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COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE:
APPROACHES TO DETERMINATION AND ITS EFFECTS
IN FORMING A LANGUAGE PERSONALITY

Y cmammi giocmoioemuvcs Oymka npo me, wo 00CACHEHHS 8UCOKO20
DIi6HS  KOMYHIKAMUGBHOI KOMNEMeHMHOCmI — ye HAUuSUwa CXOOUHKA Y
gopmysanui MogHoI ocobucmocmi, a 8i0mak, i 0coonuse 3a860anHs, WO MA€e
BUKOHYBAMUCS BNPOO0BIHC HABUAHHS YKPAIHCOKOI MOBU 8 3aK1A0aX 3A2AbHOT
cepeoHvoi  ocsimu. Aemop HA2ONOWLYE, WO CYYACHI  OOCHIONCEHHS
3aCmMoco8yroms mepmiH « KOMYHIKAMUBHA KOMNEMeHMHICbY Wo00 PeaibHUX
MO8YI8 U YMOUHIOIOMb, WO ICHYIOMb [HWI MUnU KOMNnemeHmHocmeu
(npaemamuyna, CcoyioKyIbMypHA, CMpame2iuHd, KOMYHIKAMUGHA abo
npeomemmua, KyibmypHa Ui KOMYHIKAmMuena). Y wupokomy po3yminui éci yi
MUNU CMOCYIOMbCsa KOMYHIKAMuUeHoi komnemenmuocmi. Komynikamuemy
KOMNemeHmHICMb WKOAAPA A8MOp PO32NA0AE AK 30aMHICMb YUHI6 eheKmusHo
BUKOPUCMOBYBAMU MOBHI 3HAHHSA, COOPMOBAHT MIHHA, HABUYKU MA BLACHULL
00cBi0 3 Memolo 2apMOHi3ayii 6CIX 6udié CHINKY8aHHA, OO0CACHEeHHs
KOMYHIKAMUGHOI Memu ma 0axcano2o npazmamuyHo20 eghekmy i Ha2oN0Ulye
HA MoMy, Wo: Ni0 «KOMYHIKAYIE» po3yMIEMbCs npoyec 00MIHY iHghopmayiero,
VAGNEHHAMY, OYMKAMU, i0eaMu, no2uadamu, IHmepecamu, Nnouymmsmu,
HACMPOAMU, eMOYIAMU, HACMAHOBAMU MOWO, NOHAMMI «CRIIKYBAHHIY He
obmedicyemvbcsi  mMiNbKU  npoyecom  0OMIHY  iHgopmayicto,  OCKilbKU
Xapaxmepuzyemucsi HAsIBHICIMIO 360POMHO20 38 'A3KY, MOMY iHhopmayis He
MinbKU nepedaemuvcs, aie tl hopmyemovcs, YMOUHIOEMbCI, PO3BUBAEMbCA,
00NOBHIOEMBCA, 3ANEPeUyEMbCs, CRPOCMOBYEMBCA, KOPUSYEMbCA MOUO;
«CNINKYB8AHHAY PO32NA0AEMbCA AK CUCEMA BIOHOUEHb «CYO €KmM-CYy0 €Kmy,
a «KKOMYHIKayisiy € CUCIMEMOI0 «CY0 €KM-00 EKMHUX» BIOHOCUH, CNIIKYB8AHHS —
CKNIAOHULl 6a2amoniano8ull npoyec 6CMAHOBIEHHs | pO3BUMKY KOHMAKMIE
MIdHC TH00bMU, NOPOOHCYBAHUL NOMPeOAMU CRLTLHOI QIANbHOCMI | BKAIOYAE 8
cebe o00Min iHGopmayicto, BupobienHs €0uHoi cmpamezii 83aemo0il,
cnpuiiHamms i PO3YMIHHA  [HWOI JHOOUHU, NOHAMMA  «B3AEMOOIL)
Xapaxkmepu3ye HWuUl OiK CRilIKY8aHHs, WO nepeobayae He milbKu OOMIH
ingpopmayiero, a U opeauizayiro CRilbHUX Oil, WO O0AOMb MONCIUBICIb
KOMYHIKAHMAM 301UCHUMU Ne8HY OIANbHICMb, NPU YbOMY GNIAUE 0OHO20 HA
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[HWO020 3 Memoio 3MIHU 11020 NOBEOIHKU BUCMYNAE AK OOUH 3i CKIAOHUKIB
KOMYHIKAMUBHO20 Npoyecy, MexaHizmMamu sIKko2o € HAGi08aHHs, HACTIOY8AHHS,
nepeKoHanHs, [0eHmuikayii;, «KOMYHIKAMUBHA KOMNEMEHMHICMby K
AKICMb  0cobucmocmi  Mpakmyemscsi  AK  CYKYNHICMb  81dcmusocmetl,
HEOOXIOHUX O/ YCRIUHO20 NPOBEOEHHs KOMYHIKAMUBHOI OislIbHOCMI, MOOMO
07151 30IUCHEeHHs NepYEenmuBHUX, G1ACHEe-KOMYHIKAMUBHUX | KOMYHIKAMUBHO-
onepayiunux Oitl.

