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Level teaching of the English language in schools of Kazakhstan:
planning and teaching practice

This article is devoted to the analysis of the current state of level teaching of the English language in schools
of Kazakhstan. The transition to level education in the Republic of Kazakhstan required significant changes
in the entire educational process for teaching foreign languages: the introduction of new, more effective
teaching technologies that simulate linguistic conditions of the country of the target language,.the creation of
new documentation, the training of teachers, the development of a new system for assessing student results.
The main change was the transition from traditional teaching, focused on teaching grammar and vocabulary;
knowledge of the rules of using the language, to teaching based on teaching communication skills, competen-
cies. This article is a study on the impact of the practical application of the CEFR principles, as.a recom-
mended document, on the level teaching of the English language in Kazakhstani schools. Our study attempted
to examine the impact that CEFR postulates have on teaching and lesson planning practice, and the extent of
this change, by examining the practice of English teachers who have participated in.CEFR-related advanced
training, and professional training related with updated educational content and a communicative approach in
teaching foreign languages. The results showed that training, as one of the scientific and methodological con-
ditions for the transition to level education, has a positive impact on the area of planning and teaching. The
obtained data show that the transition took place not only formally on‘paper, but also in classrooms.

Keywords: level language teaching, Common European Framework of Reference for Languages, activity ap-
proach, assessment system, language competences, competence-based approach, activity-oriented approach,
trilingualism.

Introduction

The transition to level teaching of the English language at school is dictated by the challenges of the
time and has a scientific basis. The basis for.using the level-based education is represented by the philosoph-
ical ideas of moving from simple to complex, from lower to higher. Level learning is based on the principles
of consistency, the gradual complication of the problems of all aspects of speech activity. The continuity and
consistency of teaching foreign languages .is also of great importance. In the Common European Framework
of Reference: Learning, Teaching, Assessment (CEFR), students' knowledge and skills are divided into three
broad categories, which are further divided into six levels [1]. German scientist D. Trim also names six main
levels: Al (Breakthrough), A2 (Waystage), B1 (Threshold), B2 (Vantage), C1 (Effective Operational Profi-
ciency), C2 (Mastery) [2, 45]. The experts developed both a system of language proficiency levels and a sys-
tem of descriptors (descriptions of these levels) using standard categories. These two complexes create a sin-
gle network of concepts that can be used to describe any certification system, and therefore, any training
program.-For each level, knowledge and skills in reading, listening, speaking and writing, which a student
must possess,-are described.

Level-based English language teaching in schools of Kazakhstan

Level-based teaching of English in a Kazakhstani secondary school is based on the following
methodological approaches:

—a communicative approach, which primarily focuses not on the correctness of linguistic structures, but
on such parameters as awareness of possible options for the development of dialogues, achieving a common
communicative goal, and developing the skill of paraphrasing;

— activity-oriented approach, which is based on «learning by doing», the acquisition of knowledge
through their practical application.

— an intercultural and communicative approach, which implies the formation of skills and abilities
necessary for the implementation of intercultural communication. Pupils receive the necessary knowledge for
the formation of cultural values, love for the Motherland, and other social values.

Considering these approaches, the level teaching of the English language is based on the following
principles:
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— the principle of co-study of language and culture, it means that the teaching languages forms an atti-
tude towards language not only as a mean of intercultural communication, but also as a social value, as a re-
flection of the national and cultural heritage, an instrument of cognition of the surrounding reality;

— the principle of balancing target languages in the content of education;

— the principle of «double entry of knowledgey, it means that, firstly, the language in the educational
process acts both as a means of teaching and as a subject of study: as a subject of study, the language is mas-
tered within the framework of curricula in the «English language» subject (1- 11 grades) in all schools, re-
gardless of the language of instruction; secondly, as a means of teaching, language acts as a mechanism for
integrating linguistic subjects with other subjects, therefore, regardless of the language of instruction in basic
school in the senior grades, the study of Science block such as «Natural Science», «Computer science»,
«Physics», «Chemistry», «Biology» is in English; Here, the use of Content and Language Integrated Learn-
ing (CLIL) technology is prescribed as the main tool for teaching target languages within the framework of
the implementation of the classical didactic principle of «double entry of knowledge».

