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A comparative analysis of foreign language curricula in the independent Ukraine (from 1998 to 2020)
Abstract. The present theoretical paper attempts to introduce, analyse, compare and contrast the foreign language
curricula in use at various periods of time in the independent Ukraine between 1998 and 2020. The analysis
mainly focuses on the foreign language curricula in Ukraine in general and the concentric structure of curricula
in particular. Curricula applied in ordinary schools (not specialized ones) lie in the centre of attention of this
investigation. The article presents the findings of document analysis as a research instrument.
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I'yeri L. 1. 3akapnarcbkuii yropebkuii iHeTutyT iM. @epenua Paxoui 11, Beperose

IopiBHAIBHMIT aHAJII3 HABYAJILHUX NPOIrPaM 3 iHO3eMHHX MOB y He3asexkHil Ykpaini (3 1998 nmo 2020 pp.)
AHorauis. Bemyn. Chorofgi B 3arajJbHOOCBITHIX LIKOJaX YKpaiHU BUKJIAAAIOTh IEPEBAKHO YOTUPH 1HO3EMHI
MOBH: aHIMIIHCHKY, HIMELIBKY, (paHIly3bKy i icraHCchbKy. KiTbKiCTb KL Y epikaBi, sSKi 3a0€31edy0Th HaB4aHHS
1HO3eMHHUX MOB Ha 0a30BOMY (cepefHbOMY) PiBHI, OLIbIIA MOPIBHAHO 3 TUMH, A€ HaBYaHHS 1HO3EMHHUX MOB
3a0e3meueHo Ha MiABUIEHOMY piBHi. Lle 03Havae, 1m0 OUIBLIICT WKL y MpoLeci HaBYaHHS 1HO3EMHUX MOB
Kepy€eThCs CTAaHIAPTHOIO HAaBYAIIBHOO IIPOTPaMOI0, a He CrierianizoBanor. Mema. Hanra Meta — npoaHaiisyBaTu
HaBYaJIbHI IIPOrpaMy 3 aHIIHCHKOT MOBH, sIKi BUKOPHCTOBYBAIKCS 1 Hapa3i BUKOPHCTOBYIOTHCS Y 3aralbHOOCBITHIX
LIKOJIaX He3aJIeKHOI YKpalHH A1 HaBYaHHS 1HO3eMHUX MOB. Menoou. 3 METOI0 IOPIBHAHHSA PI3HUX HAaBYAIbHUX
mporpaM OyJ0 JOCIIKEHO HOKYMEHTH, SIKi BUKOHYIOTh (DYHKII peryiaroBaHHS HaBYaHHS 1HO3EMHHX MOB.
Pesynomamu. Pe3ynprati OOCTIHKEHHS MOKa3ald, 10 Oyna IEeBHA CXOXKICTb, ajle BCE XK TaKU MEpeBakalu
BiIIMIHHOCTI M)XK HaBYaJIbHUMHM IIPOTpaMaMH, sIKi BUKOPHUCTOBYBAINCS B Pi3HI 4acu B YKpaiHi U1 HaBUYaHHSA
iHo3eMHHX MOB. [lo-mepiue, yci Tpu mocnimxyBaHi HaBuasbHi nporpamu (1998, 2005 ta 2018 pokiB) MiCTATH
3MICTOB1 KOMITIOHEHTH, SIKi € 000B’SI3KOBUMH JJIsl HABYAJILHUX MPOrpaM 3 1HO3eMHOT MOBH, & caMe: BUMOBA,
rpaMaTHKa, JeKCHYHU 3amac, MparMaTuyHi eIeMEeHTH, MIKKYJIBTYpHI €1eMEeHTH, TEeKCTH, 3aBIaHHS, BIPABU
Ta cTparerii. Bapro 3a3HaunTy, 110 Y BCiX TPHOX HaBYAJIBHUX IPOrpaMax BU3HAUYCHO 111, IKHMX MAlOTh JOCATTH
Y4Hi, IPOTe JIMIIe HAaIfHOBIII HaBYaJIbHi IPOrPaMH OPIEHTYIOTHCS Ha €BPOICHCHKI CTAaHAAPTH, SIKUX HE BiIHAUTH
y HaB4aJbHiH mporpami 1998 poky. ¥ HaByanpHuX nporpamax 2005 ta 2018 pokiB BKa3aHO KOHKPETHI PiBHI
BOJIOZIHHS 1HO3€MHOIO MOBOIO, SIKMX ITOBHHHI OCSTaTH y4Hi, a came: piBeHb Al B KiHII IIOYaTKOBOI IIKOIH
(4 xnac), piBens A2 B kiHni 6a30B0i mxoiu (9 ki1ac) Ta piBeHb B1 npu 3akiHueHH] cepequpoi mkonu (11 kmac).
Haguanbna nporpama 2018 poky nae 4iTKi BKa3iBKH 1100 OCHOBHHUX 3aBAaHb MPOIECY HABUAHHS 1HO3EMHUX
MOB Y TOYATKOBIH Ko YKpainu. OiHaK MOBHO-TEMAaTHYHHUI 3MICT, IKUM MalOTh OBOJIOZITH YuHi B 1-4-uX Kiacax,
3aMiCTh LUICCIIPAMOBAHOTO 1 OHO3HAYHOTO TIEPEIIiKy BCIX PO3MOBHHX T€M, Y PaMKaX sIKHX TOBUHHI PO3MOBIIATH
Y4HI, MOJAETHCS JTUIIEC HEUITKUM CIUCKOM. Bucnoeku. HeoOXinHI moganblli AOCTIIKESHHS Ta 3ICTaBICHHS
TOTepeHIX HaBYAJIbHUX ITPOrPaM 3 IHO3EMHOI MOBH 13 Cy4yaCHUMHM HaBYaJIbHUMHU ITporpamami “HoBoi ykpaiHchkoi
LIKOJK [l HABYAHHS 1HO36MHUX MOB y TIOYATKOBHX Ta CTApIIMX KJIacaxX 3 METOIO BUSBICHHS IXHiX HENOMIKIB
i ypaxyBaHHs NPIOPUTETHUX A1€BUX HOBOYBEICHb.

