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EDUCATIONAL DIALOGUE AS A FACTOR OF EFFICIENT
HUMANISTICALLY-ORIENTED TEACHER-STUDENT INTERACTION

The article presents a research on the scientific principles of organizing educational dialogue seen as a
factor of successful humanistically-oriented teacher-student interaction in the current context.

It is substantiated that in modern information society the problem of communication is of utmost importance,
and humanistic and democratic reform of the education system, its transition from subject to personality-oriented
learning can create conditions for self-development and self-realization of the individual in the educational
process. To provide the efficiency of this transition we should analyse the training of future professionals and
find the ways to improve it.

The study examines the notion of dialogue as a primary, generic form of human communication. It is
considered a priority factor of personality development, principle and method of studying personality, a creative
process that unfolds according to its own laws with its own internal dynamics; primary mental state that unfolds
in interpersonal communication space.

It is proved that professional and pedagogical communication is the main form of educational process
organization, the productivity of which is determined by the goals and values of communication.

The research shows that professional training should be based on ethical and humanistic laws and
principles; humanistically-oriented training of future specialist is a prerequisite for effective professional activity.
The specificity of such training is based on the principles of dialogical interaction with an individual with his or
her original and unique attitude placed in the centre.

It is proved that dialogue should be humanistically-oriented, and the teacher, communicating with the
students, should try to understand and accept their position or objectively find out the reasons for its rejection.
The teacher’s pedagogical paradigm is to understand the development of personality as a movement from the
ability to listen and understand other “voices” to the ability to dialogue with it, to doubt, to search for the truth
together and to be open to multiple subjects. The humanity of dialogic communication presupposes equality
of positions, altruistic and empathic features of a teacher’s personality: respect for the thoughts, actions and
deeds of the students, trust in them, empathy, ability to see a partner in educational process. Dialogue presents
a direct movement from the people’s needs to the unknown direction of their thinking and backwards: from
the dynamics of thought — to the dynamics of behaviour — a particular personal activity. It is substantiated that
involvement of students in various forms of dialogic interaction in educational process creates opportunities
for the formation of a communicative personality of future specialist. It also contributes to the development of
activity-oriented teachers and students, their interpenetration into world of feelings and experiences, readiness
to accept interlocutors and interact with them.
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Problem statement. Socio-economic changes,
reforming the education system on humanistic and
democratic principles, the transition from subject to
personality-oriented learning create conditions for
self-development, self-realization of the individual
in educational process, the effectiveness of which is
impossible without a detailed analysis of training and
finding ways to improve the process.
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The analysis of the practices of higher educa-
tional institutions allows us to assert the priority of
the informative and descriptive nature of education
and, as a consequence, we get future specialists
who are passive performers of professional func-
tions. Such organization of educational process
generates formalism and negatively affects the
quality of training.

© Sushchenko L. O., Hrybanova O. E., Khodakovska A. V., 2020



2020 p., N2 73, T. 2.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
Student-oriented pedagogical process and humanis-
tic character suggest, first of all, the development of
dialogic consciousness and thinking, dialogic frame-
work (Sh. Amonashvili, . Bekh, V. Bibler, I. Ziaziun,
S. Kurganov, V. Litovskyi, A Maslow, K. Rogers,
et al.), it helps to resolve the contradictions that exist
in pedagogical practice between the creative nature
of cognitive activity and the reproductive nature of
learning, between the increasing amount of educa-
tional information to be processed, and insufficiently
effective forms and methods of its transmission.

Today there is a need for such human interac-
tion, which, despite all the differences of views,
positions, and attitudes, is based on the principles
of dialogic communication, cooperation and co-cre-
ation. However, teachers are not always ready to
build their relationships with students on a dialogical
basis, using educational dialogue as a form of com-
munication, teaching and a means of creative per-
sonality development. If a dialogue as a method is
used in the classroom, it is often attributed organiza-
tional character, rather than pedagogical. A dialogue
is hardly ever seen as pedagogical value, a principle,
a condition for creative work of teacher and student,
self-improvement of their personality.

