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Abstract. This manuscript explores the development of language
competence in pre-service teachers, emphasizing the vital role it plays in
shaping effective language educators. As language teachers are expected to
model accurate, fluent, and contextually appropriate language use, their own
linguistic proficiency must be both well-developed and continuously nurtured.
The transition from language learner to language educator involves not only
mastery of the target language but also the ability to apply pedagogical principles
to language instruction. This work presents an integrative approach to teacher
preparation, combining linguistic theory, applied practice, and reflective teaching
methodologies.

Drawing on currentresearch in second language acquisition (SLA), language
pedagogy, and teacher education, the manuscript outlines the core competencies
required of future language teachers. These include grammatical accuracy,
communicative fluency, pragmatic awareness, and intercultural competence.

Additionally, it emphasizes the importance of pedagogical content
knowledge — the ability to effectively teach the language to diverse learner
populations.

A central focus is placed on the role of language proficiency development
within teacher training programs. The manuscript proposes a framework that
incorporates language enhancement courses, teaching practicums, and reflective
practice to ensure that future educators not only learn the language but also learn
how to teach it effectively. Case studies from teacher education programs around
the world illustrate best practices in integrating language development with
pedagogical training.

Moreover, the manuscript addresses common challenges faced by pre-
service language teachers, such as fossilized errors, limited exposure to authentic
language use, and anxiety about their own language proficiency. Strategies
for overcoming these barriers are discussed, including mentorship, immersive
experiences, and formative feedback.
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Introduction

The journey from language learner to language educator represents a
complex transformation that involves not only the acquisition of language
proficiency but also the development of pedagogical knowledge and teaching
identity. For future language teachers, linguistic competence is not simply a
tool for communication, but it is a foundational component of their professional
expertise. As Richards and Farrell (2005) argue, language teachers are expected
to function as models of proficient language use, meaning their ability to use and
teach the target language accurately and effectively is central to their credibility
and success in the classroom [1].

At first when we are researching this area we need to clarify terms
competence and competency, which means that competence constitutes a
normatively defined set of knowledge, abilities, skills, and modes of activity in
a specific field, whereas competency characterizes an individual’s integrative
capacity to independently, consciously, and effectively apply the relevant
competences in educational, professional, and practical activities.The role of
language proficiency in teacher education has been widely discussed in recent
decades. Andrews (2003) emphasizes the concept of language awareness,
which includes both explicit knowledge about the language and the ability to
reflect on its structure and usage in pedagogical contexts. Similarly, Freeman
and Johnson (1998) highlight that language teacher education must go beyond
simply transmitting content knowledge; it must also engage pre-service teachers
in reflective practice and equip them to make informed instructional decisions
based on their linguistic and pedagogical understanding [2].

While teacher education programs often focus on pedagogical strategies,
curriculum design, and classroom management, the linguistic development of
pre-service teachers is sometimes under-emphasized (Borg, 2006). Yet, numerous
studies (e.g., Llurda, 2005; Braine, 2010) have shown that non-native English-
speaking teachers (NNESTs) often experience anxiety related to their perceived
language deficiencies, which can affect their confidence and performance in
the classroom. This highlights the need for targeted support in developing both
proficiency and self-efficacy among future educators [3].

A growing body of research supports the integration of language
development and pedagogy in teacher education. Johnson (2009) advocates for
a sociocultural perspective, where language learning and teaching are viewed
as socially mediated practices. This perspective aligns with the idea that pre-
service teachers benefit from immersive, collaborative experiences where they
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can practice the language authentically while learning to teach it. Moreover, the
inclusion of teaching practicums and reflective journals, as discussed by Farrell
(2015), helps bridge the gap between theory and practice and fosters deeper
metalinguistic and pedagogical awareness [4].

Despite these advances, challenges remain. Many programs struggle to
balance linguistic development with the intensive demands of teacher training.
Additionally, standardized proficiency benchmarks, such as CEFR or ACTFL
levels, are not always aligned with the actual communicative and instructional
demands of language teaching (Elder & O’Loughlin, 2003). This misalignment
underscores the importance of context-specific and needs-driven approaches to
developing language competence in pre-service teachers [5].