The domestic model of level teaching of the English language at school is reflected in the following
regulatory documents:

1. State compulsory standards of primary, secondary and general secondary .education, approved by
order of the Minister of Education and Science of the Republic of Kazakhstan No. 604 dated October 31,
2018 (with amendments and additions No. 182 dated May 5, 2020) [3, 4];

2. Unified language standard for teaching three languages. — Astana, 2017. Recommended for
publication by the decision of the Academic Council of the National Academy of Education named after
I. Altynsarina (minutes No. 9 dated October 20, 2016)

3. Typical curricula for primary, basic secondary and general secondary education, approved by order
of the Minister of Education and Science of the Republic of Kazakhstan dated November 8, 2012, No. 500
(as amended and supplemented on September 4, 2018, No. 441) [5];

The transition to level education in the Republic of Kazakhstan required significant changes in the en-
tire educational process for teaching foreign languages: the introduction of new, more effective teaching
technologies that simulate linguistic environmental conditions of the country of the target language, the crea-
tion of new documentation that controls the learning process, the training of teachers, the development of a
new system for assessing student results. The main change in teaching English was the transition from tradi-
tional teaching, focused on teaching grammar and vocabulary, knowledge of the rules of using the language
to teaching based on teaching communication skills, teaching competencies.

In foreign scientific sources, a lot-of research is devoted to the transition from the traditional grammar-
translational method of teaching English to.a communicative, activity-oriented approach to teaching. Re-
search results are highly controversial. Some sources indicate that the transition took place formally, only on
paper [6, 7], however, most of the facts indicate an effective transition to teaching foreign languages based
on a communicative approach [8-10]. Teachers in a number of countries reported that, in addition to using
CEFR-recommended textbooks, the updated curriculum inspired them to adopt a communicative and compe-
tency-based approach in their teaching, focus more on language use and development of oral skills, and en-
courage learners to play @ more active role in their training [11, 12].

The works of such scientists as S.S. Kunanbaeva, B.A. Zhetpishaeva [13, 14], B.M. Aitbaeva [15] and
others are devoted to the problems of scientific and methodological support of multilingual education in
Kazakhstan. Many:linguistic teachers believe that the basis of multilingual education should be a properly
structured system of teaching languages, corresponding to the real situation of the development of the
scientific and methodological base of languages [16—-20]. However, in scientific sources, there are practically
no studies devoted to studying the impact of the practical application of the CEFR principles in the level
teaching of the English language in Kazakhstani schools. Our study will attempt to examine the impact that
CEFR postulates have on teaching and lesson planning practice, and the extent of this change, by examining
the practice of English teachers who have participated in CEFR-related advanced training, courses on
updated educational content and on communicative approach used in teaching foreign languages.

Experimental

Our research is based on the data posted on the websites of the Ministry of Education and Science of the
Republic of Kazakhstan, JSC «National Center for Advanced Studies» Orleu «(hereinafter referred to as JSC
NCAL» Orleu) and their territorial offices, the National Academy of Education named after S. Altynsarin
and other sources, which publish information on the timing, topics and results of advanced training courses
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for English teachers. It should be noted here that courses for English teachers are based on the use of modern
technologies, principles and methods of level teaching of the English language. Together with these data, our
study is based on the results of a questionnaire survey of teachers, to examine the impact of professional
training on the practice of teaching English in schools. The survey was sent out and tracked using the Survey
Monkey platform. The online teacher survey, available in Russian / Kazakh and English, consisted of three
sections. In the first section, teachers were asked to provide general information about themselves, such as
total teaching experience, the number and timing of vocational training courses taken. In the remaining 2
sections, teachers were asked to answer a series (5 questions per 2 sections, respectively) of closed and open
guestions related to such aspects of work as lesson planning and the teaching practice before and after
vocational training. The teachers indicated the frequency of using certain practices on a scale from zero to
five, where zero means «useless» and five means «most frequent use». These two extremes of the scale were
assigned the verbal descriptors «never» and «ofteny in the survey.

The questionnaire was answered by English teachers from 6 secondary schools jin Nur-Sultan and
Karaganda.

