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INESSA HARKUSHA, ANDRIY KRYZHANOVSKYI. Theoretical
review of interpersonal problems of teacher and students’
interaction. Thearticleis devoted to the theoretical problems of interpersonal
interaction between teacher and students in higher education institutions.
Researchers consider pedagogical communication and relationships in
the student academic group as an important prerequisite for pedagogical
management of the educational process in higher education institutions.
It is asserted that the term “interrelation” is often used for relationships
between people. It is determined that pedagogical communication is the
interaction of the teacher with students and the content is the exchange
of information. It is noted that the interrelations “teacher-student” mean
purposeful interaction of subjects of the pedagogical process and are
determined by general socio-psychological mechanisms, social and role
functions of partners and social norms of the institution of higher education.
Relationships are distinguished that differ into primary and secondary
ones, where it is established that, in contrast to primary relationships,
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secondary ones (“teacher-student” relationship) are rarely characterized by
high emotional involvement and the participants in the relationship can be
easily replaced. The three-component model of the mindset is characterized:
cognitive (knowledge, understanding by the teacher of the child’s inner
world), emotional (the teacher’s attitude to the student) and behavioral (the
choice of means and methods of influence). It is noted that sympathy and
antipathy determine the circle of persons with whom contact is maintained
in the collective and the assimilation of group norms of behavior is carried
out. It has been proven that the enthusiasm for the common cause of students
and teachers, friendly disposition, combined with an interest in science, in
a future profession, give rise to a joint creative search. The emphasis is
made on the fact that every teacher of a higher education institution must
constantly analyze his activities, behavior, relationships with colleagues
and students.

Key words: interpersonal interaction, relationships, institutions of higher
education, teacher, student, communication, pedagogical communication.

For Ukrainian higher educational institutions, upbringing is a
process of interaction between a student and a teacher. In this two-
sided process, as pointed out by V.M. Miasyshchev, demanding,
condescending, loving, unfriendly-attentive, disrespectful and fair or
biased and etc. attitude towards the student can be manifested, and the
student — to respond to it with respect, love, fear, hostility, sincere or
ostentatious attitude [25, p. 21].

N.O. Berezovin and Ya.L. Kolominskyi showed that the correct
interpersonal relationships between the teacher and students correlate
with organizational influences: the number of “organizational” measures
increases in comparison with disciplinary ones, positive assessments
prevail over the negative ones, direct educational influences are
increasingly being replaced by indirect ones [3].

In pedagogical psychology, it is asserted that “the characteristics
of a human personality are the product of its relationships with other
people in the process of development, product of influence, example,
attachment, authority of both individuals and groups” [25, p. 29]. Noting
the particular importance of the concept of attitude for psychology, V.M.
Miasyshchev wrote that “basically, that is, in relation to people, these
relations are of a bilateral nature. They act not only as the attitude of an
S-person to another person as an object-subject, but also as a relationship
of two subjects” [25, p.162].
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The purpose of our article is to determine the theoretical problems of
interpersonal interaction between a teacher and students.

The pedagogical process is a combination of two types of attitudes.
Firstly, it is the attitude to the subject, which, in the scientific-theoretical
approach, acts as an external thing (that is, the S-O relationship).
Secondly, it is the relationship between teacher and student, that is, the
S-S relationships. It is undesirable to subordinate them in the scientific-
theoretical approach, since this puts them into objectively-material
content, which makes the student an object of technologically-subject
manipulations. This complicates the personal communication. On the
contrary, personal communication between a teacher and a student creates
the most favorable environment for the process of education and training.

Atthesametime,inworksonthe problemsof psychology and pedagogy
of higher education, pedagogical communication and relationships in the
student academic group, as well as in the “teacher-student” system, are
beginning to be considered by researchers as an important prerequisite
for pedagogical management of the educational process in a higher
educational institution, increasing its efficiency [1]; means of enhancing
the cognitive activity of students [7; 8, etc.]; their successful adaptation to
study at a higher educational institution; component of the pedagogical
skill of a teacher of a higher educational institution [12; 13, etc.] etc.

As T.V. Dmytrova rightly notes, “the concepts of “relationship”,
“interrelation”, “communication” are used as synonyms, and often quite
arbitrarily subordinate to each other. This leads not only to terminological
confusion, but also to a fuzzy, inadequate interpretation of the results of
experimental research” [11, p.120].

The term “interrelation” is often used to refer to relationships between
people. Based on the semantics of the term, it should be emphasized that
this is necessarily the mutual relationship of a person to a person. Under
this condition, the relationships acquire the properties of “recurrence and
symmetry” [11, p.121].

Interrelation is the relationship of either the really interacting parties,
or the relationship of the subjects in which interaction is possible. Not
all relationships between people are mutual. Interrelations are spoken of
only when there are direct interpersonal relationships.

