ABTOHOMHas HEKOMMeEpUEeCcKas OpraHU3aIus BbICIIEro 00pa3oBaHUs
«Cankr-IletepOypreckas ropuandeckas akaieMus»

YTBEPXKJIAIO

UHOCTPAHHBIN SI3BIK

[IporpamMa BCTyNUTEIbHBIX UCIIBITAHHUI
110 00pa30BaTeJIbHBIM IPOrpaMMaM BBICIIET0 00pa30BaHUs — IPOrpaMMam
[IOIFOTOBKU HAayYHBIX U HAYYHO-TIEIArOTUYECKUX KaJIPOB B aCIUPAHTYPE
IOpucnpynenuus, HayyHasi ClIELIMAJIbHOCTD:
5.1.1. TeopeTuko-UCTOPUUECKHE HAYKU
5.1.4. YronoBHO-IIpaBOBbIE HAYKH

Paccmotpena Onobpena

Ha 3acenanuu xadenpsl y4€HBIM COBETOM aKaJeMUuHu
COIMATbHO-TYMAHUTAPHBIX TUCIUILIAH «26» okTsi6ps 2023 .

«13» okTs6ps 2023 .

npoTtokost Ne 3 [TpoTokom Ne 10

3aBeayromuii kadenpoit VYuenslit cexpetapb

J.ILH., Ipodeccop Y4EHOT'0 COBETa, K.II.H., JIOIIEHT

W’;.B. JlonmaroB \/Q// B.C. Xabenko
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M.C. JlaBpeeBa

NuocTpanHblil sI3bIK: NpOrpaMMa BCTYMHUTENbHBIX HCIBITAHUN JUIS JIMII,
MOCTYMAIIIMX B aCUPAHTYpPy MO HAMpaBIEHUSM MOATOTOBKH FOpucnpyaeHims
(ypoBens acniupantypsl — CI16.: AHO BO «Canxr-IleTepOyprckas opuanueckas
akagemus», 2023. — 18 c.

[IporpamMma BCTYNUTEIBHOTO HCIHBITAHUS B aCMUPAHTYPy, MPOBOAUMOTO
AHO BO «Cankr-IletepOyprckas ropuanueckas akaJeMusd»» CaMOCTOSITENBHO, 110
HampaBlieHusIM noAroToBku IOpucnpynenmnus, chopMupoBaHa Ha OCHOBE
dbenepanbHbIX TOCYJAPCTBEHHBIX TPEOOBAHUM K CTPYKTYpE MPOrpaMm MOATOTOBKH
HAyYHBIX W HAy4HO-TIEJJaTOTHYECKUX KaJ[pOB B acHHUpaHType (aabIOHKTYpE),
YCIOBUSIM HX pEalu3alli, CpPOKaM OCBOEHUS JTUX MPOrpaMM C YYETOM
paznuyHbiX (opMm oOydeHHs, 0Opa30BaTEIbHBIX TEXHOJOTUA M OCOOCHHOCTEU
OTJICJIBbHBIX KATETOPUN aCIIUPAHTOB (ILIOHKTOB).

B nporpamme mpencraBiieH 00s3aTeNbHBIE  MUHUMYM  COJEPKaHUS
npoecCHOHANILHON MPOrpaMMbl, OOECIEUYHMBAIOIIUN CJadyy BCTYMHTEIBHOTO
sk3amena B acnupantypy AHO BO Cankr-IlerepOyprckoit  ropuanueckon
aKaJeMHH IO COOTBETCTBYIOIIEH HAYYHOU CIIEHATBHOCTH.

PekomeHoBaHa B KayecTBE MPOTPaMMBbI JJII OpPraHHU3alUMU U MPOBEICHHUS
BCTYIIUTEIBHOTO 3K3aMEHA [0 COOTBETCTBYIOLEH OTPACIU HAYKH.

PenenseHnrnl:

Kamenckuit A.M., DOKTOp memarorudeckux Hayk, mpodeccop kadeaps
ynpasieanss ['AOY IO «Jlenunrpaackuii 0071acTHOW HMHCTUTYT pa3BUTHUSA
o0Opa3oBaHUsI.

Kpasmos A.O., kanauaar negarorndeckux Hayk, OIEHT, TOIEHT Kadeapsl
yOpaBjieHHs 00pa3oBaHWEM ©  KaapoBoro MeHemkmenta OBI'OY BO
«Pocculickuii TOCYJapCTBEHHBIM IEeNarorudeckuii yHuepcurer um. A. .
['epuenay.

© Cankrt-IlerepOyprckas ropuandeckas
akamemus, 2023



1. He.]'lb 1 3a1a94 BCTYIIUTEC/IbHOIO HCIIBITAHUA

N3ydyenue wuHOCTpaHHBIX A3BIKOB B BY3e sBusercs HeoTbemiIeMOn
COCTaBHOM YacCThIO0 TMOJTOTOBKHM CIEIHUAIUCTOB Pa3IMUYHOIO MPOdUIISL, KOTOphIE
JIOJDKHBI JTOCTUYb YPOBHS BJIAJICHUST MHOCTPAHHBIM SA3BIKOM, IO3BOJISIONIETO UM
MPOJIOJIKUTH 00YUCHHUE U BECTH MPOGECCHOHAIBHYIO ACATEIbHOCTh B HHOS3BIYHON
cpene.

[eab0  BCTYNUTEIBHOTO  WCIBITAHHWS  ABJISETCS  OLEHKA  YPOBHSA
MMPAKTUYECKOTO BIJIAJICHUA TMOCTYIAOMIETO MHOCTPAHHBIM SI3IKOM KaK CPEICTBOM
OCYILIECTBIICHUS HAYYHOW JEATEIBHOCTH B HHOS3BIYHOW SA3BIKOBOM CpeAe W
CPEACTBOM MEKKYJITYPHOM KOMMYHHKALIUU.

