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Statement of the problem in general aspect. For many Americans,
the symbolism of the English language has become a form of civic
religiosity in much the same vein as the flag. This symbolism is not new; it
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can be found in the words of Theodore Roosevelt: “We must have but one
flag. We must also have but one language. That must be the language of the
Declaration of Independence, of Washington’s farewell address, of Lincoln’s
Gettysburg speech and second inaugural. Similarly, US English, the largest
and oldest organization supporting the English-only movement, proclaims in
its mission statement: “The eloquence [of the English language] shines in our
Declaration of Independence and Constitution. It is the living carrier of our
democratic ideals.” The English-Only movement, which advocates that
English be the official and only language used in the United States,
dramatically influences the life of language minority children, their families,
and educators working with them [1]. The education of students from
disadvantaged groups has been frequently a topic of political, sociological,
pedagogical debates. When a school reinforces an English-Only policy, it
sends a message to all children that minority languages have less value than
English as tools of learning. And because the school is a microcosm of
society, this message also suggests that those languages are not an integral
part of the American society. This message equally deprives mainstream
children of the opportunity to experience the cultural diversity in this
country, and robs every child of the chance to learn the full potential of
human possibilities [3].

The analysis of recent research and publications. The English-only
movement is not on the margins of American society; it is a mainstream
operation. The first order in understanding the English-only movement is to
understand the organization known as “US English.” US English claims it
does not maintain a racist, anti-immigrant agenda. Many of its original
supporters were people of color or immigrants, including Linda Chavez, U.S.
Senator S.I. Hayakawa, Alistair Cooke, and Arnold Schwarzenegger.
However, according to federal records, US English has had close ties to the
anti-immigrant organization Federation for American Immigration Reform
(FAIR) and has been financed by the Pioneer Fund, a racist organization that
promotes the use of eugenics and also funded Richard J. Herrnstein and
Charles Murray’s infamously racist work The Bell Curve. A number of anti-
immigrant and population control organizations have been linked to US
English. John Tanton, the founder and original chairman of US English is the
architect of this network. Tanton states that “the question of bilingualism
grows out of U.S. immigration policy.” To Tanton, the huge influx of non-
English-speaking immigrants overwhelms the “assimilative capacity of the
country” [2].

The famous American investigators of English-only movement in the
USA J. Crawford, R.D. Gonzalez, R. King, T. Ricento wrote about it as
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efforts by federal and state governments, lobbyists, organizations, or private
citizens to make English the “only” or “official” language for use in public or
governmental situations in the United States.

The impact of a diversified workforce in closing the academic
achievement gap between white and non-white students was shown in
special investigations by Dee T., Easton-Brooks D., Boser U., Dickson L.,
Porter S., Umbach P., etc. Studies by Bireda, Boser U., Chait C.,
Ingersoll R.,, May H. Survey of the States' Limited English Proficient
Students and availability of Educational Programs and Services for such
category of students was carried out by Chan Tse., Fleshman H., Greenberg
G., Hopstock P., Marcias F., Reynaldo F., Rhodes D.

The problem of educating teachers for language ethnic minority
students in the USA were studied by Boser U., Clewell B. C., Dee T.S.,
Easton-Brooks S., Gay G., Ingersoll Y., Lewis C.W., Lucas T., McKay S.A.,
Milner H., Nieto S., Porter S., Puma M.J., Strom, K., Umbach P.D., Villegas
AM., Zhang Y., Lucas T.

The aim of the given paper is to disclose the language policy in the U.
S. schools of the 20th century based on the English monolingualism
ideology, to emphasize the difficulties of realizing bilingual programs
designed for teaching children belonging to linguistic minorities in schools
of the United States.

Main material presentation. As James Crawford noted, “Language
diversity in North America has ebbed and flowed, reaching its lowest level in
the mid-20th century. But it has existed in every era, since long before the
United States constituted itself as a nation” James Crawford wrote in his
work “War With Diversity - Language Policy in an Age of Anxiety” about
English-only activism. He indicated that the targets of this campaign-
linguistic minorities, bilingual educators, civil libertarians, Indian tribes, and
others. English-only movement, also known as Official English movement,
refers to a political movement for the use only of the English language in
official US government operations through the establishing of English as the
only official language in the United States of America. The United States
has never had a legal policy stating an official national language. However,
at some times and places, there have been various moves to promote or
require the use of English, such as in schools for Native American children
in the past. There have been some language selection policies implemented
at the state level. Although some Americans see these movements as
patriotic or wellintended, other Americans perceive such efforts to be anti-
immigrant or racist. These movements tend to experience their greatest
popularity during times of economic hardship, massive immigration, or war.
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At the same time, they represent a desire by members of the English-
speaking majority in the United States to create national cohesiveness under
the banner of the English language.

