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article outlines the general principles of the presented approach based on involuntary memorisation which is opposed to
the voluntary one. The author substantiates the choice of proverb-type phraseological units (PTPU) as the material of
the study arguing that the said units provide favourable conditions required for the involuntary memorisation efficiency,
such as vivid emotional background, students’ active involvement and their interest which may contribute to the suc-
cessful development and retaining of the corresponding valeological notions and beliefs. The paper contains some ex-
amples out of the selected 300 PTPU in eight notional categories (ranging from the ‘healthy way of life’ and ‘money
can’t buy you health’ to ‘don’t worry, be happy’) that may play an essential role in the valeological culture development
while teaching English to schoolchildren. The author presents his arguments in favour of translation, being a hermeneu-
tic activity, to be used as the main tool to accomplish tasks related to the selected material. The paper provides the re-
sults of the original experiment which proved that the tasks offered to the subjects stimulated their creative and mental
activities, as well as contributed to the formation of their positive attitude towards the learning process. According to
the results obtained through the subjects’ questioning, the average indicator of their positive attitude amounted to 4.5
out of 5,0 maximum possible.

Keywords: active learning, creative activity, experimental research, English phraseological units, involuntary
memorisation, mental activity, schoolchildren, teaching foreign languages, translation, positive attitude, valeological
culture development.
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DEVELOPMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION-INDUSTRY PARTNERSHIP
AS FACTOR OF CORPORATE EDUCATION EFFICIENCY IN THE USA

The author aims to examine the specific features of development of partnership between higher education and in-
dustry in the United States of America, define its objectives, forms and mechanisms of implementation. The partnership
emerged as a means of narrowing the gap between education and the labor market in the context of rapid development
of science and technology, changes in the employment sphere and the need to provide the competitiveness of companies
and the national economy. The active support of the federal government for over a hundred years helped create an
institution of higher education—industry partnership manifested in a variety of forms and realised through a variety of
mechanisms, which contributes to the modernisation of the corporate education in the US, knowledge creation and
development, promotion of technologies, development of new products and services.
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Cooperation of the industrial sector with universities
in the United States has been developed for more than a
century, but only the transition to the knowledge economy
made it really large-scaled and varied in modes. Research
universities, business and government are working on
joint initiatives to create and develop innovative forms of
partnerships between education and industry, thus con-
tributing to powerful knowledge development, narrowing
a gap between the education sector and the marketplace,
solving complex social problems and accelerating the
economic growth of the country.

Various aspects of social partnership in education
were studied by a number of scientists including: C. Al-
sanian, P. Valentine, G. Edmondson, R. Cervero,
L. Lukianova, N. Nychkalo, O. Ohiienko, N. Patsiura,
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H. Smith and others. However, the problem of specific
features of its implementation in the United States re-
quires further study.

With this in mind, the purpose of this article is to an-
alyze the main steps in the development of the institute of
higher education—industry partnership as a factor of effec-
tiveness of corporate education in the United States, iden-
tify its forms and mechanisms of implementation.

Based on the interdisciplinary and systemic ap-
proaches to our research, we used a set of interrelated
theoretical methods: comparative, structural, systemic-
functional analysis, comparison and synthesis, which are
necessary for studying works of scientists, business litera-
ture, legal documents, and statistical data.




The partnership between education and industry is
commonly perceived as cooperation of companies and
higher education institutions to provide training for em-
ployees in the fields that contribute to achievement of the
mission and goals of the organisation. This partnership,
which may be formal and / or informal, turns strengths,
expertise and experience of both corporations and higher
education institutions into the capital [3].

The social partnership in education is also recog-
nised as a factor of the effective development of various
sectors of education, especially vocational education,
which should be perceived as interaction between educa-
tional institutions and economic agents to improve the
efficiency of vocational education and meet the demands
for skilled and competent labor force [9].

The corporate sector develops partnerships with edu-
cational institutions with certain purposes. The National
Science Foundation identifies five reasons that encourage
businesses to develop partnerships with universities: 1) to
meet the needs associated with management of the enter-
prise, manufacture of products and provision of services;
2) to gain access to staff in areas where talents are rare,
such as computer science, engineering, etc. 3) to improve
staff training and development; 4) to minimise the ex-
penditure on research; 5) to get the opportunity of carry-
ing out the researches supported by the federal govern-
ment [7, p. 23]. Business uses partnerships as an effective
mechanism of corporate education development, which
expands the knowledge base, secures effective investment
in the human capital, contributes to the creation of new
high-tech industries, promotion of technologies, devel-
opment of new products and services.