The terms “personal interrelations” and “interpersonal interrelations”,
according to T.V. Dmytrova, are identical. Interpersonal is generally a
characteristic of mutual relationship between two or more people, with
the statement that the interaction is mutual [4, p. 436]. The substitution of
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the concept of “interrelation” with the concept of “communication” and
vice versa seems to be inappropriate.

Despite the close connection between communication and
interrelation, it is necessary to emphasize, as noted by A.V. Mudryk,
that they are not identical. Communication is an objective process of
interaction between people who can be united by a variety of subjective
relationships. The reason for communication is joint life activity. It
is realized both in the case of a positive attitude of its participants to
each other, and in the case of a negative attitude, and even in the case
of their complete indifference to each other. That is, the concept of
“attitude” expresses the internal, essential side of the subject-subjective
relationships, and the concept of “communication” — their external side
[24]. Thisisalso confirmed by “the search for ways to change interrelations
and regulate relationships through changing communication, that is, it
is possible to optimize interpersonal relationships through optimization
of communication” [11].

Traditionally, communication is considered (O.O. Bodalov, V.N.
Kunitsyna, V.N. Panforov, M.P. Pikelnikova, Yu.P. Stepkin, T.F.
Fedotova) as the interaction of people, the content of which is the
information exchange using various means of communication to establish
interrelations between people.

More correct, in our opinion, is the understanding of communication
as one of the forms of the whole variety of human relationships. This
approach is realized, for example, in the definition of pedagogical
communication as “a diverse form of interrelations and mutual influences
of a pedagogue and students” [16, p.71].

An integrated approach to the study of communication (B.D.
Paryhin, V.M. Sokovnin and etc.) is presented as most consistent with the
current state of the study of this problem. We consider to be quite close
the scientific idea of B.D. Paryhin, who notes that “there is a reason to
consider communication as a complex and multifaceted process that can
act simultaneously as a process of interaction between individuals, as an
information process, as an attitude of people to each other, as a process of
their mutual influence on each other, and as a process of their empathy
and mutual understanding of each other” [26, p.178].

This approach is also realized in understanding the essence of
communication, which includes three interrelated processes: information
exchange; people cognition of each other; formation and development
of interpersonal relationships. These points are especially emphasized
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when defining the concept of “professional pedagogical communication”
which means “a system of techniques and methods that ensure the
implementation of the goals and tasks of pedagogical activity, organize
and direct the socio-psychological interaction of a pedagogue and a
student. The content of this interaction is the information exchange,
interpersonal cognition, organization and regulation of relationships
using various communicative means in order to provide educational
impact, as well as a holistic pedagogically expedient self-presentation of
the pedagogue's personality in the audience. The pedagogue acts here as
an activator of this process — he organizes and guides it” [15, p.10].

We have found that pedagogical communication is “interaction
between a teacher and students, the content of which is the information
exchange. The result that the participants in communication should come
to is the implementation of educational influence on students and the
optimization of interrelations between them and pedagogue” [31, p.5]. One
more characteristic complements the presentation. Full communication
presupposes mutual understanding and the possibility of mutual influence
of people on each other. These sides also take place in the interaction of a
teacher with students, the content of which is determined by the tasks and
process of professional and pedagogical training of the future teacher.

Understanding communication as an exchange of values (H. Liimets)
allows one to define interrelations as a certain stable system of exchange
of values. “The interrelations that have developed, in turn, affect the
further exchange process. interrelations have a strong influence on the
processes of interaction and communication” [21, p. 66].

It is worth noting that the interpersonal relationship is “the relations
between people, which are subjectively experienced and objectively
manifested in the nature and ways of mutual influences of people in the
course of joint activities and communication. It is a system of mindsets,
orientations, expectations, stereotypes and other dispositions through
which people perceive and evaluate each other. These dispositions are
mediated by the content, goals, values and organization of joint activities
and serve as the basis for the socio-psychological climate formation in
the group” [29, p. 378]. For example, T.K. Chuhuiv considered 4 types
of students' attitude to teachers: sympathy, sympathy with a share of
criticism, indifference, negative attitude.

At the same time, we state that by the “teacher-student” relationship
we mean the purposive interaction of the subjects of the pedagogical
process, which is determined by the goal and tasks of joint educational
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and professional activities, is defined by both general socio-psychological
mechanisms and clearly defined socio-role functions of partners and
rules, as well as social norms of a higher educational institution.