Therefore, the problem of building educational
process on the principles of dialogic communication,
cooperation and co-creation is especially relevant.

The purpose of the article is to reveal the sci-
entific principles of the process of organizing educa-
tional dialogue as a factor of efficient humanistical-
ly-oriented teacher-student interaction.

Material outline. The issues of “dialogue” and
its features have been presented in various studies.
L. Vygotskyi, P. Halperin, O. Leontiev, S. Rubinstein
described the dialogic nature of language and think-
ing. Dialogue as a form of learning is analysed by
V. Andriievska, S. Kurhanov, E. Mashbits, et al. The
potential of dialogue as a form of communication,
style of interaction, means of mutual influence and
mutual understanding is covered by H. Andreieva,
0. Bodaliov, A. Dobrovych, |. Ziaziun, H. Sahach, et al.

Analysis of psychological and pedagogical liter-
ature shows the lack of clear unambiguous under-
standing or definitions of such concepts as “dialogue”,
“dialogic approach”, “dialogic communication”. Thus,
dialogue, on the one hand, is seen as the most dem-
ocratic form of communication, and on the other, as a
type of communication characteristic of certain types
of interaction.

Some authors consider dialogue as a direct lin-
guistic communication between two people, empha-
sizing the specificity of this form of communication,
due to the joint efforts of the two agents. Others
believe that the interaction of the two agents is not
in itself a dialogue; the latter occurs where there is
an interaction of two different meaningful positions

(they can belong to both interlocutors or one per-
son). Considering the dialogue in different planes,
O. Kovalev defines it as:

a primary, generic form of human communication;
a leading factor in personal development;

the principle and method of studying personality;

— a process that unfolds according to its own
laws and its own internal dynamics;

— primary mental state that unfolds in the inter-
personal communication space;

— the most effective method of pedagogical, psy-
cho-corrective influence;

— a creative process.

Dialogic communication, according to L. Petrovska,
is characterized by equality of the parties, subjective
position of participants, mutual activity, in which every-
one not only feels the influence, but also equally influ-
ences the other by mutual penetration of partners into
the world of feelings and experiences, willingness to
join the point of view of the other party, the desire for
complicity, and empathy [1].

O. Hoikhman notes that “dialogue is a process
of mutual communication, when the cue is replaced
by the appropriate phrase and there is a constant
change of roles” [1]. He identifies a number of condi-
tions for dialogue between the partners of language
communication: the initial gap in knowledge, the need
for communication, determinism, i.e. following causal
relations framework — shared memory, general lan-
guage knowledge, semantic coherence of dialogue.

L. Zazulina claims that dialogical form of educa-
tion gives each student the opportunity to express
themselves, present their opinion. In a dialogue, the
so-called dialogical relations are of great importance.
M. Bakhtin convincingly claims: “Dialogic reaction
personifies every statement to which it responds”.
Dialogue is characterized by “a two-voiced word”, as
in the replicas of the dialogue, someone else’s posi-
tion is taken into account, they receive a reaction [1].

In general, the efficient training of a future special-
ist with a high level of professional knowledge and
skills suggests “humanity” as the highest personal
trait. Hence successful professional training involves
the unity of training and its humanistic aspect.

Dialogue at the local and global levels is a way
of communication and understanding, coexistence
of historically different cultures, a means of produc-
tive thinking and personal development. Thus, it is
the conceptual basis for new education. Studies on
the issues of dialogue and dialogicity are extremely
diverse. Socrates and Plato saw dialogue as a means
of cognition, finding the truth; F. Schleiermacher — as
a means of self-awareness, self-knowledge of the
individual; M. Buber, K. Jaxpers — as a means of spir-
itual unity of people and their spiritual enlightenment.

