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The aim of the paper is to explore the reasoning for enhancing multicultural education
and intercultural learning in higher education across the world as a perspective of
interdisciplinary and complex approach in the tertiary education. The study is guided by the
historical overview on various concepts and approaches toward multicultural education in
the United States and Europe through last decades. The author has emphasized the official
views on developments of intercultural learning, and how it relates to internationalization
efforts of higher education institutions in regards to upbringing intercultural awareness and
competences. The specifics perspectives and importance of multicultural education and its
implementation in higher education in Ukraine have been emphasized. The study concludes
that Ukrainian universities should consider enormous opportunities for multicultural
education under conditions of war, displacement, and societal transformation, as it can be a
critical instrument for strengthening social cohesion and postwar recovery.
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Introduction. Multicultural education (ME)is an approach to teaching and learning
grounded in democratic values that affirm cultural pluralism within increasingly diverse and
interconnected societies. In contemporary scholarship, ME is no longer restricted to national
frameworks but is understood as a global and relational process shaped by migration, and
transnational mobility. While earlier debates in the United States were structured around two
dominant perspectives—the assimilation or “melting-pot” model and the pluralist or “global”
model (Altbach, 2004; Banks, 1993, 1999; Chen , 2007; Clark & Gorski, 2002; Cushner,
McClelland, & Stafford, 2000; Duhon-Boudreau, 1998; Gollnick & Chinn, 2002; Hill, 2007;
Modood 2001; Parekh, 1988; Shulman & Mesa-Bains, 1993; Silverman, Welty, & Lyon,
1994; Twitty, & Mesaric, 2002) - recent research, particularly in European contexts, has
expanded this dichotomy by emphasizing intercultural dialogue, social cohesion, and
inclusive citizenship (Banks, 2019; Portera, 2011).

Early advocates of ME, including American scholar James A. Banks and his
colleagues, identified several long-term benefits of adopting a global and pluralist perspective.
These insights remain highly relevant today but have been further substantiated by
contemporary empirical studies conducted by influential institutions and organizations across
Europe and beyond (Council of Europe, 2018; European Commission, 2020; UNESCO,
2013).

Among the most widely acknowledged benefits are the following.

First, ME enhances cognitive complexity and productivity by enabling individuals to
draw upon diverse cultural contexts and epistemologies when approaching tasks. International
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scholarship’s research on intercultural competence (IC) (Barrett, 2013; Byram, 1997, 2006;
Childress, 2009; Deardorff, 2006) confirms that exposure to diversity fosters critical thinking
and moral reasoning, particularly in higher education institutions (HEIs).

Second, it strengthens creative problem-solving capacities. Diverse cultural
perspectives encourage the exploration of alternative solutions and promote innovation, a
finding increasingly supported by studies on internationalized learning environments and
culturally diverse academic settings across the European Higher Education Area.

Third, ME contributes to the development of constructive social relationships.
Through shared goals and collaborative learning, students and educators cultivate mutual
respect, empathy, and commitment to democratic values. European frameworks such as the
Council of Europe’s Reference Framework of Competences for Democratic Culture (2018)
highlight the centrality of these outcomes for sustaining democratic societies.

Fourth, it reduces stereotyping and prejudice by facilitating meaningful interaction
among individuals from different cultural backgrounds. Contemporary studies on intercultural
dialogue (Elias, & Mansouri, 2020; Lahdesmaki, Koistinen, & Ylonen, 2020; Woodin,
Lundgren, & Castro, 2011) within European societies demonstrate that structured engagement
can significantly decrease bias and foster social inclusion.

Fifth, ME revitalizes societies by focusing on the cultural richness of their members. It
promotes a broader, more nuanced worldview and supports the development of inclusive
identities that integrate local, national, and global dimensions. This aligns with current
European discourses on “unity in diversity” and the construction of shared yet plural
identities.

Historically, the assimilation or “melting-pot” approach strongly influenced policy and
practice, especially in the United States. In this model, minority groups were expected to give
up or hide their cultural identities in order to adapt to the dominant culture. Although
assimilation was presented as a way to promote unity, it often marginalized cultural
differences and limited linguistic, behavioral, and value diversity.