[IpakTrueckoe BIaAE€HUE WHOCTPAHHBIM SI3BIKOM IMPEANOJIATacT HaIU4Yue
TAKAX YMEHUH B PA3JIMYHBIX BUJAX PEUYCBOM KOMMYHHKAIIMU, KOTOPBIE HAIOT
BO3MOKHOCTb:

- CBOOOTHO YUTATh OPUTUHAIBHYIO JINTEPATYPy HA HHOCTPAHHOM SI3BIKE B
COOTBETCTBYIOIIEH OTPACIIN 3HAHUM;

- BBITIOJIHATh YCTHBIM U MMCbMEHHBIN MEPEBOJT CTaThH MPO(PECCHOHATBHO
HaIIpaBJICHHOTO XapaKTepa co CJIoBapeM M 0e3 ClIoBaps;

- JIeJIaTh COOOIIEHHUSI HA MHOCTPAHHOM SI3BIKE;

- 00IIaTHCS HA HHOCTPAHHOM SI3BIKE B COITMAILHO-00YCIOBIECHHBIX chepax
MOBCEIHEBHOM U MPOPECCUOHATILHON NEATEeIbHOCTH;

- IOHUMAaTh Ha CIyX JIEKIUH, JOKIa/bl, COOOIICHHUS.

3agaum:

1) ompenenuth ypOBEHb BIAJCHUS YMEHHUSMU HWHOS3BIYHOTO UTCHMUS,
KOTOpPBI€ MO3BOJISIOT YUTATh OPUTHHAILHYIO JIUTEPATYPY (B HAYyUHO-TIOMYJISIPHOM
YKaHpE) Ha UHOCTPAHHOM $SI3bIKE B COOTBETCTBYIOIIEH OTPACIU 3HAHUM;

2) NPOKOHTPOJIMPOBATH BIAJCHUE YMEHHUSMU OGOpMIISATH HH(MOpMaIuIo,
W3BJICYEHHYIO U3 MHOS3BIYHBIX UICTOYHUKOB, B BHJIE TIEPEBO/IA COTJIACHO MPABUIIAM
Y HOpMam POJIHOTO SI3bIKA;

3) BBIABUTH YypPOBEHb BIAJACHUS YyMEHUSIMHU JieJIaTh COOOIICHHS Ha
WHOCTPAaHHOM SI3BIKE Ha TEMbI, CBSI3aHHBIC C HayYHOH pabOTOM MOCTYMAloIIero B
aCIMPaHTyPy U BECTH Oecey MO CIEeUaTbHOCTH.

2. OcHOBHBIC TPEOOBAaHUA K YPOBHIO OATOTOBKH

Ha BCTYMHUTEITHLHOM UCTIBITAHUH MOCTYTAFOIINNA TOTHKEH
POJAEMOHCTPUPOBATh YMEHHE TIOJH30BAThCSI MHOCTPAHHBIM  SI3BIKOM  Kak
CPEICTBOM KyIbTypHOTO U TmpodeccnoHanmpHoro oOmieHus. B wacTHOCTH,
aOUTYypUEHT

1) 10/12K€H 3HATH:

a) (¢oHeTnyeckuil Marepuan (OCHOBHbIE (POHETUYECKHE CTaHAAPTHI
WHOCTPAaHHOTO  $I3bIKA;  OCHOBHBIE  TMpaBUjia  PUTMHKO-WUHTOHAIIMOHHOTO
oopmIieHUsI HTHOA3BIYHON peun);

0) TpaMMaTUUYeCKHii MaTepuan (OCHOBHBIE MOHATHA B 001acTu Mopdomaoruu
U CHUHTAaKCHCa HMHOCTPAHHOTO $3bIKa; OCHOBHBIE IpaBWJIa CIOBOOOpa30BaHUS U



dbopMOU3MEHEHUS; TPAMMATHYECKUE OCOOCHHOCTH TIOCTPOCHHUSI YCTHOTO |
MMCbMEHHOT'O BHICKA3bIBAHU );

B) JIeKCUYeCKHM wmaTepuasn (Hauboyiee paclpOCTPAHEHHBIE S3BIKOBBIC
cpelcTBa BBIpAXKEHUS KOMMYHUKATHBHO-PEUYEBbIX byHKUIMHA U
o0LIEYTOTPEOUTENbHBIE PEUEBbIC €AUHUIIBI; JIEKCHUECKUE SIBJICHUS, XapaKTepHbIE
JUTSl TEKCTOB TIpOo(heccroHaIbHOM HapaBIEHHOCTH, BKIIIOYast 0€33KBUBAJICHTHYIO U
(OHOBYIO JIEKCUKY, 3aMMCTBOBaHUSI, MHOTOKOMIIOHEHTHBIE CIIOBA U BBIPAKEHUS, a
TaK)K€ YacTO HCIOJb3yeMble ()pa3oBbie TIAroyibl U (pa3eosOru3Mbl; MPUHITATL
OpraHu3allid MaTrepuaja B OCHOBHBIX JIBYSI3BIYHBIX CJIOBapsix U CTPYKTYpYy
CJIOBapHOM CTaThu);

I) COLMOKYJbTYpHbIE CBelleHUs (0COOEHHOCTH  (OpPMAIBLHOTO U
He()OPMATBHOTO S3BIKOBOTO MOBEICHUS U TPABIIIa BEpPOATHLHOTO U HEBEpOATHLHOTO
MOBEJICHUS B TUITMYHBIX CUTYAIUsAX OBITOBOTO U MPO(HECCUOHATBHOTO OOIIICHUS);

2) uMeTh MpeacTaBJieHHue:

a) o crnocobax o¢popMIICHHS PEYEBBIX BBICKA3bIBAHUWA B COOTBETCTBUU C
rpaMMAaTHYECKUMU UM JIGKCHYECKMMHU HOpPMaMH YCTHOM U  TUCHhMEHHOM
WHOSI3BIYHON PEYH;

0) 0 BapuaHTax COOTHOIIEHUSI KOHKPETHOIO KOMMYHUKATUBHOTO HaMEPEHUS
C TPaMMaTUYECKUM U JIEKCHUYECKUM HAMOJHEHUEM PEUYEBOT0O MTPOU3BEICHUS;

B) O HauOoJiee pPACIPOCTPAHCHHBIX S3BIKOBBIX CPEJICTBAX BBIPAKECHUS
KOMMYHHUKATUBHO-PEUEBBIX (YHKIUN (Iepecnpoc, YyTOUHEHHUE, MPEIJIOKEHUE U
T.IL.);

r) O (pa3eoloTHUECKUX SIBICHUSX, XapaKTepHbIX JJs  TEKCTOB
po¢heCCUOHAIBHO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHON TEMATHUKU,

1) O crnoco0ax ceMaHTH3aluuu OE€39KBHUBAJICHTHON JIEKCUKU U PACKPBITHS
3HAYEHUSI MHOTOKOMITOHEHTHBIX CJIOB U BBIPKCHUM;

