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IMTIC onst cmyoenmie oceimHboi npoepamu «\ozonedis» ma
KOMNNEKCY HABUANbHUX 20D, CNPSIMOBAHUX HO PO3BUMOK
MOBHUX MA MOBNEHHEBUX HABUUOK, 30020KU MA MEOPUUX
HABUUOK, G MAKOX PO3ULUPEHHSL 3HAHb NPO C8im, C8010
KpaiHy, C80E MICMO Ma NOBCKOEHHI IKUMmesi npobriemu.

Memoou. /[locnioxeHHst NpoeooUNOCs. WISIXOM 8U-
BUEHHSL JlimepamypHUx o)Kepes 3 memu, 30Kpema, i2posoi
OisiibHOCMi ma 2p0o8o20 Memody, NpPo8edeHHsT onumy-
B8AHHSL HAYKOB0-Nedaz02iuHUX NpayisHUKie ma 3006ysauis
ocgimu Yy popmi aHKemu wo00 HABUANIbHUX 20p, cmas-
JleHHsL 00 HUX, BUKOPUCMAHHSL 120p Y BUBUEHHI DI3HUX KYP-
cig, izposux ¢popm, enemeHmie ma egexmusHocmi, eu-
BUEHHSL HABUANIBLHOI Npozpamu  0C8IMHLOL npopamu
«/Aozoneoiswy.

Pesynomamu. JJocniosKeHHs. NOKA3YE, WO HAYKO80-ne-
0a202IUHI NPAYIBHUKU, 3A20710M, BUKOPUCMO8YIOMb 2P08UTL
Memo0 HABUAHHSL 3 PI3HOK UACMOMOI0, 88AXKAIOMb, WO i2-
PO8i Memoou MOmusyroms ma nid8UULYMb iHmepec cmy-
OdeHmig 00 8UBUEHHSL OUCUUNIIHU, 3HUIKYIOUU piBeHb IXHbOT
mpueorxHocmi. 3HauHa uacmuHa sukiaoauis giodae nepe-
8azy OLNoBUM i2paM, KOMAHOHUM 2paM, 3A3HAUAIOUU, ULO
HABUANLHI 2pU MOXKHA 8ukopucmosysamu nid uac eu-
SUEHHSL PIBHUX HABUANLHUX OUCUUNILH, NPU UbOMY He HA-
darouu eenuKozo0 3HaUeHHs ieposum enemenmanm. Ilepesa-
JKHa 6inbwicms cmyoeHmig 8i03HAUAIOMb PI3HI nepesazu
HasuanbHUX i2op, 8iddarome nepesazy sikmopuHam abo ie-
pam Ha 3002a0ky, bauams NO3UMUBHUT 8NJLUB i2PO8UX esle-
MeHMI8 Ha MOMUBAYil0 00 Kpaui0zo HagUAHHsL, 8lodaromo
nepesazy KOMAHOHUM (2pYnosum) i2pam, 88axcaroms, Ui0
HABUANLHI i2DU He 3a8a’Kaomb Ceplio3HOMY CNPUTHSIMMIO

&
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HasuanbHoi ducyuniiHu, ma xominu 6, wob izposuii memood
suropucmosyeascst hio uac susuerHst IMIIC.

OpuziHansHicms. Pesynsmamu 00CniOsKeHHsT ma onu-
myseaHHs 6YaAU 8pax08aHi ni0 uac pos3pobku niOpyuHukKa
ma cmeopeHHst Habopy HABUANIbHUX (20D.

BucHogoxk. HasuaneHi izpu — ye izpu, sKi CneyiaibHO po-
3pobneHi O HasuanbHUX yineli abo maroms 000amKo8y
HAa8UANbHY YiHHICMb. BugueHHs iHO3eMHOI MO8U npogheciii-
HO020 CNPSAMYBAHHSL i3 30CMOCYBAHHSM 12P08020 Memooy
cmyodeHmamu cneyianbHoi oceimu wmae ocobruee 3HA-
UEeHHSl, OCKLIbKU MallbymHsi npogpeciliHa OisilbHICMb J1020-
neodig docums UaCMo 8KIOUAE 2p08Y OiSLIbHICMb MA 8UKO-
PUCMAHHS — piBHUX  8udi8 120p  Oasl  OOCSlZHEeHHSs
mepanesmuuHux uyinet. 3anponoHo8aHi HABUANLHI 2pY-
noei izpu Ha 3002a0KY 3 BUKOPUCMAHHIAM KAPMOK 05l 8U-
KopucmarHs Ha 3aHsmmsx 3 IMIIC cnpsimogaHi HA po3&u-
MOK MOBHUX MA MOBNEHHEBUX HABUUOK, G MAKOXK HA
Mmomusayiro cmyoeHmie 00 8UBUEHHS IHO3eMHOT MO8U, POb-
JSIMb NPOUEC HABUAHHS YIKABIUUM, CMEOPIOI0Mb CNPUSIM-
AUBY ammocgpepy 8 2pyni ma 3HUXKYOMb pieeHb MPUBOIK-
Hocmi. Bideyku cmyoeHmig nicisi SUKOPUCMAHHS UUX
HABUANLHUX [20p C8I0UamMb NPo me, Ul0 BUKOPUCMAHHSL ie-
p08020 Memooy docsizae NOCMaesaeHuUxX yinetl.

Knrouoei cnoea: iHozemHa M08aQ NPogheciiiHozo cnpsi-
MYBAHHSL, 12p0o8Ull Memoo, 2poea OisLIbHICMb, HABUANILHA
2pa, HasUANLHUL NPOUec, Po38UMOK MOBHUX MA MOBAEH-
HEBUX HABUUOK, MOMUBAUISL 00 HABUAHHSL, HABUALHA AM-
Mmocgpepa.
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DEVELOPING ENGLISH PRODUCTIVE COMPETENCE: THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

Summary. Introduction. This article explores the
multifaceted theoretical foundations of English
productive competence, particularly within the
specialised context of pre-service foreign language
(FL) teacher education. The need for this exploration
stems from a shift in tertiary language pedagogy
from isolated skills and decontextualised practice
toward a more dynamic, cognitively demanding, and
socially situated understanding of language use.
The study is premised on the view that methodo-
logies based mainly on reproduction, memorisation,
or discrete-point testing may be insufficient when
used in isolation to develop the generative and
interactional speaking abilities required of future
teachers. Rather than merely reproducing prepared
language, teacher-trainees must learn to generate it
spontaneously while simultaneously managing
classroom discourse.

