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Abstract 
The development of students’ linguistic competences remains a central focus in modern 
language education. In the age of globalization, the ability to communicate effectively in a 
foreign language is not only a linguistic necessity but also a key component of intercultural 
competence and professional success. This paper explores theoretical and methodological 
foundations of linguistic competence formation, emphasizing the views of L. T. Ahmedova, who 
underlines the importance of didactic principles in the language learning process. It analyses 
communicative, cognitive, competency-based, and differential approaches as essential 
dimensions for shaping linguistic competence. The article concludes that an integrative didactic 
model that combines these approaches fosters deep, meaningful, and sustainable language 
learning. 
Keywords: linguistic competence, didactic principles, communicative approach, cognitive 
approach, competency-based education, differential approach, language pedagogy. 
 
Introduction. The 21st century has 

witnessed a profound paradigm shift in the 

theory and practice of language education, 

moving from a predominantly structural and 

grammar-oriented paradigm toward 

competence-based, communicative, and 

learner-centered models of instruction. This 

transformation reflects broader changes in 

educational philosophy, where the focus 

has shifted from the transmission of 

linguistic knowledge to the construction of 

communicative ability and functional 

language use in authentic contexts [13]. 

The foundational concept of linguistic 

competence was introduced by Chomsky 

who defined it as the ideal speaker-

listener’s internalized and intuitive 

knowledge of grammatical rules and 

syntactic structures within a homogeneous 

speech community. In his view, linguistic 

competence represents an abstract 

cognitive system that enables language 

users to generate and comprehend an 

infinite number of sentences. However, as 

many scholars have observed Chomsky’s 

model, though theoretically powerful, 

remained limited in its pedagogical 

application because it neglected the 

sociocultural and pragmatic dimensions of 

language use [10]. 

To address this gap, proposed the concept 

of communicative competence, which 

expands linguistic competence beyond the 

confines of grammar to include 

sociolinguistic, pragmatic, and strategic 

abilities. This perspective emphasizes the 

learner’s capacity to select linguistically 

appropriate forms for varying social 

situations, thereby integrating language 

knowledge with communicative 

functionality. As Hymes argues, effective 

language use requires not only knowing 

what is grammatically correct, but also what 

is contextually appropriate – a principle that 

has since become foundational to 

communicative language teaching (CLT) 

[10]. 

Main part. In contemporary scholarship, 

linguistic competence is understood as a 

dynamic and multidimensional construct 

encompassing grammatical accuracy, 

lexical range, phonological control, and 

pragmatic awareness[13]. It functions as a 

component of a broader communicative 

framework that also includes discourse, 

sociolinguistic, and strategic competencies. 
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Within this framework, language learning is 

seen as an interactive and cognitive 

process in which learners actively construct 

linguistic knowledge through engagement 

with meaningful input and purposeful 

communication. 

Building on these theoretical developments, 

Ahmedova offers a pedagogically grounded 

reinterpretation of linguistic competence 

formation, emphasizing the centrality of 

didactic principles in the organization of the 

learning process. According to her, the 

development of linguistic competence must 

be both systematic and goal-oriented, 

ensuring coherence between instructional 

objectives, learning content, and 

methodological strategies. She asserts that 

“didactic principles are not only 

methodological guidelines, but a scientific 

foundation for organizing and managing the 

learning process effectively” [1]. 

Ahmedova’s contribution lies in bridging the 

gap between linguistic theory and didactic 

practice. While Chomsky conceptualized 

linguistic competence as an innate 

cognitive system and Hymes contextualized 

it within social interaction, Ahmedova 

situates it within the educational process 

itself. Her framework positions didactic 

principles - such as the communicative, 

cognitive, competency-based, and 

differential approaches - as the operational 

mechanisms through which linguistic 

competence can be consciously and 

systematically cultivated in learners. This 

view reflects a growing recognition among 

modern educators that linguistic 

competence is not acquired passively but 

developed actively through well-structured 

pedagogical design, reflective learning, and 

guided communication. 

Thus, the evolution from Chomsky’s 

theoretical linguistics to Ahmedova’s 

didactic pragmatism symbolizes a broader 

epistemological shift: language is no longer 

treated as an autonomous system to be 

mastered, but as a tool for interaction, 

cognition, and personal development. In 

this sense, linguistic competence 

represents both a cognitive capability and 

an educational outcome, achievable only 

through a deliberate alignment of linguistic 

theory, communicative methodology, and 

didactic organization. 

