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DEVELOPING LINGUISTIC COMPETENCE IN FUTURE ENGLISH TEACHERS

Linguistic competence is a central concept in both linguistics and language teaching methodo-
logy. Theoretical foundations, structure, and practical approaches to its development have been
explored in the works of renowned scholars such as Noam Chomsky, Dell Hymes, Stephen Krashen,
Michael Halliday, and Ray Jackendoff, as well as Ukrainian researchers including Florii Batsevych,
Oksana Bigych, Hanna Boretska, and Natalia Borisko, Oleksandr Kolesnyk, and others.

Noam Chomsky introduced the concept of linguistic competence within the framework of gene-
rative grammar, defining it as an idealized knowledge of language that includes phonological,
orthographic, lexical, and grammatical components. His perspective emphasizes syntax as the core
generative structure (Chomsky, 1965). Dell Hymes expanded on Chomsky’s ideas, introducing com-
municative competence, which encompasses not only linguistic knowledge but also the ability to use
language appropriately in diverse social contexts (Hymes, 1972). Similarly, Ray Jackendoff identified
five key components of generative grammar: the lexicon, base component, transformational com-
ponent, phonological component, and semantic component, with phonology, syntax, and semantics
functioning as interdependent generative processes (Jackendoff, 1972).

In the field of higher education, particularly in the training of undergraduate students in language
studies, linguistic competence serves as a fundamental foundation in shaping their ability to ana-
lyse, produce, and interpret complex linguistic structures. It enables students to engage effectively in
academic discourse, apply theoretical knowledge in practical communication, and develop the nec-
essary skills for professional and intercultural interactions. As such, developing students' linguistic
competence requires a structured methodological approach that systematically integrates theoretical
knowledge with practical application (Savignon, 2002, p. 208).

The purpose of this article is to examine the processes and challenges of linguistic competence
development specifically within the context of training Ukrainian undergraduate students speciali-
zing in English language teaching. This analysis aims to identify effective pedagogical strategies and
provide actionable recommendations for curriculum development.

The research methodology integrates several qualitative and descriptive approaches to provide
both theoretical depth and practical insights into developing linguistic competence in future English
teachers. Our investigation employs the following methods:

1. Theoretical analysis forms the foundation, involving a comprehensive review of scientific works
by foreign scholars alongside significant contributions from Ukrainian researchers in the field of lin-
guistic and pedagogical theory.
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2. Examination of official frameworks such as the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages (CEFR) and the European Parliament's recommendations regarding language education.

3. Comparative analysis exploring linguistic similarities and differences between English and
Ukrainian, with particular focus on challenges related to phonetics, grammar, vocabulary, and dis-
course patterns.

4. Experiential research based on classroom observations and teaching interventions conducted at
Ivan Franko Drohobych State Pedagogical University, emphasizing practical approaches to develop-
ing linguistic competence.

5. Systematic component analysis that examines linguistic competence through its constituent ele-
ments: phonetic, lexical, grammatical, and discourse components, each analysed for its role in overall
language proficiency.

This comprehensive methodology ensures a balanced exploration of both theoretical frameworks
and practical applications in English language teacher preparation.

According to the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) and the Euro-
pean Parliament’s Recommendations on Key Competences for Lifelong Learning, Linguistic Competence
as a part of language competence encompasses morphological and syntactic structures, vocabulary, phono-
logical accuracy, and orthographic control (Council of Europe, 2020; Core competences, 2006).

As noted by the scholar F.S. Batsevych in his Dictionary of Intercultural Communication Terms,
linguistic competence refers to knowledge of the language code, that is, mastering “all levels of lan-
guage, language style, and speech, as well as the rules by which correct linguistic structures and mes-
sages are created” (Batsevych, 2007, p. 79). Consequently, speakers apply this knowledge in commu-
nication. Similarly, scientists Bigych O. B., Borysko N. F., Boretska G. E., et al. categorize language
competencies as including foreign language phonetic, lexical, grammatical competencies, as well as
foreign language competencies in writing and reading techniques (Bigych et al., 2013, p. 192-279).