In the context of the educational process, students are involved in
a variety of relationships that are activated in the pedagogical system
“teacher-student”, “student-academic group”, “student-coursemate”,
“student-parents” and others. They constituteahierarchy in which different
groups can be distinguished according to the degree of their importance
in the human value system. So, can be distinguished relationships
associated with the subject of communication (the content of educational
and professional, labor activity), with the attitude to other people, first of
all to the pedagogue, coursemates, society, which is represented in this
situation by the most social institution (higher educational institution),
its norms and statutory requirements, finally, to oneself as a person.
The range of relationships, based on the above-mentioned, is very wide
and varied. They can be designated as subject (for example, attitude to
the natural and human sciences, fundamental and applied knowledge),
organizational and executive (to the regulatory requirements of schools
and institutions of higher education), organizational and managerial
(subordination and dependencies), professional, etc.

Based on the scientific research of foreign psychologists, the
relationships are distinguished, which differ into primary and secondary
ones. Primary relationships are “long-term relationships based on strong
emotional bonds and a sense of responsibilities to another person. Unlike
secondary ones, they are rather diffuse, covering many roles, behavior
patterns and situations; they are usually not limited by strict rules of
interaction, and the people participating in them tend to know each other
very well. Primary relationships are such that one of their participants
cannot simply be replaced by another new person” [4, p.131]. Secondary
relationships — “relatively short-term bond between people, which is
characterized by limited interaction, fairly clear rules and social roles.
Unlike primary relationships, they are rarely characterized by high
emotional involvement and the participant in the relationship can be
easily replaced” [4, p. 131].

It is clear that by the nature and content of the interaction, the
“student-teacher” relationship is likely to be a secondary relationship.

The fact that certain social relationships acquire personal being in
pedagogical communication is noted in the studies of O.Yu. Hordin,
who discussing the business and personal relationships of students,
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rightly asserts that it is impossible to assume that the first (business) exist
impersonally. “Official and unofficial relationships of schoolchildren
always remain their personal relationships, since these are relationships
of real persons” [9, p. 63].

In addition, N.D. Domina identifies different types of relationships
between the teacher and the students: the relationship according to
the role of the teacher in the life of the team — purposeful leadership,
non-interference, suppression; according to emotions — cordial, tough;
relationships in accordance with education goals — right and wrong;
according to the educational essence — dignifying, perverted, etc. [10].

V.O. Kutiev classifies relationships according to their role and
place in the student's life. He identified three types of relationships:
a) relationships with an emphasis on the pedagogue's activity, on his
leading role in the group; b) relationships with an emphasis on the role of
the advisor-teacher in the life of children; c) relationships of equality with
the joint educational activities with the students [19].

In psychology, a three-component mindset model is acceptable,
which includes cognitive, emotional and behavioral components. In modern
works on pedagogical activity, all these components are indicated. For
example, V.O. Kan-Kalyk and H.O. Kovalov distinguishes “attitude,
behavior and reflection”, which are actually the emotional, behavioral and
cognitive components of the mindset. Ya.L. Kolominskyi, analyzing and
summarizing the studies of various authors and his own experimental
data, confirms the need to identify three interrelated components in the
structure of human interaction: behavioral, emotional and cognitive.

The emotional is the leading one of three components (the pedagogue's
attitude to the student), which is associated with the cognitive component
(knowledge, the pedagogue's understanding of the child's inner world)
and the behavioral component (the choice of means and methods
of influence).

All interactions have three interrelated components. “Behavioral
includes: results of activity, actions, style of activity and deeds; facial
expressions, gestures, pantomime, locomotion and, finally, speech, that
is, everything in which a human personality is manifested and can be
observed by other people. The emotional component includes everything
that is associated with states and can be fixed at the levels of physiological
registration and subjective reports. These are, first of all, positive and
negative emotional states, conflict of states (personal, interpersonal),
emotional sensitivity, satisfaction with oneself, partner, work, etc. The
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Table 1.

Characteristics of the cognitive component of the relationship
“teacher-student”, depending on the socio-perceptual features of the
teacher (based on the analyzed literature)

Stereotypic level

Partially stereotypic level

Creative level

The teacher does not have
the desire and ability to
deeply know the student;

There is a desire to get to
know the student, but there
are no social-perceptual skills;

There is a desire and there
are skills for a deep
knowledge of the student's
personality;

the teacher determines the
the
student's behavior on the
basis of very general and
superficial ideas about him;

characteristics of

determines the characteristics
of the student’s behavior

based insufficiently
detailed ideas about him;

on

determines the characteristi

cs of the student’s behavior
based general
detailed ideas about him;

on and

the teacher forms a biased

the student's characteristic is

a generally positive and

unfavorable conditions for
the development of the
student;

characteristic of the student; | quite  objective, but not | dynamic characteristic of the
dynamic enough; student is formed;
the teacher creates | insufficiently favorable | the teacher creates favorable

conditions are created, since
the teacher does not stimulate
the creative potential of the
student;

conditions for the student
development, fulfilment of
his creative potential;

it is difficult to change
himself and his behavior
even with obvious changes
in the student development.

changes himself, but does not
keep pace with the changes
that occur in the development
of the student.

dynamic behavior, taking
into account the current and
near development of the
student.

cognitive component of a human personality, which interacts, includes all
mental processes associated with cognition (of environment and oneself).
These are sensation, perception, representation, memory, thinking,
fantasy. The cognitive component is characterized by all the features
of mutual understanding between partners, including adequacy and
identification” [30, p.161-162].