The primary purpose of this paper is to provide a
comprehensive theoretical overview of the
psycholinguistic, cognitive, and  pedagogical
mechanisms involved in producing fluent, accurate,
and complex spoken discourse in English as a FL.
Although productive competence includes both
spoken and written production, the present analysis
focuses on speech because pre-service teachers
must use English in real time to manage classroom
interaction. Addressing the problem from the
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perspectives of applied linguistics, cognitive psycho-
logy, and language pedagogy, the paper emphasises
the distinctive requirements placed on future
educators. Its central goal is to describe the cognitive
architecture of speech production, analyse affective
and interactional barriers to participation, and
explain how structured collaborative mechanisms may
contribute to professional pedagogical competence.

Methods. The research uses a narrative theore-
tical review, conceptual modelling, and cross-
disciplinary synthesis integrating psycholinguistics,
cognitive psychology, language assessment, and
sociocultural pedagogy to clarify the mechanisms
underlying FL speech production and pedagogical
competence.

Results. The central argument of this paper is
that English productive competence can be
conceptualised as a complex, dual-layered construct
encompassing  cognitive  speech  processing,
structural linguistic resources, interactional control,
and pedagogical modelling. The study describes the
processing demands associated with speech
formulation and examines anxiety-related silence as
a barrier to productive participation. It then
considers how the Output Hypothesis may promote
noticing, hypothesis testing, and metalinguistic
reflection. Another significant aspect is the proposed
integration of Project-Based Collaborative Learning
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(PBCL) with a spiral model of language development.
The analysis suggests that carefully structured,
socially mediated environments may help future
teachers develop both advanced personal language
proficiency and professionally appropriate teacher
talk.

Implications for further research. The study
concludes that collaborative approaches should be
investigated as a complement to, rather than an
automatic replacement for, other forms of instruction.
Future empirical research should test the conditions
under which PBCL supports pre-service teachers’
productive competence in university classrooms and
should validate the proposed criteria and
developmental profiles.

Keywords: productive competence; pre-service
FL teachers; cognitive load; output hypothesis;
communicative-cognitive spiral model; project-based
collaborative learning; teacher talk.

Introduction. This study investigates the
theoretical framework of English Productive
Competence (PC) within pre-service foreign
language (FL) teacher education, addressing a
shift from fragmented instruction to a
dynamic, socially situated model. It argues
that isolated and predominantly reproductive
methodologies are unlikely, on their own, to
prepare future educators for the complex and
spontaneous discourse management required
in contemporary English classrooms.

The Theoretical Framework. The concep-
tualisation of PC in modern FL pedagogy has
evolved significantly from isolated behavioural
skills to a holistic, generative mechanism.

First of all, to grasp the essence of PC, it is
important to trace its evolution within FL
education. Structural and audiolingual
approaches often treated language learning as
habit formation and used techniques such as
repetition, pattern practice, and substitution
drills (Richards and Rodgers, 2014, pp. 58—
80). Such techniques can support controlled
practice, but when treated as the principal
goal they may prioritise formal reproduction
over the expression of meaning. The
communicative turn redirected attention from
isolated forms toward the ability to select and
organise linguistic resources for purposeful
interaction (Canale and Swain, 1980, pp. 1-5).

However, contemporary FL education
represents a broader movement from exclusively
teacher-centred transmission toward learner
participation and meaningful language use.
Within the communicative paradigm, produc-
tive skills are not viewed as isolated, static
abilities but as components of communicative
competence, which integrates linguistic
resources with sociolinguistic appropria-
teness, discourse organisation, and strategic
action (Canale and Swain, 1980, pp. 27-31;
Canale, 1983, pp. 6-11). The action-oriented
perspective of the CEFR similarly relates
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language performance to tasks, participants,
conditions, and purposes (Council of Europe,
2020, pp. 29-35). This shift implies that a
learner is expected not only to know
grammatical structures and lexical units but
also to understand how they are used to
disagree, negotiate, clarify, adjust tone, and
maintain interaction. Thus, productive skills
are an important constituent of PC.

PC highlights the inherently generative
nature of linguistic expression. Speaking is
not simply the retrieval of prefabricated
sentences from memory; rather, it involves
transforming communicative intentions into
linguistic form under real-time conditions.
The speaker must conceptualise a message,
retrieve lexical items, organise grammar and
phonology, articulate the utterance, and
monitor its effect while responding to an
interlocutor (Levelt, 1989, pp. 8-26; Hardacre
and Guvendir, 2018, pp. 1-7). In genuine FL
communication, a fixed script is therefore
insufficient: the speaker must adapt wording,
structure, and delivery to the evolving
interaction.

Furthermore, this generative capacity relies
on the coordination of linguistic knowledge,
discourse organisation, strategic resources,
attention, and contextual judgement. Oral
and written production are related but operate
under different temporal and interactional
conditions: writing normally permits planning
and revision, whereas speaking often requires
immediate selection and adjustment. Practice
in one mode may support awareness of voca-
bulary, grammar, and discourse structure,
but transfer to spontaneous speech is not
automatic. Productive competence should
therefore be understood as a holistic capacity
to mobilise formal knowledge appropriately,
solve communicative problems, and adapt
output to purpose and audience rather than
as the simple accumulation of memorised
forms (Canale and Swain, 1980, pp. 27-31;
Canale, 1983, pp. 6-11). Accor-dingly, while
PC encompasses both oral and written
production, the remainder of this article
concentrates on spoken PC and the real-time
demands of classroom discourse.

The Psycholinguistic and Cognitive Mecha-
nisms of Language Production.

FL speaking is a demanding process whose
degree of conscious control varies with
proficiency, task familiarity, planning time,
and communicative pressure. To clarify the
nature of PC, it is useful to map the path of an
utterance from intention to articulation.
Compared with highly automatised first-
language performance, L2 production often
places greater demands on lexical retrieval,
grammatical encoding, monitoring, and
attentional coordination (Kormos, 2006, pp.
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154-178; Hardacre and Guvendir,
pp- 1-7).

Another essential point is the application of
Levelt’s foundational model of speech
production to the L2 context. Levelt
distinguishes conceptual preparation,
linguistic formulation, articulation, and
monitoring, while L2 adaptations explain how
limited automaticity and attentional
constraints affect these processes (Levelt,
1989, pp. 8-26; Kormos, 2006, pp. 166-178).
The stages are analytically distinguishable but
may overlap dynamically, and dual-task
research confirms that additional attentional
demands can reduce the efficiency of lexical
selection and monitoring (Declerck and
Kormos, 2012, pp. 782-796) (Table 1).