Some nations across the globe are becoming more linguistically diverse
as a result of the transnational migration of peoples. Others are experiencing
an increase in their language diversity as a result of differential growths of
their populations, resurgence of language and ethnic nationalism, language
revitalization movements, and the official recognition and promotion of
multiple languages. The U.S. Census Bureau predicts that by 2020, the U.S.
people of color will make up 39% of the total U.S. population. The single
most difficult aspect of the schooling of language minority students is
providing them adequate access to the core curriculum. Most school districts
have opted to enforce a policy of learning English first-before these students
can be taught other subject matter. This puts language minority students in a
precarious academic situation. Many schools are beginning to require special
preparation, professional development, and even licensing for their teachers
to instruct these students in English. Many language minority students who
enter the schools early in their life can sometimes catch up academically with
native English speakers when they work harder than these peers. However,
the concentrations of language minority students are in high-minority, high-
poverty schools, which are often under-resourced and struggle with hiring a
fully credentialed and qualified teaching workforce. Receipt of adequate
instruction is the exception, not the rule, for language minority students. The
absence of teachers and other school staff who can communicate with
parents of language minority students is also a problem in informing parents
about the academic performance of their children, about the activities of the
schools, or even about the expectations of the teachers. As language minority
students, especially children, acquire some English, they often abandon the
use of their heritage language. This creates another communication difficulty
between children and parents in these homes that strains the quality of family
interactions.

Recent research made by Anderson A., Clark E., Faltis C., Floden R.,
Garcia E., Greenberg J., Moll L., Thonis E. Velez-Ibanez C. allows teacher
educators to readily generate a list of teacher competencies. In order for
learners who are not yet fully proficient in English to progress academically,
support systems must be created within the classroom to facilitate learning.
Access to the native language provides one important element of support for
comprehension and learning that is not available in all-English classroom
settings. Setting up activities in ways that establish direct connections with
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existing knowledge that the learner bring to the task is another element of
support (often culturally based) that bilingual teachers must provide.

The motivational prerequisites for learning need to be relevant and
directly evident to the learner, and the participant structures which serve to
engage the learner in the task or activity must be appropriate for that learner,
as well. While certain aspects of good teaching undoubtedly cut across all
learning contexts, teachers prepared to implement a bilingual program are
distinct from mainstream teachers in at least three ways: (1) they are
proficient in two languages and are able to use both to deliver effective
instruction in all areas of the curriculum; (2) they are skilled in integrating
“students” work at mixed of linguistic and conceptual complexity”; and (3)
they “know the rules of appropriate behavior of at least two ethnic groups”
and are able to “incorporate this knowledge into the teaching process”. As
bilingual teachers plan strategies for pursuing academic goals, they must
invariably draw upon their knowledge of the child's language and culture to
deliver an effective plan for attaining the desired outcomes.

Depending on the program/school context, the needs of the student, and
the kinds of resources available, arguments can be raised in support of
different alternatives for delivering English second language services, but
three key factors appear to be particularly important as remark Allen V.,
Crandall J., Enright A., Kessler C., Richard-Amato P., Rigg P.:

1. Whatever path is chosen, the key to success includes close
articulation between different program components;

2. Integration of ESL and content area instruction must be maximized
wherever appropriate;

3. Classroom procedures must incorporate social aspects that meet
second language learners' needs, such as organizing classrooms in ways that
facilitate student-student interaction and using cooperative learning
activities.

In order for these factors to become incorporated as central elements
within ESL programs, collaborative frameworks must be developed that
involve clear communication and mutual support among all the adults who
determine the quality of education for language minority students, including
teachers with administrators, teachers with teachers, and teachers with
parents. What skills, then, are needed by ESL teachers serving language
minority students? ESL specialists must possess a thorough understanding of
theory and research which allows them to become knowledgeable and
informed advocates of language minority students within the school context.
Among the critical instructional issues that they must be able to understand
and apply in the classroom and illustrate to non-specialists are:
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e how to use modified speech appropriately with second language
learners;

e how to create multiple opportunities for “negotiation of meaning”
within natural learning contexts;

e how to contextualize learning (such as by providing additional
visual support and planned, meaningful redundancy); and

e how to use those variables related to second language development
that are under their control to maximum advantage (for example, by creating
opportunities for talking and turn-taking, selecting topics, and insuring bi-
directionality of communication in the classroom).