This manuscript aims to address these gaps by proposing an integrated
framework for fostering language competence in future teachers. Through a
synthesis of theoretical perspectives and practical strategies, it offers insights into
how language proficiency, pedagogical knowledge, and teaching identity can be
developed in tandem to prepare educators for the evolving demands of language
education in diverse contexts [6].

The formation of future language teachers involves more than training
in classroom management, assessment strategies, or curriculum design; it also
requires the intentional development of strong linguistic competence. Language
proficiency is not merely a background skill—it is the foundation upon which
effective language instruction is built. However, the transition from being a
language learner to becoming a language educator remains a critical and often
under-examined phase in teacher education. This manuscript examines how
language competence is developed in pre-service teachers and analyzes the
educational frameworks that support or hinder this process [7].

Language teaching is a dual practice: it requires both knowledge of the
language itself and knowledge of how to teach it. According to Freeman and
Johnson (1998), the traditional view of teacher education—which isolates
language learning from pedagogical training—fails to address the complex
realities of the language classroom. In practice, teachers must draw on both
linguistic and instructional knowledge simultaneously. This has led scholars
such as Andrews (2007) to advocate for the development of teacher language
awareness (TLA), which combines deep linguistic understanding with the ability
to apply that knowledge pedagogically [8].

Despite this, many teacher education programs continue to prioritize
methodology over language development, particularly for non-native pre-
service teachers. Borg (2006) notes that pre-service teachers frequently enter
the classroom with lingering linguistic insecurities, which can reduce their
effectiveness and confidence. This is particularly problematic in English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) contexts, where teachers are expected to serve as both
role models and facilitators of authentic language use. Studies by Llurda (2005)
and Braine (2010) confirm that non-native English-speaking teachers often report
anxiety about their own language proficiency, which in turn affects their teaching
practices [9].
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Analytically, this points to a critical imbalance in many teacher education
programs: while pedagogical theory is taught explicitly, language competence is
often assumed or insufficiently addressed. A deeper analysis reveals that some
programs treat language proficiency as a static prerequisite rather than a dynamic,
evolving component of teacher identity. This assumption is not only inaccurate
but also pedagogically limiting. As Johnson (2009) argues from a sociocultural
perspective, teacher learning—Ilike language learning—is situated, contextual,
and socially mediated. Therefore, language development must be seen as an
ongoing process within the teacher education experience [10].

In light of these insights, this manuscript explores how language competence
can and should be cultivated throughout the teacher training process. It proposes
a model that integrates language proficiency development with pedagogical
training, using reflective practice, immersion, and scaffolding as key components.
By analyzing current practices and offering a research-informed framework, this
work aims to contribute to more balanced, effective, and supportive approaches
to preparing the language teachers of tomorrow [11].

Materials and methods

This study employs a qualitative research design to explore how language
competence is developed in pre-service language teachers during their training
programs. The primary aim of the methodology is to gain in-depth insights into the
experiences, challenges, and developmental processes that future educators undergo
as they transition from learners to teachers. Given the focus on understanding
complex human behaviors and perceptions within specific educational contexts, a
qualitative approach is both appropriate and effective [12].

The study adopts a multiple case study design, allowing for detailed
examination of language development across different institutional and cultural
settings. Each case represents a teacher education program that includes language
proficiency development as an explicit component of its curriculum. This design
enables comparison across contexts while maintaining the depth and richness of
qualitative inquiry.

Participants included 24 pre-service language teachers enrolled in teacher
education programs in three different countries: Spain, Indonesia, and Turkey.
These participants were selected using purposeful sampling to ensure diversity in
linguistic background, institutional context, and level of language proficiency. All
participants were in the final year of their respective programs and had completed
at least one teaching practicum [13].

In addition to pre-service teachers, 6 teacher educators and 3 practicum
supervisors were interviewed to provide triangulation and professional
perspectives on the development of language competence.

Data were collected over a six-month period through the following methods:

1. Semi-structured interviews with pre-service teachers (45—-60 minutes
each), focusing on their perceptions of their own language development, the role
of language proficiency in their training, and challenges faced in both academic
and practicum settings.
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2. Classroom observations of language enhancement courses and teaching
practicums, using an observation checklist focused on language use, instructional
language, code-switching, and communicative competence.

3. Document analysis of course syllabi, language proficiency benchmarks
(e.g., CEFR descriptors), practicum evaluation forms, and reflective journals
written by the participants [14].