Kuro4oBi cjioBa: HaBuanbHI IpOrpaMu 3 iIHO3eMHUX MOB B YKpaiHi, piBHI CEFR, KinbKicTh THXXHEBUX TOJUH
3 aHNIiHChKOT MOBH, KOHIIGHTPUUHI Ta JiHIHHI CTPYKTYpH HaBYAJIbHUX IIPOTPaM.
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I'yern U. U. 3akapnarckuii Benrepckuii HHCTUTYT HMeHU @Pepenua Paxouu 11, Beperoso
CpaBHUTEJILHBI aHAJIU3 Y4YeOHBIX NMPOrpaMM IO MHOCTPAHHOMY SI3bIKY B He3aBHCHMOH YKpaune
(c 1998 no 2020 rox)

AHHOTauusl. B HacTosIIEN TEOPETHUECKON CTAThE [1EJ1AETCs MOMNBITKA OMMUCATh, IPOAHATU3UPOBATh, CPABHUTH
1 CONOCTAaBHUTh y4eOHBIE IMPOTPaMMBI [0 MHOCTPAHHOMY S3bIKY, HCIIOJIb3yeMbIe B Pa3JIMYHbIC MEPHOIBI
B He3aBUCHMOM YkpauHe Mexay 1998 u 2020 rr. B ocHOBHOM aHaJIM3 COCPELOTOUYEH Ha y4eOHBIX IPOrpaMMax
10 UHOCTPAaHHOMY S3BIKY B YKpauHE B II€JIOM U B KOHLICHTPHUYECKOH CTPYKType Y4eOHBIX IPOrpaMM B YaCTHOCTH.
YueOHbIe IPOTpaMMBbl, IPUMEHAEMbIE B OOBIYHBIX (HE CIICNMANTN3UPOBAHHBIX) IIKOJIAX, HAXOAATCS B LIEHTpE
BHUMAaHHUs 3TOrO MCCIEeN0BaHusA. B craTbe MpeacTaBieHbl Pe3ybTaThl aHAIN3a JOKYMEHTOB KaKk HHCTPYMEHTa
HCCIIEIOBAHUS.

