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Abstract. This paper looks briefly at the preconditions that gradually formed communicative
language teaching (CLT) as a response to the growing demand and needs of non-native learners of
English in many different contexts of learning, then draws a parallel between existing conventional
methods of language teaching and novel insights presented by CLT. The constituent parts of
Communicative competence are introduced. The negotiation of meaning is considered as the most
essential function of the target language that learners are capable to master which allows them to
maintain flexibility in a deliberate speech despite the gaps in their language proficiency. Besides,
the article discusses the current limitations of CLT bound to several factors such as the lack of
language proficiency, rigid curricula, and teachers’ misconceptions of CLT.

Annomayus. B 3TON craTbe KpaTko paccMaTpUBaIOTCS MPEINOCHUIKH, KOTOPbIE OCTEINEHHO
chopmupoBaan KOMMyHUKaTuBHOe oOydeHue si3biky (CLT) kak OTBET Ha pacTyluil CIpoc
MOTPEOHOCTH YYalIUXCS, W3YyYalOUIUX AHIIMUCKUMA S3bIK BO MHOTHUX PAa3IMYHBIX KOHTEKCTax
o0ydeHusI, TaKKe MPOBOAMTCS Mapajuieib MEXAY CYIIECTBYIOUMMH TPAJAULIMOHHBIMH METOJaMHU
MIPENO/aBaHNsd U HOBBIMU HJAESIMHM OCHOBAHHBIMHM HAa KOMMYHUKAaTHBHOM IOJXOJE K HM3YyYEHHIO
s3pika. [IpeacTaBieHbl COCTaBHbIE YAaCTM KOMMYHMKAaTUBHOM KOMIlETeHUHUH. KOMMyHUKaTHBHAs
KOMIIETEHIUS M YMEHHE JOHECTH CMBICIOBYIO COCTABISIOIIYI0 CUUTAaeTcs HauOojiee Ba)KHOM
(GyHKIMEN n3ydeHUss HHOCTPAHHOTO S3bIKa, KOTOPYIO YYEHUKU CIIOCOOHBI OCBOMTH, YTO MO3BOJISET
UM CBOOOJHO BBIPa)KaTb CBOM MBICIHM, HECMOTPS Ha HEKOTOpbIE MPOOETbl BO BIIAJICHUH SI3BIKOM.
Kpome TOro, B crarbe OOCYKAAIOTCA TEKyLIME OrpaHHYEHHs KOMMYHHMKATUBHOIO MOAXO/a,
CBSI3aHHBIE C HECKOJIBKUMHU (haKTOpaMM, TAaKUMH KaK HEIOCTATOYHBIM YpOBEHb 3HAHMS SI3bIKA,
KECTKUE YydeOHble IUIaHbl M 3a0dyXKJIEHHUs Kacallluecs caMoil MpUpOIbl KOMMYHUKATHBHOTO
MOJX0/1a B MPEACTABICHUSIX YUUTEICH.

Keywords: communicative approach, communicative competence, communicative language
teaching.

Kniouesvie cnosa:  KOMMYHUKAaTHMBHBIA — TOIXOJ, KOMMYHHKaTUBHAasi KOMIIETEHTHOCTb,
KOMMYHUKaTUBHOE MPENOAAaBaHHE S3bIKA.

The prevalence of non-native speakers of the English language over native speakers has
created a huge demand in language teaching methodology. When we observe a long path of
language teaching development and witness an abundant number of various paradigm changes in it,
it is easy to view that every new approach developed in response to some inevitable limitations and
constraints of previous language teaching ideologies. When the Classical method, Grammar-
translation method or Audio-lingual method fell out of fashion, in the 1970s, new, innovative
approach that has come to be known as Communicative language teaching (CLT) or
Communicative Approach appeared.
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Most often, we view language teaching and learning as summative knowledge about analysis
of grammar structures, sentence formation, translation of textual information, and comprehension of
written material. It is a long-standing tradition to include language learning as a compulsory
fundamental part of secondary and high education. Within such academic surroundings, in general,
students are capable to read, comprehend complicated texts related to their specific fields, translate
them into their native language; they possess a stronghold of grammatical input at all levels of
language, such as phonology, morphology, and syntax. As for the language, output students could
produce carefully structured accurate strings of sentences, translate texts from L1 (native language)
into the target language, discuss a limited range of academic topics strictly related to their domains
and within which they have a certain amount of practice. Previous foreign language methods have
been limited to these features united around a single general notion of grammatical competence.
English teachers conducted classes using teacher-centered, Presentation-Practice-Production mode.
In the Presentation stage, the teacher introduced a new grammatical structure based on
supplementary material such as a short text or a dialogue illustrating covered grammar rule. A brief
comprehension check of the explained material followed. In the Practice stage, students did drilling
exercises to imitate the newly learned structure. In the last stage, Production, students were
encouraged to produce independent chunks attempting to use the pattern without any supplementary
material.