Based on our thorough analysis of these aforementioned works, we have arrived at the conclusion
that linguistic competence must be viewed as a multidimensional construct that encompasses not only
theoretical knowledge of language systems but also the practical ability to apply this knowledge in
various communicative contexts. This integrated perspective forms the foundation of our methodo-
logical approach to developing linguistic competence in future English teachers.

For undergraduate students specializing in English language studies, the development of linguistic
competence requires a multifaceted approach, encompassing four key domains:

— Phonetic Competence: This includes an understanding of articulatory phonetics, prosodic fea-
tures (intonation, stress, rhythm), and phonetic phenomena such as elision and assimilation. These
elements collectively form the foundation of accurate pronunciation and comprehension.

— Lexical Competence: This comprises an extensive knowledge of academic and professional
vocabulary, the ability to distinguish between formal and informal expressions, and an awareness of
collocations and idiomatic phrases. Mastery of these aspects enables precise and contextually appro-
priate expression.

— Grammatical Competence: This involves an understanding of advanced syntactic structures,
tense and aspect, and the ability to demonstrate accuracy in sentence construction. These components
are essential for producing structurally sound language.

— Discourse Competence: This encompasses the ability to produce coherent and cohesive written
and spoken texts, including academic essays, presentations, and professional correspondence. This
competence reflects the integration of all linguistic skills at the textual level.

Let us examine each component of linguistic competence in detail, focusing on the perspective of
Ukrainian students specializing in English language teaching.

Firstly, linguistic competence includes the phonetic aspect, which encompasses several important
elements. The articulatory features of English sounds form a fundamental basis of this competence
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(Kolesnyk et al., 2015, p. 20—45]. These features include the openness of vowels, as demonstrated in
[i:] in the word “see” or [a:] in “father”, as well as their closeness, exemplified in [&] in “cat” or [1]
in “sit”. The length of vowels can significantly affect word meaning, as illustrated by minimal pairs
such as “ship”” and “sheep” or “bit” and “beat”. Consonant sounds also possess distinctive features,
including the aspiration of [p], [t], and [k] at the beginning of words, as in “pat”, “top” or “cat”.
Another crucial feature is the distinction between voiced and voiceless consonants, such as [b] and
[p]in “bat” and “pat”, or [d] and [t] in “dog” and “top”. Particularly challenging for many learners
are the dental sounds, such as [0] in “think” or [0] in “this”.

Understanding the structure of speech organs proves essential for proper pronunciation. Know-
ledge of the alveolar ridge — a part of the hard palate located behind the upper teeth — enables accurate
pronunciation of sounds like [t], [d], [s], [z], and [n], as in “dog”, “sun”, “zebra” and “net”. The
hard palate plays a crucial role in producing sounds such as [J] in “shoe”, [3] in “measure” and [j]
in “yes”. For retroflex sounds such as [{] in “right” and [tf] in “chocolate” proper tongue placement
requires understanding the tongue's curvature in the mouth. Additionally, the position of the velum is
vital for sounds like [k] in “cat” and [g] in “go”.

Prosodic elements — including intonation, rhythm, stress, and tempo — play a significant role in
English speech. In examining types of stress, students find that English employs a clear emphasis on
particular syllables within words, known as word stress. The stressed syllable is pronounced with
greater force, length, and often with a higher pitch, as demonstrated in words like 'REcord (noun)
versus re'CORD (verb). At the phrase level, stress emphasizes content words while leaving function
words unstressed, creating patterns such as “She is 'going to the 'store” and “He has a 'big, red 'car”.
Future teachers also employ contrastive stress to highlight contrast or provide clarification, as in
“I 'wanted the 'RED one, not the 'blue one”.