For the validity of further research on this topic, it is recommended to include in. the analysis data
obtained from all regions of the country with the participation of teachers from both urban and rural schools.

Results and Discussion

The research results are processed and presented below separately in the. sections «planning» and
«teaching». A similar study on the section «assessment» has already been carried out by us earlier and the
results were published in a separate article [21]. The teachers' answers<are presented according to the
different questions asked in each section.

In the first section of the questionnaire, general information was collected, reflecting such parameters as
work experience, the number and frequency of advanced training courses, the types of courses taken. Table 1
below is presented in the form of processed data for the introductory section of the questionnaire.

Table 1

Participation of teachers in professional training courses on level teaching of the English language
within the framework of the updated educational content

Course name Organizer Teachers (%)
«The content and methods of teaching English from:the first |JSC National center for ad- |89

grade in the context of the implementation of the state com-  |vanced learning «Orleu»
pulsory education standard of the Republic of Kazakhstany
«Development of professional competencies.ofan English JSC National center for ad- |84
teacher» for English teachers of grades 1-4./ 5-11 of primary |vanced learning «Orleu»
and secondary education organizations with Kazakh and Rus-
sian languages.

Advanced training course «CELTA» Nazarbayev Intellectual 16
Schools
English Teacher Webinars Association of teachers of the |25

English language of the
Republic of Kazakhstan

«KazTEA»
Seminars; trainings organized by the universities of the Universities of the RK 27
Republic of Kazakhstan
Seminars / trainings organized by schools Schools 15
Self-education 34
Others 8
Not trained -

The State Program for the Development of Education of the Republic of Kazakhstan for 2020-2025
indicates that 73.3 thousand teachers must undergo advanced training annually [22]. In accordance with the
Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan «On Education», each teacher must advance their qualifications at least
once every five years. The information about the attended courses was requested for the last 5 years, i.e.
from 2015-2020, however, a phased transition to level-based English language training began in 2013. The
teaching experience of the teachers who took part in the survey ranged from 8 to 34 years. As can be seen
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from the data in Table 1, the majority of teachers took part in the courses organized by the JSC National
center for advanced learning «Orleux (89 and 84 %). This is due to the fact that this center was formed as a
result of the reorganization of the republican system of advanced training of scientific and pedagogical
workers and is a leader in advanced training of the Republic of Kazakhstan. The second highest indicator
was the number of teachers who independently attended vocational training courses (34 %). Among the
answers were such sources as Macmillan Education, Cambridge University Press, British Council, American
English LIVE Teacher development series, etc. This tells us about the possibilities of distance learning,
which during the COVID-19 pandemic became possible on most of the e-learning platforms of the world's
training centers. Among the respondents' answers other long-term and short-term vocational training courses
/ seminars (webinars) were indicated, organized by «KazTEA» — the Association of Teachers of English of
the Republic of Kazakhstan, NIS, universities and schools (25 %, 16 %, 27 %, 15 %, respectively). Among
the respondents there were also those who indicated several names of courses at once during the specified
period, therefore, here and in other parts of this article, the percentage of open questions does not necessarily
amount to 100 %.

Lesson planning

Teachers were asked to answer 5 questions in order to describe the practice of lesson planning before
and after advanced courses.

«What elements figured in your planning for the development of language competencies, and how
often did you use each element in your planning BEFORE and AFTER your training?»

On the first question, respondents reported that during lesson planning, the. main emphasis was on the
development of students' language competencies (average score 4.2 out'of maximum 5). On the contrary,
after the training, teachers began to use a more balanced approach in their planning and reported that they
pay attention to the use of each of the target learning elements, and not.only to the development of language
competencies (Figure 1).

self-assessment "l can"

activity-oriented tasks

socio-linguistic competences
M after cou

authentic tasks M before cc

pragmatic competences

linguistic competences

Figured. Frequency of using teaching elements when planning a lesson BEFORE and AFTER training (in %)

«What percentage of the study time did you spend on developing each language skill in planning
BEFORE and AFTER your training?»

