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Summary 

The Modern technique of teaching of the French language at the domestic school new requirements to 
mastering the foreign language demand impovement and a deepening of the methodical competence of students of 
pedagogical high  school for successful passing of student teaching and the further professional activities. Studying of 
foreign methodical experience becomes one of the important ways of achievement of this purpose. 
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Summary 
In the article a question in relation to the lighting of basic ideas of forming for the students of professional 

communicative ompetence is examined.  
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