The intonation patterns of English serve to convey meaning, emotions, and communicative inten-
tions through speech melody. Rising intonation typically appears at the end of yes/no questions (like
in Are you /' coming?), expressing uncertainty or expecting confirmation. In contrast, falling into-
nation characterizes declarative sentences, commands, and questions with question words, indicating
the completion of an idea (e.g., What are you ¥V doing?). More complex patterns include fall-rise
intonation, which speakers use to express uncertainty or contrast, or to indicate that they have more
to say (e.g., I think he’s v coming, /" but I'm not 'sure). Rise-fall intonation conveys strong emotions,
finality, or decisive statements (e.g., I'll 'go to the /" party, no 'matter NV what).

English rhythm follows a stress-timed pattern, where stressed syllables occur at regular intervals
while unstressed syllables are shortened or pronounced more quickly. This creates a characteristic flow
in speech, as in “/ 'NEED a 'CUP of 'COFFEE”, where function words receive less emphasis than
content words. Speech tempo varies according to context and intention, with faster speech conveying
excitement or urgency, and slower speech emphasizing important information or ensuring clarity. These
prosodic features work together to create the distinctive sound and rhythm of English speech, contribut-
ing significantly to effective communication and natural-sounding language production.

Basic phonetic terms in English encompass several fundamental sound patterns that significantly
influence pronunciation and communication. The schwa [9], representing the most common neutral
vowel sound in English, emerges as a central feature of the language's sound system. This prevalence
stems from English's stress-timed nature, where unstressed syllables naturally reduce to this shorter,
weaker sound. The schwa frequently appears in unstressed syllables, as demonstrated in the word
sofa [ 'soufa], where the final vowel reduces to this neutral sound. This reduction pattern plays a cru-
cial role in maintaining English's characteristic rhythm and stress patterns.

In American English specifically, the flap T sound represents a distinctive feature of casual speech.
This phenomenon occurs when the letter “t” appears between vowels in an unstressed position, result-
ing in a sound similar to a quick, soft “d”. Common examples include better | 'bera] and water [ wora].
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This feature, while standard in American casual speech, differs from British English pronunciation,
where the [t] sound typically remains crisp and clearly articulated. The prevalence of the flap T in
American English reflects the language's tendency toward easier articulation in informal contexts.

Another significant phonetic feature is reciprocal pronunciation, which refers to words that main-
tain two acceptable pronunciation variants. The classic examples of this phenomenon are either and
neither. The word either may be pronounced as [ ‘aidar] (following the pattern of words like “write”)
or [ '1:.00r] (following the pattern of words like “see”). Similarly, neither accepts both [ nardor] and
[ ni:0ar] as standard variants. While both pronunciations are correct in all English-speaking regions,
the [ "a1dor] variant tends to predominate in American English, whereas British speakers more com-
monly use ['i:0aor]. These variations reflect the complex interplay between regional preferences and
historical development in English pronunciation patterns.

Furthermore, it is important to to understand the articulation of sounds in Ukrainian to recognize the
similarities and differences in the pronunciation of phonetic units (for example, Ukr. [mM] vs. Engl. [m],
Ukr. [r] vs. Engl. [h], Ukr. [p] vs. Engl. [r]). Additionally, familiarity with phonetic phenomena such
as elision and assimilation is essential. For instance, Ukrainian learners often struggle with elision in
fast speech, as in “next day” [nekst der] becoming [nek/J der], since Ukrainian pronunciation tends
to preserve all sounds. Similarly, assimilation, as in “good boy” [gud bo1] pronounced as [gub boi],
may be challenging because Ukrainian consonants typically undergo less modification in connected
speech. Moreover, understanding different types of intonation is crucial, as it can either help or make
English pronunciation more difficult.

