instruction, explanation, modelling,
and highlighting. Further contributing to the
question classification, Day and Park (2005)
propose a five-level comprehension

98

question framework that encompasses four
types of questions: literal comprehension
questions (focus on direct textual information,
facts, vocabulary, and basic details),
reorganisation questions (require students to
synthesise information from multiple text
sections); inference questions (combine
textual  understanding  with  personal
knowledge and intuition); prediction questions
(use text comprehension and prior knowledge
to anticipate outcomes); evaluation questions
(require comprehensive judgments about
textual aspects). Questions are also
categorised by format (direct vs. indirect),
response type (open vs. closed), and
cognitive level. According to research, open
questions encourage elaborated responses
and promote critical thinking, whereas closed
questions seek specific, limited answers and
maintain conversational control.

To make language instruction more
effective, teachers should not only utilise
various types of questioning but also be
flexible with their questioning techniques to
promote a positive learning environment
(Long et al., 2015). First, it is recommended
to use a step-up questioning technique, which
involves  asking increasingly complex
questions to simultaneously engage and
challenge learners, thereby avoiding a too-
challenging or intimidating atmosphere. For
more advanced students, questioning can
start at a higher-order thinking level and be
open-ended, with a step-down to lower-level
questions if learners face difficulties finding
answers. Second, it is advisable that
educators implement strategies to mitigate
psychological discomfort while utilising
questioning techniques in the classroom, as
the interrogative nature of questioning
necessarily positions learners in a state of
cognitive vulnerability. Establishing clear
pedagogical expectations through explicit
communication regarding the implementation
of questioning strategies serves as a
foundational approach to creating
psychological safety in the learning context.

Therefore, the analysed literature reveals
that questions function as essential
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pedagogical tools that bridge the gap
between teacher intention and student
response. The main functions the questioning
utilises in pedagogical instruction boil down
to scaffolding language development,
enhancing critical thinking, facilitating learner
autonomy, and supporting communicative
competence.

Understanding questions as planned
scaffolding tools provides a framework for
analysing their role in textbook design and
classroom implementation. As we have
mentioned above, despite the recognised
importance of questioning in language
education, the systematic analysis of
questions  within  English  language
textbooks, particularly their role as planned
scaffolding tools, remains underexplored in
educational research. This gap s
particularly pronounced in contexts where
textbooks serve as the primary instructional
resource, making the quality and
pedagogical appropriateness of embedded
questions crucial for achieving effective
outcomes of language learning.

Results and discussion

As mentioned above, the empirical
research involved the analysis of utilising
questioning as a planned scaffolding tool in
two English textbooks for grade 11 of the
Ukrainian secondary school. The analysis
shows that the textbooks under
consideration incorporate questions within
sections dedicated to instructing reading
comprehension, listening comprehension,
and speaking. Additionally, the writing
section features singular tasks that employ
questioning across all surveyed textbooks.

Tasks for reading comprehension
predominantly adopt a multiple-choice or
"true-false-not given" format. Similarly,
tasks for listening comprehension adhere to
a comparable structure. Speaking tasks
involving questions typically comprise 5 to
10 topically aligned questions, often lacking
coherent sequencing and relying
substantially on the topical vocabulary
introduced in the vocabulary section of a
given unit. Moreover, some questions are
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formulated in a manner that may hinder
student comprehension (e.g. "Do the elite in
Ukraine attend universities? Do elite
universities help or harm the country? What
are the skills that separate good students
from bad students?" (Morska, 2019, p. 149).
It is imperative that well-designed questions
incorporate appropriate  scaffolding to
facilitate student understanding of the
questioning.