Table 1

The Modular Model of Speech Production

2018,

Stage Cognitive Process Challenge for FL Learners

Macro/Micro-planning of | Navigating unfamiliar cultural

Conceptualization

the message. codes.
. Lexical retrieval and Effortful lexical retrieval and
Formulation . . . .
grammatical encoding. | grammatical encoding.
Articulation Neuromuscular Coordinating unfamiliar L.2

execution. phonetic and articulatory patterns.

Internal/External error
checking.

Heavy monitoring may increase

Self-Monitori . I
el-Momtorng repairs and hesitation.

The charted stages require clarification:

1. Conceptualisation (pre-verbal planning):
the speaker generates a pre-verbal message
based on communicative intent. This involves
selecting what information to express (macro-
planning) and organising it logically for the
listener and context (micro-planning). For FL
learners, this phase may be complicated by
unfamiliar pragmatic conventions and by the
need to allocate limited attention before
linguistic encoding begins.

2. Formulation (grammatical and lexical
encoding): the pre-verbal message is mapped
onto linguistic forms. The speaker retrieves
lexical items from the mental lexicon and
applies  morphological, syntactic, and
phonological encoding procedures. In L2
production, this stage can be especially
demanding when relevant knowledge remains
declarative and has not yet become
sufficiently accessible for real-time use.

3. Articulation  (motor execution): the
phonetic plan is translated into coordinated
speech movements. L2 learners may
experience difficulty when unfamiliar sound
contrasts, stress patterns, or articulatory
sequences are not yet automatised. The
challenge should not be described as the
speech organs ‘fighting’ the first language, but
as the gradual development of more stable L2
phonetic encoding and motor routines.

4. Self-monitoring: throughout production,
speakers use internal and external feedback
to inspect their plan and spoken output.
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Monitoring can support accuracy and repair,
but excessive attention to form under time
pressure may interrupt message formulation,
increase self-correction, and reduce fluency.
Effective development therefore requires a
workable balance between monitoring and
continued participation.

Thus, productive speaking competence is a
coordinated cognitive and linguistic skill that
develops through proceduralisation and
repeated meaningful use. Practice can make
lexical retrieval, grammatical encoding,
articulation, and monitoring more efficient,
but automatisation is gradual and remains
sensitive to task conditions, proficiency, and
the speaker’s communicative goals (Kormos,
2006, pp. 166-178; Declerck and Kormos,
2012, pp. 790-794).

The Structural Composition of Productive
Competence.

Commonly, PC is analysed through the
multi-component framework of Complexity,
Accuracy, and Fluency (CAF). These dimen-
sions are useful for describing performance,
although they should not be treated as a
complete definition of communicative adequacy.

To make the abstract concept of PC
methodologically analysable, FL research
often distinguishes complexity, accuracy, and
fluency. Pallotti stresses that these constructs
require clear definitions and should be
separated from broader communicative
adequacy, while Skehan relates their
interaction to task demands and limited
attentional resources (Kormos and Dénes,
2004, pp. 145-164; Pallotti, 2009, pp. 590-
601; Skehan, 2009, pp. 510-532). Each
component captures a different aspect of
language production:

1. Complexity relates to the elaboration and
diversity of the language produced, including
syntactic organisation, lexical range, and the
use of less frequent or more demanding forms.
It can indicate that a learner is extending
available  resources, although  greater
structural elaboration is not automatically
more appropriate in every communicative
situation.

2. Accuracy denotes the extent to which
production conforms to relevant target-
language norms. Depending on the task, it
may include grammatical, lexical,
phonological, and pragmatic appropriateness.
Accuracy should be evaluated in relation to
errors that affect intelligibility or
communicative effectiveness rather than as a
demand for error-free speech.

3. Fluency captures temporal and
processing aspects of speech, including speed,
pausing, repair, continuity, and the listener’s
overall perception of ease. Fluent FL speech is
not necessarily uninterrupted or maximally
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rapid; natural pausing and strategic
reformulation may contribute to -effective
communication.

Furthermore, because speaking usually
takes place under temporal constraints,
learners must distribute limited attention
among meaning, formulation, accuracy,
complexity, and interaction. This can produce
trade-off effects, but the relationship is not a
fixed biological law: it varies with proficiency,
task structure, planning time, familiarity, and
the measures used. Focusing strongly on a
new grammatical form may temporarily slow
delivery, while prioritising speed may increase
the likelihood of local errors. Such patterns
should therefore be interpreted as context-
sensitive tendencies rather than proof that
improvement in one dimension necessarily
damages another (Skehan, 2009, pp. 510-532).

For instance, a learner attempting to use a
newly learned conditional structure may
pause more frequently because lexical and
grammatical encoding require additional
attention. Conversely, a learner who
prioritises maintaining the conversational
floor may rely on simpler syntax or tolerate
minor morphological inaccuracies. Dual-task
findings similarly show that increased
processing demands can affect lexical
selection and monitoring (Declerck and
Kormos, 2012, pp. 790-794). Accordingly, the
CAF framework provides a useful basis for
analysing oral PC, provided that its indicators
are interpreted in relation to the purpose and
conditions of the performance.

Anxiety-Related  Silence
Participation in FL Classrooms.

University FL classrooms may
unintentionally cultivate patterns of silent or
minimal participation, often associated with
language anxiety, fear of negative evaluation,
limited willingness to communicate, or
uncertainty about expected responses. A
learner can possess substantial receptive
knowledge yet hesitate to initiate spontaneous
oral output. Foreign-language classroom
anxiety has long been associated with
communication apprehension and evaluative
concerns, while meta-analytic evidence
indicates a moderate negative relationship
between L2 anxiety and achievement that
varies across contexts and measures (Horwitz
et al., 1986, pp. 125-132; Teimouri et al.,
2019, pp. 373-381).

In strongly teacher-dominated classrooms,
rapid nomination, limited wait time, and
correction that repeatedly interrupts a
learner’s turn may shift attention away from
meaning and discourage extended
participation. This does not mean that
correction is inherently harmful; its effect
depends on timing, form, pedagogical

and Limited
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purpose, and the learner’s readiness. Teacher
talk can either open or restrict opportunities
for learner contribution, and supportive
interaction requires teachers to align
questioning, feedback, and turn management
with the immediate learning goal (Walsh,
2002, pp. 3-23). Anxiety, low confidence, and
fear of evaluation may further intensify the
perceived risk of speaking (Horwitz et al.,
1986, pp. 125-132).

The connection between anxiety and
silence should not be presented as a single
exact Dbiological mechanism. Research
suggests instead that anxiety can divert
attentional and working-memory resources
toward self-evaluation and task-irrelevant
concerns, thereby making comprehension,
lexical retrieval, and formulation less efficient.
Under public time pressure, some learners
may experience delayed responses,
fragmented production, avoidance, or very
short answers, but these outcomes differ
across individuals and situations (Maclntyre
and Gardner, 1994, pp. 295-301).

