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LINGUISTIC PROCESSING AND ACQUISITION OF SECOND LANGUAGE
COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE

Y emammi poskpusaromuvcs nioxoou 00 KOMYHIKAMUEHUX HABUKIE BUSUEHHS THO3eMHOL
MO8U, iX 3MIHU Y BUKOPUCTNAHHI HA NPAKMUYI, Y CNPUIHAMMI mMa pO3YMIHHI 6CIX npoyecie 6u-
BUEHHSL MOBU [HO3EMHOL MOGU 31 CMOpoHU nompebu i mosxcaueocmi cmydenma. Poboma do-
nomazae OCASHYmu 6Nau6 NONEPeoOHIX Memooieé HAGYAHHS KOMYHIKAMUGHO! Komnemenyii Ha
cyuacHy ix imniemenmayiro.

Knrwuosi cnosa. Komynikamueni Haguxu mMosu, epamamuina o0i3HaAHICMb, Memooon02is,
JNIH2BICUKA, KOMYHIKAMUEHA KOMNEMmeHYis.

The article deals with communicative language teaching, its considerable change in
understanding of all the second language learning processes at the range of demand and
opportunity. Following exploration helps to gain the influence on recent methods of learners’
communicative competence teaching.

Key words: communicative language teaching, grammatical competence, methodology,
linguistics, communicative competence.

Constantly increasing need for good communicative skills in English has created an enor-
mous demand for English teaching all over the world. Millions of people today want to im-
prove their level of English or for their children to attain good English skills. The opportunities
to study English are available in various ways such as formal training, travel, study abroad, and
also through the mass media and the Internet.

Throughout the world demand for English has created a huge demand for quality of teaching
foreign languages and language learning materials and resources. Students themselves set de-
manding targets. They want to be able to learn English at the high level of accuracy and fluency.
Employers also claim that their employees have good knowledge and are fluent in English, what
is a requirement for success and promotion in many spheres of employment in the modern world.
Due to this the demand for corresponding technique of teaching is as strong as ever.

In the given material we aim to discuss the methodology known as communicative lan-
guage teaching, and to explore the assumptions it is based on, its origins and evolution, and
how it has affected modern approaches to language teaching.
© Sobetska N., 2013
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Perhaps the majority of foreign language teachers today, when asked to define the methodol-
ogy they use within their classrooms, mention “communicative” as the methodology of choice.
However, when asked to give a detailed account of what they mean by “communicative”, expla-
nations vary widely. Does communicative language teaching, mean teaching conversation, an
absence of grammar in a course, or an emphasis on open-ended discussion activities as the main
features of a course? What do we understand by communicative language teaching?

Communicative language teaching can be understood as a set of principles about the inten-
tions of language teaching, how learners learn a language, the kinds of classroom activities that
best facilitate learning, and the roles of teachers and learners in the classroom. Let us analyze
each of these issues in sequence.

Communicative language teaching sets as its goal the teaching of communicative compe-
tence. What does this term mean? Perhaps we can clarify this term by first comparing it with
the concept of grammatical competence. Grammatical competence refers to the knowledge we
have of a language that accounts for our ability to produce sentences in a language. It refers to
knowledge of the building blocks of sentences (e.g., parts of speech, tenses, phrases, clauses,
sentence patterns) and how sentences are formed. Grammatical competence is the focus of
many grammar practice books, which typically present a rule of grammar on one page, and
provide exercises to practice using the rule on the other page. The unit of analysis and practice
is typically the sentence. Whereas grammatical competence is one of essential aspects in lan-
guage learning, it is obviously not all that is involved in learning a language since one can mas-
ter the rules of sentence formation in a language and still not be very successful at being able to
use the language for meaningful communication. It is the latter capacity which is understood by
the term communicative competence. It includes the following aspects of language knowledge:

- Knowing how to use language for a range of different purposes and functions;

- Knowing how to vary our use of language according to the setting and the participants
(e.g., knowing when to use formal and informal speech or when to use language appropriately
for written as opposed to spoken communication);

- Knowing how to produce and understand different types of texts (e.g., narratives, reports,
interviews, conversations);

- Knowing how to maintain communication despite having limitations in one’s language
knowledge (e.g., through using different kinds of communication strategies).