3) Bi1ajaeTh

a) opdorpapuyeckumMu, JTEKCHYSCKUMHU M TpaMMaTHYECKUMU HOpMaMu
WHOCTPAHHOTO SI3bIKa M MPABUJIBHO HCIIOJIB30BaTh MX BO BCEX BHAAX PEUYEBOM
NESATETLHOCTH, TPEACTABICHHBIX B cdepe MNpodhecCHOHATHHOTO U HAYy4YHOTO
OOIICHMS,

0) YMEHHMSIMU TOBOPEHHUS M ayIupoBaHUs (BJIAJEHUE HEMOATOTOBICHHOU
JTMAJIOTUYECKON pEeYbl0 B CHUTyallMu OQUIMAIBLHOTO OOIIeHHUs B Mpesernax
BY30BCKOW MPOTrpaMMHOM TEMAaTHKU;, YMEHHUE aJ€KBATHO BOCHPUHUMATH pPeYb U
JlaBaTh JIOTUYECKH OOOCHOBAHHBIC Pa3BEPHYTHIE M KPATKUE OTBETHI HA BOIPOCHI
HK3aMEHaTopa);

B) YMEHHUSMH 4YTEHUs (YMEHHE 4YWUTaTh OPUTHMHAIBHYIO JIUTEPATYpPy IO
CIEIUAIBHOCTH, TPEJCTABICHHYI0 B HAYYHO-TIOMYJSPHOM CTHJIE, MAaKCUMaJIbHO
MOJHO W TOYHO IMEPEeBOJUTh HH(POPMAIIMI0O HA PYCCKUU SI3bIK, OMHUpasCh Ha
npodeccuoHaNbHbIC 3HAHUS U HABBIKU S3IKOBOW M KOHTEKCTYaJIbHBIE JOTAIKH).

Kak nucpMeHHBINM, Tak W YCTHBIM MEPEBOABI JOJLKHBI COOTBETCTBOBATH
HOpPMaM PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA.



3. TpeGoBaHus K JuTepaType AJIs MepeBoAa ¢ HHOCTPAHHOIO A3bIKA HA
PYCCKHI1 10 HAYYHOH TeMaTHKe JMCCEePTAMOHHOIO UCC/IeAOBAHMSA

JIis  caadd  BCTYNHTENBHOTO HCIBITAHUS 10 HWHOCTPAHHOMY  SI3BIKY
pasperiaercsi MCIOJb30BaTh HAYYHYI0 MOHOTpaHIO WIM TJaBbl U3 HEE W/WIH
CTaThH, OMYOJMKOBAHHBIE B PEICH3UPYEMBIX XypHAJIaX WIH HX JJICKTPOHHBIX
Bepcusix 3a mocieanue 10 (mecsath) ner. JlurepaTypa HE JOKHA OBITh
aJanTHpOBaHa M HE JIOJDKHA OTHOCHUTBCA K pa3psay YYeOHBIX TMOCOOUH,
CTIPaBOYHBIX W3JaHUH, PYKOBOJCTB TIO 3KCIUTyaTallMH, JWCCEPTAlUN, OTYETOB.
O6bem: 250000 neu.3HakoB (0e3 yyeTa Tabmul, rpaduKoB, pUCYHKOB).

4. Conepmanne BCTYIIUTEJIbHOIO MCIILITAHUSA

BcerynutensHoe uCHBITAHUE MPOBOJAUTCS B YCTHOM (opMe U BKIIOYAET
CIICAYIOIIUC 3adaHus:

1. MWsywaromiee YTeHWE U THUCBMEHHBIM TMEpPEBOJl CO  CJIOBapeM
OPUIHHAJIBHOI'O TCKCTA IO TCMATHUKC HaquOﬁ ClIeOaJIbHOCTMU.

O6weM nepeBoumoro Tekera — 1500 -2000 medyaTHbIX 3HAKOB.

Bpewms Ha BoinonHeHHe 3agaHust — 45-60 MUHYT.

2. IIpocMOTpOBOE YTEHHE TEKCTa IO OOIICKYIbTYPHOM TEMAaTHKE 00BEMOM
1000-1500 nevatHbIx 3HAKOB O€3 CIOBaps U Mepejaya OCHOBHOTO COJIEpKaHUs Ha
HHOCTPAHHOM SA3BIKC. BpeMH NOATOTOBKH — 5-10 muH.

3. YCTHOE MOHOJIOTUYECKOE BBICKA3bIBAHME HA HWHOCTPAHHOM SI3BIKE M
6606)1&1 C IMperoJaBaTciicM Ha OJHY M3 CIICAYIOIIUX TCM:

My scientific interests.

My diploma project.

Modern system of higher education in Russia.
My research area.

Scientific research in English-speaking countries.
Scientific research in Russia.

Prospects of work in my field of knowledge.
Discoveries and innovations in Russia.
Discoveries and innovations in English-speaking countries.
0. My department.

My research project.

12.  Our Academy as science centre.

RHOo~NOoOR~WNE

-
=

5. Kputepuu oueHku

Ha BCTYIHUTEILHOM VCIIBITAHUU MOCTYTAFOIIHH JIOJDKEH
IPOJCMOHCTPHPOBATh YMEHHUE MOJIb30BaThCs opdorpadudeckoit, ophoImuuecKon,
JCKCUYECKOW M TIpaMMaTHYECKONH HOpMaMH H3y4aeMoro s3blka B Ipejaesax
IIPOrPaMMBbI BBICIIIETO y4e€OHOTO 3aBEIEHUS W IMPaBUIBHO WCIIOIB30BaTh UX BO
BCEX BHJAX pEYCBOM KOMMYHHUKAIIMW, IPEACTABICHHBIX B cdepe HaydHOTO
OOILIEHUSL.