V.M. Miasyshchev consistently revealed the interdependencies that
connect people's knowledge of each other, the attitude that they experience
at the same time, and their “behavior” with each other when they have
to work together, study, relax and just live together. He distinguishes
three components in the structure of communication: people reflecting each
other, relationships between them and interaction (“mutual behavior”) with
each other [25].
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In psychological science there are also slightly different approaches
to identifying the structure of relationships in general and pedagogical
communication in particular. Thus, some scientists supplement the
considered three-component structure with other components, for
example: practical or practical-transformative; value-orientation;
perceptional or cognitive; emotional or affective [16 p.72-73].

It is also important to take into account the fact that pedagogical
communication is characterized by certain social parameters, which in
the educational process acquire a socio-pedagogical, socio-psychological
character: the social roles and positions of both parties, content of social
activity (educational and cognitive, socio-political, etc.), the nature of the
relationship, etc. [2, p. 11].

The study of L.K. Velytchenko suggested that S-S relationships,
manifested due to the need for communicative and altruistic
experiences, are more important for students than S-O relationships
associated with theneed for praxical and gnosticexperiences. Theresults
showed that “the communicative and praxical elements of educational
and professional activities are more significant for students of the
pedagogical field of education than the gnostic ones. Strengthening the
gnostic component in the educational and professional activities can
be achieved through the rational organization of the communicative
and practical elements. This applies to the use in educational and
professional activities of developing opportunities for business
communication within the framework of scientific circles, creative
groups, student laboratories” [6, p. 62].

Of course, the pedagogical communication, relationships between
teachers and students affect the formation of professional and pedagogical
abilities in future pedagogues. Thus, R.Kh. Sakurova, analyzing the
methods and forms of individual mentoring (all-inclusive and problem-
thematic), considers the business cooperation with an experienced
colleague-mentor as a condition for overcoming the difficulties of a novice
pedagogue in his professional activity.

It is important that the dynamics of the formation and development
of the teacher's relationships with students provide for the consideration
of both the student's personal growth, level (stage) of his professional
development, and the transformation of the pedagogue's activity goal
which is caused by the changes in the student's activity and behavior.

According to Yu.l. Turchaninova, E.N. Husynskyi, in order for
pedagogues to master a fundamentally new educational experience, for
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the formation of a new professional behavior around the teacher, a special
educational environment should be created, saturated with a modern
psychological and pedagogical knowledge, ideas, understandings and
organized in such a way as to generate and expand in all participants
their own experience of a personality-oriented interactions.

Communication in the life of a teacher acts not only as a special
way of professional influence, but also as a sphere of his personal
development, and as a way of establishing a person in another person
(K.O. Abulkhanova-Slavska), and as a special way of entering general
pedagogical activity [22].

Individual-specific influence is carried out due to the fact that
the individual (pedagogue) supposedly transmits his personal
characteristics to other people (students) in the form of various samples
of his personal activity. They are implemented both in purposeful
(professional) activity and in other cases of interaction of a person with
other people [22, p. 9].

Undoubtedly, communication and relationships are inextricably
linked with each other. “In the process of interaction between people,
not only communication skills are produced, but also relationships are
formed. Sympathy and antipathy, as a consequence of communication, in
turn, determine the circle of persons with whom contact is maintained in
the group and through which the assimilation of group norms of behavior
and mutual understanding is carried out” [30, p. 162]. “Relationships are
the result of communication” [21, p. 64].

G. Kelly, speaking of sociality (sociality corollary), asserted that one
person can participate in a social process that concerns another person as
he constructs the constructive processes of this person. This consequence
underlies G. Kelly's approach to understanding empathy and social
relationships. Filling the attitude to other people with content is a matter
of understanding how they construct themselves and their world.

The study of socio-contextual, socio-mediated determinants of
pedagogical communication in organic unity with the study of the
deep mechanisms of psychological interaction at the personal level is
consistently provided on the basis of the philosophical concept (M.S.
Kahan) of communication as intersubjective interaction in the system of
subject-object relationships.

V.M. Miasyshchev wrote: “relationships play an essential role in the
nature of the interaction process and, in turn, are the result of interaction.
Those experiences that arise in the process of interaction, strengthen,
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destroy, reorganize relationships” [25, p. 21]. “The relationships of people
are formed in the process of their interaction” [25, p. 166].