Secondly, lexical knowledge, or vocabulary, is a crucial component of linguistic competence. Lex-
ical competence refers to an English learner’s ability to understand, use, and manipulate vocabulary
effectively across various communicative contexts. It extends beyond simply knowing word mean-
ings; it includes the ability to select appropriate vocabulary based on context, understand nuances,
and use words correctly in phrases and sentences. For instance, this encompasses the ability to:

— Understand denotations (literal meanings) and connotations (implied meanings): slim (positive
connotation) vs. skinny (negative connotation).

— Recognize differences in formality between synonyms: begin (formal) vs. start (neutral/infor-
mal); assist (formal) vs. help (neutral).

— Know collocations (words that naturally go together): make a mistake V' vs. do a mistake X,
strong coffee ¥ vs. powerful coffee X.

— Use phrasal verbs (common multi-word verbs): give up (quit), run into (meet by chance), look
after (take care of).

— Understand and use idioms naturally in speech and writing: a piece of cake (very easy), hit the
books (study hard), pull someone’s leg (joke with someone).

— Know how prefixes, suffixes, and root words affect meaning: happy — unhappy (negative), care
— careless (lack of care), nation — national — international.

— Recognize that the same word can have different meanings in different contexts: bank (financial
institution) vs. bank (side of a river).

— Avoid confusion with words that look similar in the learner’s native language but have different
meanings in English: actual (real, not "current" as in Ukrainian akmyansnuti), fabric (cloth, not “fab-
rication” as in Ukrainian ¢pabpuxa).

— Use synonyms, pronouns, and transition words to create well-structured spoken or written dis-
course. For example, instead of repeating “the research study” multiple times, use “the investiga-
tion”, “the findings”, or “the analysis”.

Thus, strong lexical competence enables learners to express themselves more precisely, better
understand authentic texts, and communicate effectively in academic, professional, and everyday
contexts.
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Thirdly, linguistic competence includes grammar, which involves understanding and applying the
rules governing the structure of language. This encompasses mastering syntax (word order), mor-
phology (word formation), tense and aspect, and other grammatical categories that contribute to the
formation of correct and meaningful sentences.

In English, word order is crucial for meaning. The basic word order in declarative sentences is
Subject-Verb-Object: [ like ice cream (correct) vs. I like very much ice cream (incorrect). Ukrainian
allows more flexibility in word order due to its rich case system, which marks grammatical roles (sub-
ject, object, etc.) through inflections. In contrast, English relies on a more rigid word order, and errors
often occur when students attempt to apply Ukrainian word order rules directly to English.

Tenses (past, present, future) and aspects (simple, continuous, perfect) convey the time and nature
of an action or event: / have seen that movie (Present Perfect) vs. I saw that movie (Simple Past). Since
Ukrainian lacks a direct equivalent of the English present perfect tense, students frequently encounter
difficulty with its usage. Additionally, English uses the continuous aspect in contexts where Ukrainian
does not, leading to errors such as I am seeing him now instead of I see him now in specific situations.

English employs articles (“a”, “an”, and “the”) to indicate whether something is specific or gen-
eral: I bought a book (any book) vs. I bought the book (a specific book). Since Ukrainian does not use
articles, learners may omit them in English or struggle with their correct application.

Prepositions establish relationships between elements in a sentence (e.g., location, time, direction):
I am at the station vs. I am in the station (the choice of preposition alters the meaning). Prepositions
in English are often used differently than in Ukrainian. For example, English uses in for places and
times (e.g., in the morning), while Ukrainian employs different prepositions (e.g., y or xa).

Conditional sentences express hypothetical situations and their possible outcomes, typically using
if and different verb forms (e.g., If [ were you, I would study harder). Since Ukrainian uses alternative
constructions for hypothetical situations, learners often encounter challenges in forming conditionals,
particularly the second and third conditionals in English, which lack direct equivalents in Ukrainian.

The passive voice emphasizes the action or the object of the action rather than the subject: The
book was read by the student vs. The student read the book. The passive voice is less commonly used
in Ukrainian, so learners may either overuse it in English or avoid it altogether. Mastering the struc-
ture and formation of passive sentences can be particularly difficult.