Higher education institutions pursue their own aims
when implementing partnerships with businesses. Among
them are: 1) provision of a regular stream of income to
the institution; 2) involvement of students in research of
real business problems; 3) improvement of training pro-
grams with the view of the fact that a growing number of
graduates go to work in business; 4) avoiding the pains-
taking and lengthy bureaucratic procedures necessary for
receiving grants from the federal government; 5) work on
complex research projects that are a priority for society;
6) access to equipment and research facilities of the com-
panies [7, p. 25]. By partnering with business, higher
education institutions are able to develop innovative cur-
ricula, enhance networks between the academic and busi-
ness communities, meet the educational needs of the pri-
vate business [5].

Scientists single out different forms of partnership
between education and business. Heather Smith, for ex-
ample, [10] identifies: engagement of business executives
in boards of trustees of educational institutions; assistance
of faculty in the development and teaching of educational
programs in corporations; provision of corporate pro-
grams in higher education institutions with necessary
equipment and the latest technologies by corporations;
practice and internship of students and their further em-
ployment in corporations; cooperation between business
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and educational institutions in conducting research funded
by businesses; grants for employee training, and others.

Other scientists, for example, Nell Eurich [4], identi-
fies such forms of partnership as exchange programs for
teachers, counseling of teaching staff, joint research pro-
jects, training managers, customised non-degree corporate
programs, common educational facilities, practice and
internship in corporations, on-the-job training, exchange
of information and consulting services, charity.

The Council on Governmental Relations [2] defines
six basic mechanisms of scientific cooperation between
universities and companies:

« direct funding of university researches by compa-
nies as the most common form of scientific cooperation;

* partial funding by the federal government of joint
research conducted by universities and companies;

» work of groups of companies and universities on
various joint research projects in the area of common
interests;

* licensing of university patents (usually resulting
from research funded by the federal government) to com-
panies for commercial use;

« start-up companies created with the involvement of
university staff and having access to university facilities;

+ exchange of research materials based on agree-
ments between universities and companies.

Among the socio-economic factors of partnership in
education are the profound changes taking place in the
field of labor and employment, the need to address eco-
nomic problems and maintain the competitiveness of
enterprises and the national economy during the rapid
development of science and technology; the need for
continuous training of adults to meet the changing de-
mands of the labor market. In this context, social partner-
ship is perceived as a means of resolving conflicts be-
tween education and the labor market, a mechanism for
development and proper functioning of the system of
adult education [9].

The first step in the initiation of partnership between
corporations and institutions of higher education was the
adoption of the Morrill Act in 1865, which created the
conditions for the establishment of agreements on cooper-
ation between industry and higher education and helped
transform the agrarian economy into the industrial one. At
that time, higher education institutions started to teach
people of different social backgrounds, not just the privi-
leged classes to meet the needs of the industrial economy
for skilled workers. Throughout the last century, the links
between higher education and business were very close,
but they periodically strengthened or weakened according
to the competing interests of the federal and state gov-
ernments, educational and business leaders [8].

Powerful government support of partnerships be-
tween business and education began with the adoption in
1948 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, also widely
known as the G. I. Bill, aimed primarily to assist World
War Il veterans in adjusting to civilian life. This law en-
sured access to higher education to students who left




school some time before and started college or returned to
it after a certain interval.

In 1965, the federal financial support of working
students was initiated by the Higher Education Act, which
granted special scholarships and loans for their education.
The next step which opened more access to training was
the adoption of Pell Grant in 1970 which was a subsidy
provided for college students with limited financial re-
sources. Due to the federal Pell Grants, the enrolment of
working students in higher education institutions greatly
increased and those institutions initiated evening training
programs and departments of continuing education to
meet the needs of this group of students. The scope and
functions of these departments have significantly grown
with time and now they deal with continuous and profes-
sional education, corporate relations, human resources
development, establishment of partnerships with business,
creation and teaching of corporate programs.

The federal support of the fundamental research be-
gan during World War I1. Until that time most of research
was carried out at universities of Europe. In the United
States, it was mainly conducted in corporate research
laboratories. But in wartime, the federal government
started to allocate significant funds to finance university
research and after the war Vannevar Bush, Science Advi-
sor to Presidents Franklin Roosevelt and Harry Truman,
urged the Government to continue federal investments in
it. His report “Science, the endless frontier” was crucial
for the creation of the National Science Foundation [1].

The large scaled federal funding of university research
began after the Soviet Union launched the first earth satellite
in 1957. In the period from 1960 to 1966 the federal spend-
ing on research activities not related to defense, rose by six
billion dollars and reached 35 billion dollars annually. Since
1966 these expenses have been cut but they have never been
less than twenty billion dollars yearly [6].

