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Abstract. Dialogicinteractionis crucial in human communication, butthereisalack of research on the development
of these skills of technical profile students, especially taking into account their personal characteristics. In this
regard, the purpose of the research was to study the peculiarities of dialogic interaction of technical profile students
with different types of communicative response. The empirical study covered 300 students of technical higher
education institutions. The empirical research programme included the “Dialogicity of Interpersonal Relationships”
methodics and “Test of Communication Skills”. It was found that technical profile students had an average level in
terms of the self-worth of relationships, the constructiveness of relationships, and the dialogicity of relationships.
At the same time, it was determined that almost a third of respondents tend to demonstrate an unpreparedness to
interact with other people effectively, and the smallest proportion of respondents demonstrates a high ability to
adapt in interaction situations, self-confidence in communication and the ability to construct open relationships.
Furthermore, the biggest part of the respondents is inclined to a competent response in communication, but a third
part of them tends to act aggressively in interaction, and the rest are inclined to addiction in communication. The
study demonstrates that all indicators of dialogicity of relationships strongly correlate with the competent type of
communicative response, while no significant correlation was found with other types. Therefore, the study made it
possible to state that the construction of dialogic interaction among technical profile students correlates positively
with the tendency to partnership in communication
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Introduction

The concepts of dialogue and dialogic interaction have
been used in various fields and have expanded their
conceptual framework. Dialogue is seen as the prima-
ry and most fundamental form in the development of
interpersonal communication. During a dialogue, a
person comes into direct contact with others, has the
opportunity to express his or her opinions on a num-
ber of issues, and to know the opinions of opponents on
the same issues. The involvement of participants into
complicity, interaction, and the joint search for com-
mon solutions is the main element of dialogue. During
a dialogue, controversial and ambiguous issues may be
discussed, and opinions may be exchanged on a prob-
lem that requires immediate resolution. As a result of
this process, a single semantic field is formed, which

allows not only to understand the problem itself but
also to comprehend your interlocutor better.

In modern society, the interpretation of dialogue
goes from understanding it only as the speech mode.
0. Slobodianiuk (2019) tend to accentuate on the dia-
logic nature of the whole human existence and to show
dialogue as a creative interaction that allows new in-
sights and unexpected ideas to emerge from the en-
counter. K. Sanders & E. Gutierrez-Garcia (2020) em-
phasise that the “dialogue” is the interaction between
parties with the intention of generation a shared un-
derstanding, something deeper than knowledge trans-
mission. According to studies of M. Pickering & S. Gar-
rod (2021), dialogic interaction is something more than
amode of speech, as it is the main channel in the range
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of human communication channels. O. Liubashenko &
Z. Kornieva (2019) came to the conclusion, that most-
ly, when it comes to students’ dialogic interaction, it
means work in the classroom under the guidance of a
lecturer to acquire professional knowledge or devel-
op skills necessary to perform professional functions.
K. Sedova et al. (2020) identified various interactive
teaching methods used by lecturers to improve stu-
dents’ professional skills.

In the works of W.S. Ng & G. Yu (2023) the influ-
ence of the lecturer on the process of professional
competences formation of students of higher educa-
tion institutions is analysed and how modern dialogi-
cal technologies can be integrated into the classroom
learning process for the effective acquisition of profes-
sional knowledge and skills. A relatively smaller num-
ber of studies are devoted to the problems of develop-
ing students’ dialogical skills as a feature of an effective
specialist of the twenty-first century. Thus, N. Mer-
cer et al. (2019a) considers methods and approaches
to the development of students’ dialogue skills neces-
sary for successful professional activity, while ]. Hill
& H. West (2020) emphasise on the use of interactive
teaching methods to develop students’ dialogical skills.

N. Holota & A. Karnaukhova (2022) found specific
methods and approaches to the development of dialog-
ical skills of students studying on certain specialties. A
similar study was conducted by N. Mercer et al. (2019b),
who discovered the importance of dialogic interaction
in the professional training of students and methods
of its development. In the context of the formation of
dialogic interaction skills of technical profile students,
fewer studies are presented. Thus, R. Alexander (2020)
studied methodological aspects of students’ profes-
sional training, in particular, his attention was paid to
classroom work under the guidance of a lecturer, as
well as specific approaches and methods, including di-
alogue methods, used by lecturers to develop students’
professional communicative skills.