Scholars have criticized this approach because it treats cultural distinctiveness as a
possible threat to social cohesion. As a result, it tends to value uniformity more than diversity
and may make the contributions of minority groups less visible. While assimilation aimed to
create a shared national identity, it often failed to reflect the real diversity of modern societies
and weakened the idea of inclusive democracy.

Contemporary developments in both the United States and Europe reveal the
limitations of this approach. Increasing cultural diversity, driven by migration and
globalization, has made it evident that assimilation alone cannot ensure social cohesion or
equality. Instead, it may aggravate social divisions and hinder the full participation of diverse
groups in public life. For these reasons, there has been observed a growing recognition of the
need to move beyond assimilationist frameworks toward a more comprehensive global
perspective of ME. This perspective acknowledges cultural pluralism as a normative and
desirable condition of democratic societies. It also emphasizes the interconnectedness of
global challenges, including climate change, migration, security, and human rights, all of
which require intercultural understanding and cooperation.

The global perspective of ME thus extends beyond equity pedagogy to encompass
broader dimensions of human development, including ethical responsibility, IC, and global
citizenship (OECD, 2021; Oxley & Morris, 2013; UNESCO, 2015). It promotes not only
equality among cultural groups but also active engagement with diversity as a resource for
societal development. In the European context, this shift is reflected in policy initiatives
related to inclusive education, internationalization, and responsible global engagement.

Ultimately, the global perspective enables individuals to develop respect for cultural
diversity while recognizing shared human values. It supports the formation of inclusive
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identities capable of navigating complex, multicultural environments. In doing so, ME

becomes a key instrument for fostering democratic and cohesive societies in a progressively
interdependent world.

Conceptual Framework of the Global View of Multicultural Education

The conceptual framework of the global perspective of ME is commonly understood as
comprising four interrelated and dynamic dimensions: IC, equity pedagogy. curriculum
reform, and teaching for social justice. Contemporary research, particularly within European
educational discourse, emphasizes that these dimensions should not be treated as isolated
components but rather as mutually reinforcing processes embedded in broader agendas of
internationalization, inclusion, and democratic citizenship (Council of Europe, 2018;
European Commission, 2020).

Multicultural competence (Blair, 2003) refers to the ongoing process through which
individuals develop the ability to understand, interpret, and engage with multiple cultural
frameworks. It involves acquiring competencies in diverse ways of perceiving, evaluating,
believing, and solving problems. In recent European scholarship, this concept is closely
aligned with IC and global competence, highlighting reflexivity, empathy, and dialogical
skills as key elements. The objective is not only to recognize cultural diversity but also to
actively negotiate it - both within and across national contexts - by developing awareness of
one’s own cultural positioning alongside a critical understanding of others’ perspectives. Such
competence forms the foundation for meaningful intercultural interaction and responsible
participation in increasingly diverse societies.

Secondly, curriculum reform remains a central pillar of the global perspective. It
involves the systematic inclusion of diverse cultural narratives, critical historical inquiry, and
multiple epistemologies in educational content. Contemporary approaches go beyond the
mere addition of multicultural elements to existing curricula; instead, they advocate for a
transformation of knowledge production itself. European debates on decolonizing the
curriculum and promoting justice underscore the importance of identifying and challenging
biases embedded in textbooks, media, and institutional knowledge structures. This reform
requires educators and institutions to engage in active inquiry and to reconstruct curricula in
ways that reflect both historical and contemporary contributions of diverse cultural groups to
various academic disciplines. As a result, the curriculum becomes a space for critical
reflection, inclusivity, and global awareness.

Equity pedagogy constitutes another essential dimension of this framework. It focuses
on ensuring fair and inclusive educational opportunities for all learners, particularly those
from historically marginalized or underrepresented groups. In contemporary contexts, equity
pedagogy is increasingly linked to inclusive education policies and the recognition of
diversity in learning needs, socio-economic backgrounds, and cultural experiences. It seeks to
transform not only instructional practices but also the broader educational environment,
reflected in teacher expectations, assessment practices, and institutional norms.