Knwouogi cnosa: xomyHnikamuena KOMNemeHmMHICMb, CRIAKYEAHH,
KOMYHIKAyisi, 0cCOOUCMICmb, MOBHA 0COOUCMICMb, YUHI.

B cmamve omcmausaemcs mvlcib 0 mom, umo 00CmMudiCeHue 8blCOKO20
VPOBHSL KOMMYHUKAMUBHOU KOMNEMEeHMHOCMU — MO CAMAsL BbICOKASL CMYNEHb
8 hopmupoaHul s361K0BOL TUYHOCMU, A CLe008AMENbHO, U 0C0b0e 3a0aHue,
KOMopoe 00NHCHO 8bINOTHAMbBCA 8 MedeHUue 00yUeHUs YKPAUHCKOMY A3bIKY 8
yupesicoeHusix obweco cpednezo obpazosanus. Kommynukamuenyio
KOMNemeHmHOCMb WKOJIbHUKA A8Mmop paccmampugaem Kaxk CnocoOHOCHb
yuawuxcs 3¢gekmusrHo UCnonb308ams A3bIKOGblE U peuesble 3HAHUA,
cpopmuposanHvlie yMeHUs, HABLIKU U COOCMBEHHbI ONbIM C Yelblo
2apMOHU3AYUU 8CeX U008 00U eHUsl, OOCMUNCEHUSI KOMMYHUKAMUBHOU Yelu
U JHcenaemozo npazmamuyecko2o aggexma.

Kniouesvie cnosa: komMmyHUKamueHas KOMnemeHmHocms, ooujeHue,
KOMMYHUKAYUS, TUYHOCb, A3bIKOBASL TUYHOCb, YYEeHUKU.

The article deals with a problem of achieving a high level of
communicative competence as the uppermost stage in formation of a language
personality, and hence, a special task to be completed when teaching
Ukrainian in the secondary school system. The author sees a student’s
communicative competence as their ability to use effectively their linguistic
knowledge and the skills they have formed, along with their own experience
in order to harmonize all kinds of interaction, achieve their communicative
goals and the desired pragmatic effect.

Key words: communicative competence, communication, interaction,
personality, language personality, students.

Problem definition. Forming and developing students’ communicative
competence is an urgent task for the educational process in the modern
school system. This is the goal set by the Law of Ukraine «On Education», the
National Strategy for Development of Education in Ukraine in 2012-2021, the
Concept for Development of Education in Ukraine in 2015-2025, the Concept
for Implementation of the National Policy in Reforming Secondary Education
«New Ukrainian School» for 2017-2029, the State Standard for Secondary
School and High School Education, as well as Ukrainian language curricula.

Analysis of recent research works and publications. It should be noted
that current Ukrainian linguistic didactics is engaged in active research of the
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problem of forming communicative competence at the lessons of the Ukrainian
language. For example, sociolinguistic foundations, methods and techniques,
structural components of communicative competence have been substantiated
in the works by N. Golub; the competence-based approach to formation of a
language personality and speech development of schoolchildren has been
analyzed by M. Pentyliuk and G. Shelekhova; the sociocultural aspect,
communicative basis for teaching the mother tongue and forming
communicative competence with the means of the mother tongue have been
researched by L. Mamchur and T. Okunevych; the psychological and
pedagogical foundations, methods of forming the value-related component of
the communicative competence have been studied in the works by
A. Yarmoliuk; the technology of cooperative learning in the course of forming
students’ communicative competence has been considered in the papers by
V. Sydorenko and others.