All interviews and observations were transcribed and analyzed using
thematic analysis. Initial coding was conducted to identify recurring patterns
related to language development, challenges, and pedagogical integration. Codes
were then organized into broader themes such as “language-related anxiety,”
“pedagogical application of language knowledge,” and “institutional support for
language growth.”

To enhance credibility and trustworthiness, member checking was
conducted by sharing preliminary findings with participants for feedback and
clarification. Peer debriefing sessions with other researchers in the field were also
used to refine categories and validate interpretations [15].

Ethical approval was obtained from the host institutions. Informed consent
was collected from all participants, and confidentiality was ensured by using
pseudonyms and securing all data in password-protected digital files. Participants
were informed of their right to withdraw from the study at any time.

Results and discussion

This section presents the findings of the study on how language competence
is developed in pre-service language teachers. The data were drawn from
interviews, classroom observations, and document analysis, and are organized
into four key thematic areas:

1. Perceived Language Proficiency Development

2. Language-Related Challenges During Practicum

3. Institutional Support for Language Competence

4. Integration of Language and Pedagogical Knowledge

Each theme is supported by illustrative data excerpts and visualized in
summary tables to facilitate analysis and cross-case comparison.

Pre-service teachers reported noticeable improvement in their overall
language proficiency, particularly in speaking and classroom-specific language.
Many attributed this progress to increased exposure during the practicum, peer
collaboration, and task-based language learning activities embedded in their
coursework.

Table 1. Self-Reported Language Skill Improvement by Domain

P v :

Language Skill 7o of Pi}i:;%:z:;el}lipomng Common Sources of Improvement

. Practicum, rou tasks,  oral
Speaking 87.5% presentations SO

Listening 79.2% E(llclgi sig)eosm exposure, listening
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Writing 66.7% Lesson planning, reflective journals
Language enhancement courses, self-
0, >
Grammar/Vocabulary |62.5% study

Spoken fluency was consistently rated as the area of greatest improvement.
Many participants noted that lesson delivery in English or the target language
helped internalize functional classroom phrases and reduce hesitation. However,
improvement in grammar and vocabulary lagged behind, which participants
attributed to a lack of focused feedback and explicit instruction [18]. While
most participants gained confidence in their language use, nearly half reported
experiencing anxiety during practicum due to fear of making mistakes or being
judged by mentor teachers and students [19].

Table 2. Reported Language Challenges in Practicum

Challenge % of Participants Sample Quote

Fear of making “I worried that my stu-

language errors 45.8% dents would catch my
mistakes.”

Difficulty with “Answering unexpect-

spontaneous talk 37.5% ed questions in Eng-
lish was stressful.”

Code-switching “Sometimes 1 had

pressure o to switch to LI

29.2% because they didn’t

understand.”

These challenges suggest a need for greater preparation in handling real-
time classroom discourse. While theoretical courses provided input on language
pedagogy, participants felt underprepared for the linguistic demands of dynamic
teaching situations [20].

Participants gave mixed reviews of the institutional efforts to support their
language growth. Some praised the availability of language-focused modules and
workshops, while others reported a disconnect between theoretical knowledge
and practical application.

Table 3. Institutional Support Structures and Perceived Effectiveness

Perceived as

Support Type Offered (Y/N) Effective (%) Comments
Language Yes (all sites) 70 8% Helped gre}’rnmar, but
enhancement courses not fluency.
Convc-j:rsatlon clubs / Yes (2/3 sites) 5839 Good practice, bl,l’t
speaking labs not always available.
Practicum language No (all sites) N/A Almost no feegback
feedback on language use.

A notable finding is the lack of language-related feedback during teaching
practicums. While participants received comments on classroom management
and pedagogy, linguistic aspects of their teaching were rarely addressed
systematically.
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The integration of language learning and teaching strategies was inconsistent
across the programs. Some participants experienced meaningful connections
between theory and practice, while others felt that the two domains remained
siloed [21].

Table 4. Integration Between Language Development and Teaching
Methods

Degree of Integration | % of Participants Description

Strong 33.3% Courses modeled language teaching strategies

Moderate 41.7% Somg links between language input and
practice

Weak/None 25.0% Eé?lrzguage courses unrelated to teaching con-

The success of integration was often tied to instructors who explicitly
modeled effective language teaching using the target language. Where integration
was weak, pre-service teachers struggled to transfer linguistic knowledge into
classroom practice.