Modals express necessity, possibility, permission, and ability (e.g., can, must, might): You must
study (necessity) vs. You can study (ability). Ukrainian learners often find it challenging to distinguish
between modals, particularly the nuances of must vs. have to, or might vs. may.

English pronouns (subject, object, possessive) must agree with the noun they replace in gender,
number, and case: She is my friend (subject pronoun) vs. This is her book (object possessive pronoun).
While Ukrainian also uses gendered pronouns, learners frequently struggle with distinctions in English,
especially when switching between subject and object pronouns or correctly using possessive forms.

Fourthly, linguistic competence encompasses knowledge of syntax, meaning that a speaker must
understand how to properly combine words into grammatically correct sentences. Discourse com-
petence refers to an English learner’s ability to structure spoken and written communication in a
cohesive, logical, and meaningful way. It involves understanding how language functions beyond the
sentence level to form coherent conversations, texts, and interactions. For Ukrainian learners, several
aspects of discourse competence pose significant challenges due to structural and stylistic differences
between English and Ukrainian.

Learners must use cohesive devices such as pronouns, conjunctions, and linking words to ensure
smooth transitions between ideas. For instance: I saw a film yesterday. It was amazing (with it refer-
ring to a film). However, Ukrainian students may either overuse or omit cohesive devices. This occurs
because, in Ukrainian, pronouns are often omitted when the subject is clear, whereas in English, they
must be explicitly stated.
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Ideas should be presented in a logical order to maintain clarity and relevance throughout a text or
conversation. For example, a well-structured paragraph typically begins with a topic sentence, fol-
lowed by supporting details, and concludes with a summarizing statement. Ukrainian students may
find paragraph structuring in English challenging because Ukrainian writing often allows for longer,
more complex sentences with implicit connections between ideas.

Discourse competence involves recognizing different genres (such as academic writing, formal
letters, and casual conversations) and using appropriate tone, vocabulary, and structure. For instance:
Could you please send me the report by Friday? (formal) vs. Hey, can you send me the report by
Friday? (informal). Ukrainian learners may sometimes mix formal and informal elements inappro-
priately due to differences in how politeness and directness are expressed in their native language.

Additionally, discourse competence includes the use of discourse markers, which connect and
structure speech and writing. Phrases such as on the other hand, however, and in contrast indicate
relationships between ideas. For example: [ wanted to go to the beach, however, it started raining.
Ukrainian students may rely on simpler connectors like and or but, which can result in less sophisti-
cated writing. Furthermore, direct word-for-word translations from Ukrainian often lead to unnatural
expressions in English.

In spoken discourse, knowing when to speak, interrupt, or respond appropriately in a conversation
is crucial. For example, instead of abruptly interrupting, a speaker might say, Excuse me, may I add
something? Since Ukrainian conversational norms allow for more overlap and interruptions in dis-
cussions, learners may struggle with English turn-taking conventions, leading to unintended rudeness
or hesitation.

Referencing and substitution help avoid repetition by replacing words with pronouns, synonyms,
or other cohesive structures. For instance: John bought a new laptop. The device was quite expensive
(the device replaces laptop). Ukrainian students may overuse nouns due to the flexibility of repetition
in their native language, resulting in unnatural phrasing in English.

Strong discourse competence enables learners to express complex ideas effectively, engage in
discussions, write structured essays, and communicate naturally in various settings. For Ukrainian
learners, explicit instruction and practice in cohesion, coherence, and genre-specific discourse strate-
gies are essential for overcoming common difficulties and achieving fluency in English.

Thus, linguistic competence is essential for effective communication, as it provides a solid foun-
dation in the mechanics of language. It develops through speech activity and requires both theoretical
knowledge and practical application. Since linguistic and speech competence are inseparable, master-
ing linguistic competence ensures not only fluency but also accuracy in communication. Ultimately,
achieving linguistic competence is the key to becoming a communicatively competent individual.