The next important step taken by the government
was the adoption of the Bayh-Dole Act in 1980, which
not only solved a major problem of a lack of national
policy on support of university research, but also allowed
universities to retain the right for patents resulting from
researches funded by the federal government, thereby
encouraging universities to cooperate with the industrial
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sector and make profits of university inventions. It
brought about forty billion dollars of investment in the US
economy in 1999 [2].

Since the adoption of the Bayh-Dole Act, significant
changes have taken place in the country. In the early
1980’s the United States began to develop its competi-
tiveness actively on the global market and higher educa-
tional institutions were in the forefront of this process. At
the Business-Higher Education Forum on Cooperation
between Business and Higher Education, the Federal
Reserve Chairman Alan Grinspan said that in modern
globalised world, where growth prospects largely depend
on the ability of countries to develop and use technology,
American universities are envied around world. Benefits,
such as the creation of new knowledge, new products,
start-up companies are impressive. The rate of university
research funded by the industrial sector is impressive as
well. For example, the spending on this kind of research
in 1997 was seven times greater than in 1970 [6]. An
important form of promotion of university-industry part-
nership at present is the initiation by the federal govern-
ment of special programs that require cooperation be-
tween universities and companies and their cost-sharing
in the joint researches.

In summary, the results of our study give reasons to
conclude that the partnership between industry and educa-
tion emerged as a means of narrowing the gap between
the education and the labor market in the context of rapid
development of science and technology, changes in de-
mands of labor market and the need to maintain the com-
petitiveness of companies and the national economy. The
active federal support for over a hundred years helped
create a strong institution of education-industry partner-
ship manifested in a variety of forms and realised through
a variety of mechanisms, which contributes to the mod-
ernisation of the corporate education in the US, creation
of new knowledge, promotion of technologies, develop-
ment of new products and services.

Among the prospects for further research is the study
of factors that foster the development of partnerships
between universities and industry in the United States and
also the analysis of possible barriers to such collaboration.
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Ipuna Muxonaiena J/lumoguenko,

KaHOuO0am neoazo2iuHux HayK, 0oyeHm Kagheopu aueuiiicbKoi MOGU MeXHIYH020 CNpAMY8anHs No2,
Hayionanvuuii mexuiunuii ynieepcumem Yxpainu « Kuigcoxuil nonimexuiunuti incmumympy,

np-m Ilepemoeu, 37, m. Kuis, Yxpaina

CTAHOBJIEHHSA IHCTUTYTY COIJAJIBHOI'O TAPTHEPCTBA 5K
®AKTOPY E®GEKTUBHOI'O PO3BUTKY KOPIIOPATUBHOI OCBITH V CIIA
ChiBripalis yHIBEpPCHTETIB 3 POMUCIIOBOIO Taiy33to y Crionyuenux Illtarax AMepHUKH TPHBAE MOHA CTOJITTS, IPOTE