These findings support the argument that language competence in future
teachers must be developed holistically, through not only structured coursework
but also through ongoing, reflective, and context-sensitive support throughout
teacher education.

Results and discussion

The findings of this study reveal critical insights into how pre-service
language teachers develop their language competence during teacher education
programs. While overall improvement was observed across all four language skill
areas, particularly in speaking and listening, the development was uneven, and
several pedagogical gaps were identified. This section discusses the implications
of these findings, situating them within the broader discourse of language teacher
education.

A significant majority of participants (87.5%) reported improvement in
speaking skills, and 79.2% in listening comprehension. These findings support
the view that communicative competence—particularly in oral language—can be
effectively enhanced through immersive and interactive tasks, such as teaching
practicums, peer collaboration, and presentations. This aligns with the work of
Richards & Schmidt (2010), who argue that authentic language use in meaningful
contexts contributes significantly to fluency development.

However, gains in grammar and vocabulary were more limited (62.5%),
and writing skills were reported as improved by only 66.7% of participants. This
imbalance reflects what Andrews (2007) calls the “fluency-accuracy trade-off,” a
common occurrence in communicative language environments where real-time
interaction is prioritized over linguistic precision. The limited improvement in
form-focused aspects of language suggests that language enhancement modules
may lack depth or alignment with the communicative demands of classroom
teaching.
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Persistent Linguistic Anxiety in Practicum Settings. Almost half of the
participants (45.8%) reported experiencing anxiety about making language
mistakes during their practicum. Additionally, 37.5% indicated difficulty with
spontaneous speaking, particularly when responding to student questions or
managing unforeseen situations. These findings echo Borg’s (2006) assertion that
pre-service teachers often struggle to balance their roles as language users and
instructors, especially when their own competence feels unstable.

This linguistic anxiety can hinder teacher confidence and instructional
clarity, potentially affecting student learning outcomes. The lack of language-
specific feedback during practicum—as reported by all participants—may
exacerbate this problem. Without structured support or correction, pre-service
teachers may reinforce fossilized errors or avoid complex language altogether,
leading to stagnation rather than continued development.

Although all programs offered language enhancement courses, only
70.8% of participants found them effective, often citing limited personalization
or insufficient practical relevance. Furthermore, no participants received direct
feedback on their language use during practicum—a notable weakness in all
observed programs.

This highlights a critical institutional gap, as emphasized by Elder &
O’Loughlin (2003), who argue that professional language competence must be
assessed and supported explicitly within teacher education. The data suggest
that programs are still operating under the assumption that language proficiency
is a prerequisite rather than an evolving skill to be developed in parallel with
pedagogical training.

Only 33.3% of participants reported a strong integration between language
learning and teaching methodology courses. In contrast, 25.0% experienced
weak or no connection at all. Programs that modeled effective language teaching
through content delivery (e.g., instructors using the target language to teach
methodology) were more successful in fostering both linguistic and pedagogical
growth.

This finding supports Johnson’s (2009) sociocultural perspective that
learning to teach language requires situated engagement in real contexts where
language and pedagogy intersect. Where this integration was missing, participants
struggled to translate their theoretical understanding into practical language use
in the classroom.

Overall, while pre-service teachers in this study made progress in language
competence—particularly in oral skills—their development was hindered by a
lack of explicit institutional support, particularly during practicum. The findings
underscore the need for teacher education programs to treat language proficiency
asadynamic, central component of teacher identity and instructional effectiveness,
rather than a fixed prerequisite. Only through thoughtful integration, continuous
support, and reflective feedback can future language educators transition
confidently and competently from learners to teachers.
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Conclusion

The development of language competency in pre-service language teachers
is a foundational yet often under-prioritized element of teacher education.
This study has shown that while many pre-service teachers experience growth
in fluency—vparticularly in speaking and listening skills—gaps remain in
grammatical accuracy, written expression, and the confident use of language in
real-time classroom settings. These gaps are compounded by a lack of structured,
formative feedback and limited integration between language development and
pedagogical training.