Interpersonal relationships do not exist outside the specific context
of a particular organization, but they are regulated, in contrast to official
relationships, to a greater extent by the personal characteristics of people
who communicate and interact. The interrelation here is direct or mediated
and is always accompanied by a state of satisfaction-dissatisfaction of
subjects with each other [30, p. 161].

G. Homans believes that relationships are the result of interaction.
The one with whom we are in closer interaction becomes more attractive
to us [21, p. 65]. Empirical data does not always support this thesis, since
it relies on the external side of the relationships process between people.

In philosophical literature, the idea of dialogic nature of human
relationships as a prerequisite for the formation and existence of human has
long been substantiated (L. Feuerbach). The idea was further developed in
the works of representatives of such a philosophical trend as dialogism (M.
Buber and others). According to M. Buber, relationships between people are
based on two internally contradictory initial positions: “I-Thou” and “I-He
(It)”. The “I-Thou” relationship is an intimate-dialogical, subject-subjective
(as opposed to the cognitive-practical, which is “I-He”) relationship, which
is based on the holistic reflection and acceptance of another person [5].

The model of value exchange as a mechanism of interpersonal
interaction in a small social group was tested in the works of R.L.
Krychevskyi. Defined [31] the value contribution of the class teacher in
the relationship with students: leadership style, instructions regarding
senior students and the nature of the relationship between them. In return,
the teacher “receives”: students’ satisfaction with various aspects of their
collective life, pedagogue's authority and class self-esteem. It is interesting
that the valuable contribution of the class teacher to the life of the student
collective “bears a certain imprint of the pedagogue's age and experience.
The essence of this influence lies in the fact that in different age periods,
the relevance degree of the value contribution of the pedagogue to the
psychological and age characteristics of high school students is different”.

According to H. Liimets, “the relationship between students in the
classroomis also the result of the exchange of values, communication” [21].
It can be assumed that “relationships that satisfy both parties are based, on
the one hand, on the recognition of some common values and, on the other
hand, on certain personal differences and developmental characteristics of
the communicating parties. For example, absolutely identical information
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in any area does not provide a basis for communication between these
people. If they have different information and are mutually interested in
this, then this can be the basis for communication” [21, p. 66].

The study (S.V. Kondratiev, H.F. Mykhalchenko) found that “highly
empathic test subjects, as a rule, showed a vivid humanistic orientation,
which was expressed in the presence of mindsets towards the positive
aspects of a communication partner (student) in a confidential tone of
communication, democratic style of relationships, desire to understand
the motives of actions” [17, p. 45].

Considering the relationship at the student age, it should be
considered that this period accounts for only the 6th stage of human
development (according to E. Erikson). As he argues, intimacy versus
isolation tends to occur early in adulthood. This is the time of gaining
independence from parents and school, period of establishing friendship
and close relationships. It is at this stage that a sense of mature
responsibility develops.

It is only after we have developed a sense of identity that we are able
to develop a close and serious relationship with another person. Only
then can we imagine true partnership, heartfelt affection and friendship.

The nature of the relationship between teachers and students, their
individual actions and behavior patterns as a whole are governed by
various social norms, which are traditionally established in an educational
institution of a certain type and are fixed by statutory requirements. Thus,
the social distance between pedagogues and students is normatively
defined. “It means the difference in social positions, which is due to their
rights and obligations in relation to each other” [23]. It also records the
differences that “are outlined by the didactic attitude (teaching-learning),
age, life and professional experience and, in general, by the socio-cultural
potential of one and the other. So, this distance is not only social, but also
sociocultural” [2, p. 12].

“A positive primary attitude towards a person (respect, authority,
love) creates the preconditions for the return feeling. The pedagogue can
cause in children empathy for his ideas, beliefs, attitude to the world only
on condition of a positive attitude of students towards him” [2, p. 39].
Therefore, V.O. Sukhomlynskyi urged: “As a teacher, I should not only
take into account that the students have some attitude towards me. It's
not enough. I need to create a certain necessary for me attitude of the
team of students to me as a unity”. “The primary relationship determines
the mindset of a person to not hinder the emergence of an experience
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in himself. However, this is only a prerequisite: for the appearance of a
corresponding emotion, an active desire to feel sympathy for a person, his
inner world is necessary” [2, p. 39-40].

M.M. Obozov and A.O. Rusalinova proposes such a system of factors
that determine interpersonal attractiveness (attraction, sympathy),
compatibility and coherence of people:

1. The degree of relationship between individuals determines the
“specific weight” of all other factors” significance.

2. The similarity-contrast of partners in: a) individual (natural) and
personal characteristics; b) ideas about oneself (“Self-concept”) and about
the other (partner).

3. The level of psychological characteristics at which similarity-
contrast is sought.

4. The hierarchy of qualities according to the degree of their
significance (some are more, others are less significant for a certain type of
relationship): a) the objective weight of personal qualities; b) the subjective
weight (the difference in the degree of significance of certain qualities for
each individual).