KroueBble ci10Ba: yueOHbIE IUIaHBI 10 HHOCTPAaHHOMY SI3BIKY B YkpauHe, yposHu CEFR, konnuecTBo yacos
B HEJICJIIO [0 aHIVIMMCKOMY S3bIKY, KOHIICHTPUYECKUE U IMHEHHBIE CTPYKTYPhl yUCOHBIX IPOTPaMM.

Introduction (problem statement). At present, there are four main foreign languages (FL) taught
in state schools in Ukraine: English, German, French and Spanish. They are taught in two major
contexts: in schools with general study of FL and in schools with advanced study of FL. This means
that the schools in the first context follow a general curriculum of FL, while the schools in the second
context use an in-depth curriculum of FL, with a higher number of weekly hours of FL than in the schools
in the first context. Table 1 presents the present state of weekly hours in schools with general and
advanced study of FL.

Table 1
Number of weekly hours of FL in different types of schools
Class/Form GFLCS AFLCS
1 2 3
2 2 4
3 2 4
4 2 4
5 3 6
6 3 6
7 3 6
8 3 6
9 2 5.5
10 3.5 5
11 3.5 5

(GFLCS = general foreign language curriculum school;
AFLCS = advanced foreign language curriculum school)

After the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, independent states were created where the education
system still used the curricula that were applied before. The new Ukrainian foreign language
curriculum was issued by the Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine in 1998. In the 2003/
2004 academic year the teaching of a foreign language in Ukraine was introduced in Class 2, which
fact necessitated the updating of the valid foreign language curriculum. As a result, a new document
was published in 2005, which was based on European standards. Furthermore, unlike the previous
foreign language curricula, it set the levels that children had to achieve in foreign languages during
their primary and secondary level studies. Everything was in accordance with the standards described
in the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR, 2001). (See Table 2)
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Table 2

Levels of knowledge to be achieved by learners at the end of certain school stages
(source: Nikolayeva et al., 2013, p. 88)

Upper / secondary
School stage Beginner Basic / primary | non-philological philological
specialization specialization
Class 4. 9. 11. 11.
Level of language Al A2 Bl B2
knowledge Breakthrough Waystage Threshold Vantage

It is crucial to note that besides the different numbers of weekly hours in the two contexts,
the content of teaching also differs. Therefore, two distinct curricula are in use in the schools. Because
the first context of schools is significantly broader than the second one, i.e. GFLCSs are widespread
and there are more of them than of AFLCSs, the object of investigation in this study is the foreign
language curriculum applied in GFLCSs in Ukraine.

The analysis of recent research and publications.In the present article, the construct of
curriculum is understood as what Dubin and Olshtain point out in their definition: “The term 'cur-
riculum'[is] used [...] to describe the broadest possible context in which planning for language
instruction takes place” (Dubin & Olshtain, 1986, p. 3). Berardo's view is also shared, who claims
that a curriculum

... helps think systematically and coherently about how and what is being taught. It also highlights
the learning principles involved in language learning as well as the learning strategies that students
use. It helps create the best possible conditions for students to learn successfully as well as adopt the
best pedagogic strategies to bring about successful learning outcomes (Berardo, 2007, p. 7).

Currently, compulsory public education in Ukraine is realized according to the Ukrainian Education
Law (Law on Education of Ukraine, 2017) and takes place on three levels: 1st level or elementary
school (Classes 1-4), 2nd level or primary school (Forms 5-9), 3rd upper level or secondary school
(Forms 10-11) (Nikolayeva, Bihych, Borysko, and Boretska, 2013). Foreign language education
is compulsory at all three levels: it starts in Class 1 and ends in Form 11. Elementary school (Classes
1-4) includes the first level, primary school (Forms 1-9) the first and second levels, and high school
(Forms 1-11) all three levels.

The content of education refers to the totality of all the body of knowledge that a learner must
acquire in the process of education. This ensures that the main goal of education is achieved, i.e. to teach
students to communicate in a foreign language in typical intercultural situations within the framework
of the acquired curriculum material. According to Nikolayeva (2010), the components of the content
of education can be characterized in two aspects: objective and procedural.