1. M3yyaroniee 4TeHUE OPUTHMHAIBHOTO TEKCTA MO CIEeIUaTbHOCTH.

«oTaum4Ho» — mnonHbii nepeBos (100%) anexkBaTHBIA CMBICIIOBOMY
COJIEP)KaHUIO0 TEKCTa HAa PYCCKOM si3blKe. TEeKCT — rpaMMaTH4YeCKd KOPPEKTEH,
JEKCUYECKHE EIUHUIBI W CHUHTAKCUYECKHUE CTPYKTYpbl, XapakTepHbIC s
HAy4YHOT'O CTUJISl peUH, IEPEBEICHBI aJIeKBATHO;

«xopomo» — mnonHb nepeBoy (100%-90%). BerpewaroTes: JieKcU4eckue,
rpaMMaTHYE€CKUE M CTHJIUCTUYECKHE HETOYHOCTHU, KOTOpPbIE HE MPEMSTCTBYIOT
o01eMy MTOHUMAHHIO TEKCTa, OJTHAKO HE COTJIACYIOTCS C HOPMaMHU SI3bIKa IepeBoia
Y CTUJIEM HAYYHOTO W3JIOKEHHUS;

«YJI0BJIETBOPUTEJIBHO» — (D)parMEHT TEKCTa, MPEIJI0KEHHOTO Ha HK3aMEHE,
IIepeBeIcH He MOTHOCTRIO (2/3 — 1/2) mim ¢ O0BIINM KOJMYECTBOM JICKCUYCCKHUX,
rPaMMaTHYECKUX U CTHJIIMCTHYECKUX OIIMOOK, KOTOPHIE MPEMSATCTBYIOT OOIIEMY
MOHMMAHUIO TEKCTA.

«Hey/OBJIETBOPUTEJIBLHO» —  HEMOJHbIM  mepeBoy  (MeHee  172).
Henonumanue conepkaHusi TEKCTa, OOJBIIOE KOJIMYECTBO CMBICIOBBIX U
rpaMMaTHYECKUX OMIHOOK

2. bernoe (mpocMOTPOBOE) UTEHHWE OPUTHMHAIBHOTO  TEKCTa IO
CIIEIHUAIBHOCTH C MEPEIaveii €ro CoIEepKaHus:

«OTJMYHO» — TIOJIHOE W3JI0)KEHWE OCHOBHOTO COJIepkKaHusl (¢parMeHra
TEKCTa;

«XOpomIo» — TEKCT MepeJlaH CEMaHTUYECKH aJIeKBaTHO, HO COJIEpXKaHUE
nepeaHo He JOCTATOYHO TOJIHO;

«yJOBJIETBOPUTEJIBHO» — TEKCT TiepeAaH B cxarod d¢opme ¢
CYILIECTBEHHBIM UCKAXXEHUEM CMBICIIA.

«HEYI0BJIETBOPUTEJIbHO» — niepeaHno MeHee 50% OCHOBHOTO COAEpKaHUS
TEKCTa, UMEETCS CYIIECTBEHHOE NCKaKEHUE COJEeP KaHuUs TEKCTa.

3. becema ¢ »ok3amMeHaropamMu Ha HMHOCTPAHHOM SI3BIKE IO BOIPOCAM,
CBSI3aHHBIM CO CIEIUATBHOCTHIO U OYYIIMM HayYHBIM UCCIIEAOBAHUEM:

[Ipu Oecene c sK3aMeHATOpaMH Ha WHOCTPAHHOM SI3bIKE€ IO BOIIPOCAM,
CBS3aHHBIM CO CIICIIMAILHOCTHI0O W Oyayled HaydyHOW paboTOH, OIEHWBAETCS
MOHOJIOTUYECKAasi peYb Ha YPOBHE CaMOCTOSITENIbHO MOATOTOBJIEHHOIO U
HEIMOATOTOBJICHHOTO BBICKA3bIBAaHUSA IO TE€MaM CHEIUAIBHOCTH U MO OymyIie
JUCCEPTAIIMOHHON paboTe, a Takke JAuallorMueckasi pedb, IMO3BOJSIONIAs
MPUHUMATh y4acTHE B OOCYXKICHUU BOMPOCOB, CBSI3aHHBIX C HAy4YHOU paboOTOM U
CIIEIUAIBHOCTBIO.

«OTJMYHO» — peyb TpaMOTHas U  BbIpasuTenbHas. [IpaBuibHO
UCIIOJB3YIOTCSL  JIGKCUKO-TPAMMaTHYECKHE KOHCTPYKIIMU, €CJIM JOMYCKarTCs
OIMMOKHU, TO TYT K€ HCHPABISIOTCS TOBOPSIIUM. CTHJIb HAYyYHOTO BBICKA3bIBAHUS
BBIZIEpKaH B TedeHue Bcel Oecenbl. OObEM BBICKA3bIBAHHMS COOTBETCTBYET
tpeboBanmsim  (10-15 mnpennmoxxkenmii). [OBOpsIIMII TOHMMAeT U aaEKBaTHO
OTBEYAET Ha BOIPOCHI;

«XOpOII0» — TIPHU BBICKA3bIBAHWU BCTPEUAIOTCS TPAMMATHYECKUE OIMHOKH.
OO0beM BBICKA3bIBAHUSI COOTBETCTBYET TpeOoBaHUSAM. Bompocsl ToBOpsIIMit
MOHMMAET TOJIHOCThIO, HO OTBETHl HMHOTJA BbI3BIBAIOT 3aTpyAHeHUsA. HayuHbli
CTUJIb BeIAepkaH B 70-80% BhICKa3bIBaHUI;



«yJ10BJIETBOPHUTEJIHHO — npu BBICKa3bIBAaHUU BCTPEUAIOTCS
rpaMMaTHYeCKUEe OLIMOKU, WHOTJa OuYeHb cepbe3Hble. OObeM BbICKa3bIBAHUS
cocraBisier He Ooisiee 1/2. Kak BOMpOCHI, Tak U OTBETHI BBI3BIBAIOT 3aTPY/IHEHUE.
Hayunblii cTuib Beiiepkad He Oosiee yeM B 30-40% BbICKa3bIBaHHIM.

«Hey/I0BJIETBOPUTEJILHO» — HEMOJHOE BbhICKa3biBaHue (MeHee 12), Oonee
15 rpamMMaTH4YeCKUX/JIEKCUYECKUX/(POHETUYECKUX  OMMOOK, TI'paMMaTHYECKU
HeohOpMIICHHAS PEYb.

6. PekoMenayemas iureparypa

1. Anemyruna, E.A. IlpodeccnoHanbHO OpUEHTUPOBAHHBIM AHTIMHACKUNA
S3BIK JIJII MarucTpantoB. Y4eb. mocobme mis By3oB / E.A. AmemryruHa,
I'.K. Kprokoa, [.A. Jlomkapesa; Huxeropon. ['oc. ApXUTeKTyp.-CTpOUT. YH-T. —
H. Hosropoxa: HHI'ACY, 2016. — 95 c.