A key component of equity pedagogy is the recognition that students’ learning styles
and educational experiences are shaped by their cultural backgrounds. Therefore, educators
are encouraged to adopt flexible and adaptive teaching strategies that respond to this diversity.
This requires the development of pedagogical knowledge, intercultural sensitivity, and
professional reflexivity. In European higher education, such approaches are often embedded
within internationalization strategies and quality assurance frameworks that prioritize student-
centered learning and inclusive teaching practices. Ultimately, equity pedagogy aims to
ensure that all students can achieve high academic standards while feeling recognized and
valued within the educational system.
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Finally, teaching for social justice represents a critical and transformative dimension
of ME. It requires educators to engage with issues of power, inequality, and representation in
both local and global contexts. This includes developing an informed understanding of student
demographics, cultural dynamics, and the role of media and popular culture in shaping
perceptions of identity. Contemporary approaches to social justice education emphasize not
only awareness but also action - encouraging students to develop the skills necessary to
challenge injustice and contribute to more equitable societies.

Teaching for social justice also involves critically examining and deconstructing
stereotypes and myths related to race, gender, age, and other social categories. It promotes an
understanding of the historical and structural roots of discrimination, including phenomena
such as systemic racism, sexism, and socio-economic inequality. European frameworks on
democratic citizenship education as stated above similarly highlight the importance of
fostering critical thinking, ethical responsibility, and civic engagement. In this sense, ME
becomes a platform for empowering learners to participate actively in democratic life and to
advocate for social change.

Taken together, these four dimensions form a comprehensive and evolving framework
that reflects the complexity of contemporary multicultural societies. By integrating
multicultural competence, curriculum reform, equity pedagogy, and social justice education,
the global perspective of ME provides a robust foundation for fostering inclusive, democratic,
and resilient educational environments in an interconnected world.

Goals of Multicultural Education within the Global View

The global perspective of ME extends beyond the traditional focus on equity in education and
aims to cultivate a comprehensive set of values, competencies, and forms of awareness that
are essential in an interrelated and rapidly changing world. Contemporary research,
particularly within European policy and academic frameworks, highlights that ME should
contribute not only to inclusion within national systems but also to the development of
globally responsible, critically aware, and socially engaged individuals (Council of Europe,
2018; European Commission, 2020). The goals of the global perspective of ME can be
conceptualized through several interconnected goals.

Goal 1: Core Values

A central objective is the development of fundamental human values that support coexistence
and sustainability. These include a sense of responsibility toward the global community, an
ethical commitment to environmental sustainability, and an informed acceptance and
appreciation of cultural diversity. In recent international academic and political, these values
are closely linked to the concept of global citizenship education, which emphasizes solidarity,
human rights, and ecological awareness as integral components of education in the 21st

century.

Goal 2: Development of Multiple Historical Perspectives

Another key goal is to foster the ability to understand and interpret history from multiple
perspectives. This involves moving beyond singular, often dominant narratives and
recognizing the diverse experiences and contributions of different cultural groups. European
scholarship, particularly in the context of memory studies and history education, stresses the
importance of multi-perspective approach as a means of promoting critical thinking,
reconciliation, and democratic dialogue in plural societies.
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Goal 3: Strengthening Cultural Consciousness and Intercultural Awareness

The global perspective also aims to deepen individuals® cultural self-awareness while
enhancing their capacity to engage effectively across cultural boundaries. This includes
cultivating respect for human dignity and recognizing the intrinsic value of all cultural
identities. Intercultural awareness (Baker, 2011; Chen, 2007; Kramsch, 2009) as widely
discussed in European education frameworks, encompasses not only knowledge and skills but
also attitudes such as openness, curiosity, and respect. Intercultural awareness also enables
inclusion, tolerance and empathy as well as intercultural dialogue and mutual understanding
among the representatives of different cultures (Sikorska, 2021). These qualities are essential
for navigating culturally diverse environments and for fostering meaningful intercultural
interactions.

Goal 4: Opposing Discrimination and Developing Social Action Skills

A further objective is to challenge and reduce racism, sexism, and other forms of prejudice
and discrimination. This goal extends beyond awareness-raising to include the development
of social action skills that enable individuals to respond to injustice in informed and
constructive ways. Contemporary approaches to ME emphasize empowerment, encouraging
learners to critically analyze social inequalities and to participate actively in promoting equity
and inclusion within their communities.