A synthesis of the experience of English lecturers at Ivan Franko Drohobych State Pedagogical
University suggests that, to effectively prepare future English teachers, linguistic competence must be
developed through a structured approach that combines theoretical knowledge with practical appli-
cation. This process should progress systematically through the four key stages outlined above: pho-
netic, lexical, grammatical, and discourse competence.

In the Phonetic Stage, practical application involves activities such as minimal pair drills (e.g.,
ship vs. sheep), phonetic transcription exercises, and shadowing native speech patterns, all of which
help improve articulation. Recording and analysing speech samples promote self-correction, while
comparisons with Ukrainian phonetics highlight key differences between the two languages.

Lexical competence is cultivated through thematic vocabulary exercises, contextual guessing
techniques, and corpus-based learning. Additionally, activities like role-playing, storytelling, and
word-mapping reinforce the active use of vocabulary in varied contexts.

Grammar competence is strengthened through structured drills, transformation exercises, and
communicative grammar tasks. Writing assignments and peer reviews further integrate grammatical
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accuracy into real-life contexts, ensuring that students are able to apply what they’ve learned in prac-
tical scenarios (Prystai, 2022, p. 9-17).

Discourse competence is developed through engagement in discussions, debates, and academic
writing. Tasks such as summarizing articles, constructing argumentative essays, and practicing class-
room discourse allow future teachers to apply their knowledge in pedagogical contexts, preparing
them for diverse communication settings.

In conclusion, a balanced methodological approach ensures that linguistic competence is compre-
hensively developed in future English teachers. By combining theoretical knowledge with structured,
interactive practice at each stage, educators not only achieve proficiency themselves but also gain the
skills necessary to effectively teach language to their students. Future research should focus on opti-
mising instructional methods for developing phonetic, lexical, grammatical, and discourse compe-
tence, considering the specific challenges of Ukrainian learners. Particular attention should be given
to integrating digital tools, interactive techniques, and cross-linguistic comparisons to enhance both
the effectiveness of English language teaching and students' long-term communicative proficiency.
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Prystai H. Developing linguistic competence in future English teachers

The article explores the development of linguistic competence in future English teachers,
focusing on its phonetic, lexical, grammatical, and discourse components. It characterises linguistic
competence as essential for both language accuracy and communicative fluency, emphasizing its role
in academic, professional, and intercultural contexts. The research highlights the main challenges
Ukrainian learners face, including differences in pronunciation, word order, tense usage, articles,
and cohesive devices. A comparative analysis of English and Ukrainian linguistic features identifies
specific areas requiring targeted instruction. The study demonstrates that a structured, stage-by-stage
approach effectively enhances linguistic competence, integrating techniques such as minimal pair
drills, phonetic transcription, articulation exercises, and shadowing native speech patterns to improve
pronunciation. Lexical competence is developed through vocabulary-building tasks, contextual
guessing, and role-playing activities. Grammar competence is strengthened through structured drills,
transformation exercises, and communicative tasks that emphasize accuracy and fluency. Discourse
competence is advanced by engaging students in discussions, summarizing texts, constructing essays,
and practicing cohesive devices for logical text organization. The research proves that combining
theoretical knowledge with practical application improves linguistic accuracy and spontaneous speech
production. The findings emphasise the importance of explicit instruction, interactive practice, and
progressive skill development, ensuring comprehensive proficiency and preparing future teachers to
communicate confidently and accurately.