2. ®enmoroBa, O.JI. JlenoBoll HWHOCTpaHHBIM S3BIK. YYEOHUK IO
AHTIMHACKOMY SI3BIKY JUTss MaructpatoB-topuctoB / O.JI. denotosa, O.E. MBaHoBa-
Xomonanas. — Mocksa, 2016. — 145 c.

3. MunakoBa, T.B. AHrIuMCKUil S3BIK Il aCIMPAHTOB W COMCKATEJICH:
yueOHoe nocooue / T.B. Munakosa. — OpenOypr: 'OY OI'Y, 2005. — 103 c.

4. 3unsoepman, JL.U. Tlocobume mo o0Oy4eHHMIO UTEHHUIO aAHTJIMMCKOM
HAy4YHOM JIMTEpaTypbl (CTPYKTYpHO-CEMAaHTUYECKHI aHanmu3 Tekcta). M.: Hayka,
1981.

5. Kpynarkun, f.b. Uuraiite anrnmiickue Hay4dHble TEeKCThl. M.: Bpicm.
K., 1991.

6. Kyuenko, JL.U., TumodeeBa, I'M. Anrmwmiickuii s3pik. M.: Mock.
topuauieckuid uHctutyT (MB/J] P®D), 1996.

7. Muxenscon, T.H., VYcnenckas, H.B. Ilocobue 10 cocTaBjIeHUIO
pedepaToB Ha anrauiickom si3bike. JI.: Hayka, 1980.

8. IlaposithukoBa, A.Jl., IlomeBasg, M.FO. AmuHrauickuil s3bIK (15
ryMaHUTapHbIX (pak-B yHHBepcuTeToB). M.: Bricmi. mik., 1990.

9. Pesnmk, P.B., Copokuna, T.C., Kazapuukas, T.A. Ilpaktuueckas
rpaMMaTHKa aHIJIHCcKoro si3bika. M.: @nunata, Hayka, 1996.

10. Kypc anrnwmiickoro si3pika mis actiupantoB / H.M. llaxoBa u np. M.:
Hayxa, 1980.



Ipuioxenue

Moaesb cool0ieHus o cede u Oyayueid HAy4HO padoTe HA AHTJIMHCKOM
fI3BIKE:

First, let me introduce myself.

My name is... (e.g. Ivanov Victor Ivanovich)

I’d like to take a postgraduate course at the department of ...

My future scientific advisor is Prof....

To begin with I"d like to give you a brief description of my background, that
IS my previous studies and work.

| graduated from ... University in ......

| received my diploma in Civil Engineering /Environmental Engineering/
Economics... ) at the department of ...

My specialization was...

My course work was dedicated to...

| had a period of practical training in (the field of ) at ....

During my final year at university | did my graduation paper in the area of ...

It was entitled...

It was a very interesting topic for me to investigate because...

After graduation | started my full time (part-time) work as a faculty member
(teaching assistant / instructor / assistant professor / laboratory assistant) at ..

Last year | applied forajobasa..... at ...

| was offered a position of ... at the department of (laboratory of / firm called

| decided to combine my work and research in ... and was supported by ...

The topic/theme I have chosen is “ ...

My scientific advisor suggested the study of ...

My interest was motivated by ....

Prof. N ... advised me to study ....

The topic of my thesis is “ ..... ”

It deals with exploration (investigation/analysis /development/integration) of

The subject of my research is ...

The object of my research is the operation (behaviour / processes) of .... The
immediate aim (goal / objective) is to examine the function (behaviour/dynamics )
of ...

A current study in our laboratory is addressing the question of .... The focus
of my research is on the relationship between .... and ... .

It is very important and interesting to examine (analyze/ evaluate/ describe)
the complex interaction between ... and ....

This is one of the points that strongly motivate my work dedicated to...

Typically, we assume that the (group / value / characteristic / parameter) in
question is ... Another aspect of the interaction is ....

For example, if we take ... then ... object

We may therefore assume that ...

Similarly, if one takes X to be .... then .... is related to ....



One may ask the question as to the nature of ....

A very interesting question which | am actively pursuing is.....

| am interested to know...

In our joint work with.... | explore (test/ examine) ......

To this end, we study ....

The methods and techniques we apply in this research include experiments
(observations, laboratory tests, field and pilot plant study ....)

The experimental part of my research will mostly consist of tests to be
conducted on ...

It is therefore quite encouraging that these methods may be used to solve a
number of problems in this instance and get an insight in ...

As to the practical output of my study, | think they will be of considerable
practical significance, because ...

The list of my published papers includes ....

Some of the general issues that | studied last year include: first, ... second, ...
and third...

| remain actively involved in several other projects.

| have analysed the .... of this .... and tried to show that there are ....

It is becoming clear that .... plays a crucial role in the operation of ....

In my paper | will try to give a simple description/definition of ....

That makes it possible to calculate (identify/establish/develop)... with the
help of ...

Since ... is a .... , these results may be applied to solving a wide range of
problems in ...

We may hope that the results of our study will be of practical significance
because ...

It may have good potential to improve (enhance / alleviate the problem /
eliminate the need for/ increase)...

C.]IOBZI-OpFZlHPBﬂTOpr, BBOAAILIIHC JOTrMYeCKHH KOHTEKCT

CrnoBa, MOITBEPKAAIOIINE PUBEICHHBIE BBIIIE COOOPaKEHUS:

[Tostomy, ciemoBarenbHo — therefore / consequently / hence/ so/ thus....

Taxum oOpaszom - in this way/ in this manner ...

Tem cambim - thus/ thereby...

B pesynbraTe aToro - as a result / as a consequence in consequence...

B coorBerctBum ¢ stum - accordingly/ in agreement/in line/ in keeping
with...

ITo sroit mpuumne - for that reason...

AmnanornvnbeiM oOpasom - similarly/ in a similar manner/ in much the same
way...

ITpu atom - here/ then/ thereby/ by doing so

CiioBa, oTpULIAIOLIIHE TIPUBEAEHHBIE BbIlIe COO0pPaKeHUSI
Opnaxo — however / but ...
C npyroii ctoponsl - on the other hand...



Tem e Menee - even so / nevertheless/ none the less...
Bce xe - yet...

U nao6opor - in contrast ...