The understanding of the processes of second language learning has changed considerably
in the last years and communicative language teaching is partly a response to these changes in
understanding. Earlier views of language learning focused primarily on the mastery of gram-
matical competence. Language learning was viewed as a process of mechanical habit forma-
tion, which is formed by having students produce correct sentences and not through making
mistakes. Errors were to be avoided through controlled opportunities for production (either
written or spoken). By memorizing dialogs and performing drills, the chances of making mis-
takes were minimized. Learning was very much seen as under the control of the teacher.

In recent years, language learning has been viewed from a very different perspective. It is
seen as resulting from processes such as:

- Interaction between the learner and users of the language;

- Collaborative creation of meaning;
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- Creating meaningful and purposeful interaction through language;

- Negotiation of meaning as the learner and his or her interlocutor arrive at understanding;

- Learning through attending to the feedback learners get when they use the language;

- Paying attention to the language one hears (the input) and trying to incorporate new forms
into one’s developing communicative competence;

- Trying out and experimenting with different ways of saying things.

The type of classroom activities proposed in communicative language teaching also im-
plied new roles in the classroom for teachers and learners. Learners now had to participate in
classroom activities that were based on a cooperative rather than individualistic approach to
learning. Students had to become comfortable with listening to their peers in group work or
pair work tasks, rather than relying on the teacher for a model. They were expected to take on a
greater degree of responsibility for their own learning. And teachers now had to assume the role
of facilitator and monitor. Rather than being a model for correct speech and writing and one
with the primary responsibility of making students produce plenty of error-free sentences, the
teacher had to develop a different view of learners’ errors and of her/his own role in facilitating
language learning.

In planning a language course, decisions have to be made about the content of the course,
including decisions about what vocabulary and grammar to teach at the beginning, intermedi-
ate, and advanced levels, and which skills and microskills to teach and in what sequence. Solu-
tions on these issues belong to the field of syllabus design or course design. Decisions about
how best to teach the contents of a syllabus relate to the field of methodology [3; 678].

Language teaching has seen many changes in ideas about syllabus design and methodol-
ogy, and communicative language teaching prompted a rethinking of approaches to syllabus
design and methodology. We may conveniently group trends in language teaching recently into
three phases:

Phase 1: traditional approaches (up to the late 1960s);

Phase 2: classic communicative language teaching (1970s to 1990s);

Phase 3: current communicative language teaching (late 1990s to the present).

Let us first consider the transition from traditional approaches to what we can refer to as
classic communicative language teaching. As we have mentioned above, traditional approaches
to language teaching gave priority to grammatical competence as the basis of language profi-
ciency. They were based on the belief that grammar could be learned through direct instruction
and through a methodology that made much use of repetitive practice and drilling. The ap-
proach to the teaching of grammar was a deductive one: students are presented with grammar
rules and then given opportunities to practice using them, as opposed to an inductive approach
in which students are given examples of sentences containing a grammar rule and asked to
work out the rule for themselves. It was assumed that language learning meant building up a
large repertoire of sentences and grammatical patterns and learning to produce these accurately
and quickly in the appropriate situation. Once a basic command of the language was estab-
lished through oral drilling and controlled practice, the four skills were introduced, usually in
the sequence of speaking, listening, reading and writing.

Methodologies based on these assumptions include Audiolingualism and the Situational
Language Teaching. Syllabuses during this period consisted of word lists and grammar lists,
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graded across levels. In a typical lesson according to the situational approach, a three-phase
sequence, known as the P-P-P cycle, was often employed: Presentation, Practice, Production'.
Such lesson structure has been widely used in language teaching materials and continues in
modified form to be used today notwithstanding being strongly criticized in recent years.
[2; 18].

Under the influence of communicative language teaching theory, grammar-based method-
ologies such as the Presentation, Practice, Production have given way to functional and skills-
based teaching, and accuracy activities such as drill and grammar practice have been replaced
by fluency activities based on interactive small-group work. This led to the emergence of a
“fluency-first” pedagogy [1] in which students’ grammar needs are determined on the basis of
performance on fluency tasks rather than predetermined by a grammatical syllabus. We can
distinguish two phases in this development, called classic communicative language teaching
and current communicative language teaching.