The impact of dialogic interaction on the formation
of students’ professional competences, as well as the
importance of dialogical skills in the professional activi-
ties of modern technical specialists and ways to develop
them were the main result of studies by D. Alt & N. Ra-
ichel (2020). In studies of S. Semerikov et al. (2020) the
specific methods of communicative skills formation of
technical profile students are revealed, as well as the
use of interactive methods for the development of com-
municative skills of technical profile students.

However, despite the fact that researchers have
developed a fairly wide range of issues related to the
problems and prospects of the development of com-
munication skills of technical profile students, the
points of taking into account the personal character-
istics of technical profile students in the formation of
their dialogic interaction skills remains studied insuf-
ficiently. In this regard, the aim of the study was to an-

alyse the features of dialogic interaction of technical
profile students with different types of response in
communication.

Materials and Methods
Studying the specifics of dialogic interaction of techni-
cal profile students with different types of communica-
tive response is of particular interest in practical terms.
Considering this, an empirical study was conducted.

Participants. The research was held in 2023-2024
academic year. It comprised 300 students of the insti-
tutions of higher technical education from Poltava and
Kharkiv regions, Ukraine (Poltava State Agrarian Uni-
versity, Khorol Agro-Industrial College of Poltava State
Agrarian University and State Biotechnology Universi-
ty). The age of participants was 18-22 years. The study
included students obtaining professional junior bach-
elor’s, bachelor’s and master’s degrees (100 respond-
ents per each degree). The sample included 270 male
participants (90%) and 30 female participants (10%),
which represents the distribution of technical profile
students by gender according to the Higher and profes-
sional higher education in 2023 (2023). Thus, a system-
atic selection of subjects from the general population
was made. Consequently, the preliminary characterisa-
tion of the sample allows to assert that the empirical
study was conducted on an appropriate sample that
represents the general population by the required char-
acteristics and is evidence of the reliability and validity
of the subsequent results.

Procedure. The survey was conducted in a mixed
format, both in the classroom and offline using Goog-
le Forms survey administration software. The study
was conducted in accordance with the ethical princi-
ples set forth by the American Psychological Associa-
tion (2017) and National Psychological Association of
Ukraine (2021). All participants were informed of the
purpose of the study prior to data collection, and their
written consent was obtained. Also, the participants
were informed that the research was voluntary and
that any given information was strictly confidential.
Furthermore, the survey was anonymous to ensure the
confidentiality and reliability of data.

Study Tools. The programme of empirical research
included:

1) “Dialogicity of Interpersonal Relationships” me-
thodics (Dukhnovskyi, 2005), which diagnoses the de-
sire to see and take into account the uniqueness of one’s
partner, the value and significance that the relationship
has for the interacting subjects. The dialogical orienta-
tion is an unrestricted exchange of ideas and opinions
between the subjects of relations, which is based on
their mutual recognititon and understanding. The diag-
nostic parameters of dialogicity that are included into
the methodics are the self-worth and constructiveness
of interpersonal relationships, with self-worth being
the emotional side of dialogicity and constructiveness
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being its cognitive side. The index of dialogicity of rela-
tionships is the total score of these two scales. Dialogi-
city of relationships imply their value and significance
for the interacting subjects. The research procedure
consisted of the following. Subjects responded on a
7-point Likert scale (1 =absolutely wrong to 7 = abso-
lutely right) (Altuna & Arslan, 2016). The raw scores
were converted to standard ones using a special table,
and then a conclusion about the level of expression of
the indicators on the diagnostic scales (low, medium, or
high) was made.

2) “Test of Communication Skills” methodics
(Michelson’s communicative..., n.d.), which is aimed
at the identification of the level of communicative
competence and the quality of formation of the basic
communicative skills of the individual. Communicative
response is the actions performed in response to com-
municative influences of interlocutors and denoting the
feedback that exists between the communicator and
the communicant.

The test contains a description of 27 communica-
tion situations. For each situation, 5 possible behavio-
ral options are offered. The respondent has to choose
one way of behavior that is inherent in this situation. As
a result of the study, the number of correct and incor-
rect answers is calculated as a percentage of the total

number of selected answers. The key is used to deter-
mine which type of response is inherent to the respond-
ent: competent, dependent, or aggressive.

Statistical Tools. Data obtained from the study
tools were compiled using the point-biserial correla-
tion coefficient T which is applied for empirical data
whose significance are obtained on different measure-
ment scales (Bosniuk, 2020). The calculation was made
using the Microsoft Excel 2016. The statistical comput-
er programme IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Ver-
sion 23.0. was used to analyse the data. The significance
level was determined at p<0.01.