The communicative approach (CA) is 

rooted in the idea that language is best 

learned through purposeful communication 

and social interaction. Emerging in the 

1970s as a reaction against purely 

structuralist and behaviorist models of 

teaching, communicative language 

teaching (CLT) emphasizes meaning over 

form, fluency over accuracy, and interaction 

over repetition [7]. 

Littlewood notes that “Communicative 

language teaching aims to develop 

learners’ ability to express meaning rather 

than simply manipulate structures” [7]. In 

communicative classrooms, learning takes 

place through authentic communicative 

events such as discussions, debates, 

information-gap activities, simulations, and 

role plays. These activities replicate real-life 

contexts and help students internalize 

grammar, vocabulary, and discourse 

conventions implicitly through usage rather 

than memorization [14]. 

Ahmedova supports this perspective, 

arguing that communicative environments 

contribute to the natural development of 

linguistic fluency, spontaneity, and 

pragmatic competence. In such settings, 

learners do not merely reproduce 

grammatical forms but learn to interpret 

meaning, negotiate understanding, and 

adapt linguistic choices to social and 

cultural norms. This aligns with Hymes’s 

concept of communicative competence, 

which emphasizes the integration of 

linguistic, sociolinguistic, and strategic 

knowledge [10]. 

From a didactic standpoint, the 

communicative approach facilitates 

contextualized learning, learner autonomy, 
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and interactive feedback mechanisms, 

making it one of the most effective 

pathways to linguistic competence in both 

traditional and digital classrooms. 

The cognitive approach (CAg) 

conceptualizes language learning as an 

active mental process involving perception, 

categorization, hypothesis formation, and 

internalization. It views learners as 

constructors of knowledge, emphasizing 

that linguistic systems are developed 

through conscious reflection and cognitive 

reorganization [12]. 

Piaget’s [12] theory of cognitive 

development provides a foundation for this 

view, suggesting that knowledge evolves 

through the learner’s interaction with the 

environment, leading from concrete 

experiences to abstract reasoning. In the 

same vein, Anderson’s ACT (Adaptive 

Control of Thought) model explains how 

declarative knowledge (“knowing what”) is 

gradually converted into procedural 

knowledge (“knowing how”) through 

repeated practice and cognitive automation 

[2]. 

Ahmedova asserts that integrating cognitive 

principles into language teaching enhances 

learners’ analytical skills and metalinguistic 

awareness. Activities such as grammatical 

inference, text interpretation, and cross-

linguistic comparison engage the learner’s 

higher-order thinking processes, thereby 

promoting meaningful and lasting 

acquisition of linguistic patterns [1]. 

This approach aligns with constructivist 

pedagogy, which posits that language 

knowledge cannot be transmitted passively 

but must be constructed through reflection, 

hypothesis testing, and self-regulation [17]. 

Consequently, the cognitive approach not 

only develops linguistic accuracy but also 

cultivates the learner’s intellectual capacity 

to process, analyze, and creatively use 

language—a crucial factor in achieving 

deep linguistic competence. 

The competency-based approach (CBA) 

represents a significant evolution in modern 

educational theory, focusing on outcomes, 

performance, and applicability of 

knowledge in real-life contexts. 

Competency-based education (CBE) aims 

to ensure that learners can do something 

with the language rather than merely know 

about the language [13]. 

Richards and Rodgers describe CBE as “an 

outcome-oriented model linking instruction 

to real-world communicative tasks” [13]. In 

this model, learning objectives are 

articulated in terms of competencies—

observable abilities that integrate 

knowledge, skills, and attitudes. For 

language learning, this translates into 

developing communicative effectiveness, 

intercultural sensitivity, and problem-solving 

ability in authentic contexts [3]. 

Ahmedova [1] underscores that in language 

education, the competency-based 

approach ensures the practical application 

of linguistic knowledge. Rather than 

focusing solely on grammatical precision, 

students are guided to perform 

communicative tasks such as writing 

academic essays, giving presentations, or 

participating in workplace discussions. This 

approach reinforces the transferability of 

linguistic competence to professional and 

social spheres. 

Moreover, competency-based frameworks 

align with international standards such as 

the Common European Framework of 

Reference for Languages (CEFR), which 

defines language proficiency through 

descriptors of communicative ability [3]. 

CBA thus supports the principles of lifelong 

learning and employability, preparing 

learners for real-world communication while 

maintaining a high standard of linguistic 

competence. 