caMe 3 PO3BUTKOM IJ100alibHOI €KOHOMIKHM 3HaHb LSl CHiBHpals HaOysla HOBMX MaciuTaliB i mposBiB. JlociiHUIBKI YHI-
BEpPCHUTETH, OI3HECOBI CTPYKTYPH Ta ypsiJ KpalHU MPALIOIOTh HAJl CIIJIbHUMH HOBaTOPCHKUMH IHIIIATHBAMU 31 CTBOPEHHS
1 pO3BUTKY HOBHX IPOrPECHBHUX (POPM MapTHEPCTBA MK OCBITOIO Ta GI3HECOM, TUM CAMHUM CIIPHSIOUH MOTY)KHOMY PO3-
BUTKY 3HaHb, YCYHEHHIO CYNEPEYHOCTEH MIXK OCBITHBOIO Taly33i0 Ta PUHKOM IIpalli, pO3B’I3aHHIO CKIIA[HUX COLiaIbHUX
po0JieM, IPUCKOPEHHIO EKOHOMIYHOTO 3pOCTaHHs KpaiHu. MeTOolo CTaTTi € aHali3 CTAHOBJICHHS IHCTHTYTY COLIJILBHOTO
NapTHEPCTBa sIK PakTopy e(hEeKTHBHOTO PO3BUTKY KoproparuBHoi ocBiti y CIIIA, BusiBneHHs Gopm Ta MexaHi3MiB HOTro
peanizanii. 3 METOZOJIOTIYHOT TOUKH 30py B OCHOBY JIOCIIJDKEHHS TOKJIAJICHO MDKIMCIMIUTIHAPHUI Ta CUCTEMHUH MiIX0-
1. ToMy, MH BUKOPHCTOBYBaJIM KOMIUIEKC B3a€MOIIOB’SI3aHUX METOAIB JIOCHIDKEHHS: KOMIIAPATHUBHUN, CTPYKTYpPHUH,
CHCTEMHO-(YHKIIOHAJIbHUI aHaIi3, MOPIBHSIHHS Ta y3arajJbHEHHS, 110 € HeOOXiHMMH ISl BUBUCHHS Ipallb HAYKOBIIIB,
JIoBOT NiTeparypu, oiliifHAX 1 HOPMATUBHHX JIOKYMCHTIB, CTATHCTHYHUX JAHUX. Pe3yapTaTd 3MiHCHEHOTO TOCITiKEH-
HS CBiIUaTh, IO COLiaIbHE MAapTHEPCTBO MK Oi3HECOM Ta OCBITOIO BHHMKJIO SIK 3aCi0 BUPIIIEHHS CYNEpedHOCTEH MiX
OCBITOIO Ta PUHKOM TIpaIlli B yMOBAaX IIBHUAKOTO PO3BUTKY HAYKH ¥ TEXHOJOTIH, 3MiH y cepi 3aliHATOCTI Ta HEOOXiTHOCTI
MATPUMKH KOHKYPEHTOCHPOMOJKHOCTI IMIATIPHEMCTB Ta JIEPXKaBU B HIOMY. AKTHBHA JepXKaBHA MiATPUMKa CIIpHsIA
CTBOPEHHIO I TOTY)KHOMY PO3BHUTKY iHCTHTYTY COIIaJbHOTO MApTHEPCTBA, PI3HOMAHITTS (GOPM Ta MeXaHi3MiB peajrizamii
SKOTO CIIPHUSIOTh MOAEpPHi3alii kopropaTuBHOi ocBiTH y CIIIA, CTBOpEHHIO HOBHX 3HaHb, MONIMPEHHIO TEXHOJIOTIH, po3-
poO11i HOBUX MPOAYKTIB 1 MTOCTIYT.

Knwowuoegi cnosa: couianbHe MapTHEPCTBO MK MIPOMHUCIIOBICTIO Ta 3aKJIaJaMU BUINOT OCBITH, (JOPMHU COLIAILHOTO
MIapTHEPCTBA, 3aKJIa/IM BUIIOI OCBITH, IPOMHUCIIOBHI CEKTOP, KopriopaTiBHa ocsita y CIIA.
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Hpuna Hukonaesna /lumoguenko,

KaHouoam neoazo2uieckux Hayk, 00YeHm Kageopvl an2IuliCKo20 A3blKa MEXHUYeCcK020 Hanpasienus No2,
Hayuonanvnwiti mexnuueckuil ynusepcumem Yxpaunvt « Kuesckuil noaumexnudeckuii UHCMumym»,

np-m Ilo6eow, 37, . Kues, Ykpauna

CTAHOBJIEHUE HTHCTUTYTA COINUAJIBHOI'O TAPTHEPCTBA KAK ®AKTOPA
IOPEKTUBHOI'O PAZBUTHA KOPIIOPATUBHOTI'O OBPA3OBAHUS B CIIIA