5. The time or duration of maintaining connections alters the values
of the factors that determine interpersonal relationships. Moreover, a
friendly type of connection is primarily determined by the emotional
experience of the people who interact.

6. Age characteristics of people and their role in the regulation of
interpersonal relationships: a) when they arise; b) their stability and safety;
c) the range of age differences, which allows the emergence, stability and
preservation of a certain type of interpersonal relationships.

7. Sex differences and the nature of the interaction of interpersonal
relationships in same-sex and opposite-sex couples. In each type of
couples, different mechanisms of regulation of attraction-repulsion,
sympathy-antipathy (man-man, woman-woman, man-woman) can act.

8. Eachindividual case of interpersonal relationships of specific people
has its own individuality, uniqueness. The patterns of the emergence and
development of relationships, compatibility have a peculiarity associated
with the uniqueness of the life history of each person and each group.

9. Groups of people, and furthermore collectives, do not exist on their
own, but enter into complex and diverse relationships with other groups,
collectives [30, p. 173-174].

Passion for the common cause of students and teachers is a source of
empathy. At the same time, friendly disposition as a general emotional
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background of relationships, combined with an interest in science, in a
future profession, give rise to a joint creative search. It should be noted
that the friendly disposition of teachers and students should develop in a
general, pedagogically expedient activity, and not contradict it, turning,
for example, into a familiar relationship.

The ethical and psychological foundations of the relationship between
a teacher of a higher educational institution and students are being laid
gradually. They depend on the experience of students (life, educational,
social), traditions that are formed in the structure of the university unit
(department, faculty), and finally, on the pedagogical orientation of the
personality of the university pedagogue [14, p. 263].

It is worth emphasizing the role of subject activity in the formation
of relationships between people, where S.L. Rubinstein wrote: “almost
every human action is not only a technological operation in relation to
things, but also an action in relation to another person, which expresses an
attitude towards it... Relationships between people are realized through
the attitude to things, to human subjects” [28, p. 336].

Based on the goal of higher education, 5th centration is the most
acceptable. Each teacher of a higher educational institution must
constantly analyze his activities, behavior, relationships with colleagues
and students, his mindsets from the point of view of how they correspond
to the main goals of the university, training of future highly qualified
specialists [27].

The study of the essential characteristics of pedagogical commu-
nication, mechanisms of its functioning allows us to assert that the
effectiveness of its implementation is ensured by a certain system of
special skills of the pedagogue: the ability to correlate the structure of
pedagogical communication, its beginning, deployment and comple-
tion with the content of educational material and to coordinate their
position with the position of students as subjects of educational activ-
ity; the ability to place a system of semantic questions that stimulate
the work of memory, convergent, divergent and evaluative thinking in
the content of the topic being studied; skills that stimulate the commu-
nicative activity of students and the pedagogue's own communicative
activity [18].

In summary, we note that interpersonal relationships in the “student-
teacher” system depend on the general psychological climate at the
university, organization of an integral pedagogical process in it based on
the inclusion of all its subjects in the general educational and professional
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activities. At the same time, the mindsets of teachers and students relative
to each other are of great importance.

Depending on the features of the manifestation of the socio-perceptual
aspect of the teacher's pedagogical activity, the cognitive component of
the relationship in the “student-teacher” system can be characterized
by three levels: stereotypic level, situational stereotypic (or partially
stereotypic) level, creative level. The characteristics of these levels are
shown in Table 1.

As it is known, the cognitive component of relationships is most
integrated in the degree of mutual understanding of the subjects of
interaction. At the same time, “the most essential parameters of mutual
understanding are adequacy and identification” [30, p. 169].

References:

1. Azarov Yu. (2003). Tainy pedahohicheskoho masterstva. [Secrets of pedagogical
excellence]. SPb.: Piter. 416 p. (In Russian).

2. Allakhverdov V.M., Beliak N.V.,, Ivanov M.V. (1985). O formirovanii psikholohich-
eskoi kultury u studentov tekhnicheskykh vuzov. Psikholohicheskoe obespechenie
uchebno-vospitatelnoho protsessa v vuze. [On the formation of psychological culture
among students of technical universities. Psychological support of the educational
process at the university]. L.: Izd-vo LHU. 28-46 pp. (In Russian).

3. Arkhanhelskii S.I. (1980). Uchebnyi protsess v vysshei shkole, eho zakonomernye
osnovy i metody. [The educational process in higher school, its legal foundations
and methods]. Moskva: Vyssh. shkola. 280 p. (In Russian).

4. Astashova N. (2000). Uchitel. Problema vybora i formirovaniia tsennostei. [The
teacher. The problem of choice and formation of values]. Moskva: MPSI. 272 p.
(In Russian).