On the second question, the respondents’ answers showed that after training, the amount of time
allocated for the development of oral speech skills such as listening and speaking increased (27 % and 31 %
of the time, respectively), while before training, the emphasis was on developing writing and reading skills
(2 % and 34 %) (Figure 2).
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before training

M reading
W writing

listening

M speaking

after training

M reading
W writing

listening

M speaking

Figure 2. Distribution of time spent on developing language skills when planning lessons
BEFORE and AFTER learning (in %)

«Which language skill development was the most important in your planning and why?»

On the third question (open-ended question), in planning, teachers focused on developing oral
communication skills (33 % of teachers), using authentic assignments (30 %), using the structure «l can»
(15 %) and developing listening skills (12 %). Among the responses there also were: the importance of using
activity-oriented assignments (7 % of teachers), the assessment process (8 %), the development of reading
and writing skills (6 %) and the adoption of a balanced approach with an emphasis on the development of all
four speech skills: reading, writing, speaking and listening (9 %). Here, as mentioned above, teachers have
indicated the use of more than one of the specified categories, so the percentage is not necessarily 100 %.

«How has your learning influenced lesson planning?»

In their answers to the fourth question, respondents:indicated that learning most often prompted them to
reconsider their planning (76 % of teachers), to understand the importance of oral understanding and
reproduction (25 %), and to reconsider the expectations that they place on their students and methods they
use to rate them (25 %). Most of the answers indicated the importance of the balanced development of all
speech skills, the use of a competence-based approach in teaching (34 %).

«What changes, if any, have you made to the learning resources that you use in your teaching
after taking the courses?»

The fifth question revealed the following: the majority of teachers (88 %) responded that training
courses prompted them to make changes in the resources they use in their teaching. Teachers reported on the
use of educational complexes recommended for use by the Ministry of Education and Science of the
Republic of Kazakhstan, specially compiled within the framework of the updated educational content. In
addition to these educational complexes, a part of the respondents noted the use of other authentic materials,
tasks based.on the activity-oriented approach (30 % of teachers), performing tasks that help students develop
listening and speaking skills (21 %). The respondents also mentioned the use of technology (for example, the
Internet) for playing audio / video clips (18 % of teachers), interactive learning platforms such as Kahoot
(10 %), a wider range of reading materials (9 %), fewer resources oriented on grammar (9 %), as well as
resources that they create themselves (15 % of teachers). All these resources, according to the teachers,
contribute to the increase in communicative and cognitive motivation, form linguistic and cultural and
intercultural competence, have a positive effect on the personal and emotional state of students, and provide
an opportunity to simultaneously address the language and culture.

Teaching practice

«Please note the following strategies for English language teaching practice and indicate how of-
ten you have used each element BEFORE and AFTER your professional training».

Figure 3 shows that prior to vocational training courses, respondents indicated that their teaching fo-
cused most often on learning language structures (average response 3.7 out of a maximum 5 points) and cor-
recting student errors as they appeared (3.5 out of 5). On the contrary, after training courses, the most fre-
quent in teaching practice was the use of authentic oral, written assignments based on / close to real language
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situations (4.2 and 4.1 out of 5 points). The most significant change in the frequency of use in teaching prac-
tice was the encouragement / motivation of students to independently determine the competencies necessary
to complete a particular task (2.1 before and 3.8 after).

using language portfolio to observe 29
improvements in learning 1,3 !
students' self-determined necessary

competences 2,1

written authentic tasks 4,1

M after training

R
oral interactive authentic tasks - 4,2  mbefore training

correcting learners' mistakes as they appear _ 3356
studying linguistic structures — _378

o
N
S
(o)}

Figure 3. Frequency (0-5) of using learning elements in teaching practice BEFORE and AFTER vocational training

«Please indicate how much attention you paid to the development of linguistic, sociolinguistic and
pragmatic competencies, while working on the development of receptive and productive speech activities
of students BEFORE and AFTER your education.»