The findings demonstrate that pre-service teachers continue to struggle
with linguistic anxiety, especially during teaching practicums, where the stakes
of performance and language accuracy are high. Nearly half of the participants
reported fear of making language mistakes, highlighting the emotional burden
of language use in professional teaching contexts. This stress is amplified by the
absence of systematic language-related feedback, which leaves many teachers-
in-training without guidance on how to improve their classroom language.

Additionally, institutional support for language development, while present
in the form of enhancement courses or conversation clubs, is often insufficiently
aligned with the communicative and instructional realities of the language
classroom. Only one-third of participants reported a strong integration between
language learning and teaching methodology. This disconnect suggests that
many programs still treat language and pedagogy as separate domains rather than
interdependent components of teacher competence.

This study underscores the importance of reconceptualizing language
competence as a core element of teacher identity and professional practice, not
as a prerequisite to be assessed once and then assumed stable. Teacher education
programs must adopt a more holistic and sustained approach to language
development—one that spans coursework, practicum, and reflective practice.

In moving forward, programs should seek to embed language development
across all aspects of teacher training, not only to improve linguistic performance,
but also to empower future educators to enter the classroom with clarity,
confidence, and competence.
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KA3IPI'l 3BAMAHYTBI BIJIIM BEPY H(AFﬂAfILIHﬂA
BOJAINAK MYFAJIIMJIEPAIH KOCIbU TUIIIK K¥3bIPETIH
KAJIBIIITACTBIPY
Yckenbaesa b.!, *Pamesa I'.2, Pamankynosa M.3, Epreros E.
'Kazak MEMIICKETTIK KbI3Jap MeIaroruKajiblK YHUBEPCUTETI
Anmarel, Kazakcran
*2AbGaii ateiniarbl Kasak YITTBIK Me1arorMKajIblK YHUBEPCUTETI
Anmarel, Kazakcran
’Koxka Axmet Slcayu aTbiHIarbl XaabIKapasblK Ka3ak-TYPiK YHHBEPCUTETI
Typxkicran, Kazakcran
*C. Hypmaram0eToB aTbiHaarbl KYpIiblK ocKepiIepiHiH 9CKEpU HHCTHTYThI
Anmarel, Kazakcran

Angarna. byn makanana Oonmamak MyFagiMAEpAIH TUAIK Ky3bIpeTiH
JAMBITY MOceJNiecl KapacThIPhUIAIbl JKOHE OHBIH OUIKTI TUT MamaHAapbiH
KaJIBINTACThIPyAaFrbl MaHbBI3[bl POJIHE epeKile Hazap ayaapeuiagbl. Tin
MYFTIMJICPIHEH TUIAl AYPBIC, €PKIH KOHE KaFjasTKa cail KOJJaHy YITICIH
KOpCeTy TaJlall eTUICTIHAIKTEeH, OJapJblH TUIIIK LIeOepIiri >KOoFaphbl JeHreine
JaMbIFaH KOHE YHEMI JKeTULIIPUIIN OThIpaThiH 0omybl THic. Tin yiipeHyuiiiexn
TIT OKBITYIIBICBIHA alHaly TpPOIeCl TEK HBICAHAJbl TUIAI MEHIrepyal FaHa
€MecC, COHbIMEH Karap MeJarorukaiblK KaruaaTTapbl TULII OKBITY OapbIChIHJIA
KOJIIaHa any KaOuIeTiH e KaMTuabl. byl eHOeKkTe TMHTBUCTUKAIIBIK TEOPHUSHEI,
KOJ1J1aHOaJIbl TOXKIpuOe MEH pedIeKCUBTI OKBITY 9/11CTEMENIEPIH YIITACThIPAThIH
MyFaJiMAepAl aspiiayblH KEIIeH 1 TOCLI YChIHbUIA L.
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Exinmi Tingi meHrepy (SLA), TUIIIK negaroruka »KoHe MyFaliMIepil
nasipiay callaChlHJIaFbl 3aMaHayd 3epTTeyliepre CyileHe OTBIpHIN, Makaiaja
Oonamak TUI MyFaliMJepiHe Ka)KeTTl HEri3ri KY3bIPETTUIIKTEp alKbIHAAIalbl.
Onapra rpaMMaTHKaJIbIK J9JA1K, KOMMYHUKAaTUBTIK €pKIHJIIK, [TparMaTuKabIK
xa0apIapiblK JK9HE MOCHUETAPAIBIK KY3bIPETTLIIK KaTa bl

CoHbIMEH KaTap, MakaJiaJa rmegarorukaiblk Ma3MyH OUTIMIHIH SIFHU T
opTypial OuliM anymbuiap TOObIHA THIMIL TYpHE YHpeTe ainy KaOUIeTiHIH —
MaHBI3/IbUIbIFbIHA Oaca Ha3ap ayapbliajibl.