Results and Discussion

According to the overall aim of the study, the purpose of
the empirical research was to compare the indicators of
dialogicity of relationships of technical profile students
with the types of response in communication, which
are inherent to them. The general hypothesis was that
technical profile students’ dialogical orientation in in-
terpersonal relations is connected with the construc-
tion of more efficient partnership in communication.

At the first stage of the empirical study, the features
of dialogicity of relationships of students using the “Di-
alogicity of Interpersonal Relationships” methodics
(Dukhnovskyi, 2005) were identified (Table 1).

Table 1. Indicators of dialogicity of relationships among technical profile students (n=300, %)

NO. | e cates Eevelsiptiepression Low Medium High TOTAL
1. Self-worth of relationships 30 52 18 100
2. Constructiveness of relationships 29 54 17 100
3. Dialogicity of relationships 29 53 18 100

Source: author’s elaboration

The self-worth of relationships is their importance,
significance for a person through positive content.
As usual, rapprochemental and interactive feelings,
self-confidence, and self-reliance dominate in these re-
lationships. Such relationships are the characteristic of
emotionally mature, optimistic people who are ready
to overcome obstacles. According to the scale of self-
worth of relationships, the majority of technical profile
students (52%) demonstrate a medium level of mani-
festation. These subjects are usually well aware of the
requirements of reality, do not hide their shortcomings,
and are extroverted. About a third of the surveyed stu-
dents (30%) have low indicators of the self-worth of
relationships. This indicates a serious approach to life,
rigidity, and suspicion. It may also indicate a reduced
emotional stability and a predominance of negative
emotional tone among these students. The smallest
part of technical profile students’ sample (18%) has
high indicators of the self-worth of relationships scale.
They denote the subjects’ cheerfulness, optimistic at-
titude to the life situation, and readiness to overcome
obstacles. In addition, this may be the evidence of

students’ confidence in their strengths, capabilities,
emotional maturity and resilience, and a good ability to
adapt to interactions with different people.
Constructiveness of relations is a desire to achieve
common goals, which implies free expression of
thoughts and positions by the subjects of relations, as
well as a style of relations that satisfies the subjects and
corresponds to the situation of interpersonal interac-
tion, taking into account the status and role character-
istics of each other. Constructiveness is a kind of com-
monality in interpersonal relationships. On the scale
of constructiveness of relationships, more than half of
the surveyed students (54%) have a medium level. This
indicates their orientation toward the group’s opinion,
their need for support, approval, and advice from oth-
ers, as well as about their organisation, ability to plan
their lives effectively, and a concern for their social rep-
utation. A low level of constructiveness of relationships
was reported for 29% of the surveyed technical pro-
file students. This indicates that they are independent,
self-sufficient people who do not seek contact with oth-
ers on their own initiative. It can be difficult for them
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to adapt to corporate or managerial hierarchies. Some-
times this can be an indication of disappointment with
life, a falling into doubt, which allows them to avoid
the need to make their own life choices. High rates of
constructiveness of relationships are demonstrated by
17% of respondents. These technical profile students
show readiness to overcome difficulties throughout re-
alizing their abilities. They are characterised with prac-
ticality in matters, kindness, gentleness, and indulgence
towards themselves and other people. In addition, they
may be described with satisfaction with life, its course,
and the process of realisation. Usually, they have a high
level of personal success, and are able to take responsi-
bility and make their own choices.

According to the index of dialogicity of relations,
more than half of the surveyed students (53%) have
a medium level of its manifestation. This indicates the
ability of the respondents to plan their lives and ac-
tivities effectively. They are characterised with a pru-
dent approach to life and relationships, and care about
their own social reputation. This can be an indicator
that these students are well aware of the requirements
of reality, they prefer not to destroy established ways
of things going, and they do not have a strong willing-
ness to confront the common habits and views. Their
interpersonal relationships are also quite harmoni-
ous, but they are less flexible. 29% of the surveyed
technical profile students demonstrate a low level of
dialogicity of relationships, i.e., they show intolerance
to criticism, isolation from the group’s position, a pos-
sible sense of complacency and a sense of superiority
over others. As a rule, their relationships are unstable

and disharmonious. They are also distinguished with
rivalry, a desire to take a dominant position, regard-
less of the situation of interpersonal interaction and
the intentions of their partners. 18% of respondents
have a high level of dialogicity of relationships. This
indicates an optimal distance in interpersonal rela-
tionships. The participants of the relationship are in a
state of well-being, feel satisfied with the way their re-
lationships develop. Rapproachemental feelings dom-
inates for them. Their relationships can be described
with high self-worth and constructiveness. They are
characterised with a friendliness, a desire to cooper-
ate and to help, and to empathise with other people.
Their relationships are open and natural. They have a
desire to take into account each other’s individual fea-
tures. These subjects change their point of view easily,
accept unstable views and ideas calmly, and are toler-
ant to contradictions.