As shown in Figure 4, teachers reported that while focusing on developing receptive (e.g. listening or
reading) or productive skills (e.g. speaking or writing) prior to vocational training courses, the greatest
emphasis was placed on developing linguistic.competence (GPA 3.5 out of maximum 5 for receptive skills
and 3.6 out of 5 for productive skKills), less emphasis was placed on the development of pragmatic
competence (receptive types of'speech activity — 3.2; productive — 3.4) and the least attention was paid to
sociolinguistic competence (receptive —2, 6 points; productive — 3.0). In contrast, after training, regardless
of whether they focused on developing receptive or productive skills, teachers reported increased attention to
all three competencies, especially sociolinguistic (receptive — 3.9; productive — 3.9). The results show that
after vocational training courses, there is a tendency towards a balanced development of all three
competencies.
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B linguistic

before training  after training before training

competence

M pragmatic
competence

H socio-linguistic
competence

receptive skills  receptive skills productive skills productive skills

after training

Figure 4. Distribution of attention (0-5) on the development of competencies:in-the field of receptive and

productive skills BEFORE and AFTER vocational training

«Please select the statement that best reflects how yow introduced the new material BEFORE and

AFTER training.

Before vocational training, teachers most often presented the language in isolation or scattered (27 %)
and thematically (44 %). On the contrary, after completing vocational training, teachers reported an almost
complete revolution: almost 80 % of respondents introduce new material on demand (41 %) and through

speech acts (38 %).

m before training

W after training

41

38

27

vocabulary

isolated, scattered thematical focus on speech acts,
presentations, with less on parts of

speech

"ondemand"',
according to learners'
interest

Figure 5. Introduction of language material (%) BEFORE and AFTER vocational training

«Please describe one effective action that you use to stimulate authentic, spontaneous speech
interactions between students (after participating in professional training)».
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The actions that, according to the respondents’ answers, stimulated / motivated students to authentic,
spontaneous, verbal interaction, included acting out authentic situations (36 % of teachers), conversations in
the class with a guide (22 %), as well as working with a partner or group, including peer assessment / parsing
(22 %). Teachers also mentioned the use of audio / visual cues used to exchange opinions and motivate
discussion (12 %). 10 % of teachers mentioned activities that included using language in context, inquiry-
based learning activities, and projects based on «l cany statements.

«What change in your teaching practice as a result of vocational training do you think has had the
greatest impact on improving the knowledge of your students?»

The respondents believe that the increase in the level of knowledge of their students was most
influenced by the provision of more tasks for the development of listening and speaking skills (44 % of
teachers), less focus on the use of decontextualized grammar, more focus on language competencies in
context (18 %). and the use of authentic situations and resources (17 %). Teachers also noted the positive
impact of setting clear criteria and goals (21 %).

Conclusions

This study attempted to examine the impact of advanced training on teaching practice and lesson plan-
ning for proficient English language instruction in mainstream schools. The results showed that vocational
training, as one of the scientific and methodological conditions for the transition to level-based training, has
a positive impact on the area of planning and teaching. The findings show that the transition took place not
only formally on paper. Teachers reported that there have been many changes in teaching English, ranging
from the way they introduced language material, from isolated and disparate ways that were privilegedly fo-
cused on developing linguistic competence and that concentrated primarily-on developing writing skills, to
language presentation through verbal actions and based on the needs of students, paying attention not only to
linguistic, but also pragmatic and sociolinguistic competencies, and with particular attention to the develop-
ment of communication skills. The changes also affected the planning of lessons, setting goals and objec-
tives. The main emphasis is on the use of authentic language situations; more even distribution of attention in
planning between linguistic, pragmatic and sociolinguistic competences; an increase in the amount of study
time, for the development of speaking and listening. This new focus in planning contrasts with the previous
one, which focused on developing, above all, linguistic skills, especially in writing.

Changes have also taken place in the use of learning resources. If previously most of the time was de-
voted to memorizing grammatical and lexical units out of context, now teaching is based on the use of re-
sources related to the postulates of the CEFR, authentic teaching materials, activity-oriented tasks, activities
that help students develop listening and speaking skills. Also, among the resources, technologies (media re-
sources, the Internet), a wider range of reading materials, as well as many of own resources based on the de-
velopment of communicative competencies occupy a significant place.