The objective aspect includes: contexts and types of conversation, psychological and linguistic
situations and roles, non-verbal means of communication, communicative goals and intentions.
Shchukin (2007) describes the conversational context as a complex of interrelated conversational
situations and topics defined by the needs of learners.In accordance with the foreign language
curriculum in force today, students must be able to realize their communication intentions in
the following conversational contexts: personal, public, and educational. In the secondary school,
the professionally oriented context also belongs here. Regarding the types of conversation, we
distinguish between oral and written communication, communication in the form of dialogue and
monologue, private and formal, free and stereotypical communication, and so on. The main components
of the procedural aspect of the content of education are language skills (listening, speaking, reading,
and writing).

32



Huszti 1. A comparative analysis of foreign language curricula in the independent Ukraine (from 1998 to 2020)

Kurtan (2001) lists all the content components that should be included in any foreign language
curriculum. These are the following:

1)  Pronunciation

2)  Grammar

3)  Vocabulary

4)  Pragmatic elements

5) Intercultural elements

6) Texts
7)  Activities
8) Tasks

9) Strategies

It can be stated, as we will see later in the detailed analysis of the curricula that these components
are included in the current Ukrainian foreign language curriculum, so the components listed by Kurtan
(2001) are also true for the Ukrainian context.

The purpose of the studyis to introduce the results of document analysis (in this case analysis
of FL curricula) with the aim of describing the foreign language curriculum currently in use in Ukraine
and outlining, within the framework of a brief historical overview, where foreign language education
started and where it came to in terms of documented foundations.

The results of the study. Foreign languages — English, German, French, Spanish: Curricula for
Forms 5-11 (1998) was an official document of the Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine that
set out the goals that students had to achieve in secondary foreign language education. The curriculum
included a list of conversational topics, grammatical structures, and language skills that students had
to acquire. The structure of the curriculum was concentric (Kurtan 2001). This meant that the teaching
content was broken down into smaller units taught at all levels of language teaching from beginner
to secondary school, with the difference that when a topic was discussed at a higher level of knowledge,
the material to be learnt was always more complex. One of the positive features of this way of
arranging the language content was that students had the opportunity to practise a certain language
phenomenon more than once, which led to a more precise fixation of the material. On the other
hand, the recurrence of topics from time to time could also be demotivating for students (Kurtan
2001). The arrangement of language content in this way is similar to a spiral arrangement in which
communicative functions and semantic units of language are built around grammatical structures.
Such an arrangement of the content of language teaching allowed teachers to deal with vocabulary
and grammar at the same time, as if they were moving higher and higher on the bend of a spiral.
The advantage of the spiral arrangement of language content in the curriculum is that it is based on
communicative language functions, so it is possible to practise different grammatical structures
together with language functions. The most significant drawback, however, is that “in such an
arrangement it is difficult to recognize grammar” (O’Neill 1972, quoted by Kurton, 2001, p. 116).

Foreign languages — English, German, French, Spanish: Curricula for Forms 5-11 (1998) con-
sisted of three major parts. The first part contained the topics that the students had to master for oral
use. The topics were grouped into three main themes, which occurred again and again each
schoolyear, while the sub-themes varied from year to year. The three main themes were: 1. The lan-
guage learner and his environment, 2. Ukraine, 3. The country or countries whose language the
learner is learning.

The second part of the curriculum listed the language proficiency requirements for learners
including those related to language functions. A separate list of requirements was given in the curriculum
for each form from 5 to 11.

The third part of the curriculum contained the language content to be acquired: phonetic knowledge
was provided only for Form 5 in the curriculum, while vocabulary and grammar requirements were
provided for all forms from 5 to 11. Interestingly, all the phonetic features of the English language
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had to be learned in Form 5 (at that time it was the first year of language learning). Although
the nature of the curriculum was concentric, none of the later levels formally returned to the study
of phenomena such as the pronunciation of short and long vowels or diphthongs, word and sentence
stress, or the correct pronunciation of simple sentences.

The curriculum did not adapt to the standards described in the Common European Framework
of Reference (CEFR, 2001) for the simple reason that it is earlier in chronological order than the CEFR.
Apart from the lexical and grammatical material and the requirements for language skills, the curriculum
did not mention any competencies (e.g. socio-cultural or strategic) that learners should have acquired.
Nor was there any indication of the level of language proficiency learners had to achieve at the end
of their studies.