Thus, basing on the results of this stage of the study,
it is possible to conclude that technical profile students
have medium scores on all scales that characterise di-
alogic interaction with others, namely, they have a me-
dium level of both the self-worth of relationships and
the constructiveness of relationships, and, accordingly,
dialogicity of relationships. At the same time, almost
a third of respondents have low scores on all indexes,
which may indicate their unpreparedness for effective
interaction with others. At the next stage of the study,
the predominant type of communicative response of
students using the “Test of Communication Skills” me-
thodics (Michelson’s communicative..., n.d.) was identi-
fied (Table 2).

Table 2. Indicators of the type of communicative response of technical profile students (n =300, %)

No. Type of communicative response Respondents
Dependent 30
2. Competent 40
Aggressive 30
TOTAL 100

Source: author’s elaboration

Among the respondents, the majority of students
tend to show a competent type of communicative re-
sponse (40%). In communication they are more in-
clined to partnerships. It is not difficult for them to pre-
dict events basing on the understanding of thoughts,
feelings, and intentions of communication partners, as
well as to predict further actions of people basing on
the analysis of real communicative situations. These
subjects also have a well-developed sensitivity to the
shades and nature of human relationships, which con-
tribute to quick and correct understanding what people
say to each other in the context of a particular relation-
ship or a situation. It is easy for them to choose a topic
for conversation or to support the topic previously cho-
sen by the interlocutor.

The respondents demonstrate dependent and
aggressive types of communicative response equally
(30%). Students with a predominance of the depend-
ent type in communication prefer to let their partner
take the initiative, because they do not seek to take
the initiative themselves. These students are inclined
to choose easy paths that can not lead them to a con-
flict or to any misunderstandings with their partners,
perhaps because they have a poorly developed ability
to predict events basing on an understanding of the
feelings, thoughts, intentions of the participants in
communication, as well as to predict further actions of
people basing on the analysis of real situations of com-
munication (family, business, friendship). Most often,
these students tend to adapt to their interlocutors in
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communication, give in to them, agree with the topics of
conversation chosen by their communication partners,
even if they would prefer to talk about another issues.
Students, who are dominated by aggressive reac-
tions in communication (30%), in contrast to those
who adhere to dependent reactions, possibly due to
incompetence in communication, tend to achieve what
they want through aggressive behavior and manipula-
tion, which in turn has a detrimental effect on commu-
nication with others and contributes to the isolation of

these people. Thus, the overall picture shows that most
of the surveyed technical profile students are prone to
a competent response in communicative situation, but
one third of the respondents tend to behave aggressive-
ly in communicative situations, and another third of the
respondents are prone to addiction in communication.
Comparison of the specifics of dialogic interaction con-
struction by technical profile students with different
types of communicative response using the point-bise-
rial correlation coefficient r,, s given in Table 3.

Table 3. Correlation between the peculiarities of dialogic interaction construction
and the type of communicative response of technical profile students according
to the point biserial correlation coefficient T

Type of communicative response
No. Dependent Competent Aggressive
Indicators of dialogicity of relationships
Self-worth of relationships 0.184 0.512** 0.104
Constructiveness of relationships 0.142 0.429** 0.186
3. Dialogicity of relationships 0.012 0.616** -0.214

Note: * - correlation is significant at the 0.05 level; ** - correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

Source: author’s elaboration

The obtained data give an opportunity to conclude
that self-worth of relationships is in statistically signif-
icant strong correlation (p <0.01) with the competent
type of communicative response (0.512), while corre-
lation with the dependent type is weak (0.184), as well
as with the aggressive type (0.104). It means that the
more students are inclined to partnerships in commu-
nication, the more they show optimistic attitude to the
life, cheerfulness and readiness to overcome different
life obstacles. And vice versa, the more the technical
profile students show a good ability to adapt to inter-
actions with different people, the more they have a
well-developed sensitivity to the nature and shades of
human relationships.