Goal S: Increasing Awareness of Global Dynamics and Planetary Challenges

Finally, the global perspective seeks to enhance awareness of the broader conditions shaping
life on the planet. This includes understanding global interdependence. environmental
challenges, migration processes, and socio-political transformations. European educational
initiatives increasingly integrate sustainability and global awareness into curricula, reflecting
the recognition that education must prepare individuals to address complex global issues
collaboratively and responsibly.

Taken together, these goals emphasize the development of multiple perspectives,
intercultural awareness, and a commitment to reducing all forms of discrimination. Rather
than promoting a single dominant worldview or cultural model, the global perspective of ME
encourages respect for diverse ways of life and fosters an understanding of cultural
interdependence. It supports the cultivation of core human values that enable individuals to
appreciate diversity while upholding the dignity of all people.

Through continuous interaction among individuals from different cultural
backgrounds, this approach contributes to the strengthening of IC and the formation of
inclusive identities. At the same time, it enhances awareness of global dynamics and the state
of the planet, preparing individuals to engage thoughtfully and responsibly with the
challenges of contemporary society. In this sense, ME becomes a key mechanism for fostering
not only inclusive national communities but also a more just and sustainable global society.

Role of Higher Education Institutions

HEIs today across the world, have always been characterized by increasingly diverse student
bodies and academia. Such processes as internationalization of higher education (Knight, &
de Wit, 2018) mobility, migration, and digital connectivity have transformed universities into

multicultural environments where individuals from different cultural, linguistic, and socio-
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economic backgrounds interact on a daily basis. This growing cultural pluralism positions
HEIs as small-scale version or “microcosm” of contemporary societies and, consequently, as
important spaces for fostering pluralistic democracy and intercultural dialogue (European
Commission, 2022).

Within this context, the application of the core principles of the global perspective of
ME in teaching and learning practices has become more relevant than ever. Universities are
no longer solely sites for knowledge transmission, instead they are also spaces where values
are negotiated, identities are shaped, and social relations are constructed. European and
international research increasingly highlights the role of higher education in promoting IC,
democratic engagement, and social responsibility among students and staff. This aligns with
broader policy agendas related to inclusive education, responsible internationalization, and the
civic mission of universities (European University Association, 2021).

Moreover, many HEIs have evolved into reflections of the communities in which they
are embedded, while also acting as drivers of social change within those communities. They
serve as key platforms for knowledge exchange, innovation, and public engagement,
reinforcing their role as pillars of academic excellence. At the same time, universities are
increasingly expected to model multicultural competence in practice by creating inclusive
environments that value diversity and ensure equitable participation for all members of the
academic community.

In this regard, HEIs function not only as centers of learning but also as laboratories for
intercultural interaction and cooperation. They provide opportunities for students and faculty
to engage with diverse perspectives, challenge stereotypes. and develop the skills necessary
for living and working in the globalized world. European initiatives related to the
internationalization of higher education and the development of European Universities
Alliances further emphasize collaboration across borders and cultures as a key objective.

Finally, universities are uniquely positioned to promote equity and democratic values
through both formal curricula and informal learning environments. By embedding the
principles of ME into institutional strategies, teaching practices, and campus life, HEIs can
contribute to the development of more inclusive, just, and cohesive societies. In this sense,
they serve not only as models of pluralistic democracy but also as active agents in shaping its
future in an increasingly interconnected global context.

Universities as Models for Multicultural Societies

In contemporary societies that are founded on the principles of equal rights, social inclusion,
and human dignity, one of the primary responsibilities of HEIs is to promote the academic,
social, and civic success of all students. This responsibility has become even more significant
in recent decades as demographic transformations, migration processes, and widening access
to education have led to increasingly diverse student and staff populations. While earlier
projections in the United States anticipated substantial growth in minority populations, similar
trends are now evident across Europe, where universities reflect the multicultural composition
of their societies (European Commission, 2022; OECD, 2021).

This growing diversity underscores the urgent need to ensure that all groups are
meaningfully included in educational, economic, and social life. HEIs thus play a crucial role
in facilitating this inclusion by providing equitable access to learning opportunities and by
fostering environments in which diversity is recognized as an asset rather than a challenge.
The increasing presence of culturally diverse students and faculty on university campuses
makes these institutions particularly important sites for the development of inclusive practices
and policies. In this sense, universities not only mirror societal diversity but also actively
shape how diversity is experienced and managed within broader social contexts. Students,
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faculty, and staff frequently come from a wide range of countries and cultural backgrounds,

bringing with them diverse perspectives, experiences, and knowledge systems. International

mobility, transnational partnerships, and digital learning environments have further intensified
these interactions, making intercultural engagement an integral part of academic life.