Herisri Hazap wmyramiMaepil naspiay OaraapiaMaiapblHAAFbl TUIAIK
meOepIIiKTI JaMBITY peJIiHe ayaapbiaaasl. Makanaga 6onamnak yera3aapabH T
MEHIrepil KaHa KolMal, OHbI THIM/II OKBITY SICTEpIH Jie YHPEHYIH KaMTaMachl3
€Ty MaKcaTbIH/1a TII1 )KETUIAIPY KYypCTapbiH, e1aroruKaJbIK MPaKTUKAHbI )KOHE
pediekcuBTI TOKIPpHUOEH1 KAMTUTBIH KYHE YChIHBUIA b, OJIEMET] MyFaliMIepil
nasipiiay OarjgapiiaMaliapblHaH ajblHFAH HAKThl MBICAJIAp TUIAIK JaMy MEH
MeAAroruKajiblK JaspiblKThl YIITACTBIPYIBIH 03bIK TOKIpUOEIEpiH KOpPCETE .

byran koca, Makanazna OoJamak TiJ1 MyFaJiMIEPIHIH alJblHAH IIBIFATHIH
KU1 KE3/1€CEeTIH KHUBIHABIKTAp, MbICAJIbl, KAJBINTACHII KaJlFaH KaTelIKTep
(boccummzanust ), MIBIHAKWBI TUIIK OpTaMeH O0alIaHBICTBIH IMISKTEYIIUIIT KOHE 03
TUIAIK medepai

Tipexk ce3mep: TUIAIK KY3bIPETTLIIK, MYFadiMAEpAl JAaspiay, TULIIK
MeJaroruka, MJalbIHABIKTaH OTylIl MyFaldiMaep, eKIHIIl TUIIl MEHrepy,
KOMMYHHUKATHBTIK €pKIHJIIK, MyFaJliMAEpAl faspiay, TUIAIK OUTIKTUIIKTI JaMbITY,
pedekcuBTI TOXIpUOE, MOJICHUETAPANIBIK KY3bIPETTLIIK

®OPMUPOBAHUE IMPO®PECCUOHAJIBHOM SI3IKOBOM
KOMIIETEHIIMHA Y BYIYIIUX YUATEJIEH B KOHTEKCTE
COBPEMEHHOI'O OBPA30BAHUSA
VYckenbaesa b.', *Pamesa I, Pamankynosa M.*, Epremios E.*
'Kaszaxckuil rocyrapCTBeHHbIH KEHCKHUIT MeIarori4eCKiii YyHUBEPCHUTET,
Anmarel, Kazaxcran
*2Ka3axCKHil HAIIMOHAIBHBIN M1EIarOTUYSCKUIl YHUBEPCUTET UMEHH ADas,
Anmarel, Kazaxcran
SMex Iy HapOIHbII Ka3aXCKO-TYPELKUH YHUBEPCUTET
nMmenu Xomku Axmena fcasu, Typkecran, Kazaxcran
‘Boennbiii nHCTUTYT CyxomyTHbIX Bolick uMeHu C. Hypmaramberosa
Anmarel, Kazaxcran