It is important to note that professional development cannot be imposed
from the outside; the need and desire for change must grow from within each
individual. The notion that knowledge comes from action and reflection on
that action is central to this pedagogical approach. Reflecting on shared
experiences is essential to deepening our understanding of ideas and of
individual interpretations, to confronting our beliefs as well as our biases, to
making learning explicit, but also to creating new interests and awareness of
new needs. our beliefs as well as our biases, to making learning explicit, but
also to creating new interests and awareness of new needs.

Language-minority students in U.S. schools speak virtually all of the
world's languages, including more than a hundred that are indigenous to the
United States. Language-minority students may be monolingual in their
native language, bilingual in their native language and English, or
monolingual in English but from a home where a language other than
English is spoken. Those who have not yet developed sufficient proficiency
in English to learn content material in all-English-medium classrooms are
known as limited English proficient (LEP) or English language learners
(ELLs). Reliable estimates place the number of LEP students in American
schools at close to four million.

The opportunity to use their mother tongue affects the educational and
cognitive development of language minority children. Like native English
speakers, language minority children go to school with many well-developed
skills in their first language (L1). These children, as Ollia L. O. and
Mayfield M. L. stated, are also able to use their L1 for culturally appropriate
activities in various contexts with different participants and topics. These
skills constitute the bridge which connects L1 with the learning of English
[4]. Edelsky C. maintains that once a firm base has been founded in
language minority children's native languages, they are willing to explore
and find out how a new language works. These children can also apply their
background knowledge in their L1 to make sense of the unfamiliar, to create
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their own English written text, and to read English materials written by
others [5]. Even when the written form of the L1 and English - such as the
Chinese characters and the English alphabet — are distinctly different, the
children are still able to apply the visual, linguistic, and cognitive strategies
used in their L1 to reading and writing in English [6]. These essential
resources are made unavailable, however, when children are thrown into an
English-Only situation where they are expected to learn unfamiliar content in
an unfamiliar language. Without the bridge provided by their L1, their
chances of achieving academic success may be severely reduced.

Wong-Fillmore L., Gibson M.A. have maintained that the consequences
of losing a mother tongue for language minority children are often extensive
and severe [7, 11]. Wong-Fillmore L. explains that in homes where parents
do not communicate with children in the mother tongue, family
communication may deteriorate. Where parents and children do not share a
common language, communication is often limited to the basic necessities,
preventing parents from transmitting to their children the complex set of
values, beliefs, wisdom, and understanding which provide the foundation for
their children's learning and development [8].

Wong-Fillmore L. also noted a quick shift in language use in home and
at school among language minority children, especially the younger ones, in
the United States. She argues that children lose their mother tongue at a far
higher rate than they learn their second language [9]; this phenomenon, she
further explains, is one in which “learning a second language means losing
the first one” [10]. In an immersion program, where English is the only
instructional language, the children are at a greater risk of losing their mother
tongue before they have fully mastered their second language. As education
in the United States has traditionally been verbocentric [12], with language
as the dominant way of learning and teaching, the limited language skills
these children possess, either in their mother tongue or a second language,
are unable to support their learning.

What is the English only movement? On the most basic level, it is the
movement to pass constitutional amendments at the national and state level
to make English U.S. official language. These attempts to make English the
official language have created a bitter debate between those for and against
the movement. Each side sincerely believes their position will make for a
stronger and more unified America. However, because of strong emotions,
the ideology on both sides has become riddled with a mixture of historical
facts, mythology, and half truths. Elliot Judd, in his article, The English
Language Amendment: A Case Study on Language and Politics states this
most eloquently: A language is more than a grammatical or communicative
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system. It is a symbolic system laden with emotional attachments that can
arouse the deepest passions. This issue of having an official language is not a
new debate as our founding fathers wrestled with this issue. They ultimately
decided not declare an official language rather than create conflict that could
have jeopardize our fledgling nation. According to Elliott Judd, the reasons
for not naming an official language included a belief in tolerance for
linguistic diversity, the economic and social value of foreign language
knowledge, and cultural freedom of those living in a new country. Language
was a personal choice. Freedom of choice in language served to attract
immigrants to America, and linguistic diversity allowed information to be
disseminated to these groups.