Constructiveness of relationships is in statistically
significant strong correlation (p < 0.01) with the com-
petent type of communicative response (0.429), while
correlation with the dependent type is weak (0.142), as
well as with the aggressive type (0.186). It means that
the more students are inclined to partnerships in com-
munication, the more they show readiness to overcome
difficulties in realizing their abilities, and vice versa, the
more the technical profile students are able to take re-
sponsibility and make their own choices, the more they
can predict further actions of people basing on the anal-
ysis of real communicative situations.

Dialogicity of relationships is in statistically signif-
icant strong correlation (p <0.01) with the competent
type of communicative response (0.616), while corre-
lation with the dependent type is weak (0.012), and
the correlation with the aggressive type is negative
(-0.214). It means that the more students are inclined
to partnerships in communication, the more they are
characterised with a friendliness and desire to help and

to empathise with other people, with a willingness to
cooperate with others. And vice versa, the more the
technical profile students’ relationships are open and
natural, the more they understand quickly and correct-
ly what people say in the context of a particular situa-
tion or a particular relationship.

Hence, the main focus of the present study was to
determine the existence or absence of a dialogic orien-
tation in interaction among technical profile students
and their tendency to respond in one or another way
to the influences of partners in communication or in-
teraction. The results of this study were supported by
previous studies that revealed the problems faced by
technical profile students in the formation of dialogical
skills and ways to solve them (Vukadinova et al., 2021).
The data collected in this previous research offer a tool
for developing professional communicative skills re-
garding the competence in communication, which is to
some extent related to the current study.

Another previous study found the influence of
learning technologies on the development of dialogical
skills of technical profile students and due to this dis-
tinguished the approaches to the development of com-
municative competence through project work and in-
teraction in pairs (Meshko et al., 2021), as well as it was
found in the similar study of T. Kramarenko (2021).

I. Ljunggren et al. (2022) conducted the research
of communicational and interactional skills of psy-
chology students. The focus of this study was on
communicational microskills of psychology students
and dialogue as psychological method in training in-
terviewing and communication skills, so the peculiar-
ities of students’ communicative response were not
considered.
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The results obtained in the current study are con-
firmed by the data of H. Kuznetsova et al. (2023), which
ascertained that the main elements of the commu-
nicative competence of higher education students are
speech and communication skills that ensure commu-
nication, namely, the competent communicative re-
sponse. Also results of the current study are in line with
earlier research of L. Sushchenko et al. (2020), who
substantiated that involvement of students into various
forms of dialogic interaction in educational process cre-
ates opportunities for the formation of a communica-
tive personality of future specialist. Thus, the common
feature that unites this study and those analysed above
is the idea that it is essential to explore more deeply the
specifics of dialogic interaction of students, in particu-
lar, technical profile students, in order to develop and
improve the dialogic interaction skills of students and
to form the qualified specialists who are able to work
effectively in their field and to meet modern challenges.
However, the differences in approaches to dialogic in-
teraction between students of different specialties are
yet to be studied.

Conclusions
Thus, the results of the current study are consistent
with the overall pattern of expectation, which stated
that the dialogicity in interpersonal relations of tech-
nical profile students help them to construct the most
efficient partnership in communication. The research
showed that the technical profile students have a me-

biggest part of the respondents is inclined to a com-
petent response in communication, but a third part of
them tends to act aggressively in interaction.

All the indicators of dialogicity of relationships are
in strong correlation with the competent type of com-
municative response (p <0.01) and has no correlation
with the other types. This indicates that the more stu-
dents are ready to construct partnership in communica-
tion, the more they are optimistic towards different life
obstacles and ready to overcome interaction issues, are
able to predict the further actions of others on the base
of real communicative situations analysis. The more the
students’ interpersonal relations are natural and open,
the more they understand what people say in particular
situation or relations quickly and correctly. Therefore,
it was proved that the dialogic interaction construction
of technical profile students correlates positively with
the tendency to partnerships in communication.