The professional activity of teachers by their
nature and outputs should be humanistic, and there-
fore requires humanistic relations between the agents
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of the educational process. Teaching of humanistic
interaction begins in a higher educational institution.
But, unfortunately, this problem is covered only in
certain modules of psychological and pedagogical
courses, information from which is not transferred
to other topics, it is not directly introduced into the
didactic space of classes.

As practice shows, teachers consider the pro-
fessional training of students in isolation from the
humanistic paradigm of the education system or pay
attention only to the formation of humanistic knowl-
edge. This is because dialogic interaction is insuffi-
ciently used in the educational process. Though, it
can promote the development of empathy and per-
ceptiveness in students, helps and determines value
choices, forms in them the ability to solve pedagogi-
cal problems, helps to reflect and evaluate attitudes.

There is no place for passive presence in dialogic
communication. Its participants are partners, interloc-
utors who are united by a common motive of activ-
ity and are connected by relations of co-authorship,
mutual support and mutual assistance. Dialogue is
impossible without freedom of all its participants.
Therefore, a productive dialogue requires from the
teacher a respectful attitude to the opinion of each
student, a willingness to join their point of view, a crit-
ical understanding of their own position. The teacher
must accept the right of the individuals to their opin-
ions, to erroneous judgments, emphasizing in such
a situation the importance of the students’ thoughts.

Professional training should be based on ethical
and humanistic laws and principles, and for the peda-
gogical aspect of humanism it is advisable to use the
term “humaneness”. Humanism and humaneness
have different semantic functions: the main social
function of humanism is to arm civilization with the
values of mankind and focus on the best (beauty, will,
feelings), and the pedagogical function of humane-
ness — the orientation of man to his duty to be human.

In individuals, humanism is realized through
humaneness as its main quality, which is based on
moral norms and values (person, group, living being),
and in human consciousness it is represented in the
experience, compassion, and in activities imple-
mented in acts of assistance, and complicity.

Humanistically-oriented training of the future
specialist is a prerequisite for effective professional
activity. The specificity of such training is based on
the principles of dialogical interaction. A person with
his or her original and unique attitude is placed in
its centre.

Dialogue should be humanistically-oriented and
the teacher, communicating with the students, should
understand and accept their positions or objectively
find out the reasons to explain the rejection. The
teachers’ pedagogical paradigm is to accept the
development of personality as a movement from the
ability to listen and understand other people to the
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ability to interact with them, to doubt, to search for
the truth together and to be able to cover numerous
aspects. Humaneness of dialogic communication
presupposes equality of positions, the presence
of altruistic and empathic features of the teacher’s
personality: respect for the thoughts and actions of
the students, trust in them, empathy, ability to see a
partner in educational process. In a dialogue one can
see a direct movement from practical needs to the
new sphere of thinking and the backwards: from the
dynamics of thought — to the dynamics of behaviour,
i.e. a specific activity of a person.

Educational dialogue is a purposeful, organized
interaction of the agents in pedagogical process,
based on the principles of cooperation, co-creation,
it involves a problem that has different solutions, the
desire of students in the process of mutual exchange
of ideas to find the best ideas in different answers.
The educational dialogue performs an informative,
regulating function and provides the developmental
nature of learning [3].

Focus on the multifunctionality of communication
allows the teacher to organize interaction in and out
of classes as a holistic process. Teachers should not
be limited to planning only the informational compo-
nent, they should create conditions for the exchange
of attitudes, experiences, help each individual to
assert themselves with dignity in the team, ensuring
cooperation and co-creation.

Teacher’s communication with students is spe-
cific, because due to their status they act from differ-
ent positions: the teacher organizes the interaction,
the student perceives and joins it. Teachers need
to help their students become active participants
of pedagogical process, provide conditions for the
realization of their potential, i.e. the subject-subject
nature of pedagogical relations.

The subject-subject nature of pedagogical com-
munication is the principle of its effective organiza-
tion, which suggests equality of psychological posi-
tions, mutual humanistic attitude, activity of teacher
and students, their interpenetration into the world
of feelings and experiences, readiness to accept a
interlocutors and interact with them.