As early as 2001, the position of the Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine in the Official
Gazette stated that foreign language education in Ukraine needed to be reformed (About the new
foreign language curriculum, 2001, p. 15). The result was a new, revised curriculum.The growing need
for communication and cooperation between foreign countries and Ukraine has led to significant
changes in the field of foreign language education in primary and secondary schools. Changes
in Ukrainian society and advances in the theory and practice of foreign language teaching have led
the Ukrainian school to modernize the content and methods of foreign language teaching. Therefore,
professionals have developed a new curriculum based on European standards, taking into account
the recommendations of the Council of Europe (CEFR, 2001) on the teaching of foreign languages.

The two foreign language curricula in force today (Foreign languages — English, German, French,
Spanish: Curricula for Forms 2-12,2005; Shyian, 2018) are significantly different from the previous
ones, as they already rely on CEFR in all respects. (We are talking about two current curricula
because the first is used in classes that started learning a foreign language in Ukraine before 2018, and
the second from 2018, when they started teaching according to the New Ukrainian School concept.)
The most striking difference compared to the previous curriculum is the fact that the curricula in force
today specify the level of language proficiency that students must achieve during their schooling
(see Table 2).

The curriculum requires that by the end of Form 9, students should be able to:

¢ have an oral discussion on topics related to the themes defined by the current curriculum;

¢ understand the content of the authentic texts by listening;

¢ understand the content of authentic reading texts of different genres and types;

e communicate in a written form according to the defined tasks;

o make appropriate use of the experience gained in the study of the mother tongue and other
subjects, as a means of consciously acquiring a foreign language;

¢ use non-verbal means of communication if necessary, in case different language tools are not
available to learners;

o critically evaluate information and use it to meet different needs;

e express their own thoughts, emotions and attitudes;

o collaborate effectively with others orally, in writing, and using electronic means of communication;

e select and apply appropriate communication strategies to meet different needs.

In the 2005 Curriculum, the sphere of conversation is divided into three parts, like in the previous
one, which are repeated from year to year in each class, but the categories have changed: 1. personal,
2. public, and 3. educational. These categories are also repeated every year, but different conversational
subtopics occur with different vocabulary.

The various language functions, the language structures to be learned and the vocabulary appear
in the curriculum in a form of enumeration. While it was previously detailed what language (phonetics,
grammar, vocabulary) and socio-cultural competencies learners had to acquire, in the current curriculum
it all appears 'in bulk', which makes the work of teachers significantly more difficult, as in our opinion
the transparency of the curriculum has deteriorated.
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In the current curriculum, it is already stipulated what should be taken into account when assessing
learners' language skills, and what the scope of the texts created orally or in writing by the learners
should be (see Table 3).

Table 3
Guidelines for evaluation of oral and written performance of learners of Forms 5-9
(source: Foreign languages ..., 2005)

Skill Form

5 | 6 | 7 | 8 | 9
Auditory perception Iieggth of hst;n;ng text hegrj from the gujlo record;ni
(listening) minutes minutes minutes minutes minutes
Visual perception Length of printed text (in characters)
(reading, per minute) 500 | 600 | 700 | 800 | 900

. . Number of correctly worded statements (per student)

Oral perception (dialogue)

6 | 7 | 8 | 9 |10
Oral text creation (monologue) = I[engtlllgf the |createl(i text (|m senltgnces)| =

Length of written text (in words)
80-90 | 90-100 | 100-110 | 110-130 | 130-150

Written text creation (writing)

The curriculum describes the language competences that learners have to acquire by the end of
the secondary school, i.e. Form 11 (at B1 level). This is summarized in Table 4.
Table 4
Language competences of secondary school learners — level B1
(source: Foreign languages ..., 2005)

L . .
anguage Foreign language in the secondary school — level B1
competence
The learner has the appropriate language skills, the appropriate vocabulary to talk
about topics such as family, hobbies and interests, travel, the latest news. Limited
General o .. .. . .
vocabulary can lead to hesitation, indecision, repetition, and sometimes difficulty
in articulating one's ideas.
. The learner has sufficient vocabulary to talk without hesitation about everyday
Lexical . . . . . .
topics: family, hobbies and interests, learning, travelling, the latest news.
Grammatical | The learner applies common structures fairly well in predictable situations.
Phonological The pronunciation of the learner is comprehensible overall, it is appropriate
at both sentence and word levels.