The differential approach (DA) arises from 

the recognition of individual learner diversity 

as a natural and valuable feature of the 

educational process. It builds upon theories 
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of individual differences in second language 

acquisition [7] and aims to adapt instruction 

to each learner’s aptitude, motivation, 

learning style, and cognitive profile. 

Tomlinson defines differentiation as 

“adapting content, process, and product 

according to students’ readiness, interests, 

and learning profiles” [13]. In language 

education, differentiation allows instructors 

to tailor input and tasks—through varied 

texts, assignments, and levels of 

scaffolding—so that each student 

progresses at an optimal rate. 

Ahmedova [1] emphasizes that the 

differential approach fosters inclusivity and 

personalization in the classroom. It provides 

every learner, regardless of initial 

proficiency, with equitable opportunities to 

develop linguistic competence. For 

example, advanced learners might engage 

in project-based communicative tasks, 

while beginners receive guided input 

through structured dialogues or visual aids. 

From a psychological perspective, 

differentiation enhances motivation, self-

efficacy, and emotional engagement- 

factors that Dörnyei identifies as central to 

successful language acquisition [7]. When 

instruction aligns with individual learning 

needs, students experience greater 

confidence and ownership of their learning 

process, leading to more sustainable 

linguistic growth. 

The differential approach, therefore, 

operationalizes the humanistic principle that 

every learner is capable of linguistic 

development if instruction is appropriately 

adapted. It complements other approaches 

by ensuring that the communicative, 

cognitive, and competency-based elements 

of teaching are responsive to learners’ 

personal trajectories. 

In sum, these four approaches form a 

comprehensive didactic model that 

addresses the multifaceted nature of 

linguistic competence. The communicative 

approach emphasizes interaction and 

fluency; the cognitive approach promotes 

understanding and reflection; the 

competency-based approach ensures 

applicability and performance; and the 

differential approach guarantees inclusivity 

and personalization. Ahmedova’s didactic 

interpretation successfully integrates these 

dimensions, offering a scientifically 

grounded methodology for the systematic 

formation of linguistic competence in 

contemporary education. 

 

The integration of communicative, 

cognitive, competency-based, and 

differential approaches within a coherent 

didactic framework enables a 

multidimensional and holistic process of 

linguistic competence formation. Each 

approach represents a distinct pedagogical 

dimension that, when systematically 

combined, creates a synergistic learning 

environment in which language acquisition 

is not only effective but also personally 

meaningful. From a didactic perspective, 

such integration ensures that language 

teaching moves beyond fragmented 

techniques toward an interconnected 

system where theoretical principles, 

methodological strategies, and learner 

needs are harmoniously aligned [1]. 

The communicative approach serves as the 

functional core of this framework, 

emphasizing authentic language use and 

interactional practice. It enables learners to 

apply linguistic forms in socially meaningful 

contexts, thereby fostering both fluency and 

pragmatic awareness [7]. The cognitive 

approach, on the other hand, provides the 

intellectual foundation by promoting 

reflective engagement with linguistic 

phenomena. Through metalinguistic 

analysis, problem-solving, and hypothesis 

formation, learners consciously internalize 

grammatical and lexical structures [11]. 

The competency-based approach ensures 

practical applicability by connecting 

linguistic learning outcomes with real-world 
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communicative performance. It emphasizes 

demonstrable skills, transferability, and the 

integration of linguistic, sociocultural, and 

professional competencies [12]. Finally, the 

differential approach functions as the 

humanistic and inclusive component, 

acknowledging learners’ individual 

differences in aptitude, motivation, and 

learning style [13]. By adjusting content, 

pace, and learning modality, differential 

instruction sustains motivation, promotes 

self-efficacy, and ensures equitable access 

to language mastery. 

Ahmedova’s [1]theoretical synthesis 

effectively unites these approaches within a 

didactic system grounded in systematicity, 

coherence, and adaptability. Her model 

reflects a shift from methodological 

pluralism—the coexistence of diverse 

methods—to didactic integration, where 

different pedagogical principles mutually 

reinforce one another in pursuit of a shared 

goal: the development of comprehensive 

linguistic competence. This integrated 

approach aligns closely with global trends in 

21st-century education that emphasize 

learner autonomy, metacognitive 

awareness, and technological adaptability 

[20]. 