5. Bandurka A.M., Bocharova S.P, Zemlianskaia E.V. (1998). Psikholohiia
upravleniia. [Psychology of management]. Kharkov: OOO «Fortuna-press». 464
p- (In Russian).

6. Berezovin N.A., Vasilev H.XKh. (1979). Printsipy nauchnoi orhanizatsii
vzaimootnosheniia prepodavatelei i studentov. Sovremennaia vysshaia shkola.
[Principles of scientific organization of the relationship between teachers and
students. Modern higher school]. Ne 1(25). 27-35 pp. (In Russian).

7. Berezovin N.A., Kolominskii Ya.L. (1975). Uchitel i detskii kollektiv. [The teacher
and the children's collective]. Minsk: Nar. asveta. 145 p. (In Russian).

8. Burns R. (1986). Razvitie «la-kontseptsii» i vospitanie: per. s anhl. [Self-concept
development and education: translation from English]. Moskva: Prohress. 422 p.
(In Russian).

9. Bodalev A.A. (1991). Psikholohicheskie usloviia optimizatsii pedahohicheskoho
obshcheniia. Psikholohiia pedahohicheskoho obshcheniia. [Psychological

207



EUROPEAN HUMANITIES STUDIES: State and Society Issue 2, 2021

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

conditions for the optimization of pedagogical communication. Psychology of
pedagogical communication]. Sb. nauch. trud. Kirovohrad: Kir. hos. ped. in-t. T.1.
4-14 pp. (In Russian).

Reber A. (2000). Bolshoi tolkovyi psikholohicheskii slovar. [The Penguin Dictionary
of Psychology]. T.1 (A-O): per. s anhl. Moskva: Veche, AST. 592 p. (In Russian).
Butenko N. (2006). Komunikatyvni protsesy u navchanni. [Communicative
processes in education]. Kyiv: KNEU. 384 p. (In Ukrainian).

Vitvitska S.S. (2013). Praktykum z pedahohiky vyshchoi shkoly. Navchalnyi
posibnyk za modulno-reitynhovoiu systemoiu navchannia. [Workshop on higher
school pedagogy. A textbook on the modular-rating system of education]. Kyiv:
UNL. 396 p. (In Ukrainian).

Vitvitska S.S. (2013). Osnovy pedahohiky vyshchoi shkoly. [Higher School
Pedagogy]. K.: UNL. 316 p. (In Ukrainian).

Voitko V.. (1981). Lichnostno-rolevoi podkhod v uchebno-vospitatelnom
protsesse. Voprosy psikholohii. [Personal-role approach in the educational
process. Psychology issues]. Ne3. 69-78 pp. (In Russian).

Voitko L.F. (1983). O psikholohicheskikh faktorakh, povyshaiushchikh aktivnost
obucheniia studentov. Psikholoho-pedahohicheskie osnovy sovershenstvovaniia
uchebno-vospitatelnoho protsessa v vuze. [On the psychological factors that
increase the activity of students' education. Psychological and pedagogical
foundations of improving the educational process at the university]. Sb. nauch.
trud. Dnepropetrovsk. 76-79 pp. (In Russian).

Volkov LP. (1970). Sotsiometricheskie metody v sotsialno-psikholohicheskikh
issledovaniiakh. [Sociometric methods in socio-psychological research]. L.: Izd-
vo LHU. 85 p. (In Russian).

Hohol V.N. Ronzin D.V. (1988). Vospitanie professionalnoho ideala u studentov
pedvuzov kak wuslovie stanovleniia ikh pedahohicheskoi napravlennosti.
Psikholoho-pedahohicheskie problemy effektivnoi professionalnoi podhotovki
uchitelia v vysshei shkole. [The upbringing of a professional ideal among students
of pedagogical universities as a condition for the formation of their pedagogical
orientation. Psychological and pedagogical problems of effective professional
training of teachers in higher education]. Mezhvuz. sb. nauch. trud. L.: Izd-vo
LHU. 25-39 pp. (In Russian).

Hordienko VI. Kopets L.V. (1986). Individualnye osobennosti sotsialno-
pertseptivnykh orientatsii v pedahohicheskom obshchenii. Aktualnye problemy
sotsialnoi psikholohii. [Individual characteristics of socio-perceptual orientations
in pedagogical communication. Actual problems of social psychology]. Vsesoiuz.
simpozium po sots. psikholohii. Kostroma. Ch.2. 38-40 pp. (In Russian).
Hreilikh O.O. (1999). Profesiinyi pedahohichnyi kontakt: Psykholohichnyi
samotreninh z rozvytku navychok empatii. [Professional pedagogical contact:
Psychological self-training on developing empathy skills]. Kyiv: Znannia. 49 p.
(In Ukrainian).