The activities designated as “Answer the
following questions” are insufficiently
featured in the examined textbooks and
demonstrate poor correspondence with the
cognitive tiers specified in Bloom's updated
classification of educational goals, which
organizes competencies into remembering,
understanding, applying, analysing,
evaluating, and creating (Calik & Aksu,
2018). This misalignment is evident across
all surveyed textbooks. The above-
mentioned taxonomy is widely recognised
as a significant educational model for
guiding instruction, assessment, curriculum
development, and materials evaluation. Our
examination of questioning tasks in
Ukrainian English textbooks reveals a bias
toward lower-order cognitive sKkills, such as
remembering and understanding, with
inconsistent inclusion of questions that
require both lower and higher-order thinking
skills. While lower-order questions are
valuable for summarising basic facts and
concepts, higher-order questions are
essential for fostering critical and creative
thinking skills. This discrepancy
underscores the need for a more balanced
approach in the cognitive skills embedded in
questioning tasks.

Another feature of the analysed
Ukrainian textbooks of English is that they
do not utilise text-dependent question
taxonomy that focuses on developing
students’ skills of reading deeply and
responding with evidence from the text. The
text-dependent questions are categorised
into general understanding, key details,
vocabulary and structure, author’s purpose,
inferences, opinions, arguments, and
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intertextual connections. As evident from
the text-dependent question categories
above, they progress from focusing on the
comprehension of individual parts of the text
to the comprehension of the whole text.
Text-dependent questions should be
sufficiently specific to necessitate reference
to the text for answers, allowing students to
explore the meaning of important
vocabulary in context or some aspect of the
text, e.g. the author’s purpose, discriminate
between facts or opinions presented in the
text, etc. Undoubtedly, the application of the
text-dependent question taxonomy while
reading informational texts, which make up
the bulk of the texts in the surveyed
Ukrainian textbooks, would contribute to
teaching students to understand complex
texts in English.

None of the English textbooks included in
our survey incorporates tasks prompting
students to generate their own questions,
despite the widely acknowledged benefits of
this activity in enhancing critical thinking and
interactional competence, particularly within
the framework of dialogic pedagogy.
Classroom observations reveal that
teachers dominate 64 per cent of the lesson
time, with 80 per cent of classroom
discourse dedicated to posing, answering,
or responding to questions. Furthermore,
teachers typically generate one to four
questions per minute during question-
asking, while students produce an
estimated 1.3 to 4.0 questions per hour
(Johnston et al., 1987).

The limitations in frequency and
complexity of student-generated inquiries
stem from obstacles at three distinct levels:
1) students' struggle in recognizing their
own knowledge gaps, such as detecting
conflicting information, identifying essential
missing data for a solution, and
distinguishing between superfluous and
crucial information; 2) social impediments
arising from the fear of appearing ignorant
by failing to answer a challenging question
and potentially losing face; 3) a deficiency in
developing practical question-posing skills
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(Reynolds & Goodwin, 2016). Integrating
additional exercises for student-generated
inquiries in  textbooks, designed as
structured support, will enable learners to
navigate these barriers and ultimately
acquire vital communication skills essential
for their future academic and professional
endeavours.

The survey findings indicate that
Ukrainian English textbooks lack
metacognitive guidance for learners

regarding effective questioning techniques.
A significant implication for the teachers that
the research has explicated is that textbook
developers and EFL teachers should
integrate recent research on effective
questioning techniques into their learning
materials to enhance learning outcomes in
English language instruction. Furthermore, it
is recommended that pre-service education
for EFL teachers prioritise the development
of metacognitive knowledge and training to
improve their questioning skills.

Conclusion

The analysis of questioning strategies in
Ukrainian  secondary school English
textbooks has revealed significant gaps
between current practices and
contemporary pedagogical research on
effective questioning methodologies. The
examination of 315 questions across two
eleventh-grade textbooks demonstrates
that while questions are present as
instructional tools, their implementation
lacks the sophistication and strategic design
necessary to optimise language learning
outcomes. The primary findings indicate
that Ukrainian English textbooks
predominantly employ lower-order cognitive
questions, with insufficient integration of
higher-order thinking skills. This cognitive
imbalance limits students' chances to
cultivate analytical thinking abilities and
genuine language application  skills.
Furthermore, the absence of text-
dependent questioning strategies
represents a missed opportunity to enhance
reading comprehension skills and evidence-
based reasoning abilities. Therefore, the
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research identifies three critical areas
requiring immediate attention: the need for
balanced cognitive engagement through a
combination of lower and higher-order
questions; the incorporation of student-
generated questioning opportunities to
foster learner autonomy and metacognitive
awareness; and the design of questions that
provide appropriate scaffolding for diverse
learner needs.