B nportuBonooxHOCTh 3TOMY - contrary to this ...

CJioBa, paciupsiiomife NpUBeJAeHHbIE BbINIE COO0OPaKeHNS :
Kpowme toro - also/ in addition...

B cBoro ouepensp - again/ in turn ...

W B mannom cirydae — here / also / here again...

[To mpyrum npuumaam - for other reasons...

C.]IOBa, OrpaHMvYuBaOIUE NPUBEACHHLIC BBIIIIE cooﬁpamemm:

Jliis sToui ienw - for the purpose...

Jlns atux neneit - for such purposes...

Jlns Hamux 1ieneit - for our purposes...

Jlns mocTasienHow 1ienu - for the purpose in view...

C aroit nenbto - toward this end/ to this end...

Jlns atoro - to do this / for doing this...

C sroii Touku 3penus - viewed in this way / from this point of view/ on this

View...

B sTom oTHOMmIeHuH - in this respect...

B nannowMm cirygae - here/ now / specifically...

B nydmem ciydae - at most...

Bo BcskoM cityuae - in any case / in any event/ if anything...

CaoBa, yka3pIBalIie HAa MOC/I€10BATEIbHOCTD U3J10KeHUsl, pa0OoThI:
Cuauamna - First,...

C camoro Hayaina - from the very beginning... I[lepBonadassto - initially...
Jlist Havana - as a start...

Jlo cux mop - so far/ thus far / to this point... Henasno - recently...
[Tpexne Beero - first of all / to begin with...

Jlo mocnennero Bpemenu - until lately...

3a mocjieIHIe HECKOJBKO JieT - in the last few years...

B To Bpewms - at the time...

B teuenne HekoToporo Bpemenu - for some time...

B Teuenue, 3a 310 Bpems - during that period...

K Tomy Bpemenu - by the time...

Ha stort pa3 - this time...

C Tex mop - Since..

C Toro Bpemenw - since that time...

Hanee - then/ next/ now / hereafter...

[Mo3nuee - later/ later on

B nacrosiiee Bpems — presently

B nanenetimem - in what follows...

3arem - subsequently/ then...



B 6mmokaiimem Oyaymiem - in the near future...

Ha Oyaymwmii rox - in the following year...

U nakowner, B koHIe KoHIoB - eventually/ finally/ ultimately...
B urore - hence/ ultimately/ eventually...

CioBa, yka3pIBaoIle HA MECTO ONMMCAHMS, UCCIIEI0BAHNS:

31ech, B 3TOM paboTe, Ha 3TOM pHCYHKe - here ...

B nannoli crathe - in this paper, presently ...

B nannoii padote - in this book/ in the present study...

B npyroii pabote — elsewhere

B sTom pasnerne, B 3T0ii rinaBe - in this section/ in this chapter Ha crpanwe -
on page. . .

B Tabnwue - in the table/ in Table...

Ha nuarpamme - in the chart...

B stoit popmyite - in this formula...

B npunoxennu - in Appendix. . .

B npenpiayiiem usnoskenuu - in the previous discussion...

Bo Bceii pabore - throughout this paper/ throughout this book

C.]'IOBa, YKa3bIBAKOIINE HA ITOCJICA0BATECIbHOCTD U3/10KCHUS .
Bo-niepsrix — first / firstly

Bo-BTopnix - secondly...

B-tpetrux - thirdly...

Beimre - above...

Huxe - below/ in the following / later ...

C.]'IOBa, YKa3pIBaOUIME HA YIIPOIEHHUE, A€TATU3AIHUIO.
Jlns mpocrotsl - for simplicity/ for simplicity's sake

Jns sicaoctu - for clarity/for the sake of clarity

Jlns ynoocta - for convenience/ for the sake of convenience
Jlnst meransHOTO O3HAaKoMieHus - for details

Jpyrumu cioBamu - otherwise expressed, or else

Kopoue rosops - in short, or briefly

A umenHo - that is to say, namely, viz. ...

To ects — that is to say, such as, or, i.e....

CJioBa, KOTOpPBIEC BBOAST WITIOCTPALMIO APTYMEHTALMH
Hanpumep; tak, Hanpumep... that is to say / i. e./ e. g., for example / by way
of example / thus for example/ thus

CinoBa, odopwisiionie TNOXYMHHUTEIbHYI0 CBSI3b B Havaje
NPUIATOYHBIX MPeII0MKeHHIi:

KoTopsIii - that, who, which

yeii - whose

kornma — when



rie — where

pu KOTOpHIX - under which

B KOTOPBIX - IN Which

cpeau KOTophIX - among which

13 KoTopsIx - from which

yepes kotopsie - through whiche To Bpemst kak — whereas
nocpeacTBom uero — Whereby

B KOTOPBIX - Wherein

CaoBa, odopmisiioline COYMHHUTEJIbHYH) CBSI3b B MPOCTHIX
PACPOCTPAHEHHBIX U CJI0KHOCOUYMHEHHBIX MPeIJI0KEeHUsIX:

u, a- and

WJIHA, TO €CTh - O

a He; ckopee, ueM - rather than Ho but

KaK..., Tak ¥ - both... and... uimn... ,

WiIH... - either... or ...

HHU..., HU.. - Neither... nor...

TpeHupoOBOYHBIC TEKCTHI:

Texer 1.

The person who is served with the indictment has to sign a document which
bears the date of service. This document shall prove that the indictment has been
served and there is at least one week between the date of service and date of the
trial.

As stated above, the court should suspend ex officio the hearing even if the
accused does not declare that the period between the service of the indictment on
himself and the date of hearing is less than one week and ask for the suspension of
the hearing. However, we suppose that the hearing may continue without
suspension if the accused clearly states that he is ready for defence and there is no
need to suspend the hearing.

Since the obligation to have a minimum period of one week between the
service of the indictment and the date of hearing is envisaged to ensure that the
required preparations for defence are made, acting contrary to this obligation will
transform a judgment that is against the accused into one which is contrary to law.
Criminal procedure is conducted on the basis of the method of contradiction and
adversary principle. Defence is an essential element of this method and principle.

Therefore the violation of the right to defence surely affects the judgment4.
However, if the restriction of the right to defence is related to the evaluating,
arguing and contradicting of an evidence by the defence and if the said evidence is
not taken into consideration by the court in the judgment of conviction, it can be
accepted in such a case that the restriction of the right to defence does not affect
the judgment.