The curriculum also presents the criteria of evaluation of secondary school learners' performance.
All of them are summarized in Table 5.
Table 5
Guidelines for evaluation of oral and written performance of learners of Forms 10-11
(source: Foreign languages ..., 2005)

Skill Form
10 | 11
Auditory perception (listening) Length of listening text heard from the audio recording
3-4 minutes | 3-4 minutes
Visual perception (reading) Length of printed text (in words)
350-400 | 400-450
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If the primary school guidelines (Forms 5-9) (see Table 3) are compared to the secondary school
guidelines (Forms 10-11) (see Table 5) concerning the evaluation of oral and written performance
of learners, some oddities emerge.

1) Concerning auditory perception, the length of listening text heard from the audio recording
is the same in Forms 7-9 and Forms 10-11 (3-4 minutes), although extra performance could already
be expected in secondary school.

2) The requirements of visual perception (reading skill) cannot be compared because for the primary
school (Table 3) text length is given in characters, while for the secondary school (Table 5) it is given
in words.

3) In terms of oral interaction (dialogue), there is also a 'decline' compared to primary school,
because while in Form 9 a learner has to make ten correctly worded statements during a dialogue,
in Forms 10-11 only nine sentences are sufficient.

4) There is a huge decline in oral text creation (monologue). While in Form 9 the length of
the text created should be 18 sentences, in Forms 10-11this quantity is only 13-14 sentences. Of course,
it can also lead to misunderstandings that the parameters are given here in sentences, which
is a broader concept than the number of specific words.

5) Only the last parameter can give some satisfaction because the principle of consistency
is observed here. In the final year of primary school (Form 9), the text to be written should be
at least 130-150 words, in Form 10 it is expected to be 150-180 words, and in Form 11, altogether
180-200 words.

However, a shortcoming is that the current curriculum does not contain any requirements
or recommendations as to what assessment criteria learners must meet to be evaluated on the twelve-
point assessment scale used today in Ukraine to assess learners' knowledge. That is, although the data
in Tables 3 and 5 were given as guideline assessment parameters, it is not clear what mark a learner
who has completed these requirements deserves.

On 12 February 2018, the Ukrainian Parliament adopted the typical curriculum of the primary
school edited by Shyian (2018), which defines:

o the total training load of learners and the expected learning outcomes;

e a list of educational sectors and their proposed content;

o the recommended forms of organization of the educational process and the tools of the internal
quality assurance system of education.

The educational field of language and literature in the program edited by Shyian (2018) in relation
to foreign language (English, German, French, and Spanish) teaching includes the following:

1) The foreign language teachingcurriculum was established on the basis of the state standard
of primary education.

2) The aim of general secondary foreign language education is to develop the foreign language
communication competence of direct and indirect intercultural communication, which ensures
the development of other key competences and the satisfaction of the child's various life needs.

3) In accordance with the set goal, the main tasks of foreign language teaching in primary school
are the following:

o realization of communication in the areas, topics and situations identified by the program;

e comprehension of the content of authentic audio texts via listening;

o reading comprehension of different types and genres of authentic texts;

e written communication in accordance with the set tasks;

e appropriate use of knowledge and experience gained during the study of the mother tongue
and other subjects;

o critical evaluation of information and its use for various needs and purposes;

e expressing one's own thoughts, feelings and attitudes;
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o cffective collaboration with others through verbal, written and electronic communication;

o selecting and applying appropriate communication strategies according to different needs;

o cffective use of educational strategies for independent learning of foreign languages

4) By the end of Class 2, children in general educational institutions will reach the Pre-A1 level,
and by the end of Class 4, the A1 level. These levels characterize the learning outcomes of each
language activity and are in line with the guidelines of the Common European Framework of Reference
(CEFR 2001).

5) According to the purpose of foreign language teaching and primary school tasks, the following
content lines are distinguished: “Speech comprehension” or “Listening”, ““Visual perception” or “Reading
comprehension”, “Oral interaction”, “Oral expression” or “Speaking”, “Written interaction”, “Written
Expression”, and “Online Interaction”. The result of processing the latter content line is the ability
of children to make basic connections using the simplest polite forms of greetings and farewells
and to express simple statements about themselves online.