Soon a reaction to traditional language teaching approaches began and spread around the
world as older methods such as Audiolingualism and Situational Language Teaching fell out
of fashion. The centrality of grammar in language teaching and learning was questioned, since
it was argued that language ability involved much more than grammatical competence. While
grammatical competence was needed to produce grammatically correct sentences, attention
shifted to the knowledge and skills needed to use grammar and other aspects of language appro-
priately for different communicative purposes such as making requests, giving advice, making
suggestions, describing wishes and needs, and so on. What was needed in order to use language
communicatively was communicative competence. This was a broader concept than that of
grammatical competence, and as it was mentioned above, included knowing what to say and
how to say it appropriately based on the situation, the participants, and their roles and inten-
tions. Traditional grammatical and vocabulary syllabuses and teaching methods did not include
information of this kind. It was assumed that this would be picked up informally.

The notion of communicative competence was developed within the discipline of linguis-
tics (or more accurately, the subdiscipline of sociolinguistics) and appealed to many within the
language teaching profession, who argued that communicative competence, and not simply
grammatical competence, should be the goal of language teaching. The next question to be
solved was, what would a syllabus that reflected the notion of communicative competence
look like and what implications would it have for language teaching methodology? The result
was communicative language teaching. This created a great deal of enthusiasm and excitement
when it first appeared as a new approach to language teaching, and language teachers and
teaching institutions all around the world soon began to rethink their teaching, syllabuses, and
classroom materials. In planning language courses within a communicative approach, grammar
was no longer the starting point. New approaches to language teaching were needed.

! Presentation: The new grammar structure is presented, often by means of a conversation or short text.

The teacher explains the new structure and checks students’ comprehension of it.

Practice: Students practice using the new structure in a controlled context, through drills or substitution
exercises.

Production: Students practice using the new structure in different contexts, often using their own content
or information, in order to develop fluency with the new pattern.
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Rather than simply specifying the grammar and vocabulary learners needed to master, it
was argued that a syllabus should identify the following aspects of language use in order to be
able to develop the learner’s communicative competence:

1. As detailed a consideration as possible of the purposes for which the learner wishes
to acquire the target language; for example, using English for business purposes, in the hotel
industry, or for travel.

2. Some idea of the setting in which they will want to use the target language; for example,
in an office, on an airplane, or in a store.

3. The socially defined role the learners will assume in the target language, as well as the
role of their interlocutors; for example, as a traveler, as a salesperson talking to clients, or as a
student in a school.

4. The communicative events in which the learners will participate: everyday situations,
vocational or professional situations, academic situations, and so on; for example, making tel-
ephone calls, engaging in casual conversation, or taking part in a meeting.

5. The language functions involved in those events, or what the learner will be able to
do with or through the language; for example, making introductions, giving explanations, or
describing plans.

6. The notions or concepts involved, or what the learner will need to be able to talk about;
for example, leisure, finance, history, religion.

7. The skills involved in the “knitting together” of discourse: discourse and rhetorical
skills; for example, storytelling, giving an effective business presentation

8. The variety or varieties of the target language that will be needed, such as American,
Australian, or British English, and the levels in the spoken and written language which the
learners will need to reach.

9. The grammatical content that will be needed.

10. The lexical content, or vocabulary, that will be needed.

This led to two important new directions — proposals for a communicative syllabus. A
traditional language syllabus usually specified the vocabulary students needed to learn and
the grammatical items they should master, normally graded across levels from beginner to ad-
vanced. But what would a communicative syllabus look like? Several new syllabus types were
proposed by advocates of communicative language teaching. These included:

A skills-based syllabus: This focuses on the four skills of reading, writing, listening, and
speaking, and breaks each skill down into its component microskills. For example, the skill of
listening might be further described in terms of the following microskills:

- Recognizing key words in conversations;

-Recognizing the topic of a conversation;

- Recognizing speakers’ attitude toward a topic;

- Recognizing time reference of an utterance;

- Following speech at different rates of speed;

- Identifying key information in a passage.

Proponents of communicative language teaching however stressed an integrated-skills ap-
proach to the skills’ teaching. Since in real life the skills often occur together, they should also
be linked in teaching, it was argued.
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A functional syllabus: This is organized according to the functions the learner should be
able to carry out in English, such as expressing likes and dislikes, offering and accepting apolo-
gies, introducing someone, and giving explanations. Communicative competence is viewed as
mastery of functions needed for communication across a wide range of situations. Vocabulary
and grammar are then chosen according to the functions being taught. A sequence of activities
similar to the P-P-P lesson cycle is then used to present and practice the function. Functional
syllabuses were often used as the basis for speaking and listening courses.