However, this study has its limitations that may affect the validity of its results. First, as a result of the
sample used, only teachers'from urban schools took part in the survey who are interested, active and more
aware of the importance and effectiveness of advanced training. Second, the findings of the study are based
on retrospective self-reports of-teachers about their teaching practice before and after vocational training, and
not on direct observations of their work in the classroom, which, as such, should be viewed in this light. The
findings _of this. study, nonetheless, provide informative and valuable insights into how learning and
development successfully inspires teachers to make changes in their planning and teaching methods that are
in many ways consistent with the goals and principles of proficiency in level-based English language
learning, which in turn, moves from «paper to practice» towards competence-based, activity-oriented
communicative learning.
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J.M. XKopabexkona, I'.K. Tneyxanoa

Ka3akcran MekTenTepinjie aFrbUIIIBIH TUTiH JeHreHJIiK OKbITY:
caldaKThbI KOCIapJIay KIHe OKBITY TI:Kipuoeci

Maxkana Ka3zakcTaH MeKTenTepiHAeri arbUILIBIH TiNiH ACHTeHIiK OKBITYABIH Ka3ipri jkaraailblH Taijayra
apHairaH. Kazakcran PecnyOnmukachiHga qeHreinik G6iniM Gepyre eIy IIeTen TiIiH OKBITYIBIH OYKiI OKy
MPOLECiHAE eNeyni e3repicTep/i KaKeT eTTi: OKBITHUIATHIH T €NiHIH IIapThIHAa YKCac OKBITYIBIH JKaHa,
HEFYPJIBIM THIMIII TEXHOJOTHSUIAPBIH SHTI3Y, dKaHa Ky)KaTTaMa kacay, MyFalliMIepIiH OUTIKTIITiH apTThIpY,
OKYIIBLUIAP/IBIH HOTIKENEepiH OaraiaynblH jKaHa KyieciH Kypy. Herisri esrepic rpammariuka MEH CO3JIK
KOpZBI YHpeTyre, TUIII KOJIAHY epekeNepiH OiLTyre, MOCTYpii OKBITYAaH KOMMYHUKATHBTIK JaFIbUIapra,
OKBITY KY3BIPETTLTIKTepiHe HEeTi3[eNreH OKbITyFa OarbITTanFaH kemry O6onnsl. Makara CEFR karmmaTtrapsia
iC JKY3iHA€ KOJJaHYJbIH YCBIHBIC KY)KaThl PETiHIe Ka3aKCTaHJBIK MEKTENTep/Ie aFbUIIIBIH TiMiH JACHIeHiK
OKBITYaFbl acepiH 3epTrey. 3eprreyne CEFR-re, xxanaptburran 0iiM O6epy Ma3MyHbl MEH KOMMYHHUKATHUBTI
TOCLIAl KONgaHyFa OaiIaHBICTBI KACINTIK OKBITYFa KATHICKAH aFbUIIBIH Tl MyFamiMIepiHiH TXipuOeciH,
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D.M. Zhorabekova, G.K. Tleuzhanova

conbiver Oipre CEFR mocrtynaTTapblHBIH OKBITY MEH cabaKThl JKOCIapiay TaxipuOeciHe ocepiH jKoHe
©3TePICTIH JOpPEKECiH KopceTyre THIPHICKaH. HoTikenep KOCINTiK OKBITY IEHreilik OiaiM Oepyre KelymiH
FBUIBIMU-ICTEMENIIK IIapTTaphIHBIH Oipi peTiHAe ocmapiiay MeH Oarajiay cajlachlHa OH ocep eTETiHIITiH
KepceTTi. AJBIHFaH JIepeKTep KOpCEeTKEeHJEeH, KOIly TeK Kara3 >Ky3iHJe FaHa eMeC, COHBIMEH Karap
CBHIHBINITap/a 1a OOJFaH.

Kinm ce3dep: timnmepni NeHTeisli OKBITY, HIET TUIAEPIH MEHrepyIeri KaiIlbl eypolaiblK KY3BIPEeTTLIIK,
OernceHmiIiK Tocimi, Oaranay >kyHeci, TUIMIK KY3BIPETTUIK, KY3bIPETTUIK Tocll, OeJCeH IUTIKKe OarbITTaIFaH
TOCII, YIUTULAUTIK.