For the moment we would like to focus on different alternatives on whether
the right to defence is restricted or not in cases when the court does not adjourn the
hearing but continue with the trial.

If the hearing is concluded in one single session and a judgment of
conviction is made, there is no doubt that the right to defence is restricted.

Tekcr 2.

If the accused is interrogated by the court more than once but that first
interrogation was in breach of law because of the violation of the protective period,
the verdict of quilt should be unlawful as long as the court has taken that
interrogation into consideration and has not ruled out the that statement (testimony)
of the defendant. In other words, the right to defence is considered to be restricted
if the statement from the first interrogation is not ruled out and is also taken into
consideration for the judgment even if the accused is re-interrogated in another
session after the one that the interrogation is made. Because there is always the
objective possibility that the statement which the accused made at the hearing
without having adequate time to prepare his defence could be different if he had
been allocated adequate time to prepare his defence. Therefore the fact that the
consequent defences of the accused are also taken into consideration while the
statement of the accused which is obtained from the interrogation is evaluated will

not change the result we have achieved". It should be accepted that there is a huge
difference between making a statement that supports the defence during the
interrogation or at least making a statement which does not harm the defence and
making a statement which does not support and even harms the defence and then
trying to compensate the previous mistakes or defects with consequent defences.

This evaluation by us is also supported by the provisions of Article 38 of the
Constitution stipulating that “Findings obtained in contradiction to law can not be
regarded as evidence” and of Article 217/2 of the CCP stipulating that “The
charged crime can be proved with all evidences which are obtained in accordance
with the law” since interrogation is the method to obtain the evidence called ‘the
statement of the accused’. As the accused is interrogated in the presence of a
violation of the legal period between the service of the indictment and the date of
hearing, the statement of the accused obtained by interrogation is contradictory to
law.

Tekcer 3.

CONVERGENCE BETWEEN THE EU AND US MERGER
CONTROL SYSTEMS IN THE LIGHT OF THE ENFORCEMENT OF THE
NEW EU MERGER REGULATION

ALEXANDR SVETLICINII

Increasing number of international mergers, fostered by the process of
globalization in international trade, has sharpened the existing problems associated
with application of the laws of several jurisdictions. Because of the extraterritorial
application of the antitrust laws in many jurisdictions, international mergers must



get approval from all enforcement authorities concerned if the merged company is
going to operate in the particular country. At the present stage, differences in
merger control laws create significant impediment for international mergers. A
well known GE/Honeywell case is an illustrative example of the consequences that
differing merger control mechanisms can cause. In this regard, the initiation of a
full-scale merger control reform in EU should be viewed as an attempt to converge
the differing substantive and procedural regulations in order to facilitate bilateral
approval of the proposed mergers. The fact that EU has followed American
example in this reform is not surprising. Due to the scale of economic relations
between EU and US, this convergence was intended to remove existing
impediments in the business transactions between two parties.

This legislative reform, effectuated in 2004, consisted of four major
elements:

e Revision of the merger regulation and modification of the substantive test;

e Adoption of the guidelines for the assessment of horizontal mergers

¢ Introduction of a set of best practices for the merger investigations; and

¢ [nternal and procedural reforms.

Substantive Test

One of the key divergences that were present between the European and
American merger control systems was differing approaches towards the
substantive test that would allow assessing the compatibility of the proposed
merger with the current antitrust regulations. Namely, old EC Merger Regulation
had a “dominance” test as a main factor in determining the compatibility of the
merger with the community competition law. It provided that “a concentration that
creates or strengthens a dominant position as a result of which the effective
competition would be significantly impeded in the common market or a substantial
part of it shall be declared incompatible with the common market”.

Texer 4.

New 2004 EU Merger Regulation has changed the substantive test, which
made it more similar with the American one. However, the wording of the Article
2(3) should not mislead the reader by creating an impression that by applying new
test Commission will always arrive to the same results as its American
counterparts. Before turning to the discussion of the reasons of this misleading
impression, let us first analyze the new substantive test more closely. The new
wording of the substantive test follows: “A concentration which would
significantly impede effective competition, in the common market or in a
substantial part of it, in particular as a result of the creation or strengthening of a
dominant position, shall be declared incompatible with the common market.” So,
the substantive test has departed from the previously used “dominance principle”
and approached ‘“significant lessening of competition” standard used in US for
merger assessment.

However, the question of the implementation of the newly introduced
substantive test remains open. One of the main goals of the convergence process is



the predictability of the application of merger control laws. While US have a long
record of applying “significant lessening of competition” test, which has been
tested by enforcement authorities and courts for many times thus creating a rich
pool of precedents, in EU situation is different. It is far from certain whether the
Commission will apply new test in the same way.

First of all, however short it is, EU merger enforcement history has been
based on the “dominance” principle, which was applied by the Commission in the
numerous decisions, including international mergers. Secondly, it is very
illustrative that although removed from the facade, a criterion of dominance has
remained — “in particular as a result of the creation or strengthening of a dominant
position” — as an example of impediment to the competition on the common
market.

TekcT 5.

Definition of Relevant Market

Besides the comparison of the substantive tests applied in both jurisdictions,
it is important to analyze the stages of the assessment process in order to reveal
whether the differences on particular stages can prevent enforcement authorities
and courts on both sides of Atlantic to come to the same conclusion. First stage in
evaluating the anticompetitive impact of merger constitutes in defining relevant
market. It should be stated from the beginning that in this respect both EU and US
models provide for very similar determination criteria.

In US relevant market determination is guided by the provisions of 1992
Horizontal Merger Guidelines issued jointly by FTC and Department of Justice.
Both agencies are using so-called “monopolist test”, which implies that
hypothetical monopolist will be exercising “small but significant and non-
transitory” increase in prices for certain groups of consumers. Then according to
the reaction of consumers in certain area or in relation to certain products, relevant
market will be determined. Thus, here the determination of a relevant market is
based on the analysis of the change in demand response of each group of buyers.
Enforcement agencies also analyze whether this price increase would be profitable
for the hypothetical monopolist or not, since in certain cases different groups of
buyers might react on the price increase differently. The reaction of these so-called
targeted buyers helps to delineate additional relevant markets.

In EU, Commission Notice on the relevant market also provides the
determination criteria based on the demand response from the consumers: “a
relevant product market comprises all those products and/or services which are
regarded as interchangeable or substitutable by the consumer, by reason of the
products’ characteristics, their prices and their intended use."