The practical significance of the study lies in the
fact that the conclusions developed and proposed in the
article can be used in the work of psychological servic-
es of higher education institutions to develop students’
communication skills and their abilities to construct
the effective communication and interaction in pro-
fessional field. Prospects for further research within
the framework of the outlined issues are to study the
peculiarities of dialogic interaction of technical profile
students of different types of educational institutions.
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Kuksa

0co6MBOCTI Jia/I0TiYHOT B3a€MO/Iil CTYICHTIB TeXHIYHOT0 Npo@iiio
3 Pi3SHUM THIIOM KOMYHIKQTUBHOTI'O pearyBaHHs

I0piit Kykca
AcnipaHT
MonTaBCbKMM HaLioHaNbHUIA NedaroriyHuin yHiBepcuTeT iMeHi B. I'. KoponeHka
36003, Byn. OcTporpagcbkoro, 2, M. [TonTaBa, YKpaiHa
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7346-9529

AHoOTAaIiA. [liasoriyHa B3aeMO/isl € KJII0UYOBOK B JIIOACHKIA KOMYHIiKallil, ajie JoCaimKeHb 1010 GOpMyBaHHSA
[MX HABUYOK Y CTY/AEHTIB TeXHIYHUX CcHelLiaJbHOCTEH HEeJO0CTaTHbO, OCOOJMBO 3 ypaxyBaHHAM ixHix
0COBOUCTICHUX O0COGJUBOCTEH. Y 3B’I3Ky 3 I[UM METOI0 JOC/Ti/PKeHHS OyB aHasi3 0coGJMBOCTeH AiayiorigyHol
B3a€EMO/il CTyJeHTiB TexHiYHOro npodinto 3 pisHUMU THNAMH KOMYyHIKaTHUBHOI'O pearyBaHHs. EMmipuyHuUM
JocipkeHHsIM O6yso oxomsieHo 300 cTyzeHTIB 3ak/aziB BULOI OCBITH TeXHIYHOTO crnpsMyBaHH:A. [Iporpama
eMIipUYHOro JOCJi/PKEeHHS BKJ/4Yasia MeToAUKYy «/liasoridyHicTe Mi>KOCOBUCTICHUX CTOCYHKIB» Ta METOAUKY
«TecT KOMyHiKaTUBHMX 3/i0HOCTeH». BCTaHOBJIEHO, L0 CTY[AEHTH TEeXHIYHOro npodiji0 MalwTb CepesHil
piBEHb 3a NMOKa3HMKAaMH CaMOLIIHHOCTI BiJHOCHH, KOHCTPYKTHUBHOCTI BiZJHOCHMH Ta Jia/IOTiYHOCTI BiJHOCHH.
BosHouyac BU3HAYEHO, 1110 Mak»Ke TPeTHHA PECIIOH/IEHTIB CXUJIbHI JIeMOHCTPYBaTH HETOTOBHICTb /10 epeKTHBHOL
B3a€EMO/i 3 iHIIMMU JIFOZbMH, @ BUCOKY 3JJaTHICTh [0 aJlanTalil y cuTyarlii B3aeMo/iii, BeBHEHICTh y c06i mij yac
KOMYHiKalii Ta 3aTHICTb /10 MOOYA0BU BiAKPUTHUX Bi[HOCUH BUSBJISIE HAMMeHIIIA YaCTHHA JOCTipKyBaHuX. Kpim
TOrO, 6iBIIICTh PECIOH/EHTIB CXUJIbHI /10 KOMIETEHTHOTO pearyBaHHs y CIIIJIKYBaHHI, OfjHaK TPeTHHa 3/1aTHi 10
arpecrMBHOI NOBEJIHKHU Y B3aEMO/], a pelliTa MalOTh TeH/EHLII0 [0 3a/IeXKHOCTI y CliJIKyBaHHI. /loBeZieHo, 1110 yci
MMOKA3HUKHU Jia/I0TiYHUX CTOCYHKIB Nepe6yBaOTh Y CUJIBHOMY KOpeJALiHiHOMY 3B’I3KY 3 KOMIIETEHTHUM TUIIOM
KOMYHIKaTUBHOI'0 pearyBaHH: i He MalOTh KopeJisiiiHOro 3B's13Ky 3 iHmuMy Tunamu. OTxe, L0CTiPKeHHS JaJ1o
3MOTY KOHCTATyBaTH, 1[0 y CTYAEHTIB TexHiYHOr0 podiato nobyoBa JiasoriyHoi B3a€Mo/il N03UTHUBHO KOPEJIIOE
31 CXUJIBHICTIO 10 TIAaPTHEPCTBA Y CIIJIKyBaHHI

Ki0o4oBi cioBa: B3aemopis; piasnoriyHa iHTepakIis; CaMOLHHICTD BiTHOCHH; KOHCTPYKTVUBHICTb BiTHOCHUH;
Hia/JIOriYHICTDh BITHOCYUH; pearyBaHH:A Y CIIIKYBaHHI; CTYIeHTY TeXHIYHOTo podinio
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