The implications of these findings extend
beyond textbook design to encompass
broader educational policy considerations.
Ukrainian EFL teacher training programs
must prioritise questioning methodology
training to equip educators with the skills
that will enable effective implementation of
questioning techniques in textbooks.
Additionally, collaboration between textbook
developers, educational researchers, and
classroom practitioners is indispensable for
ensuring that future materials align with
evidence-based questioning strategies.

The limitations of this study, including its
focus on two textbooks and a specific grade
level, suggest avenues for future research.
Further studies examining the instructional
potential of questioning strategies on
student learning outcomes, comparative
analyses across different educational levels,
and investigation of teacher adaptation of
textbook questions would provide valuable
insights for the Ukrainian EFL context.

Ultimately, this research underscores the
critical role of questioning in teaching
English and highlights the urgent need for
reform in English textbook design in Ukraine.
By addressing the identified limitations and
implementing research-informed
questioning strategies, Ukrainian EFL
education can better prepare secondary
schoolers for the linguistic and cognitive
demands of global communication. The
transformation of questioning practices
represents not merely a pedagogical
adjustment but a fundamental shift toward
learner-centered, cognitively  engaging
language instruction that honours the
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complexity and potential of Ukrainian
English language learners.

As Ukraine continues to strengthen its
international connections and academic
partnerships, the effectiveness of English
language instruction becomes increasingly
vital. This study contributes to that effort by
providing a foundation for evidence-based
improvements in questioning methodology,
ultimately supporting the communicatively
competent and critically thinking English
language users who can participate
effectively in global academic and
professional communities.

BHecok aBtopiB: B. [Mapawyk — metogono-
riyHi 3acagy aHanisy NigpyyYHUKIB, aHania BUKOPK-
CTaHHS 3anuTaHb SK 3annaHoBaHoro 3acoby nia-
TPMMKM HaBYaHHSA Y OBOX NiAPYYHUKAX 3 aHMNiNCh-
Koi moBu gna 11 knacy ykpaiHCbKOI cepedHbol
wkonu; T. KaBuubka omnsag  TeopeTUYHUX
pKepen; npeacTaBneHHs OUCKYCIMHUX NUTaHb
OOCNIOKEHHSI; BUCHOBKM.
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AHANI3 BUKOPUCTAHHS HABYATIbHOIO NOTEHLIANY 3AMUTAHb
B NIAPYYHUKAX AHITIRCBKOT MOBU NSl YKPAIHCKOT CEPE[IHBLOI KON

MocTtaHoBKa npobnemu. EghekmusHicmb 8uKnadaHHsl iHO3eMHOI MOBU 3HAYHOK MIpPOI0 3anexums 8id
SKocmi ma cmpameaidyHoI pearnizauji mexHiku 3arnumadb y HagyarnbHUX Mamepianax. [lonpu gu3sHaHy 8axiiu-
gicmb 3arnumatb 8 0c8imi, cucmeMamuy4HUl aHasi3 3anumaxb y MidpyYyHUKax 3 aHailicbKoi Mo8U, 30Kpema
X porib 5K iHCmpymeHmie crinaHo8aHo20 ckaghos1OuHey, 3anuuwaemescsi HedocmamHb0o G0CIOXKEHUM 8 yKpa-
iHCbKOMY 0c8imHbOMY KOHMekcmi. Lje ocobnueo akmyaribHo 01151 cepedHbOi WKOoruU, 0e nidpy4YHUKU CITy2ytomb
OCHOBHUM Hag4aslbHUM Pecypcom, wo pobumse sikicmb ma nedazoaidyHy OouinbHICMb 3arnumaHb KpUmu4HO
saxniusumu Onsi O0Csi2HEHHST e(hbeKmMUBHUX pe3yribmamie 8U84YeHHs MO8U.