Reasons for the English Only Movement the first, and perhaps the most
nationalistic, is the belief that English unites American peoples as a nation.
S.1. Hayakawa, in his article, Bilingualism in America: English should be the
only Language, cites the example of Japanese and Chinese immigrants in
California. Prior and during World War II, the relations between these two
groups were poor at best. However, as new English speaking generations
came along, they began to communicate and socialize. Today this has
resulted in these two groups forming Asian-American societies.

Prior to the twentieth century, the U.S. government had actively
imposed the use of English among Native Americans and the inhabitants of
the incorporated territories of the Southwest. By the 1880s, the Bureau of
Indian Affairs implemented a policy of forced Anglicisation for Native
Americans sending Indian children to boarding schools. Such policies did not
succeed in eradicating the children’s native languages, but it did instil in
them a sense of shame that guaranteed the exclusive use of English for future
generations [2]. Language rights need to be demystified and the theory of the
‘additional privilege’ deconstructed. Language rights are not an ‘extra-
advantage’ but the factor that helps adjust an uneven playing field. In this
regard, it becomes essential to stress the positive effects of language rights in
reducing the potential for linguistic and social conflict. Language is a
powerful force for mobilizing public opinion to affect not only language
policy, but also broad issues of state formation, politics, and administration.
Establishing “a system of language rights can protect all citizens from
leaders who wish to use language for destructive and unscrupulous aims”
[14]. The single most difficult aspect of the schooling of language minority
students is providing them adequate access to the core curriculum. Most
school districts have opted to enforce a policy of learning English first—
before these students can be taught other subject matter. This puts language
minority students in a precarious academic situation. Many schools are
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beginning to require special preparation, professional development, and even
licensing for their teachers to instruct these students in English. Many
language minority students who enter the schools early in their life can
sometimes catch up academically with native English speakers when they
work harder than these peers. However, the concentrations of language
minority students are in high-minority, high-poverty schools, which are often
under-resourced and struggle with hiring a fully credentialed and qualified
teaching workforce. Receipt of adequate instruction is the exception, not the
rule, for language minority students. The absence of teachers and other
school staff who can communicate with parents of language minority
students is also a problem in informing parents about the academic
performance of their children, about the activities of the schools, or even
about the expectations of the teachers. As language minority students,
especially children, acquire some English, they often abandon the use of their
heritage language. This creates another communication difficulty between
children and parents in these homes that strains the quality of family
interactions.

Indeed, the implementation of bilingual education would represent a
qualitative jump in the pursuit of equal opportunity and real integration. In
order to do so, teachers, parents, and community organizations need to play a
fundamental role in the movement to push reforms that bring bilingual
education back to the forefront of education for democracy.
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PYX «TUIBKHA AHTJIIACBKA MOBA»: HOT'O HACJIIJIKU HA
OCBITY CTYJAEHTIB 3 MOBHUX MEHIIINH B CIIA

0O.€. Kpcek

Y emammi pozensdacmuvcs mosna nonimuxa CILIA y wikonax 20-e0 cmonimms
Ha OCHOBI ideonoeii aneniticbkoi 00HOMOGHOCTI. Xapakmepusyemvbcs pyxX «MmiibKi
Aueniticoka moeay, sxuil He ompumae cycninbry niompumxy ¢ CIIIA 6 ocmanmitl
ueepmi MUHY020 CIOTIMMS | 6NIUHYE HA HAGYAHHS CMYOEHMI8, WO HANEHCAMb 00
MosHux menwiun 8 wkonax Cnonyyenux LlImamis.

Knrwuosi cnoea: emmuoxynvmypua oceima, MOSHI MeHWUHY, OLNIHe8AIbHI
npocpamu, aHIUCLKUNl MOHONIH28IaM, Moenull 6ap'ep, pyx «Tineki awueniticoka
mosay, mosna noaimuxa CILLIA.