J.M. XXopabekona, I'.K. TneyxanoBa

YpoBHeBoOe 00yYeHHE aHTJIHIICKOMY fA3BIKY B mKkoyax Ka3zaxcrana:
NMPaKTHKA NPeNnoJAaBaHNus U IVIAHUPOBAHMS 3aHITHI

CraThsl HOCBSIIEHAa AHAIN3Y COBPEMEHHOI'O COCTOSIHHS YPOBHEBOTO OOYUYCHUS AHIIIMHCKOMY. SI3BIKY B
mkonax Kasaxcrana. Ilepexon k ypoBHeBoMy oOyueHuto B PecryOnuke Kasaxcram noTpeGosain
3HAUUTENBHBIX M3MEHEHHH BCEro y4eOHOro mporecca 1Mo OOyUCHHIO HMHOCTPAHHBIM S3BIKaM: BHEAPEHHUS
HOBBIX, Oonee 3(h(EeKTHBHBIX TEXHOJOTHI OO0YYEHHS, UMHUTUPYIOIIUX YCIOBHUS CTPAHBI H3yHaeMOIO S3bIKa,
CO37[aHHUs HOBOH JOKYMEHTAIWH, MOATOTOBKH IperojaBaTenei, pa3paboTKu HOBOW CHCTEMbI OLCHUBAHUS
pe3ynpTaToB ydammxcs. OCHOBHBIM H3MEHEHHEM CTal IIepexoj OT TPaAUIMOHHOIO IIPEeroJaBaHMs,
OpPHEHTHUPOBAHHOTO Ha OOy4eHHe TIpaMMaTHKe W JIEKCHKEe, 3HAHWE NpaBWI yMOTpeOieHHs s3bIKa K
NpPerojaBaHHuI0, OCHOBAaHHOMY Ha OOYy4YeHHWM KOMMYHHKAaTHBHBIM HaBBIKaM, OOYYEHUH KOMIIETCHIIHSIM.
Cratbst ipencTaBiseT co0oi Hcclie[oBaHNe, W3yJalollee BIMSHUE MPaKTHYeCKOe NPUMEHEHUE MPHUHINIIOB
CEFR, xak peKOMEHIaTeIbHOTO JOKYyMEHTa, B YPOBHEBOM OOYYEHUH aHTIIMHCKOMY SI3BIKY B Ka3aXCTaHCKHX
mIKoJIaX. B aHHOM HCClenoBaHWM MPEANPHHATA IMOIMBITKA M3YYHTh BIHSHHE, KoTopoe moctynaTsl CEFR
OKa3bIBAIOT Ha MPAKTHUKY MPENOAaBaHMA U IUIAHUPOBAHUS 3aHATHH, & TaKkKe MACIITa0bl 3TOTO M3MEHEHUS,
MyTeM H3YYeHUs NPAKTHKH yIUTeNIeH aHTIHMHCKOTO s3bIKa; KOTOPbIE yJ4acTBOBAIM B MPOGECCHOHAILHOM
oOyuyenun, ceszanHoM ¢ CEFR, ¢ oOHOBICHHBIM coIepKaHHEM . 00pa30BaHHA W KOMMYHUKATHBHBIM
MOAXO/IOM B 00y4YE€HHH MHOCTPAHHBIM sI3bIKaM. Pe3ynsTaTsl HMOKasaid, 4To NpodeccnoHaibHOe o0ydeHue,
KaK OJJHO M3 HayYHO-METOIMYECKHX YCIOBHII Iepexosa Ha ypoBHEBOE 00yUeHHE, OKa3bIBACT I1OJI0KUTEIBHOE
BIMSIHAE HA OONAacTh IUIAHMPOBAHMS M MpernojaBaHus. [loMyueHHbIE JaHHBIC IOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO IMEPEXOL
CITy4HJICS HE TOJIBKO (hOpMalIbHO HA Oymare, HO U B KJIaccax:

Kniouesvie cnosa: ypoBHEBOe 00yUeHHE SI3bIKAM, OOIIeeBpOINeiickre KOMIETEHIINN BIAJCHHUS HHOCTPAHHBIM
SI3BIKOM, JICATEbHOCTHBIN IOJXOJ, CHCTEMa OIICHHBAHMS, S3BIKOBBIE KOMIIETCHIINH, KOMIIETEHTHOCTHBIH
MOAXOJ, NeATeIbHOCTHO-OPUEHTHPOBAHHBIN TIOAXO/I, TPEXbSI3bIUNE.
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