Another essential point is that persistent

avoidance reduces opportunities to test
linguistic hypotheses, notice gaps, receive
feedback, and revise output. Producing

language can draw attention to resources that
are missing or unstable, although output does
not guarantee acquisition by itself and its
effects depend on subsequent input, feedback,
and task design (Izumi et al., 1999, pp. 443
448; Swain, 2005, pp. 471-478). Overcoming
silence therefore requires more than forcing
anxious students to speak. Structured pair
and group work, planning time, rehearsal,
varied participation formats, and carefully
timed feedback can distribute interactional
pressure while preserving meaningful
productive demands; silent learners may also
participate  cognitively in  collaborative
language-related activity even when their
number of turns is limited (Fernandez-Dobao,
2016, pp. 33-61).

The Spiral Nature of Developing Productive
Competence.

The transition from input to noticed intake,
interaction, and output, together with a spiral
view of learning, suggests that producing
language can function as an important
catalyst for the further development of PC.

To overcome the limitations of passive
exposure, modern FL pedagogy distinguishes
between language that is available to the
learner and language features that are
actually attended to and processed. Research
on noticing emphasises conscious registration
of relevant features in input, while the Output
Hypothesis highlights the role of production in
revealing gaps, testing tentative forms, and
promoting reflection (Schmidt, 1990, pp. 129-
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158; Swain, 2005, pp. 471-483). Experi-
mental work further shows that output may
promote noticing and later performance under
some task conditions, but that effects are not
automatic or uniform (Izumi et al., 1999, pp.
421-452).

For analytical purposes, the present article

links Input, Noticing/Intake, Knowledge
Development, Interactional Uptake, and
Output. Input represents the linguistic data
available in the Ilearning environment.

Noticing or intake refers to the learner’s
attention to relevant features rather than to
exposure alone (Schmidt, 1990, pp. 142-149).
Knowledge development involves the gradual
organisation and increased accessibility of
linguistic resources. Interactional uptake
refers here to the learner’s active response to
feedback, negotiation, and collaborative
manipulation of form. Output is the spoken or
written language produced to achieve a
communicative purpose and to test what can
currently be expressed. This sequence is an
authorial synthesis rather than a universally
established five-stage processing model; it is
used to relate output research to a commu-
nicative-cognitive view of recurrent learning
(Swain, 2005, pp. 471-478; Vovk, 2023, pp.
64-65).

Crucially, this progression is not a finite
straight line but a recurrent process in which
learners revisit language and communicative
problems at increasing levels of complexity.
Vovk’s communicative-cognitive framework
describes types and stages of learning that
connect perception, reproduction, reflection,
and increasingly independent production
(Vovk, 2023, pp. 64-65). In the model
proposed here, later output, feedback, and
reflection become resources for a subsequent
cycle. Through repeated cycles, learners may
develop greater flexibility, precision, and
independence rather than merely repeating
the same script (Schmidt, 1990, pp. 142-149;
Swain, 2005, pp. 471-478; Vovk, 2023, pp.
64-65) (Table 2: author’s analytical integ-
ration of noticing and output research with
Vovk’s communicative-cognitive framework).

Table 2
The Cyclical Framework
of Language Acquisition

Analytical Communicative- Correlation
stage cognitive stage Focus
Tnput Perception Exposure to the target lgng_uage and the
global context of communication.
Noticing / Initial Reproduction / Attending to relevant features, relating them

to prior knowledge, and forming tentative

Intake .
representations.

Apperception

Knowledge
Development

Organising and increasing the accessibility

Incubation , A
of linguistic and conceptual resources.

Responding to feedback and using language

Creative in scaffolded, wvariable problem-based

Interactional

Uptake Reproduction situations.

Independent Speech | Producing increasingly independent and
Output - IS .

Production meaningful spoken or written discourse.

Output and feedback The learner revisits related problems with
Next Cycle become resources for

further learning. greater complexity and independence.
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Within the illustrated cyclical trajectory,
Swain’s Output Hypothesis argues that
comprehensible input alone may Dbe
insufficient for advanced productive
development and that learners need
opportunities to produce language that
stretches their current resources. Output can
perform three related functions—promoting
noticing, testing linguistic hypotheses, and
supporting metalinguistic reflection—
although empirical findings indicate that
these benefits depend on the design and
sequencing of tasks (Izumi et al., 1999, pp.
421-452; Swain, 2005, pp. 471-483):

1. The noticing function occurs when
learners attempt to communicate an idea but
realise that they lack the vocabulary or
syntactic resources needed to express it.
Recognising this gap can direct attention
toward relevant information in subsequent
input and feedback.

2. The hypothesis-testing function frames
production as an opportunity to try out
tentative linguistic choices. When learners
formulate an utterance and observe an
interlocutor’s response or receive feedback,
they can confirm, modify, or abandon aspects
of their current interlanguage system.

3. The metalinguistic function involves using
language to reflect on language. When
learners collaboratively construct or revise a
text, they may discuss why a particular tense,
lexical item, or discourse pattern is more
appropriate, thereby making aspects of form
available for deliberate analysis.

Considering the above, pushed output
should not be described as literally rewiring
proficiency or as always forcing deeper
processing. A more defensible conclusion is
that appropriately designed production tasks
can create conditions for noticing, hypothesis
testing, syntactic processing, feedback, and
revision. In Izumi et al.’s study, the benefits of
output differed across task phases, which
underlines the importance of subsequent
exposure and opportunities to reprocess
language (Izumi et al., 1999, pp. 443-448). In
a spiral curriculum, output can therefore
support movement toward more independent
performance when it is connected with
meaningful input, interaction, and reflection.

The Dual-Dimensional Construct of
Productive Competence

In this article, PC is conceptualised as a
dual-layered construct for pre-service FL
teachers, requiring both advanced personal
linguistic proficiency and the ability to use
language as a pedagogical tool.

First, it is important to distinguish the
target audience of this research from general
language learners, because pre-service FL
teachers face specialised professional demands.
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They need sufficient linguistic resources to
discuss pedagogical theory, explain content,
respond to questions, and maintain classroom
interaction. In the author’s view, a Cl1-
oriented profile may serve as an institutional
target in some contexts, but it should not be
treated as a universal requirement. The CEFR
is descriptive rather than prescriptive, and
programmes should select the descriptors and
tasks relevant to their own professional
setting (Council of Europe, 2020, pp. 29, 36—
42). General proficiency must therefore be
connected with the classroom-specific
language needed to prepare and teach lessons
(Freeman et al., 2015, pp. 129-139; Richards,
2017, pp. 7-15).