A neglected area in the field of grammatical competence was fluency development and
pragmatic competence. It was proved the case that when learners found themselves in normal, real-
life situational context, they failed to produce meaningful output appropriate to spontaneous
situations. This phenomenon has been widely observed in parts of the world where English had a
status as EFL (English as a Foreign Language) and not as ESL (English as a Second Language), and
learned in an artificial surrounding, which means that the only place for learners to practice the
newly acquired language elements was their classroom within assigned lesson time. Consequently,
lack or absence of exposure to authentic language environment inside and in some locations outside
a class called into question the validity of previous methodologies and created preconditions for
CLT.

Globalization around the world resulting in extensive immigration flows turned the direction
in English language teaching from academically related analytical knowledge about a language to
more practically oriented everyday communication in it. In particular, increase in immigration in
such locations as USA, The Great Britain, in some parts of Europe urged English teachers, scholars,
textbook writers, policy developers recognize the augmenting need to shift attention away from
grammatical competence and sophisticated analysis of language to more practical use of the target
language in the contemporary society [1, p. 263]. The primary concern of all non-native speakers of
English was to learn how to communicate in a foreign language effectively; to understand and
decode the received information and to transfer the message through verbal channel meaningfully
ensuring that the interlocutor comprehends fully and in turn, provides a response. In other words,
CLT has been developed as a response to a growing need of learners who wanted to be able to use a
target language in various social contexts. Thus, knowing the rules employed in sentence formation
and constructing accurate sentences on a paper did not prove helpful when there appeared a need to
be engaged in meaningful communication. This approach prioritized gaining an insight in language
functions. Communicative competence, the term with interdisciplinary status, first used in
sociolinguistics became a central tenet of CLT. The communicative competence is the ability of
language learners to differentiate social situations following their status, level of formality and use
with pragmatic skillfulness chunks of language that are appropriate to the chosen context. The aim
is to create an immersive teaching environment where learners through guided input and constant
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practice acquire both native-like accuracy and fluency and can adjust their output in different social
settings and attain a communicative intent. The most challenging task for a language learner in CLT
IS to detect pragmatic nuances in language “which native speakers of language often take for
granted” [2, p. 18].

In the 1980s, with further development of CLT, Canadian scholars Canale and Swain based on
their observations of French students’ language acquisition in line with grammatical competence
introduced four additional constituents of communicative competence. [3, p. 5]. First,
sociolinguistic competence is the capability of understanding general patterns that govern the
society, social norms, implicit subtle nuances in social interaction, speech etiquette, cultural
influence on social behavior in which language is used. Second, discourse competence is a
recognition of different text types; a thorough comprehension of larger units of language, the
proficiency to analyze and to decode implicit socio-cultural information within the inner part of a
discourse that is only accessible to native speakers of a certain socio-cultural community. Also,
discourse competence is the differentiation of coherence and cohesion that provides unity for a text.
Coherence introduces logical connection of ideas presented within deeper implicit layers of a text
while cohesion serves to link sentences structurally through cohesive devices essentially bridging
words, pronouns, and synonyms.

Third, strategic competence represents the ability of a learner to use different communicative
strategies to maintain the conversation despite their limitations in the target language; the strategies
that assist learners to fulfill their communicative needs, for example, elaborative probing
comprehension questions for ensuring successful message transmission, conversation fillers,
paraphrases or skillful use of synonyms. Lastly, grammatical competence is the correct and
appropriate usage of grammatical patterns in building meaningful communication units. According
to S. Savignon, communicative competence progressive and powerful interpersonal phenomenon as
it shaped in the communicative process of people who belong to the same linguistic community
[Savignon, 270]. Within the scope of communicative competence, the notion of negotiation of
meanings has come to be used to refer to the necessity of constant communicative practice during
the entire process of foreign language acquisition for developing communicative abilities. Thus,
ensuring further enhancement and productivity in foreign language teaching programs and
procedures, “grammar-based methodologies such as the P-P-P 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[4, p. 8].