Recent advances in digital pedagogy 

further enhance the implementation of such 

an integrated framework. The proliferation 

of online platforms, mobile-assisted 

language learning (MALL), and artificial 

intelligence (AI)-based adaptive systems 

has transformed the landscape of language 

education [9]. These technologies provide 

individualized feedback, personalized 

learning trajectories, and real-time 

performance analytics—features that 

operationalize differential instruction and 

competency-based evaluation. For 

example, AI-driven platforms such as 

intelligent tutoring systems can diagnose 

learners’ linguistic gaps and adapt content 

dynamically, thus embodying both the 

cognitive and differential principles of 

Ahmedova’s model. 

Moreover, digital tools facilitate 

communicative and collaborative learning 

through interactive simulations, virtual 

exchanges, and project-based tasks, 

allowing students to practice language in 

authentic social and intercultural contexts. 

Such digital affordances mirror the 

communicative and competency-based 

objectives of linguistic competence 

development. As Warschauer and Kern 

observe, “digital literacy has become 

inseparable from linguistic literacy,” 

indicating that the modern language learner 

must acquire not only linguistic knowledge 

but also technological competence to 

communicate effectively across multimodal 

digital environments [20]. 

Thus, the integration of communicative, 

cognitive, competency-based, and 

differential approaches within a digitalized 

didactic framework represents a 

transformative paradigm in linguistic 

education. It reflects the transition from 

traditional instruction toward adaptive, 

learner-centered, and technology-

enhanced learning ecosystems. This 

convergence of pedagogical and 

technological innovation provides optimal 

conditions for developing linguistic 

competence that is not only grammatically 

precise and communicatively effective but 

also socially relevant and digitally 

empowered. 

The formation of linguistic competence 

constitutes one of the most pressing 

objectives of contemporary language 

education. As the 21st century redefines 

communicative practices through 

globalization and digital transformation, the 

ability to use language effectively, 

appropriately, and creatively becomes a 

critical marker of academic and 

professional literacy. The theoretical 

evolution from Chomsky’s [5] linguistic 

competence to Hymes’s [10] 
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communicative competence and, more 

recently, Ahmedova’s [1] didactic 

competence model signifies a paradigm 

shift from abstract linguistic theory toward 

applied, learner-centered, and 

pedagogically integrated frameworks. 

The present study demonstrates that the 

integration of communicative, cognitive, 

competency-based, and differential 

approaches offers a multidimensional 

pathway to linguistic competence 

development. Each approach, while 

independently valuable, addresses a 

specific dimension of the learning process. 

The communicative approach emphasizes 

authentic language use, interaction, and 

pragmatic fluency; the cognitive approach 

strengthens learners’ analytical and 

reflective engagement with linguistic 

phenomena; the competency-based 

approach ensures the functional 

applicability of language skills in real-world 

contexts; and the differential approach 

guarantees inclusivity, personalization, and 

sustained motivation. 

By synthesizing these approaches within a 

didactic system, Ahmedova  [1] provides a 

unified theoretical foundation that 

transforms linguistic competence from a 

static concept into a dynamic, evolving 

construct shaped by communication, 

cognition, performance, and 

individualization. This synthesis aligns with 

contemporary global trends emphasizing 

learner autonomy, metacognitive 

awareness, and lifelong learning. In 

particular, the integration of these principles 

into digital learning environments—through 

mobile technologies, AI-driven adaptive 

systems, and multimodal learning 

platforms—enhances their practical 

applicability and relevance in modern 

pedagogy [20]. 

Furthermore, the digitalization of language 

education introduces new opportunities for 

operationalizing didactic principles in 

flexible, data-driven, and learner-

responsive formats. Adaptive technologies 

embody the cognitive and differential 

approaches by personalizing instruction 

according to each learner’s progress and 

needs, while online collaboration tools and 

virtual simulations reinforce communicative 

and competency-based objectives. 

Consequently, linguistic competence in the 

digital age extends beyond grammatical 

accuracy and communicative 

appropriateness—it encompasses digital 

literacy, intercultural awareness, and 

strategic adaptability. 

Conclusion. In conclusion, linguistic 

competence should be conceptualized as a 

comprehensive, integrative construct that 

unites linguistic knowledge, communicative 

functionality, cognitive insight, and personal 

growth within a systematically organized 

educational process. Ahmedova’s didactic 

interpretation, when applied through 

modern digital technologies, offers a 

scientifically grounded and practically 

feasible framework for developing language 

learners who are not only linguistically 

proficient but also cognitively active, 

socially engaged, and technologically 

empowered. Such an approach ensures 

that language education in the 21st century 

fulfills its ultimate mission: preparing 

learners to participate meaningfully, 

confidently, and responsibly in an 

increasingly interconnected and multilingual 

world. 
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