As a result, HEIs are expected to create supportive and inclusive environments that
respect diversity and promote participation for all members of the academic community. This
expectation is reflected in contemporary European and global higher education policies that
emphasize inclusion, internationalization, and social responsibility. Universities are
encouraged not only to diversify their populations but also to ensure that institutional cultures,
curricula, and support systems are responsive to this diversity. For university administrators
and academic staff, this requires a deep understanding of cultural differences and the ability to
design and implement equitable practices. Intercultural awareness becomes a professional
competence, enabling educators to provide fair access to resources, adapt teaching methods,
and foster meaningful engagement among students from diverse backgrounds. In this way,
universities function as models of an interdependent world, where cooperation across cultural
boundaries is both necessary and valued.

Universities as Models for Democratic Values

Research on university environments consistently demonstrates that student performance,
peer interactions, and faculty-student relationships are influenced not only by individual
abilities but also by institutional cultures, expectations, and values embedded within curricula
and teaching practices. These elements collectively shape the educational experience and play
a critical role in either reinforcing or challenging inequalities.

In recent years, universities have progressively recognized the importance of actively
promoting diversity and inclusion as core institutional values. European initiatives and
international discussions on higher education policy emphasize the need to develop inclusive
programs that support all students, regardless of their cultural, social, or economic
background. Such approaches align with broader frameworks of democratic citizenship
education, which stress participation, equality, and respect for human rights (Council of
Europe, 2018).

While the transition toward a global and pluralistic model of ME may generate
uncertainty or resistance among educators and administrators, particularly those accustomed
to more traditional or assimilationist approaches, the long-term benefits are widely
acknowledged. Developing a comprehensive understanding of cultural diversity and its
implications for teaching and learning enables institutions to foster more positive relationships
among members of the academic community and to create genuinely inclusive educational
environments.

Ultimately, institutions of higher education serve as critical spaces for modelling
democratic human values in practice. By integrating the principles of ME into their structures,
policies, and everyday interactions, universities can contribute to the formation of individuals
who are not only academically competent but also socially responsible, culturally aware, and
capable of engaging constructively in diverse and democratic societies.

The Value of Multicultural Education for Ukraine in the Contemporary Context

The current situation in the Ukrainian society has amplified significantly the cultural diversity
and has called for definite political measures towards reducing social tension and increasing
social cohesion. There is a need for an alternative educational strategy which would serve as a

means of social and personal transformation and would allow creation of a democratic and
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free society (Sikorska, & Nykyforenko, 2017). The relevance of ME acquires particular
significance in the context of Ukraine, especially under the conditions of ongoing war, large-
scale displacement, and societal transformation. Ukrainian society today is experiencing
profound challenges that simultaneously intensify the need for social cohesion and highlight
the importance of recognizing and valuing diversity. In this environment, ME becomes not
only an educational approach but also a strategic tool for resilience, reconstruction, and
democratic development.

First, ME plays a crucial role in strengthening social cohesion in a society affected by
war. Ukraine has faced unprecedented internal displacement, with millions of citizens
relocating across regions, as well as significant migration flows abroad. These processes have
brought together individuals from diverse regional, linguistic, cultural, and socio-economic
backgrounds in new social and educational settings. ME provides the framework for fostering
mutual understanding, reducing potential tensions, and building inclusive communities based
on respect and shared values rather than division.

Second, it contributes to the development of democratic citizenship and European
integration. Ukraine’s strategic orientation toward the European Union is not only political
and economic but also value-based. In this regard, ME supports Ukraine’s alignment with
these values by promoting intercultural competence, critical thinking, and active civic
engagement among students. It prepares individuals to participate effectively in democratic
processes and to contribute to the development of a pluralistic and open society.

Third, ME 1is essential for addressing the consequences of collective trauma and for
fostering resilience. The ongoing war has deeply affected individuals and communities,
shaping identities, perceptions, and social relations. Educational environments that
acknowledge diversity of experiences—including those of internally displaced persons,
veterans, and affected communities—can create spaces for dialogue, empathy, and healing.
By encouraging understanding of different perspectives and lived realities, ME supports the
development of psychological and social resilience.