It is possible to summarize the core principles of CLT as follows:

A learner with communicative competence understands that language is a complex
phenomenon with several aims and possesses all necessary skills to transfer a verbal message
successfully;

A learner can produce different output following the framework and participants; he
comprehends the necessity to react appropriately to different contexts such as formal or informal,
oral or written, higher versus lower status;

A learner is proficient in differentiating types of texts, knows their peculiar features and can
reproduce them, for example, narratives, reports, interviews; he skillfully employs communication
strategies for maintaining message transmission [4, p. 3].

CLT has formulated a fundamentally different view of a lesson format as well as the roles of
teachers and learners in it. Earlier perceptions of foreign language learning methodology generally
relied on behaviorism ideology that suggested mechanical habit formation through constant drilling
patterns and teacher controlled output as the primary way to achieve mastery of a target language.
In CLT, the entire format of a lesson has undergone a considerable change. Cooperation and
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interaction among learners became central constituents for conducting a class. CLT shifts attention
from a traditional teacher-centered model to a learner-centered approach where students do not view
a teacher as a model to imitate; instead, they attempt to create meaningful communicative units by
experimenting to express themselves in different contextual situations. Teachers perform roles of
facilitators, providing constructive feedback on their performance. Negotiation of meaning is of the
utmost importance “as the learner and his or her interlocutor arrive at understanding”, [4, p. 4].
Previous activities that used to imply strong teacher-controlled learner output that inevitably led to
avoidance of errors were substituted by pair, group and teamwork activities that reinforce learners’
cooperation, foster mutual communication among learners and create a positive non-judgmental
atmosphere for prolonged learner responses.

Although CLT paradigm has revolutionized the existing teaching context and has gained wide
popularity among scholars, to the present day, there are some challenges revealed that need further
contemplation. The main limitation of CLT, which is often criticized for, is its inefficiency in
applying in locations where the English language is studied as EFL, (where learners’ opportunities
to utilize a target language constrained by absence of English speaking participants away from the
class), and not as ESL (where learners can re-explore learned material in natural English speaking
environment). Impossibility to practice a target language outside the classroom hinders learners’
progress in language acquisition. Thus, many critics conclude that CLT practices are not pertinent
enough to be used in EFL context.

Another problem in the applicability of CLT stems from institutional requirements and
reasons. It is known that the majority of educational institutions have their own set of policies along
with a rigid curriculum to govern language education with preset learning outcomes. As CLT is a
content-dependent approach, it should be related to learners' needs finding its reflection in the
course curriculum. Ideally, we should tailor specific solutions to specific problems. However,
overall, learners’ language progression evaluated regularly and academic performance has
paramount importance in terms of learners’ future high education prospects. Apparently, in this type
of institutions teachers place much more emphasis on curriculum content and prioritize to cover
materials present in the language-focused curriculum to ensure students pass grammar-based
examinations.

Furthermore, several studies suggested that many EFL and ESL teachers claimed that they
conduct classes under CLT approach. It is rather paradoxical however, that their detailed accounts
on their teaching do not correspond to core principles of CLT [5, 6]. Lack of confidence, personal
beliefs, and misconceptions about the communicative approach, no expertise in developing
appropriate CLT materials are the limitations that EFL instructors claim to experience most often.
On the one hand, concerning teacher performance in the class, it has been argued that many teachers
are not proficient enough in strategic and socio-cultural competence; besides, deficiency in oral
skills pose a huge challenge to base all class activities around speaking skills. On the other hand, as
reported by Deckert, excessive teacher talk is another major hindrance that constantly violates the
principles of CLT. In her observation of ESL classes, she found that overall “instructors were
speaking anywhere from two to five times more often than all their students combined” [6, p. 14].
Even so, speaking is an important dimension of language learning, we still regard this skill as the
most anxiety-causing stressful experience.

Likewise, the absence of teacher training courses where teachers could deepen their
theoretical knowledge about the communicative approach, master teaching strategies, enrich their
experience adds to the problematic issues of CLT.

In summary, without regard to some constraints for CLT development in a foreign language-
teaching context, it has the potential to involve both EFL teachers and learners in shaping
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personally oriented content that in turn, allows creating many opportunities for meaningful
language use. Individual language development is encouraged through the negotiation of meaning
and the engagement in communicative activities. Besides, EFL teachers opt for professional growth
while they re-design the entire class materials to relate them to learners’ communicative
experiences.
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