JBUKEHHUE « TOJIbKO AHTJIMMCKUI SA3BIK »: ETO
MHOCJIIEACTBUSA HA OBPASOBAHUE CTYJAEHTOB,
MNPUHAJJIEKAIIIUX K A3BIKOBBIM MEHBIIMHCTBAM B CIIIA

O.E. Kpcek

B cmamve paccmampusaemcs sizvikosas noaumuxa CIIA 6 wkonax 20-20
cmonemusi Ha OCHOBe UOCONO2UU AHSIUUICKO20 OO0HOs3bIYUA. Xapakmepuzyemcs
osudicerue «Tonbko AnenuticKuti A3bIK», KOMOpoe He NONYYUIO 0OUeCBEHHYIO
noooepocky ¢ CIIA 6 nocieownell wemeepmu npouLiozo CMoiemus u NOGIULIO HA
06yueHue cmyoeHmos, NPUHAOLENCAWUX K SI3bIKOBLIM MEHbUUHCMEAM 6 WIKOLAX
CIIIA.
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OUNUHEBATIbHBIE  NPOSPAMMbL,  AHSTUNCKULL  MOHONUHSBU3M, S3bIKOGOU  bapuvep,
osudicenue «Tonbko anenuiickuil a3uiky, s3vikoeas noaumuka CIIA.
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CUCTEMA NTPABOCJIABHOI'O BUXOBAHHS
BPATCBKUX HIKIJI YKPAIHU ( k. XVI — XVII ct1.) KPI3b
HnPU3MY CUHEPIT'ETUKH

0. O. Kysuena

Y emammi naoana mexmnonoein 3acmocysanns cunepeemuxu 8
icmopii  nedacociku.  Jlocniooceni  3akomu  ma  0cobaueocmi
camoopeanizayii cucmemu npasociagno2o suxoganus y XVI — XVII
cm.

Kniwouosi cnosea: cucmema  npasocnagHoco  GUXO8AMMHS,
cunepeemuxa.

IMocranoBka mpodaemu. [IpoGiema yrouyHeHHs BapiaHTiB po30ymoBH
OCBITHIX Ta BHMXOBHHUX CHCTEM, KOJU Ha ChOTOAEHHS iX IOLUIBHICTL i
BHBA)XEHICTh BU3HAYA€ BUKIIIOYHO EKCIIEPUMEHT, JUIS Cy4acHOI MeJaroriky €
JIOCUTh aKTyaJbHOMO. J[o MEeBHOI MipW BHpPIMIUTH II0 NMpoOJIEeMy MOXKHa,
BHUKOPHCTOBYIOYM MEXaHI3M CHHEPIeTHKH, IO MICTHTh MOMJIUBOCTI JUIs
KOHCTPYIOBaHHS 1 PO3BUTKY CKJIQJIHUX OpraHizauniiHux ¢opm y O6axxaHomy
JUIs  CycmijbcTBa Hampsimi. [Ipore, BIiJHOIIEHHS [0 IE€PCHEKTHUBH
BUKOPHCTAaHHS JaHOi METO/AOJNIOrl W NPUPOJHMYO-HAYKOBHX HPHUHIIUIIIB
Mi3HAHHS B MEJArorilli cepell HAyKOBIIB € JI0CTATHHO CTPUMAaHUM, 00 po3Biii
OyIb-KOi OCBITHHO-BHMXOBHOI CHCTEMHU BiIOYBa€ThCs, MEpII 3a Bce, MiX
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BIUIMBOM CBiJIOMO OpPraHi30BaHOTrO KEpYBaHHS CYCHIJILCTBA, a HE CTHXIHHOI
nmii [13]. Omxke, BuUHMKae HarajgbpHa 1OTpeda MJOCTIAUTH TEXHOJIOTIIO
3aCTOCYBAaHHSI CHHEPT€THUKH B iCTOpii Iefaroriku, mod 3po3yMiTH JIOTIKY
PO3BHTKY IEAAroriYHAX CHCTEM Oy/b-sSIKOr0 Yacy.