Key words: aspects of linguistic competence, phonetics, pronunciation patterns, cohesive devices,
lexical competence, grammatical competence.
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B akaJeMiuHid, npodeciiHiii Ta MDKKYIBTYpHIH cdepax criikyBaHHs. J[OCHiTKEHHS BHCBITIIOE
OCHOBHI TPY/IHOIII, 3 SKUMHU CTUKAIOTHCS YKPATHCHKI CTY/ICHTH 1111 YaC BUBYCHHS aHTJIIHCHKOI MOBH,
30KpeMa BIJMIHHOCTI y BHMOBI, TOPSJKY CJIiB, YKHBaHHI 4acoBHX (OpM, apTHKJIIB Ta 3aco0ax
3B’SI3HOCTI p€YCHB y TEKCTIi. 3aCTOCOBAHO MOPIBHAIBHUHN aHai3, 10 AaB 3MOTY BU3HAYUTH KITFOYOB1
ACIeKTH, K1 MOTPEOYIOTh IIJIECIIPSIMOBAHOTO HaBYaHHs JlOBEIEHO, 10 CTPYKTYPOBAHHUH 1 TOETAITHUMA
miaxig copusie eEeKTUBHOMY PO3BHUTKY (POHETHYHOI KOMIIETEHTHOCTI y MalOyTHIX YYHUTENIiB.
30KkpemMa, Ui BIOCKOHAJICHHS BHMOBH 3aCTOCOBYIOTh (DOHETHYHY TPAHCKPHIIIIIIO, apTUKYJISIIHHI
BITPAaBH Ta HACIIiyBaHHs MOJIeJICii MOBJICHHS HOCIiB MOBH. JIeKCHYHA KOMIIETEHTHICTh PO3BUBAETHCS
3aBJISIKM 3aBJAaHHSM Ha 30aradyeHHs CIIOBHUKOBOTO 3ariacy, BraJyBaHHsS 3HAUY€HHS CIIIB i3 KOHTEKCTY
Ta pPOJILOBHM irpaM. [pamaTHyHa KOMIIETEHTHICTh 3MII[HIOETBCS 4Yepe3 CTPYKTYpOBaHi BIIPAaBH,
TpaHchopmarliiiHi 3aBIaHHsS ¥ KOMYHIKaTHMBHI BIIPaBH, CIPSMOBaHI Ha JOCSTHEHHS TOYHOCTI Ta
TUTABHOCTI MOBJICHHS. YCTaHOBJICHO, 10 AMCKYPCHUBHA KOMIIETCHTHICTh YIOCKOHATIOETHCS MIUISTXOM
3aJTy4eHHS CTYJCHTIB JI0 TIMCKYCIiH, y3araJlbHeHHS TCKCTiB, HAITUCAHHS €CE Ta MPAKTUKU BUKOPUCTAHHS
3aco0iB 3B’SI3HOCTI ISl JIOTIYHOI OpraHizallii Tekcty. Pe3ynbraTu JOCHIKEHHS IMiATBEPKYIOTh,
IO MOEJHAHHS TEOPETUYHHMX 3HAHb 13 MPAKTHYHUM 3aCTOCYBAaHHSIM CIPUSE TIBUNICHHIO MOBHOI
TOYHOCTI Ta PO3BHUTKY 3IaTHOCTI JI0 CIIOHTAHHOTO MOBJICHHs. AKIICHTOBaHO yBary Ha Ba)KIMBOCTI
YITKUX METOAMYHUX BKa31BOK, IMOETATHOIO HABYaHHS, 1HTEPAKTUBHUX METOJIB 1 CUCTEMaTHYHOTO
3aKpIIUICHHST HABUYOK, IO 3a0e3Ievyy€e KOMIUIEKCHE OBOJIOIHHS MOBOIO Ta (opMye y ManOyTHIX
YYHTEIIB YMIHHSI CIIUIKYBAaTHUCS BIEBHEHO 1 IPaBUIIBHO.

Knrouosi cnosa: acniekTu MOBHOT KOMIIETEHTHOCTI, POHETHKA, MOJIEeJIl BUMOBH, 3aCOOU 3B’ SI3HOCTI,
JICKCHYHA KOMITETCHTHICTh, TPaMaTUYHA KOMIICTEHTHICTb.
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