Another essential point is the second layer
of PC: professional pedagogical language use.
Teacher-trainees do not merely speak English;
they use it intentionally to manage activities,

communicate lesson content, assess
understanding, and provide feedback.
Freeman et al. describe this bounded

repertoire as English-for-Teaching (Freeman
et al., 2015, pp. 132-136), while Walsh shows
how teacher talk can create or obstruct
opportunities for learner involvement (Walsh,
2002, pp. 3-23). Constructive teacher talk
includes eliciting extended responses,
adjusting pace and wording, using checking
questions, allowing appropriate wait time, and
selecting feedback that matches the
pedagogical goal. For example, a teacher may
recast “He attend university’ as “Yes, he
attends university every day,” but should also
decide whether immediate reformulation or
delayed feedback better serves the activity.

More importantly, professional PC includes
the ability to formulate clear instructions,
manage transitions, mitigate directives, clarify
misunderstandings, and respond contingently
to learner contributions. Instructions such as
“First open your books at page five; then read
the dialogue silently” require sequencing and
linguistic economy, while behaviour-manage-
ment language should preserve authority
without unnecessary face threat. The challenge
is not flawless performance but context-
sensitive adjustment under real-time classroom
pressure. Research on teaching through
English distinguishes general language
proficiency from the specialised ability to
enact pedagogical practices, and classroom
discourse research demonstrates that timing
and turn design can substantially influence
learner participation (Council of Europe,
2020, pp. 29-43; Freeman et al., 2015, pp.
129-139; Richards, 2017, pp. 7-30; Walsh,
2002, pp. 3-23) (Table 3: author’s framework
based on the CEFR, English-for-Teaching,
teaching-through-English, and teacher-talk
research).

88

Table 3
The Dual-Layered Framework
of Pre-Service Teachers’ Productive

Competence
Competence Primary Practical Classroom
Layer Focus Application
PersPHal Linguistic Advanced fluency, Discussing prgfesfswual topics, using
Proficiency authentic literature, explaining

structural complexity,

(advanced, and lexical accuracy.

context-defined)

content, and maintaining clear
classroom communication.

Interactional . . ..
Delivering instructions, eliciting and

Pedagogical adjustments, di .
Modelling scaffolding, and gxten 1th respémses._cr?magmg
o e - . mteraction, an providing
(“Teacher Talk”) :?);'1001; Iﬁf:s:; constructive feedback.

Thus, a pre-service teacher’s PC must

extend beyond general conversational fluency
to include the specialised and reflective skills

needed to use English for classroom
management, explanation, elicitation,
feedback, and assessment. The teacher’s

speech becomes one of the principal tools
through which learning opportunities are
organised, but its effectiveness depends on
pedagogical judgement rather than linguistic
complexity alone (Freeman et al., 2015, pp.
129-139; Richards, 2017, pp. 7-30).

Project-Based Collaborative Learning

In this article, Project-Based Collaborative
Learning (PBCL) is conceptualised as a
possible means of combining structured
collaboration, meaningful professional tasks,

recurrent output, feedback, and spiral
development of PC.

The theoretical insights drawn from
psycholinguistics, the Output Hypothesis,

and the dual-layered demands of teacher
education raise the question of how PC can be
cultivated. PBCL should be distinguished from
unstructured group work. Cooperative
learning depends on positive interdependence,
individual accountability, promotive
interaction, and explicit structuring rather
than on simply placing students together
(Johnson and Johnson, 2009, pp. 365-379).
Similarly, language-learning research shows
that the quality of interaction depends on
equality and mutuality within the pair or
group; not every pattern of collaboration is
equally conducive to learning (Storch, 2002,
pp- 119-158).

Within PBCL, peer interaction can function
as a form of scaffolding when learners jointly
plan, explain, question, and revise a
professional product. Pre-service teachers
designing a lesson plan, for example, may
compare alternative instructions, negotiate
terminology, rehearse explanations, and
justify how a grammar point should be
presented. Such dialogue externalises aspects
of planning and makes linguistic problems
available for joint attention. However,
internalisation should not be assumed merely
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because students work together: participation
patterns, relative expertise, task roles, and
teacher mediation shape the available
learning opportunities (Storch, 2002, pp. 119-
158; Sato and Ballinger, 2016, pp. 1-30).
Research on silent learners also suggests that
cognitive engagement can occur without equal
speaking time, so contribution should be
assessed through varied evidence (Fernandez-
Dobao, 2016, pp. 33-61).

Furthermore, this collaborative progres-
sion can be aligned with Vovk’s communi-
cative-cognitive framework, in which learners
revisit linguistic and communicative activity

at increasing levels of reflection and
independence (Vovk, 2023, pp. 64-65). In the
interpretation proposed here, each

collaborative project may function as a new
loop in the spiral: students activate prior
knowledge, apply it to a professional problem,
receive feedback, revise language and
pedagogical decisions, and produce a more
independent performance. Evidence from pre-
service teachers’ perceptions of team-based
lesson-planning projects indicates potential

benefits for creativity, motivation, and
learning opportunities, although such
findings do not establish wuniversal
effectiveness (Apoko, 2024, pp. 312-317).

PBCL is therefore presented as a theoretically
grounded framework for empirical testing, not
as an automatically optimal method.

The Evaluation of Productive Competence.

The theoretical evaluation of English PC
requires explicit criteria, observable indicators,
representative tasks, and cautiously
interpreted developmental profiles.

Any systematic evaluation of PC should
define what is being assessed, which tasks will
elicit it, how performances will be rated, and
what conclusions may legitimately be drawn
from scores. Speaking assessment literature
emphasises the alignment of construct, task,
rating criteria, and rater procedures, while
validity must be argued from evidence rather
than assumed from the existence of a rubric
(Luoma, 2004, pp. 113-169; Kane, 2013, pp.
1-17). Based on the CAF framework and the
specialised demands of teacher education, the
present article organises evaluation around
three connected criteria (Dornyei & Kormos,
1998, pp. 349-385; Walsh, 2002, pp. 3-23;
Pallotti, 2009, pp. 590-601; Freeman et al.,
2015, pp. 129-139):

1. Linguistic-structural: includes grammatical
and lexical accuracy, syntactic and lexical
range, phonological intelligibility, and the
ability to select forms appropriate to the task.
It should be evaluated through patterns
across performances rather than through
isolated slips, with attention to whether errors
interfere with meaning or pedagogical clarity.
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2. Discursive-strategic: includes fluency,
coherence, turn management, repair, and the
ability to use compensatory strategies when
lexical retrieval or formulation becomes
difficult. Circumlocution, clarification,
hesitation devices, and reformulation can
maintain communication and should not
automatically be treated as evidence of failure.