TekcT 6.

Calculation of Market Shares

Next step in the process of assessing the proposed merger consists in the
determination of market concentration or in other words calculation of market
shares, including those that the merging firms currently possess.




In the US, the level of market concentration is calculated using the so-called
Herfindahl-Hirschman Index (HHI), a numerical data, which reflects both the
distribution of the market shares of the top four firms and the composition of the
market outside the top four firms. The ranges in the concentration of a particular
market allow the antitrust enforcement agencies to decide whether prospective
merger is likely to increase market power of the remaining undertakings and have
other adverse competitive effects. Thus, markets with HHI below 1000 are reared
as unconcentrated, HHI between 1000 and 1800 identifies moderately concentrated
markets and HHI above 1800 is the sign of the highly concentrated market. If the
merger would produce HHI increase of 100 points I the moderately concentrated
and 50 points increase in the highly concentrated markets, it will raise significant
competitive concerns that would lead to the further investigations.

In EU, Commission is also using HHI for the purposes of calculating the
market shares. Very similarly, if the HHI is below 1000, proposed merger will very
likely require no substantial analysis, since it is a low concentrated market.
However, in the moderately concentrated markets, EU Commission applies slightly
different thresholds. Thus, if HHI is between 1000 and 2000 and the potential
increase is below 250, or if HHI is above 2000 and the increase is below 150, the
concerns are also less likely to be identified if certain additional mitigating factors
are present.17

Very much alike, Commission, FTC and Department of Justice in their
respective Horizontal Merger Guidelines are aware of the fact that the
determination of the post-merger market concentration using HHI method is not
perfect, since it is possible to understate or overstate the likely future competitive
significance of a merger due to the changing market structure, economic growth,
introduction of innovations and other factors.

Teker 7.

Anticompetitive Effects

There are however, other elements of the merger control systems of EU and
US that raise more concerns among the proponents of the further convergence. One
of the most differentiating factors that are observed between two systems is the
attitude towards anticompetitive effects. For the purposes of competition law and
in the economic theory as well, two kind of anticompetitive effects are recognized:
unilateral effects which amount to the domination and coordinated effects which
amount to the collusion between the undertakings that cooperating decrease the
overall competition on the particular market. It is important to analyze how both
systems are treating unilateral and coordinated effects and their impact on the
competition because it is another factor which indicates the degree of convergence
between EU and US models.

In the US, federal antitrust policy has been always concerned with horizontal
mergers because they may facilitate express or tacit collusion or oligopoly
behavior on a particular market. Since the horizontal merger involves two o more
firms that might be competitors on the same market it has two-fold anticompetitive
consequences. There is less competitors on the market than before and post-merger




firm usually will have a larger market share than either of the partners had before
mergers. This situation facilitates ‘“coordinated interaction” or in other words
makes anticompetitive cooperation among the remaining firms easier. While US
antitrust doctrine recognizes that mergers might create potential single-firm’s
monopolization of the market, this requires much higher concentration than one
that creates oligopoly.

In EU the emphasis on the non-coordinated, single-firm dominance effects
was always predominant. Although possible anticompetitive coordinated effects
were also recognized in the European judicial practice, the relationship between
these two factors has been somewhat controversial, at least before the recent
merger control reform.

TekcrT 8.

The main problem with recognition of the coordinated anticompetitive
effects under old EC Merger Regulation was the lack of appropriate wording that
could provide Commission and the courts with other criteria for appraisal. Since
old Regulation was addressing only mergers which lead to the creation or
strengthening of a dominant position. Even if assumed that this wording was
related to the collective/coordinated dominant position then why it wasn’t spelled
out explicitly? The old dominance test failed to reach situation of unilateral or non-
coordinated effects on the competition that might result from the single firm
behavior. As a result, Commission has encountered significant difficulties in
proving that coordinated effects also fall under its powers to regulate mergers. In
response to this deficiency of the wording of the old EC Merger Regulation,
Community courts have adopted teleological approach that has better reflected
Community’s aims and policies. S0, the situation became different with the
introduction of the “significant impediment of effective competition” test and now
it is spelled out in a direct form and the Commission does need anymore to refer to
the extensive interpretation of the notion of dominance in order to reach the
questionable transaction.

Fortunately enough, this difference was partially eliminated with the
adoption of the 2004 Merger Regulation and particularly — 2004 EU Merger
Guidelines, which explicitly recognized that more concentrated market facilitates
the firms in cooperating and aligning their operations, which should be amounted
to the coordinated anticompetitive effects. The EU Guidelines in line with the
similar US document using identical language provide that “a merger may also
make coordination easier, more stable or more effective for firms...allowing them
to coordinate their behavior and raise prices, even entering into an agreement or
resorting to a concerted practice within the meaning of Art. 81 of the Treaty™.

TekcT 9.

Thus, European analysis of the coordinated effects has become closer to the
model applied by the US antitrust authorities. Among the cases investigated in the
post-2004 Regulation period there have been several examples where Commission
was unable to find dominance and used coordinated effects argumentation in order



to impose divestitures on the merging parties. It is expected that the Commission
iIs likely to continue to refine its unilateral effects analysis as to whether a merger
significantly impedes effective competition even in the absence of a dominant
position. One of the main contributions to the case law in this area was Airtours,
where Commission tried to catch the transaction even though no single dominant
firm could be identified on the market. So the Commission attempted to extend
collective dominance argument to the oligopolistic markets. The failure of the
Commission to defend its case before CFl has promoted better economic analysis

and caused the marginalization of the collective dominance concept.30 In the
meanwhile it is expected that Commission will resort much more often to the
single firm anticompetitive effects, allowed under new Merger Regulation. This
fact again cast some doubts in the true degree of the convergence in this area
between the two merger control systems. So, while the US has always maintained a
collective dominance standard in line with the monopolization concept, the
European Commission seems to be reluctant in applying this concept, at least at
this has been demonstrated in the cases where oligopolistic markets without a
single dominant firm were analyzed.

Efficiencies

However, the most evident divergence between the merger control systems
of EU and US is their treatment of prospective efficiencies of the proposed mergers
and their role in the determination of the anticompetitive effects and ultimate
approval or rejection of the concentration. It is probably the most hotly debated
issue that has played one of the major roles in reforming the EU merger control
system. Traditionally, two systems had cardinally different approach towards
efficiencies.