Taking into account the growing interest of linguistic didactics and
practicing teachers to forming students’ communicative competence at the
lessons of Ukrainian, we believe it necessary to find out the content-related
characteristics and determinant features of this notion from the viewpoint of
linguistic didactics and other sciences as well, and define the role of
communicative competence in forming students’ language personality. It is the
purpose of our paper.

Presentation of the core material. At present, it is widely recognized
that the notion of communicative competence is an interdisciplinary one as it
reflects achievements in various areas of science as linguistics, pedagogics,
psychology, philosophy and others.

The terms «communicativeness» and «communication», in their
interrelation with the term «communicative competence» were first used by
an American linguist Dell Hymes (Hymes D., 1972). He viewed
communicative competence as an alternative to the existing notion of an ideal
communication participant, an ideal communicator, in the theory of structural
linguistics suggested by Noam Chomsky (Chomsky N., 1972). Today,
communicative competence is seen as a system of a personality’s internal
resources required to build effective communicative acts in situations of
interpersonal interaction. Some scientists see competence, within the body of
the competency-based approach, as a certain «strong» quality of a personality.

Analysis of philosophical, psychological and pedagogical literature
proves that the notions of «communication» and «interaction» are of key
importance for many sciences but quite often they tend to be equated. That is
usually explained by their being semantically similar.

The term «communicationy is relatively new as it became frequently
used in scientific works only in the XX century, despite the fact that even
ancient philosophers and educators were engaged in dealing with problems
related to communicative competence. For example, Aristotle created a scheme
of interaction, singling out three necessary elements such as being the speaker,
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the speech and the listener. Plato was the first to name the processes of
exchanging information — speech and literature, giving his preference to the
first one and defining speech as the «process of interaction with the wise».
Plutarch believed communicative qualities were of primary importance for a
statesperson (Plutarch, 1983). «It is the most important thing that your speech
given before people should be planned carefully and not empty so you will be
safe from failure; as you know, even Pericles asked the gods before giving a
speech that his lips should not pronounce any unnecessary words» (Plutarch,
1983, p. 592). Socrates (ca. 470-399 BC) used suggestive questions to
implement a truth searching method which was later known as «Socratic
dialoguesy, there are no teachers or students or opponents and the judge is the
prevailing majority of thoughts.

In our analysis of the literature, modern theoretical studies and research
works on the issue of developing and forming communicative competence, we
have come to the conclusion that the notion of «communicative competence»
is partially absent from dictionaries and reference books / encyclopedias, and
the notion of «communication» is equated, in some of its meanings, to the
notions of «interaction» and «intercourse». For example, in the dictionary by
S.I. Ozhegov, the adjective «communicativey is only seen as a derivative from
the second meaning of «communication» which is defined as message or
interaction (The explanatory dictionary of the Russian language, 1999, p. 232).

In social psychology, the notion of «communication» is used in two
meanings: 1) to characterize the structure of business and interpersonal
connections between patterns; 2) to characterize exchange of information in
human interaction, generally (Andreeva G.M., 1996, p. 45).

In the encyclopedia (Ukrainian language: Encyclopedia, 2004) the terms
«communicative competence», «communicative», «communication» do not
have separate entries while there is much more interpretations of the term
«interaction» are given, communication is defined as one of its aspects along
with «social perception» (perception and understanding of one person by
another person) and interaction (cooperation), while the actual communication
by itself is seen as information exchange taking place between people (The
Ukrainian language: Encyclopedia, 2004, p. 69).

In a psychological dictionary edited by V.P. Zinchenko,
B.G. Meshcheriakov, «communication», «communicativeness», and
«communicative» are not considered at all, even in the article on interaction
(A psychological dictionary, 1999, p. 232). It is only in a psychological
dictionary edited by A.V. Petrovskyi and M.G. Yaroshevsky we find the
definition of communication as the «meaningful aspect of social interaction»
(Psychology: A dictionary, 1999, p. 68). Meanwhile the notion of «interaction»
is seen as a process of direct or indirect influence of objects (subjects) onto
each other which results in their mutual causation and connection (Psychology:
A dictionary, 1999, p. 51). However, such notions as communicative
competence and communicative activity are not considered at all.
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In spite of that, almost no modern textbook of pedagogics, psychology,
pedagogical psychology, sociology, social pedagogics and similar
methodological works can functionate without widely using these terms.