3. Professional-pedagogical: is tailored to
future educators and concerns the effective
use of classroom language for instructing,
explaining, eliciting, checking understanding,
managing behaviour, and giving feedback.
Observable indicators include adjusting
speech to learners, sequencing instructions,
responding to learner turns, and preserving
the pedagogical purpose of interaction.

For analytical purposes, this article
proposes three developmental profiles — initial,
intermediate, and advanced, across the above
criteria (Luoma, 2004, pp. 139-191; Pallotti,
2009, pp. 590-601; Skehan, 2009, pp. 510-
532) (Table 4: author-proposed profiles for
future empirical validation, informed by CAF
and speaking-assessment literature). They are
not presented as established universal levels
or as direct equivalents of CEFR bands.
Rather, they are provisional descriptors
intended to organise future observation and
instrument development. Any empirical use
would require task specifications, rater
training, evidence of reliability, and validation
of the interpretations made from perfor-
mances (Luoma, 2004, pp. 139-191; Kane,
2013, pp. 1-17; Council of Europe, 2020, pp.
36-42):

1. Initial (threshold) profile: is characterised
by limited automaticity and high processing
demands. Learners may rely on memorised or
pre-written language, pause frequently, use a
narrow range of forms, and find it difficult to
adapt classroom language when an
interaction departs from the prepared script.
Anxiety may intensify these difficulties but
should not be inferred from hesitation alone.

2. Intermediate (sufficient) profile:
demonstrates growing adaptive capability.
Students can generate spontaneous speech
and perform basic pedagogical functions, but
their complexity, accuracy, and fluency may
vary considerably across tasks. They can use
some repair and stalling strategies, although
unexpected questions or classroom-
management demands may still lead to
simplified or hesitant language.

3. Advanced (professional) profile: is
characterised by relatively efficient
formulation, a broad and accessible linguistic
repertoire, coherent discourse, and context-
sensitive pedagogical language. Pre-service
teachers can manage classroom interaction,
adjust register and pace, reformulate
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explanations, mitigate directives, and provide
feedback with few disruptive breakdowns; this
does not imply flawless or native-like speech.

Table 4

Proposed Developmental Profiles
of Pre-Service Teachers’ Productive

Competence
Developmental Linguistic- Discursive- Professional-
profile structural strategic pedagogical
Frequent hesitation; |Relies on rigid
- Limited syntactic limited scripts and has
Initial - fr i
. complexity; frequent |compensatory limited ability to
(threshold) S P N
systemic errors. strategies; extended |adapt speech rate or
silent pauses. wording.
Produces some . Can deliver basic
Uses stalling and P
3 . spontaneous speech, | "7 ) instructions but may
Intermediate . - repair devices; may .
- with variable CAF P | struggle with
(sufficient) i prioritise fluency or
performance across accurac unexpected
tasks. ) Y- classroom demands.
Accessible advanced . . Flexible teacher talk,
Sustained fluency; .
grammar and i L context-sensifive
Advanced . . effective repair and L
: pedagogical lexis; . - register, and
(professional) . circumlocution; few n
occasional non- disruptive pauses appropriately
disruptive errors. P . mitigated directives.

Defining these parameters is necessary for
evaluating any pedagogical intervention,
including PBCL, but a valid assessment
cannot rely on a single performance or an
untested table of descriptors. It should sample
different speaking purposes and degrees of
preparation, use transparent analytic criteria,
document rater procedures, and justify how
scores or qualitative judgements support the
intended conclusions (Kane, 2013, pp. 1-17;
Luoma, 2004, pp. 170-191).

The overarching framework of this article is
illustrated in Figure 1.

MIND MAP
DEVELOPING ENGLISH PRODUCTIVE COMPETENCE: THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

Goncept map of the article’s key concepts, mechanisms, and conclusions

sign
Scope and methods Spiral development
® Productive competence of pre-service FL  Input = Noticing / Intake - Knowledge
teachers Development
@ Spoken production as the analytical focus =% « Interactional Uptake -> Output
® Narralive review and cenceplual madeling » Oulput, feedback, and reflection infarm the
@ Psychalinguistic, assessment, and next cycle
sociocultural perspectives » Recurrent, context-sensitive progression
\
Speech production Oulput and interaction
® Conceptualisation - message planning » Nolicing gaps in current linguistic
® Formulation - lexical and grammatical resources
encoding —#—| & Testing linguistic hypotheses
» Articulation - phonetic and mator execution » Metalinguistic reflection
® Self-monitaring, feedback, and repair  Structured PBCL may support participation,
feedback, and revision
\ \
CAF framework Dual competence
© Complexity » Advanced, context-defined personal
® Accuracy proficiency
® Fluency =®—| o Professional teacher talk
@ Trada-offs vary with task, proficiency # Clearinstructions, elicitation, and
planning, and context interaclion management
+ Adaplive register, pace, reformulation, and
\ feedback J
Anxiety-related participation Assessment
@ Anxiety and fear of evaluation may restrict # Linguistic-structural criterion
partiolpation  Discursive-stratagie critarion
® Aftention and warking-memary resources may %=1 « Professional-pedagogical criterion
be diverted
» Provisional prafiles require empirical
 Silence varies across leamers, tasks, and validation
situations
\_e_Structured farmats may distribute pressure J

\

Figure 1. Developing English Productive
Competence: The Overarching Framework
Conclusion. To summarise, this paper has
outlined the theoretical and conceptual
foundations of English productive competence
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within pre-service FL teacher education. The

analysis tracks the movement from a
predominantly reproductive view of language
practice toward an understanding of

production as generative, context-sensitive,
cognitively demanding, and socially mediated.

The psycholinguistic model shows that
conceptualisation, formulation, articulation,
and monitoring place interrelated demands on
L2 speakers, particularly when linguistic
processes are not yet automatised. The CAF
framework offers useful dimensions for
describing performance, but complexity,
accuracy, and fluency must be interpreted in
relation to task conditions and communicative
adequacy rather than as fixed measures of
competence.

The study also addresses anxiety-related
silence and limited participation without
reducing them to one biological mechanism.
Output can support noticing, hypothesis
testing, and metalinguistic reflection, but its
contribution depends on  interaction,
feedback, subsequent input, and oppor-
tunities for revision. For future teachers,
productive competence is dual in the
analytical sense adopted here: it includes both
personal language resources and the
professional ability to wuse English for
managing, explaining, eliciting, responding,
and creating learning opportunities.