Fourth, it enhances the internationalization of Ukrainian higher education. Ukrainian
universities, many of which have been displaced or significantly transformed since 2022, are
increasingly integrated into global academic networks. In this context, ME strengthens the
capacity of institutions to engage in international partnerships, support diverse student
populations, and implement inclusive and globally oriented curricula. It also reinforces the
role of universities as actors of soft power and cultural diplomacy, representing Ukraine
within the international academic community.

Finally, ME contributes to post-war recovery and long-term societal development.
Reconstruction is not only about infrastructure but also about rebuilding social trust,
institutions, and shared identities. A multicultural approach to education enables the formation
of inclusive national narratives that recognize diversity as a strength rather than a source of
division. It supports the development of a society that is both cohesive and open, capable of
integrating different cultural experiences while maintaining a strong commitment to
democratic values and human dignity. In this sense, the value of ME for Ukraine extends far
beyond the educational sphere. It becomes a key instrument for navigating current challenges
and shaping the future of the country.

Conclusion
ME, as conceptualized within a global perspective, has evolved from a predominantly
national and often assimilation-oriented framework into a multidimensional and dynamic

approach that reflects the realities of a modern globalized interconnected world. The shift
from the “melting-pot” paradigm toward cultural pluralism and global interdependence
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underscores a broader transformation in how diversity is understood—not as a challenge to be
managed, but as a resource to be cultivated.

The analysis of its conceptual framework demonstrates that ME is not limited to a
single dimension of educational practice. Rather, it integrates multicultural competence,
curriculum reform, equity pedagogy, and teaching for social justice into a coherent system
that addresses both individual development and structural inequalities. These dimensions
collectively contribute to the formation of learners who are capable of critical reflection,
intercultural engagement, and responsible participation in democratic societies.

The goals of the global perspective further reinforce this transformative potential. By
promoting core human values, plurality of perspectives, intercultural awareness, and social
action skills, ME supports the development of inclusive identities and fosters respect for
human dignity. At the same time, it enhances awareness of global dynamics and encourages
engagement with complex challenges that transcend national boundaries, including
environmental sustainability, migration, and social justice.

Institutions of higher education play a central role in operationalizing these principles.
As microcosms of multicultural societies and as actors within an interdependent global
system, universities are uniquely positioned to model inclusive practices, democratic values,
and intercultural dialogue. Their responsibility extends beyond academic instruction to
shaping social relations, fostering civic engagement, and preparing individuals for
participation in diverse and evolving societies. In this regard, HEIs function as both reflective
and transformative spaces, where the principles of ME can be translated into practice.

The importance of this approach becomes particularly evident in the context of
Ukraine. Under conditions of war, displacement, and societal transformation, ME can emerge
as a critical instrument for strengthening social cohesion, supporting democratic development,
and fostering resilience. It enables the integration of diverse experiences and identities into a
shared yet pluralistic national framework, while also facilitating alignment with European
values and educational standards. Furthermore, it contributes to the internationalization of
Ukrainian higher education and to the broader process of post-war recovery, where rebuilding
social trust and inclusive institutions is as important as physical reconstruction.
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I. Cikopcbka