Some authors when talking about one of these phenomena tend to replace
one notion with the other in the course of their analysis, thus equating the
notions of communication and interaction. For example, N.V. Kazarinova
defines interpersonal communication as interaction between a small number
of communicators who are capable of establishing feedback, and treats the
notion of «interaction» as an activity which results in a psychological contact
(Kazarinova N.V., 2000, p. 5).

G. Bush in his work «Dialogism and creativity» refers to the definition
of interaction suggested by O.0. Bodalev, the author of a series of works on
interpersonal communication of people where people appear, in relation to
each other, to be simultaneously (or consecutively) not only subjects but also
objects, and claims that dialogic interaction, activity and communication of
people can be characterized by subject-subject and subject-object relations as
well. Hence, the author concludes that activity contains elements of
communication, and communications contains those of activity. However, the
author believes that activity is not a kind of communication, and
communication is not a kind of activity (Bush G., 1985, p. 37).

Some believe that interaction is a kind of communication, which does
extend the boundaries of what the notion of interaction means. For example,
V.D. Shirshov, who studies the issue of pedagogical communication, keeps to
the opinion that communication is a wide notion that encompasses interaction
of living creatures, including people (Shirshov V.D., 1995, p. 79).

By contrast, others refer to the definition of communication as an act of
interaction therefore narrowing this category, while presenting the structure of
interaction as the set of three interconnected elements where communication,
together with the interactive and perceptive elements, is only a part of
interaction related to exchange of information, which places interaction to a
primary position in regard to communication (Birshtein M.M., 1992, p. 56).

Interaction is not identical to communication. The essence of
communication is exchanging information. Interaction is wider and it includes
communication. Interaction suggests a connection between people, as a result
of which one personality influences the other (mutual influence).

Taking into account the definition of communication as an act of
interaction, or connection between two or more individuals based on mutual
understanding, one person transmitting the information to another person or a
group of persons, we can conclude that communication is primarily about
exchanging various information (ideas, thoughts, beliefs, views, feelings,
moods, emotions, instruction etc).

However, we believe that human interaction is not limited to exchange
of information, as it is the case with communication. Due to the process of
interaction also including the feedback component, the information is not only
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transmitted but also formed, specified, developed, added, denied, contradicted,
corrected and so on.

So while we view interaction as a system of subject-subject relationships,
communication is built on the subject-object principle. To our mind, this is the
difference to reveal the essence of the two abovesaid notions.

Interaction exists only between people, a person or a group of people.
Meanwhile communication suggests a sort of connection between inanimate
and animated nature systems that promotes exchange of information. However,
if during this act of exchanging information (in the case of communication we
mean one-direction connection only) information is transmitted by one or the
other communicator, and vice versa, then interaction is characterized by the
presence of feedback as well.

Communication is presented as action within the limits of which the
sender encodes the ideas and feelings into a sort of message and then uses a
certain channel — speech or writing, or another connection — to transmit it to
the recipient. Communication is recognized as successful if the message is
received by the recipient. Such model, in terms of N.V. Kazarinova, is a linear
one. But in case of interaction, it is replaced with an interactive model that
demonstrates a circular process of information exchange with changing roles
all the time (the sender and the recipient changing these roles one after another)
(Kazarinova N. V., 2000, p. 11).

G.G. Pocheptsov introduces the notion of a communication square
reflecting a uniformly important role of both the communicator and the
recipient of the information (Pocheptsov G.G., 2000, p. 334-335). The more
information comes from the recipient, the more successful the result. There is
no such rule for the communicator’s side as large volumes of information do
not necessarily result in positive outcomes. The information on the recipient
should include, among other, its symbols and topics, both allowed and
forbidden. The communicator is also in charge of the communicative situation
— which cannot be said to apply to the recipient as well. One of the main tasks
of communication is determining the beginning and the end of the process: the
communicator should not let the recipient have the chance of disconnecting
from the process before due time, or connect to the process later than necessary.
In this case, we deal with managing the attention of the audience.

A person becomes an actual subject of the interaction process only when
he / she shows active position in free and independent communicative activity.

V.D. Shyrshov understands communicative activity as «interaction of
beings between themselves and their purposeful and active operations
regarding phenomena and objects of the existing world based on the exchange
of information» (Shyrshov V.D., 1995, p. 82).