Finally, the theoretical exploration
supports the empirical investigation of
structured PBCL rather than declaring it an
optimal framework in advance. Positive
interdependence, individual accountability,
meaningful professional products, peer
interaction, recurrent performance, and
reflection may provide conditions in which
learners co-construct knowledge and practise
pedagogical language. The actual effect of
PBCL is likely to depend on task complexity,
group relations, proficiency distribution,
teacher mediation, and the alignment of
assessment with intended outcomes.

Implications for further research. The
proposed account suggests that the produc-
tive competence required in contemporary FL
classrooms is unlikely to develop through
isolated drills alone. Subsequent studies
should operationalise the dual-layered
construct, validate the proposed criteria and
developmental profiles, and compare PBCL
with alternative instructional arrangements.
Empirical work should include multiple
speaking tasks, transparent rating
procedures, learner and teacher perspectives,
and evidence concerning which collaborative
conditions support development and for
whom.
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AYBKO Cepriit
acripaHT KaTeApu OCBITHBOTO MEHEIKMEHTY, apTMEHEIXKMEHTY Ta COLliaAbHOI poboTH,
YepkracbKuil HalliOHAABHU# yHiBepcuTeT iMeHi Bormana XMeAbHHUIILKOrO, YKpaina

PO3BHUTOK AHC'AOMOBHOI NPOAYKTHUBHOI KOMIIETEHTHOCTI: TEOPETHYHI 3ACAOH

Y emammi Odocnidkyemocss b6azamoepaHHe meope-
muuHe NIOTPYHMsL AH20MO8HOI NPOOYKMUBHOL Komneme-
HMHOCMI, 30Kpema Y cneyianizoeaHomy KoHmeKcmi niozo-
moeku maililbymuix yuumenis iHozemHoi moau (IM).

HeobxioHicmb 00CNiOMKEeHHS 08 s13aHa 3 nepexooom 8i0
1301b080H020 (POPMYBAHHSL MOBNEHHEBUX HABUUOK i nepe-
8AXKHO pEenpooyKmueHuUxX enpag8 00 OUHAMIUHIULOZO,

91

KOZHIMUBHO CKAAOHIULO20 MA COUIAILHO 3YMOBIEH020 PO-
3YMIHHSL MOBIEHHEBOL OlSL/ILHOCM.

B ocHogy docnioskeHHs NOKAAOEHO NOJIONEHHSL npo me,
U40 MemoOuKU, 30PIEHMOBAHL 20/I08HO HA MEXAHIUHE 3ay-
uyeaHHs, 8I0MeopeHHsl 2omosux 3paskie abo ouckpemHe
mecmyeaHHs1, 3a YMOo8U X i301608AH020 3G.CNOCYBAHHSL MO-
KYms 6ymu HedocmamHiMu 0151 pO38UMKY 2eHepamueHUX
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ma iHmepaKyitiHux yminb matibymrsozo suumens.. Cmyoe-
HmMu marome He auwe giomeoproeamu IM, a i cnoHmaHHo
npodykyeamu ii, 00HOUACHO Kepyrouu ayoumopHUM OUCKY-
pcom.

Memor uyiei cmammi € KomniekcHuiL meopemuuHuil
0271510 NCUXONIH2EICMUUHUX, KOZHIMUBHUX Ma Neda202iuHUX
MexXaHizmMig, noe’sisarux 3i 30amHicmio npooykysamu
8LnbHe, KOpeKkmHe ma CmpYyKmypHo cKkaadHe YCHe MOo8-
JIeHHSL QH2AITCbKOI0 MO08010 SIK THO3emHow. Xoua npodyk-
MUBHA KOMNEemeHmMHICMb OXONJU0E SIK YCHe, mak i nuce-
MHe NPoOYKYSBAHHS,, AHALIMUUHY Y8a2Y 30CepedreHO HA
YCHOMY MOBJIeHHI uepes tioeo 6e3nocepedHio posb Y Kepy-
8aHHI ayoumopHow e3aemodiero. Posensidarouu npobremy
Kpi3b Npusmy NPpUuKAaoHoi aAiH28icCMUKU, KOZHIMUBHOL NCu-
X0n1021f ma memoouKu HaeUaHHs M08, CIMammsi HA20LOULYE
Ha cneyugiuHux 8umozax 00 malilbymmix nedazozis.

TI'onosHa mema 0ocnioskeHHS nossleae 8 ONUC KO2ZHIMu-
8HOI apximexkmypu NpooYyKYB8AHHSL MOBNEHHSL, AHANISZL age-
KMUSHUX ma iHmepaxyiliHux 6ap epia i nosicCHeHHi moeo, sk
CMPYKMYposaHi KONAGOPAMUBHI MEXAHIBMU MOXKYMb
cnpusmu gpopmyeaHHo npogpeciliHoi nedazoziuHol Komne-
meHmHocmi.

Memoou. Y OocniOrxeHHI suKOopucmaHo HapamueHUil
meopemuuHuil 02/150, KOHUenmyaioHe MO0 08aHHS. ma
MDKOUCYUNNIHAPHUT CUHMEe3 3 3aYUeHHSIM NCUXOJIH28IC-
mukKu, KoeHIMueHol ncuxosioeii, meopii MO8HO020 OUIHIO-
8AHHSL Ma CouiokynbmypHoi nedazoziku ONsl 3’sCY8AHHS
MEeXAHIZMI8 NPOOYKYBAHHSL IHULOMOBHO20 MOBNEHHSL Tl npo-
gpeciiinoi nedazo2iuHoi KOMYHIKAYL.

Pesynomamu. I'onosHuil apeymerm cmammi noasi2ae 8
momy, U0 AaH2IOMOB8HY NPOOYKMUBHY KOMNEemeHmHicmo
MatilbymHb020 guumesnst OOYUIbHO KOHYenmyalisysamu siK
CKNIAQOHUllL  080piBHEe8UllL KOHCMPYKmM, WO  OXONJI0E

KOZHIMUBHE ONPAUIO8AHHS MOBNEHHS, CMPYKMYPHI MOBHI
pecypcu, iIHmepakyiliHuillL KOHMpPOab i nedazoziuHe Mo0esto-
8aHMHsl. Y docniosieHHI onucaHo sumoau 0o emany ¢popmy-
JU0BAHHSL MOBEHHSL MA PO32/ITHYMO NO8’s13aHe 3 MPUBOIK-
HICIO MOBUAHHSL SIK 6ap’ep NpoOyKmueHOi yuacmi.