Table 6 summarizes the language content provided by the curriculum to be acquired by children
in foreign language lessons.

Table 6
Language content to be acquired in Classes 1-4 (source: Shyian, 2018)

Situational communication
topics and lexical range

Speech functions Linguistic content: grammar
and vocabulary

The selection of the

— Me, my family and friends
(family members, numbers up
to 20, age of younger family
members and friends, daily
chores).

— Leisure (colours, games,
activities, days of the week,
walking, hobbies).

— Nature (pets, seasons, wild
and domestic animals).
Holidays and traditions in
Ukraine and the country of
the language learned (holidays,
greetings, birthdays, time

Man (body parts, clothing).
Food (simple menu, fruits,
vegetables, drinks, price).
School (school supplies, school
furniture, the classroom).

(telling the time), festive menu).

— greeting, farewell,
apology, expressing
thanks, introduction,
personal description,
asking and answering
questions, understanding
and following simple
instructions, understanding
simple information boards,
festive greetings,
expressing the mood of
the holidays.

communication situation is
based on the needs of the
learners and the principle of
concentric learning. It is not
a learning goal, so it is not
divided into separate lexical
or grammatical topics, but
should be mastered in the
context of communication
within a given situation.

The study of grammatical
material takes place primarily
at the level of lexical units:
children learn some
grammatical phenomena from
speech patterns without
explaining the morphological
and syntactic characteristics of
the linguistic units.

As a result of the document analysis, the following similarities and differences between the foreign
language curricula used in Ukraine between 1998 and 2020 have been pointed out.

Similarities:

1. Both the 1998 and the 2005 curricula define clearly what objectives the learners have to achieve
during their foreign language studies.
2. Both the 1998 and the 2005 curricula contain a list of conversational topics, grammatical
structures, and language skills for learners to acquire.
3. Inboththe 1998 and the 2005 curricula, the sphere of conversation is divided in three parts.
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Differences:

1. The 1998 curriculum is not based on European standards (CEFR, 2001), whereas the 2005
curriculum is.

2. The 2005 curriculum specifies the level of language proficiency that students must achieve
during their schooling. This specification is not present in the previous curriculum.

3. The structure of the 1998 curriculum was concentric (see Section 2.1), and the 2005 one is linear,
in which the content units are built on each other from the simple to the complex.

4. The spheres of conversation cover various categories. In the 1998 curriculum, these were
the language learner and his environment, Ukraine, andthe country or countries whose language
the learner is learning; while in the 2005 curriculum the focus was a little different: personal, pub-
lic, and educational themes.

5. The 1998 curriculum detailed what language content (phonetics, grammar, vocabulary) and
socio-cultural competencies learners had to acquire. On the contrary, they are not described in detail
in the 2005 curriculum, but are presented in the form of enumeration.

6. A major difference between the two curricula is that the 1998 one did not present any information
about the evaluation of learners' knowledge, while the 2005 curriculum gives guidance as to how
to evaluate children's oral and written performance.

Conclusion and prospects for further research.The Soviet Union collapsed and stopped
existing in 1991. All its member states became independent countries, Ukraine included. However,
the education system in this country continued functioning based on former curricula. A new foreign
language curriculum was created in 1998 that was in force till the revised and renewed curriculum
was published in 2005. The most significant and crucial difference between them was that the latter
was based on European standards, taking into account the language proficiency levels advocated
by the official document of the European Union related to language learning issues (CEFR, 2001).
The curriculum clearly defines the levels that learners have to achieve at various stages of the school
from Pre-A1 to B2. Such a requirement was not present in the 1998 curriculum.

The document analysis also revealed that the structure of the 1998 curriculum was concentric
meaning that the topics that had to be covered reoccurred in further classes with a wider scope of
the material. The benefit was that children had the opportunity to review themes annually, and thus
widen and enrich their knowledge of a certain topic. On the other hand, the 2005 curriculum was
linear in structure, meaning that the content units in it are built on one another starting from the simpler
topics and advancing towards the more complex ones. The content units thus form a straight line
along which the material can be taught.

Further research is needed to investigate the type of curricula in Ukraine that could be the focus
of a future analysis. In addition, it will be worth studying the curriculum of the New Ukrainian School
in relation to foreign languages in the upper primary and secondary forms.
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