Adherents of communicative language teaching also recognized that many learners needed
English in order to use it in specific occupational or educational settings. For them it would be
more efficient to teach them the specific kinds of language and communicative skills needed for
particular roles, (e.g., that of nurse, engineer, flight attendant, pilot, biologist, etc.) rather than
just to concentrate on more general English. This led to the discipline of needs analysis — the
use of observation, surveys, interviews, situation analysis, and analysis of language samples
collected in different settings — in order to determine the kinds of communication learners
would need to master if they were in specific occupational or educational roles and the lan-
guage features of particular settings. The focus of needs analysis is to determine the specific
characteristics of a language when it is used for specific rather than general purposes. Such
differences might include:

- Differences in vocabulary choice;

- Differences in grammar;

- Differences in the kinds of texts commonly occurring;

- Differences in functions;

- Differences in the need for particular skills.

English courses soon began to appear addressing the language needs of university stu-
dents, nurses, engineers, restaurant staff, doctors, hotel staff, airline pilots, and so on. As well
as rethinking the nature of a syllabus, the new communicative approach to teaching prompted
a rethinking of classroom teaching methodology. It was argued that learners learn a language
through the process of communicating in it, and that communication that is meaningful to the
learner provides a better opportunity for learning than through a grammar-based approach. The
overarching principles of communicative language teaching methodology at this time can be
summarized as follows:

- Make real communication the focus of language learning.

- Provide opportunities for learners to experiment and try out what they know.

- Be tolerant of learners’ errors as they indicate that the learner is building up his or her
communicative competence.

- Provide opportunities for learners to develop both accuracy and fluency.

- Link the different skills such as speaking, reading, and listening together, since they usu-
ally occur so in the real world.

- Let students induce or discover grammar rules.

In applying these principles within the classroom, new techniques and activities were need-
ed as we saw above, still nowadays we are to look for new roles for teachers and learners in
the classroom to achieve some other goals. Instead of making use of activities that demanded
accurate repetition and memorization of sentences and grammatical patterns, activities that
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require learners to negotiate meaning and to interact meaningfully must be improved and the
new spheres of communicative language teaching should be discovered.
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TEACHING EAP VIA ‘LANGUAGE ACROSS CURRICULUM’ CONCEPT

Cmamms npuceauena poseinsady NUMAaHHA HABYAHHS AHSTIUCHKIL MOGI 01l AKA0eMIUHUX
yineui uepe3 npusmy KOHYenyii «Moea Kpizb HAGYaNbLHUL NAany. Y cmammi ymouHiolomscs no-
HAMMSA  «AHSAIUCLKA OISl AKAOMIYHUX Yinelly, il ckaaoosi ma i 6IOMiHHOCMI 610 3a2albHOL
AH2NTUCHKOL.

Knrwuosi cnosa: awneniticoka 015 akademiuHux yinetl, «Mo8a Kpizb HAGUANbHULL NAAHY,
6MIHHA, TH2EICMUYHA, KOHIMUBHA MA COYIOKYIbMYPHA NIOWUHU.

Cmambws noceéauena paccmompenuio 60npoca 00yueHus AH2IULCKOMY A3bIKY 0/ aKaoemu-
YecKux yeneil uepes npusMy KOHYenyuu «A3vik uepes yueOuwiil naiany. B cmamve ymounsiomes
NOMAMUSA «AH2IUNICKUIL A3bIK 0151 AKAOEMUYECKUX Yeneily, e20 COCMAGIAiouje 1 e20 Omiuyusl
om 00ue2o aHenUIicKo20.

Knioueswvle cnosa: anenutickuii A3vIK 015 aKaoeMudeckux yenel, «A3blK uyepe3 y4eOHblll
naAamy, yMeHus, MUHe8UCMUYECKAsl, KOHUMUGHAS U COYUOKYIbMYPHAs 0dnacmu.

The article focuses on the issue of English for academic purposes through the prism
of ‘language across curriculum’ concept. The following notions are analysed: English for
academic purposes, its components and distinctive features from general English.

Key words: English for academic purposes, ‘language across curriculum’, skills, linguistic
cognitive and sociocultural dimensions.

This paper explores the issue of English for academic purposes. Literally, it is possible to
divide the work into two parts. In the first part, we are going to dwell on a broader topic. More
specifically, we are going to touch upon the nature of English for academic purposes (EAP) and
its differences from everyday, or conversational English. What is more, we are going to look at
© boukapvosa O.10., 2013
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