AHHoTanus. B 1aHHOI cTaThe paccMaTpuBaloOTCs BOIIPOCH (POPMUPOBAHUS
SI3BIKOBOM KOMIIETEHIIMU Y OyIyIIUX y4UTElIeH U MOJUEPKUBAETCS €€ KIIroueBas
pOJib B CTAHOBJIEHUU S(P(PEKTUBHBIX INpenojaBareieii MHOCTPAHHBIX S3BIKOB.
[TockonbKy OT yuuTenei oXuaaeTcs AEMOHCTpalMs FPaMOTHOro, Oenioro u
YMECTHOT'O (C y4e€TOM KOHTEKCTa) BJIQJCHUSI SI3bIKOM, UX COOCTBEHHBINH YPOBEHb
SI3IKOBOM ITOJITOTOBKH JIOJIKEH ObITh BBICOKMM M II0CTOSIHHO COBEPIIIEHCTBOBATHCS.
Ilepexon OT cTaTyca N3y4aroIlero s3blK K CTaTyCy IIPENoAaBaTelIs Ipeanoaaraet
HE TOJIBKO BJIAJICHUE LIEJIEBBIM 3bIKOM, HO U YMEHHE IPUMEHSTh IEAArOTNYECKUe
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MPUHIMIIEI B TIpoliecce oOydeHusi. B pabore mpencraBieH WHTETPATUBHBIN
MOAXOA K TOATOTOBKE YYHUTENICH, COYETAIOMINA JMHTBUCTUYCCKYIO TEOPHIO,
MPAKTUYECKYIO IESITEIIbHOCTh U METOAUKHU PEIICKCUBHOTO MPETIOAaBaHUSI.
Omnupasich Ha COBpEeMEHHBIC UCCIIEAOBAHMS B 00JIACTH YCBOEHHUSI BTOPOTO
si3bika (SLA), METONMKY MPEenoilaBaHusl SI36IKOB U TIOJTOTOBKH IMEarOrM4eCKUX
KaJIpOB, aBTOPHI OMPEEIISIIOT KIIOYEBhIE KOMIIETCHITUH, HEOOXOAUMBIE OYIyIIIIM
yuntensM. K HUM OTHOCATCS TpaMmarudeckasi TOYHOCTh, KOMMYHHKAaTHBHAs

OernocTb,  MparMaTHyeckas  OCBEJOMJIEHHOCTb W MEXKKYJIBTypHas
KOMIIETEHTHOCTb.

Kpome Toro, ocoboe BHUMaHHE yAeNseTCs BaXHOCTU MEJAarormyecKux
3HaHUW NpPEeAMETHON 001acTh — crnocoOHOCTH 3G (EKTUBHO 00ydaTh SA3BIKY

pa3IMYHbBIE TPYTIITHI YYAIHXCS.

LleHnTpanbHOE MECTO B CTaThbe 3aHUMACT POJb PA3BUTHUS SI3BIKOBOM
KOMIIETCHTHIIMM B TIpOorpaMMax TOATOTOBKHM yuutenei. [lpemmaraercs
MOJIeJTb, BKJIFOYAIOMIAsl KYPCHI 10 COBEPIICHCTBOBAHUIO S3BIKOBBHIX HABBIKOB,
MEarOTUYECKYI0 TMPAKTUKY M 3JIEMEHTHI PEQIEKCHBHON AEATEIBHOCTH, YTO
MO3BOJISIET OyAyIIMM TIearoraM HE TOJBKO W3y4aTh SI3bIK, HO M OCBAaWBaTh
MeTONUKy ero 3(pdeKkTuBHOTO npenonaBanus. [[pumMepsr 13 MUPOBOW MPAKTHKH
MOJATOTOBKH  YYWTENICH WUTIOCTPUPYIOT TIEPEIOBBIE METOIbl HHTETPAIlUH
SI3BIKOBOTO PA3BUTHSA U MEIATOTHYECKON TIOATOTOBKH.

Takke B cTarbe pacCMaTPHUBAIOTCS THIIMYHBIE TPYIHOCTH, C KOTOPBIMH
CTAJIKMBAIOTCS OyIyIIHe yYUTENs SI3BIKOB: HAIPUMEp, YCTOHYMBBIC S3BIKOBBIC
omuOKH ((hoccummzarus ), HeJOCTATOK OMBITa OOIICHHS B Ay TCHTHYHOM SI3BIKOBOM
Cpeze M HEYyBEpEHHOCTh B COOCTBEHHOM YPOBHE BIIaICHUS SI3BIKOM. OOCYKIar0TCS
CTpaTeTHH TMPEONOJICHUST OSTHUX NPEIMSATCTBHHA, BKIOUas HACTaBHUYECTBO,
MOTPYKEHHUE B SA3BIKOBYIO Cpelly M HCIIOJIb30BaHUE (opMupylouieil oopaTHon
CBSI3U.