CoTpyAHHUUECTBO YHHBEPCUTETOB C NMPOMBIIIIEHHOI oTpacibio B CoenuHeHHbIX IlITatax AMepuku mpojomkaercs
Oosee BeKa, OJJHAKO UMEHHO C Pa3BUTHEM TJ100aIbHONW SKOHOMUKH 3HAHMH 3TO COTPYJHUYECTBO MPHUOOPETO HOBBIE Mac-
mrtabbl U NposiBiIeHus. MccnenoBarenbckue YHUBEPCUTETHI, OU3HEC-CTPYKTYPBI U NPaBUTEIBCTBO CTPaHbI pabOTalOT Hall
COBMECTHBIMHM HOBaTOPCKUMH HHUIIMATUBAMH 110 CO3IAHHWIO W Pa3BHTHIO HOBBIX MPOTPECCHBHBIX (OPM IAPTHEPCTBA
MEXIy 00pa3oBaHHEM M OM3HECOM, TEM CaMbIM CIIOCOOCTBYSI MOITHOMY Pa3BHTHIO 3HAHMH, YCTPAaHEHHIO NIPOTHBOPEUHMH
MEXy 00pa3oBaTeIbHON OTPACcibio U PBIHKOM TPY/Ia, PEIICHNIO CIOKHBIX COLMAIBHBIX MPOOJIEM, YCKOPEHNIO 3KOHOMH-
YECKOT'0 POcTa CTpaHbl. LIebio cTaThy ABIAECTCS aHAIN3 CTAHOBJICHHS! HHCTUTYTA COLMAILHOTO TMAPTHEPCTBA KakK (aKkTopa
s¢dexTrBHOTO pa3BUTHS KopropatuBHOro oopaszoBanus B CIIA, BeisiBICHNS GOpM M MEXaHH3MOB ero peammsanuu. C
METO/I0JIOTUYECKOH TOYKH 3pPEHUs] B OCHOBY HCCIIEAOBAHUS MOJI0XKEHBI MEKAUCIMIUIMHAPHBIN M CUCTEMHBIN MOAXOMBIL.
[TosTOMY MBI HCTIONB30BATIM KOMIUIEKC B3aMMOCBS3aHHBIX METOJIOB MCCIIEAOBAHUS: KOMIIAPATHUBHBIN, CTPYKTYpHBIH, CH-
CTEMHO-(YHKIMOHAIBHBIA aHalIN3, CpaBHEHUE U 0000LIeHHe, HEOOXOqUMbIE ISl W3y4YEHHsl TPYIOB YYEHBIX, JEIOBOW
JIUTEPATYPBI, OPUIMATBHBIX U HOPMATUBHBIX JIOKYMEHTOB, CTATHUCTUYECKUX IaHHBIX. Pe3ysbTaThl NPOBEIEHHOTO HCCIle-
JIOBaHUs CBHUICTEIHCTBYIOT, YTO COLMAJIBHOE MAapPTHEPCTBO MEXIY OW3HECOM M 00pa30BaHMEM BO3ZHHKIIO KaK CPEICTBO
paspelieHts MPOTHBOPEYHH MKy 00pa30BaHHEM M PBIHKOM TPYJAa B YCIOBHAX OBICTPOTO Pa3sBHUTHS HAYKH U TEXHOJIO-
THi, U3MEHEHHUH B cepe 3aHATOCTH W HEOOXOANMOCTH MOAAEPKaHUsI KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTH MPEANPHUATHI 1 rocyaap-
CTBa B IIEJIOM. AKTHBHAsI TOCYAapCTBEHHAsI TTOJIEP>KKa CIIOCOOCTBOBAIA CO3AAHHIO M Pa3BUTHIO HHCTUTYTA COIHAIBLHOTO
MIapTHEPCTBA, MHOr0oOpasue (GopM M MEXaHH3MOB PEATH3AIN KOTOPOTO CIIOCOOCTBYET MOAEPHHU3AINN KOPIOPAaTHBHOTO
obpasoBanus B CLLA, co3aHnio HOBBIX 3HaHHH, paclpPOCTPAHEHUIO TEXHOIOTHH, pa3pab0TKe HOBBIX IIPOIYKTOB H YCIIYT.

Kniwouegvle cnosa: connanbHOE NapTHEPCTBO MEXIY IPOMBIIIICHHOCTHIO W By3aMH, (DOPMBI COIMAIBLHOTO MapT-
HEpCTBa, yUPEKICHNUS BBICIIEr0 00pa30BaHNs, MPOMBIIIICHHBIH CEKTOP, KoprnopatuBHOe oOpa3zoBanue B CIIIA.
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THE EDUCATIONAL PARADIGM SHIFT FOR STUDENT-CENTRED
LEARNING IN THE PROCESS OF GLOBALISATION

The article deals with the problem of the educational paradigm shift from the teacher-centred conception to the student-
centred learning conception. The notion of “student-centred learning” has been under study. The student-centred learning
conception has been analyzed. Strategies of self-directed study of a foreign language have been investigated; the autonomy
levels have been specified; the most effective methods and techniques which are used in the student-centred learning have
been singled out. The project work as one of the student-centred learning technigue has been accentuated on.

Keywords: student-centred learning, non-linguistic students, foreign languages, strategies of self-directed study,
project work.

Social-economic and political changes, which take
place in Ukraine, and the following increase of the role of
a foreign language as a means of communication in the
modern world arise new aims in the educational sphere —
to prepare professionally motivated specialists who mas-
ter foreign languages at the internationally recognised
level (e.g, levels PET, KET, FCE, TOEFL, BULATS),
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capable of autonomous improving of foreign language
skills after graduation. In this connection, there is a need
to reorient the educational process at the students’ auton-
omy development in mastering foreign languages.

Despite the fact that lately the topic of autonomous
learning of foreign languages has been in the center of
Ukrainian and foreign scholars’ attention (I. Bim,