IlpoaranizoeaHo, sk zinome3a NPOOYKYBAHHSL MOXKe
cnpusimu NOMIMAHHIO MOBHUX NPOANUH, Nepesipyi 2inomes
i MemamoeHill pegpaercii. [HUUM 8AIKNUBUM ACNEKMOM €
3anponoHosaHe NOEOHAHHSL NPOEKMHO-OPIEHMOBAH020 KO-
nabopamuenozo HasuaHHs (IIOKH) 3i cnipanibHow Mo-
desunio mosaeHHegoeo pozsumiky. TeopemuuHull aHaniz oae
niocmasu npunycmumul, Ui0 ULTeCNPSMOBAHL COUIALHO
onocepedKo8aHi cepedo8UULA MOXKYMb 00nomozmu Maiiby-
MHIM yuumensim po3gusamu sik ocobucme 8000iHHSL MO-
8010, mak i npogpeciiiHe MOBNEHHSL UUMESL.

ITepcnekxmueu nodanvuiux docniokeHs. Konabopamu-
8HI Ni0X00U 3aNpPONOHOBAHO PO3210aAmU 1K OONO8HEHHSL 00
THWUX (POPM HABUAHHSL, A He SIK X a8MOMAMUUHY 30MIHY.
ITodanvwii emnipuuHi 0OCNIONEHHST Maroms nepegipumu
ymosu, 3a skux IIOKH niompumye npooykmueHy Komne-
MmeHmMHICMmb MAlbYMHIX yuumesnis 8 YHI8epCUmMemcbkux
ayoumopisix, a makKosk eaniousyeamu 3anpPonoHO8AHI KpU-
mepii ma npogini posgumiy.

Knrouoei cnoea: npo0ykmueHa GH2NOMOSHA KOMNe-
meHmHicms; MailbymHi guumedni iHO3eMHOi MOBU; KOZHIMU-
8He HABAHMAIKEHHSL; 2inome3a NPOOYKYBAHHSL MOBAEHHSL
KOMYHIKAMUBHO-KOZHIMUBHA CNIPANIbHA MO0€Nb;, NPOEK-
MHO-OpieHMo8aHe KoAabopamueHe HABUAHHSL, MOBAEHHS.
suumednsi.
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POAb EMIIATII Y $OPMYBAHHI EAITAPHOI MOBHOI OCOBHCTOCTI
IO YAC HABYAHHSI AHTAOMOBHOI KOMYHIKAIIIT

Y cmammi ob6tpyHmosaHo HeobXiOHIcmb po3e-
N0y emnamii sIK Ka0U08020 NCUXOJI02IUHO20 UUH-
HUKQ hopMY8aHHSL enimapHOi MO8HOL ocobuc-mocmi
3006yeauie oceimu ni0 uac HASUAHHSL AH2/IOMOBHOT
KOMYHIKAYII.

3’scoeaHo, wio eoeHHI peasii, nog’si3aHi 3 nepe-
IKUBAHHAM CMpecy, NCUXOJI02IUHUX MPAeM, SUMY-
WeHUM nepemiujeHHsIM | NOCMIiHOI 3azpo30to bes-
neuyi, 3ymoenwromsb nompedy 8 nidzomosui
MalibymHb020 8uUMessl aH2Ailicbkoi Mmoeu, 30am-
HO20 cmeopleamu NCUX0JI02iUHO be3neuHe ocgimHe
cepedosulye uepes YpaxyseaHHsT NCUXO0EMO-UIliHO20
cmany cyb’exmis HABUAHHSL, NPOSI8 CnisUYmMmsi, Cnig-
nepeKuaHHsi, mepniHHs 00 ixXHixX HOUBIOYA/IbHUX
ocgimHix nompeb i memny 3ac80€HHST HABUAIbHO20
mamepiany.

BcmaroeneHo, wo emnamist enaueae Ha hopmy-
8aHHsL enimapHoi Mmo8HOi ocobucmocmi maiibym-
HBb020 suUUMesl AHRNliCbKoi Mo8U, 30amHOT 8paxo8y-
eamu  IHOUBIOYANbHO-NCUXON02IMHI  ocobausocmi
cyb’ekma Ha8UAHHS, npozHO3Yysamu (020 peaKruyito
Ha nouyme, yceidomumu OUHAMIKY 3ACBOEHHSL HAB-
UanIbHO20 Mamepiany 3aosisi 0060pYy KOMYHIKaAmMus-
Hux cmpameziti, HeobXiOHUX 07151 30X0UEHHSL CNLTKY-
B8AHHS QHRNIUCLKOI0 MO8010, A MAaKOX Hadasamu
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niompumky Yy pasi GUHUKHEHHST mpYyoHoOWwi8 3i
cnpuliHammsm tHPOPMAYTL Ul MPUBOIKHUX CMAHI8
nio uac 8ionoeiol.

Knrouoei cnoea: ocgima 6 ymosax 8iliHU, emna-
mist; H28ICMUUHA emMnamist; aH2/ilUCbKa MO8a; aHz2-
JIOMOBHA KOMYHIKAUISL, MOSHA ocobucmicmy; enima-
pHaA Mo8Ha ocobucmicmvb;, MaUOYmMHIi yuumeni
aHa ilicbKol MO8U.

IlocraHoBKa mpoOAeMH. BUKAUKH BOEH-
HOIO 4acy, IPHUCKOPEHi pehopMyBaabHi Ta €B-
PpOiHTerpallifiti Impoilecu, eKOHOMIYHi, ITOAITH-
YHi, COIliaAbHi 3pyIIeHHS B YKpaiHi 3yMOBUAU
3MiHHM B yCiX raaysdax, 30KpeMa i B OCBITHIiH.
Taxk, mim 9ac miaroToBKH MafiOyTHIX VIUTEAIB
aHTAIMCHEKOI MOBU OCOOAMBY yBary CAifl ITPUIi-
ASITU TICUXOAOTIYHOMY acIIeKTy (QOPMYBaHHS
IXHBOI MOBHOI OCODHMCTOCTI, IT03asK MOBa € He
Auie 3acoboMm mepenaBaHHA iHQopMalii, a 1
iHCTpPYMEHTOM ITpodeciiHOTO MHUCAEHHS, €MO-
iHffHOI MiATPUMKH ocobucTocTi, hopMyBaHHH
JoBipH. Y 3B’I3Ky 3 IIUM, eMIIaTid € BaKAUBOIO
YMOBOIO e(DeKTHUBHOIO 3IiCHEHHs KOMYHiKa-
oii 4Yepe3 IMpodB CIHIBYYTTd, IIiKAYBaHHM,