MEPEOCMHUCJIEHHS MYJIbTHKY.IbTYPHOI OCBITH: CYYACHI IIIXOH
TA 3HAYEHH: 1A YKPAIHHA

Memoro cmammi € O0OIPYVHINYEAHHSA HeOOXIOHOCING NOCUNEHHS MYTbMUKYIbMYPHOT
ocgimu  ma MiXCKVIbIYPHO20 HAGYAHHA V GUIYIN OCGimi PI3HUX KpaiH ceimy AK
NepCHeKIUEHO20 HANPAMY MIXCOUCYUNTIHAPHO20 1l KOMNIEKCHO20 NiOX00y 6 cucinemi
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mpemunHoi oceimu. JlocniodceHns TPVHMVEMbCA HA ICITNOPUYHOMY 027501 OCHOGHUX
KOHyenyiil i nioxodie 0o myasmuxyiemyproi oceimu y Cnonyuenux LlImamax Amepuxu ma
€eponi npomazom ocmauHix decamuaime. YV cmammi xopomxo po32naHYINO XpPOHOI02i0
CINAHOGREHHA MVALMUKVALINYPHOI OCGIMU, OKPECIEHO GHECOK KI0Y06UX AGNIOPIE ¥ PO3GUNIOK
yiei meopii ma npeocmasieHo OCHOGHI Yili il NPOBAONCEHHS @ OCEIMHLOMY CepedosuUlli.
Ocobauey yeazy npuditeHo poni 3axiadieé euujoi oceimu Ak mooeneil MyIsmuKyIbinypHO20
Cycninbemed, y AKux Qopmyomscs i ¢iomeopromsci 0eMOKpamuyHi YyiHHoCHi, KyIbmypa
dianozy, noeaza 00 PIZHOMAHIMMA Ma NPUHYUNU THKTIO3UGHOCMI. V OocnidxcenHi maxoic
PO3KPUIMO 2N100ATbHUI GUMID MVILINUKVIGNIVPHOT OCGImU @ CYHACHUX YMOGAxX, 30Kpema @
KOHIeKcmi 3pOCanHa aKaoemiyHoi MoOiTbHOCHi, MIiXCHAPOOHOI cnienpayi, MicpayiiiHux
npoyecie i mpancgopmayii  oceimmHix cepedoeuiy. AmMopom axkyeHmMoeawo yeazy Ha
oghiyitinux nioxodax 00 pPO3GUMKY MVILINUKYILINVPHOL 0CGIMU mMa MidXCKVIbIVPHO20
HAGUAHHSA, a MAKONC HA IXHBbOMY 36 'SA3KY 3 Hpoyecamu iHmepHayioHanizayii euujoi oceimi,
Hacamnepeo v KOHMeKCMi QOPMYEAHHA MidNCKVILbMYPHOT O0OI3HAHOCINT, MINCKVIbINYPHUX
KomMnemernmuocmeli i 30amHOCNi 00 KOHCIMPVKIMUGHOT 63A€EMO0IT 6 PIZHOMAHIMHUX
coyiokyiemypHux cepeooeuujax. Okpemy yeazy mnpuoileHo 3HAYeHHIO mda 0cobIUeocmam
VHPOGAONCEHHA ~ MVILMUKYIbMYPHOT oceimu v euwyiit  oceimi  Vkpainu. B ymoeax
NOGHOMACUIINADHOT GilIHU, GUMVUIEHO20 NepeMilljeHHs, GHYIPIUIHBLOT Ma 306HIUIHbOT Micpalii,
a maxoosic akmueizayii egponeiicoxoi inmezpayii Yepairnu My1omuxyismypHa oceima Havyeae
ocobaueoi axmyarsHocmi. Bowa mooice cnpusmu He juuie pPo3eUMKY MINCKVINYPHOT
yymaueocni cnyoexmie i euxiaoadie, a it popMyeanHo 6ivul GIOKPUINO20, CONIOAPHO20 Ma
cmiilko2o axkademiyHo2o cepedoeuuya. YV cmammi 3pobieHo GUCHOGOK, U0 VKPAIHCHKI
VHigepcumemu Maromsv GPAXOGYEAamu 3HAYHUI HNOMEHYIanl MYAoIMUKYIeMYPHOT ocgimu @
VMOGAX GiliHu ma CcycninoHoi mpancgopmayii, OCKiTeKU GOHA MOCe CMamu GaAXCTUGUM
IHCIDYMEHIMOM  3MilyHEeHHA  COYIambHOi  32YPINOGAHOCII,  NIOMPUMKU — OeMOKPAMUYHUX
yiHHOCMmell, NOOONAHHA HACTIOKIE MPACMAMUYHO20 O00CGI0Y Nld NOBOEHHO20 GIOHOGNEHHA
Vipainu.

Knrwuoei  cnoea:  myromuxyismypHa — oceima;,  MIidCKVIbMYpPHe — HAGUAHHSA,
MIHCKYIBMYPHA 00I3HAHICTNG, MIJZCKYIMVPHI KOMReneHmHocmi; iHmepHayioHanizayis euiyoi
oceimu; 2nobanvHe 2pomMadaHemeo; 2nobanizoeanuii ceim; euwya oceima ¢ Vrpaini; Yrpaina e
YMOGAX GiliHII.
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