KiawueBble  cioBa:  s3bIKOBasi ~ KOMIIETCHIWS,  IE€AarOrMYecKoe
oOpa3oBaHHe, METOAMKA MPEOABAHUS SI3BIKOB, Oy/IyIIHNE YUUTEIS, OBJIAICHHUE
BTOPBIM SI3BIKOM, KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHAs OETIIOCTh, MPO(eCCHOHANbHAS ITOTOTOBKA
yUuTeNei, pa3BUTHE S3BIKOBOM KOMIIETEHTHOCTH, pe(iieKcHBHAs TpaKTHKa,
MEXKYJIBTypHasi KOMITETCHIINS

Received / Maxana mycmi / Cmamws nocmynuna: 01.09.2025
Accepted: / Kapusnayza kabvinoanowt / Hpunama xk nyonuxayuu: 25.09.2026

Information about authors:

Uskenbayeva Bagila Abenovna Phd student , Kazakh State Women’s
Teacher training university, Almaty, Kazakhstan, teacher in Suleiman Demireli
university

Rasheva Gulzhan Senior lecturer, Abai Kazakh National Pedagogical
university, Almaty, Kazakhstan

Ramankulova Meruyert Alpysbayevna senior teacher of philology faculty,
department of General Academic English, Khoja Akhmet Yassawi International
Kazakh-Turkish University, Turkistan, Kazakhstan

240 BULLETIN of Ablai Khan KazUIRandWL



FORMATION OF PROFESSIONAL LANGUAGE COMPETENCE IN FUTURE ...

Yergeshov Yerzhan Tenizovich dozent of upbringing and ideology
department, Military institute of Land Forces named after S. Nurmagambetov,
Almaty, Kazakhstan

Aemopnap mypanvt monimem:

YckenOaeBa baruna Abenkbi3bl — PhD noktopants! (Kazak MeMiekeTTik
KbI3JJap Tenarorukaiblk yHuBepcureri, Anmarbl, Kaszakcran), CyneiliMen
JlemMupen yHUBEPCUTETIHIH OKBITYILIBICHI

PameBa I'ymxan — Ara oxeITymibl, AOaii arbiHzarbl Kaszak YITTBIK
NearorukaiblK yHuBepcureTi, Anmarsl, Kazakcran

PamankymnoBa Mepyepr AnmbicOaiikpizbl — Dwitonorust ¢GakyabTeTiHIH
«OKanmsl akaZeMUsUIbIK aFbUILLIBIH T1T1» KadeapachiHbIH aFa OKbITYIIbICH, Koxka
Axwmert Slcayn aTpiHIarbl XaJdblKapajblK Ka3ak-TYpiK yHUBepcuteTi, TypKicTaH,
Kazakcran

EpremoB Epxxan Tenizynsl — TopOue xoHe uaeonorusi kadeapachHbIH
nouenti, C. Hypmaram6eroB artbiHgarbl KypiblK ocKepiepiHiH ocKepu
MHCTUTYTHI, Anmarsl, Ka3akcran

Hugpopmayun 06 aemopax:

Ycken0aeBa barnna AbenoBHa— 10KTOpaHT Ka3axcKororocyiapcTBEHHOTO
KEHCKOro  Iejarorudyeckoro yHuBepcurera (.  Anmarel, Kazaxcran),
npenojaBarens YHuBepcutTeTa nmenu Cyneiimana Jlemuperns

Pamesa I'ynbxan — crapmmii npenogaaresb Ka3axckoro HalfuOHaJIBHOTO
[earoruueckoro ynupepcurera umenu Abas (r. Anmarsl, Kazaxcran)

PamankynoBa Mepyepr AunmnbpicOaeBHa — CTapIIMil [penojaBaTeib
Kadenpsl 00111€00pa30BaTEILHOIO AHMIMKUCKOTO  SI3bIKA  (PUIIOJIOTUYECKOTO
(dakynprera MeXIyHApOIHOIO Ka3aXCKO-TypELKOrOo YHHUBEPCUTETa HMEHU
Xomxu Axmena fcasu (r. Typkecrtan, Kazaxcran)

EpremoB Epxxan TenuzoBuu — 101EHT Kadeapbl BOCIUTATEIBHON U
uaeonoruueckoil paborsl Boennoro nuctutyra CyxomyTHbIX Boiick umeHu C.
Hypwmaramoberosa (1. Anmartsl, Kazaxcran)

Series “PEDAGOGICAL SCIENCES” Ne 3 (82) 2026 241