AHami3 ocTaHHix mocaiukenb i mybaikamiid. Y mnemaroriuHii
JiTepaTypi BUBYEHHSM MPUHIMIIB Aii CHHEPTreTHKY y MeAaroriii 3aiMaics
Txauenko JI. 1. [12], Konecnixosa €. b. [6], Henynosa €. J1., I'purop’esa JI.
A. [9] Ta iHmI BUmaTHI BUeHi. 3arajoM aBTOPU PO3IVISIANN TEOPETHYHHN
aClleKT [bOr0 TNHTAHHS, BU3HAYWIM (YHKIII CHHEPreTUKH, OCHOBHI
TEHJIEHIIT 1i po3BUTKY. JIuie He3HauHa KiIbKicTh mpatlb (Bosuiok O. B. [4],
Bponnikoe B. B. [3]) crocyBamacs iCTOPHKO-TIENATrOTiYHOI TUIOIIUHU
3actocyBaHHs cuHepretuku. Tax, Bosniok O. B. y cBoili mpaui onmcyBas
MIPOLIEC PO3BUTKY BITYM3HSHOI MEAAroriyHol TyMKH Yy Ipyriil moiaoBuHi XX
cr. Moro mocmimKeHHS Jag0 MOXKIMBICTh BHSBHUTH  JiaJeKTHUH
3aKOHOMIPHOCTI €BOJIIOIII OCBITH Ta OOIPYHTYBAaTH CHHEPTeTUYHY MOJEIb
rJ00aJbHUX Ta JIOKAIBHUX TEHAEHIIH PO3BUTKY OCBITH 1 BiTUM3HSIHOL
MeIarorivHoi AYMKH Ha cydacHoMmy etari. bponnikoB B. B. y cBoto uepry
BHOKPEMUB TEPIO/IN COLIaIbHOI caMoopraHi3allii yKpaiHCbKOro Hapoay — e
yac icuyBaHHs KwuiBcbkoi Pyci, mepion 3maraHb 3a NOBEpHEHHs BJIACHOI
Jiep>kaBHOCTI Ha ykpaincbki 3emuti (XIV — mouatok XX c€T.) i CydacHICTb.
OTXKe, 3aKOHU CMamuKy | OUHAMIKU, 308HIUHIT MEXAHIZM CAMOOP2aHi3ayil
cucmemu 8UX08anHs He 6yaU 00Camubo susyeni. BpaxoByouu 1e, MeTo10
HAIIOI CTATTI € TOCIi/PKEHHS IPaBOCIaBHOI CUCTEMH BUXOBaHHS KiHI X VI
— XVII cr., Ko yKpaiHChKE CYCIIJIBCTBO OYJIO JOCHTh HECTAOLTBPHUM I
TSOKLIO IO caMoopraHi3arlii (CTAaHOBJICHHS COIIaTBHO-TIOMITHYHOI CHCTEMU
KO3alTBa, OpaTChKOro pyXy TOIIO) 13 3aCTOCYBaHHAM CHCTEMHOL
METOJI0JIOTIi Ta MPUHIUITIB CHHEPT€THKH.

Buxkian ocHoBHOro martepiainy. Cucrema — 1i¢ «BUJIUJICHA Ha OCHOBI
MEBHUX O3HAK YIOpsIKOBaHa Oe€3id  B3a€MO3AICKHUX  EJIEMEHTIB,
00’€IHAHMX 3araJIbHOI0 METO0 (DYHKI[IOHYBaHHS Ta €THOCTI YIPaBIIiHHS, 10
BHCTYTIA€ Y B3AEMOJIIT 3 CEPEIOBUINEM SIK IIUTICHE sBHIIE» [5, ¢. 16].
3rigHo 3 Bu3HadeHHsM CracThoHIHA B., cucTeMa BUXOBaHHS — II€ IILTICHUIH
colliaJIbHUH  OpraHi3M, MIO ICHye TIpH YMOBI B3a€MOJii OCHOBHHX
KOMITOHEHTIB (CyO’€KTiB, METH, 3MICTy i CHOCOOY MisSUIBHOCTI) Ta BOJIOIIE
TAaKUMH 1HTErpaTUBHUMH (00’ €IHYIOUMMH) XapaKTEPUCTUKAMH, SK CIIOCiO
XKHUTTS KOJIEKTHBY ¥ mcuxonoriyanii kmiMat [11]. ¥V cBoro uepry Hoikosa
JI. I. OCHOBHMMH KOMIOHEHTaMH CHCTEMH OauuTb: METy, BUXOBHY
IUsUTBHICTh, CYO’€KTH [SUTBHOCTI Ta IX BIJHOCHHHU, CEPEJOBHIIC 1
yrpasininas [16]. IIpore, Ha Hamly HyMKy, Takui HiAXil 1O KOHCTPYKTY
CHCTEMHU BUXOBAHHS € JIEIIO HE3aBEPILICHNM, €IIEMEHTH CKJIaJHO 3iCTaBIsITH
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