0.0. Selivanova interprets communicative competence as the ability to
mobilize various language-related knowledge, para-verbal means, situations,
rules and standards of interaction, society and culture for effective performance
of certain communicative tasks in corresponding contexts or situations.
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Communicative competence suggests possession of not only knowledge but
also skills and techniques of building an intentional and strategic
communication program, complying with it, and controlling it in the course
of interaction; focusing on the partner in conversation, predicting their reaction;
choosing language and para-verbal means of communication and decoding;
overcoming communicative obstacles, eliminating communicative noise,

finding a way out of the communicative time handicap etc (Selivanova O.0O.,

2011, p. 546).

The notions of language competence and ability to use it in acts of
interaction are differentiated in the works by N. Chomsky who distinguished
linguistics competence (mental representations of language rules as internal
grammar of ideal native speakers) and linguistics performance (production
(outgoing communication) and comprehension (incoming communication) of
speech) (quoted as in (Selivanova O.0., 2011, p. 547)).

Modern research works use the term «communicative competence»
regarding real speakers and specify that there are other types of competence
(pragmatic, socio-cultural, strategical, communicative or subjective, cultural
and communicative). In a wider meaning of the term, all these types are
concerned with communicative competence. Therefore, the following items
are involved into communicative competence:

— linguistic communicative competence as an ability to produce and
understand correct speech messages;

— discursive communicative competence as an ability to combine utterances
into connected texts and involve them into corresponding discourses;

— sociolinguistic communicative competence as an ability to consider social
aspects of the situation of interaction in the course of communicative
activities;

— illocutionary communicative competence as an ability to form and
implement communicative intentions in a message;

— strategic communicative competence as an ability to plan effectively the
beginning, course and final of the communication, and succeed in
interaction;

— linguistic cultural competence that determines the speaker’s cultural
identification, that is, how the speaker adheres to certain culturally
conditioned rules and standards of communication;

— intercultural communicative competence which depends on the speaker’s
need for it and is oriented to two cultures (the native one and the foreign
one) etc (Selivanova 0.0., 2011, p. 548).

Therefore, while summarizing the abovesaid we should distinguish the
following key elements:

— with the term «communication», we encompass the process of information
exchange; the exchange of ideas, beliefs, thoughts, views, interests,
feelings, moods, emotions, instruction etc;
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— the notion of interaction is not limited to the process of information
exchange, as it is characterized availability of the feedback component,
because information is not only transmitted but also formed, specified,
developed, added, denied, contradicted, corrected and so on;

— interaction is interpreted as a system of subject-subject relationships, and
communication is built on the subject-object principle. Interaction is a
complicated multidimensional process of establishing and developing
contacts between people induced by the need for joint activity and
including exchange of information, working out a unified cooperation
strategy, accepting and understanding the other person;

— the notion of «cooperation» characterizes the other side of interaction that
suggests not only exchanging information but also organizing joint
activities that allow the communicators to perform certain activities; in
doing so, the influence of one participant on the other intended to change
the former’s behavior acts as one of the components of the communicative
process, the mechanisms of which include suggestion, imitation,
persuasion and identification;

— Wwe see «communicative competence» as a personal quality that is made
up of an aggregate of properties required for successful conduct of
communicative activities, that is, for perceptive, communicative, and
communicative-operational actions.

Communicative activity is the basis of modern education and its final
goal, and without doubt, the process of mastering the Ukrainian language in
secondary schools should be organized on the communicative activity basis.
A modern school teacher requires proper knowledge on the issue of forming
communicative competence of a personality and should have a good
understanding of innovative processes to comprehend the need for reforming
the techniques applied in teaching the state language (Kulyk O.D., 2014, p.
78). It involves acquiring a number of new, communication-oriented linguistic
and linguistic-didactic terms if the goal is to achieve the goals of language
education at school. In our understanding, a student’s communicative
competence is their ability to use effectively their linguistic knowledge and
the skills they have formed, along with their own experience in order to
harmonize all kinds of interaction, achieve their communicative goals and the
desired pragmatic effect. Communicative competence cannot be automated as
people acquire it throughout all of their lives, in the process of varied speech
acts.

Conclusions. Therefore, communicative competence is the highest stage
in achieving cultural communicativeness of a personality, and knowledge of
peculiarities and structure of the linguistic communication is necessary for
development of a person’s own language personality. A communicatively
competent person always enjoys respect of other people, certain influence in
the society and will reach their goals more quickly. Achieving a high level of
communicative competence is a special task to be completed throughout the
process of teaching Ukrainian in the secondary school system.
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