The main features of educational dialogue on a
subject-subject basis are as follows:

1. Personal orientation of interlocutors — willing-
ness to see and understand the interlocutor, respect
to one another. Taking into account everyone’s right
to choose, we must strive not to impose an opinion,
but to help others choose their own way of solving a
problem. In a particular situation, this can be done
through various techniques.

2. Equality of psychological positions of interloc-
utors. Although the teacher and students are socially
unequal (different life experiences, roles in interac-
tion), to ensure the activity of the latter, to provide
the development of students’ personality, we should
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avoid the dominance of the teacher and recognize
the students’ rights to their own opinions and posi-
tions, and be ready to change. Students want to be
consulted with, they need their opinions to be taken
into account, and the teacher’s task is to consider
these aspects.

3. Penetration into the world of feelings and
experiences, readiness to take the position of the
interlocutor. A dialogue should be based on the prin-
ciples of mutual trust, when partners listen to each
other, share feelings, and empathize.

4. Non-standard methods in the process of edu-
cational dialogue, which is a consequence of moving
away from the authoritarian teacher’s role.

Conclusions. So, what should the psychological
portrait of a personality-oriented HEI teacher be?

The teachers should be open-minded and acces-
sible to any student, not to cause fear, give the stu-

of the future specialists with their own eyes, be able
to “wear someone else’s shoes”, feel the student’s
inner world and provide real help.

As we can see, the main thing for teachers is
value potential, whether they have, according to
V. Sukhomlynskyi, a focus on individual, an ability to
respect and love others.

Thus, the involvement of students in various
forms of dialogic interaction in the learning process
provides not only the opportunities for the formation
of a communicative personality of future specialist, it
also contributes to the efficiency of teacher-student
interaction, enables their interpenetration into the
world of feelings and experiences, develops readi-
ness to accept an interlocutor.
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CyuweHko J1. O., NpubaHoBa O. €., XopgakoBcbka A. B. HaByanbHMI pianor ik YAHHUK ycnilWHOI
ryMmaHiCTU4YHO 30pi€EHTOBaHOI B3aeMogii BUknagaya i ctygaeHta

Y cmammi npeseHmMoeaHo ma npoaHari3oeaHo HayKoegi 3acadu rpouecy opeaHizauji Hag4yasibHozo dianoay
SIK YUHHUKA YCriWHOI 2yMaHiCmu4YHO 30pieHmoeaHoi 83aemo0il auknadada i cmydeHma 3a yM0o8 CbO200EHHS.

ObrpyHmosyembCsi, WO 8 cyvyacHoMy iHghopmauitiHoMy couiymi npobnema KoMyHikauii € npiopumemHor
U akmyarnbHot, a pechopMy8aHHsS cucmemMu oc8imu Ha 2ymMaHiCmuYHUX i GeMoKpamu4yHuUX 3acadax, nepexio
i3 npedMemHoeo Ha 0cobucmicHO-OpieHMoBaHe HagYaHHS CMEOoPKMb yMoeu Oris CaMopOo38UMKY,
camopearnizauii ocobucmocmi 8 0C8IMHbOMY [POUECI, pe3yribmamueHiCmb $SKo20 HeMoxruea 6e3
OemaribHO20 aHarisy ripouecy npogecitiHoi nideomoeku MalbymHix ¢chaxieuie i mowyKy wisxig ii nodasnbwoao
B80OCKOHAasIeHHS.

Y OQocnidxeHHi Oianoe posansadaembcsi 5K nepeuHHa, podosa ¢hopma 0ACLKO20 CrifIKY8aHHS;
npiopumemHull YUHHUK p0O38UMKYy ocobucmocmi; ApuHyun i Memod 8us4eHHs1 ocobucmocmi; npouyec, Wo
po32opmaemsbCsi 3a C80IMU 3aKOHaMU ma 6/1aCHOK 8HYMPIUWHBbOK QUHaMIKOK, MeP8UHHULU MCUXIYHUU CmaH,
W0 po32opmaemaCs 8 MiXXOCObUCMICHOMY MPOCMOPI CriifiKy8aHHS; meopyull npouyec.