MeTtoponorisa. Y docnidxeHHi sukopucmaHo sIKiCHUU KoOHmMeHm-aHasnia 0nsi ugYeHHs cmpameail 3aru-
maHb y 080X yKpaiHCbKuX nidpydyHukax aHenitcsekoi mosu 0 11 knacy: O. Kaprok (2019, cmaHOapmHut
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pieeHb) ma J1. Mopcekoi (2019, cneuianizosaHull pieeHb). Emnipuy4Huli aHaniz oxornue 315 3anumaxb 3 ernpas,
npoaHanizogaHux 3a 0goma Kpumepiamu: po3nodin munig 3anumaHb ma pi8eHb KO2HIMUBHO20 3aslyYeHHS.
TeopemuyHa OcHo8a rpyHmMyembCs Ha riepeansiHymil makcoHomii briyma, meopii crinaHosaHo20 ckaghondu-
Hey ma cmpameeaisix 3anumadb Ha OCHO8I meKkcmy.

Pe3ynbTatn Ta 06roBopeHHs. AHasli3 8usi8U8 3Ha4YHi OBMEXEHHST 8 CyHaCHUX yKPaiHCbKUX MiOpyYHUKaXx
aHeniticbKol Mosu, 30KkpemMa HadMIpHUU akUyeHmM Ha YMIHHSIX HUXY020 KO2HImU8Ho20 NopsiOKy (3anam'smosy-
B8aHHSI mMa PO3yMIHHS]), HealekgamHe rpedcmasneHHs1 3anumanb 8UUW020 MopsiOKy MUCHEHHs1 ma eiocym-
Hicmb onuili 0ris cmMBOopeHHs1 3anumaxb Y4YyHSMU. Pe3ynbmamu OOCriOXKeHHsI MakoX eKa3yrmb Ha
8idcymHicmb eheKmuUBHUX MEXHIK MEeKCMOUEeHMpPUYHUX 3arnumaxb y 3ag0aHHsIX, CIpsMo8aHUX Ha 800CKO-
HarleHHs1 KOMIemeHmMHOCMI Y4YHI8 y YUmaHHi.

BucHoBKw. [1idkpecrieHo HeObXIiOHICMb MoKpauwieHHs1 Ou3aliHy 3anumaHb 8 YKpaiHCbKUX MnidpyYHUKax aHanid-
CbKOI' Mo8U Or1s1 cepeOHBOI LWKOMU, WO Cripusimume Kpumu4YHOMY MUCIIEHHIO, a8meHmMuUYHOMY 8UKOPUCMAaHHK0
MOB8U ma pOo38UMKY KOMYHIKamueHOI KOMremeHmHocmi Wwkornsipie. Pesyrnbmamu Hadaromb UiHHI 8UCHOBKU Onsi
PO3POBHUKI8 MidpyYHUKI8 ma fpaKmukie KiacHoi pobomu, CripsaMosaHi Ha ornmumi3zauito Hag4arbHo20 0oceidy Ha
OCHOBI 800CKOHAaNeHHs1 MEeXHIK 3arnumanb 8 yKpaiHCbKOMY KOHMEKCMIi Hag4yaHHs1 iHO3eMHUX MO8.

KnrouoBi cnoBa: cmpameais 3anumaxs, nidpy4YHUK aHenitiCbKoi Mo8U, HasYaHHS1 aHanilicbKoi Mosu, ce-
pedHs wkKona, crinaHosaHuli ckaghonnduHe, makcoHomisi briyma.
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