LosedeHo, w0 npogpeciliHo-nedazoziyHa KOMYHIKalUiss € OCHOBHOK (hOPMOK OpaaHidauyii 0c8imHb020
npouecy, npolyKmMueHICMb K020 3yMoerieHa UinsiMu i UIHHOCMSIMU CrifIKy8aHHS.

3’scosaHo: npogheciliHa nidecomoska Mae rpyHmysamucsi caMe Ha emuKO-2yMaHIiCMmUYHUX 3aKoHax i
npuHyunax; 2yMaHicmu4Ho 3opieHmosaHa rnidecomoska malibymHbo20 ¢haxieys € nepedymogoro eheKmueHoI
npogecitiHoi dissnbHocmI; crieyucghikoro makoi nd2omosku € me, Wo 8oHa bydyembcsi Ha 3acadax dianoaiyHor
83aemodii, 8 UeHmpi siKoi — ocobucmicme i3 i camMobymHiM ma yHiKkanbHUM cmasneHHsM 00 HaBKOMUWHB020
ceimy, iHwux siroded.

LoeedeHo, wo Odianoz mae b6ymu 2ymMaHICMmu4YHO 30pIiEHMOBaHUM, KOMU 6uKradad, CrifKyl4uchb 3i
cmy0eHmoM, HaMaz2aembCs 3p03yMimu ma npuliHaImMuU toeo no3uuito abo x 06’eKmusHO 3’acysamu rpPUYUHU
il HenpuliHamms. lNedazoziyHa napaduama suknadaya rionig2ae 8 PO3yMiHHI po38UMKy ocobucmocmi siK pyxy
8I0 YMIHHS criyxamu i po3ymimu iHwi «2ornocu» 0o eMiHHs eecmu 3 Hero Oianoe, cymHieamucs, 30ilicHroeamu
crinbHUU nowyk icmuHu G 6ymu e8iOKpumumMm MHOXUHI cy6’ekmig. [ymaHHicmb OianoaidHo20 CriifKyeaHHs
nepedbayace pisHOMpaes’st No3uyil, Hasi8HICMb anbMmMpyicmu4yHUX ma emramiltHux ocobnusocmel ocobucmocmi
sukiadava: noesazy 00 OyMOK, y4UHKig i cripag cmydeHma, 008ipy 00 HbO20, Cri8NEPEXUBAHHS, YMIHHS
bayumu e napmHeposi criigy4yacHuka oceimHb020 npouyecy. Y dianosi 8idbysaembcsi npsmuli pyx eid nompeb
1I0OUHU 8o HegidoMO20 HanpsMy ii MUCTIEHHS | pyX Hagnaku: 8i0 OuHamiku Oymku — Ao AuHaMiku rnoeediHKU —
KOHKpemHoi disribHocmi ocobu. O6rpyHmoeaHo: 3ary4eHHs cmydeHmig 00 pisHoOMaHImHuUXx ¢popm diaroziyHoi
83aemo0ii 8 0C8IMHBOMY MPOUECi CMBOPIE MOXUBocmi O5si popMy8aHHST KOMyHIKamugHoi ocobucmocmi
MalibymHb0o20 ¢haxieusi, 30amHo2o 0o akmueHocmi euknadada U cmyOeHmi8, 83aEMOIMPOHUKHEHHS IX y c8im
rnoyymmie i nepexxugaHb, 20MOBHOCMI MPUUHSAMU Cr1iepPO3MO8HUKa, 83aEMO0iSIMu 3 HUM.

Knroyoei cnoesa: dianoe, Hag4anbHUl Oianoe, 83aeMo0isi, 2yMaHi3M, KOMyHikamugHa ocobucmicme.
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