208



EUROPE]JSKIE STUDIA HUMANISTYCZNE: Pafistwo i Spoteczenstwo Issue 2, 2021

20.

21.

22.

23.

24

25

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Hribov Yu.A. (1987). Ot pedahohiki sotrudnichestva k pedahohike sotvorchestva.
Voprosy psikholohii. [From cooperation pedagogy to co-creation pedagogy.
Psychology issues]. Ne 5. 10738 pp. (In Russian).

Hritsenko T.S. (1997). Rozvytok kultury pedahohichnoho spilkuvannia v systemi
metodychnoi roboty zahalnoosvitnoi shkoly. [Development of a pedagogical
communication culture in the system of methodological work of a general
education school]. Avtoref. dys. ... kand. ped. nauk. [Abstract of the diss. ... PhD
in Pedagogy]. 13.00.01. Kyiv. 18 p. (In Ukrainian).

Dihtiar H.O. (2006). Formuvannia refleksyvnoi kultury studentiv pedahohichnykh
universytetiv. [Formation of a reflective culture of students of pedagogical
universities]. Avtoref. dys. ... kand. ped. nauk. [Abstract of the diss. ... PhD in
Pedagogy]. 13.00.01. Kharkiv. 21 p. (In Ukrainian).

Dmytriieva S.M. (1996). Psykholohichni osoblyvosti pedahohichnoi spivtvorchosti
vykladacha i studentiv. [Psychological features of the pedagogical co-creation of
the teacher and students]. Avtoref. dys. ... kand. psykhol. nauk. [Abstract of the
diss. ... PhD in Psychology]. 19.00.07. In-t psykholohii im. H.S. Kostiuka. Kyiv. 20
p. (In Ukrainian).

. Dontsov A.L, Dubovskaia E.M., Upanovskaia .M. (1998). Razrabotka kriteriev

analiza sovmestnoi deiatelnosti. Voprosy psykholohii. [Development of criteria
for the analysis of joint activities. Psychology issues]. Ne 2. 61-71 pp. (In Russian).

. Diachenko M.I. Kandybovich L.A. (1981). Psikholohiia vysshei shkoly.

[Psychology of the higher school]. Minsk: I1z-vo BHU. 383 p. (In Russian).
Zimniaia L.A. (1970). Psikholohicheskie osobennosti vospriiatiia lektsii v auditorii.
[Psychological features of the perception of the lecture in the audience]. Moskva:
Znanie. 74 p. (In Russian).

Kahan M.S. (1988). Mir obshcheniia: Problema mezhsubektnykh otnoshenii. [The
world of communication: The problem of intersubjective relationships]. Moskva:
Politizdat. 319 p. (In Russian).

Kirichuk O.V. (1993). Problemy psykholohii pedahohichnoi vzaiemodii.
[Psychology problems of Pedagogical Interaction]. Psykholohiia: nauk.-metod.
zb. Vyp. 37. Kyiv. 4-11 pp. (In Ukrainian).

Kolominskii Ya.L. (1975). Poznanie cheloveka v svete problem mezhlichnostnykh
otnoshenii. [Cognition of a person in the light of the problems of interpersonal
relations]. Teoreticheskie i prikladnye problemy psikholohii poznaniia liudmi
druh druha. [Theoretical and applied problems of the psychology of people's
cognition of each other]. Krasnodar. 33-35 pp. (In Russian).

Kolominskii Ya.L. (1984). Psikholohiia detskoho kollektiva: Sistema lichnykh
vzaimootnoshenii. [Psychology of the Children's collective: The System of
Personal Relationships]. Mn.: Nar. asveta. 239 p. (In Russian).

Kondrateva S.V. (1984). Uchitel-uchenik. [Teacher-student]. Moskva:
Prosveshchenie. 96 p. (In Russian).

209



EUROPEAN HUMANITIES STUDIES: State and Society Issue 2, 2021

Authors

Abstracts

Harkusha Inesa Viktorivna

PhD in Social Communications, Associate Professor,
Alfred Nobel University,

Dnipro, Ukraine
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2164-7968

E-mail: Inessa_garkusha@ukr.net;
inessagarkusha@gmail.com

Kryzhanovskyi Andrii Yevhenovych

Assistant of Department prosthetic dentistry, PhD,
State institution «Dnipropetrovsk medical academy of
the Ministry of Health of Ukraine»,
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9226-9012

E-mail: andrei.kr@i.ua

IHECA TAPKYIIA, AHAPINT KPVDKAHOBCBHKII. Teopetuy-
HUII OIasl4, MiXKOCOOMCTiICHMX IIpo0aeM B3ae€Moaii BMKaaAada
Ta cTyAeHTiB. Cmammio npucesueHo meopemutHum npooremam Mi-
KkocoducmicHoi 63aemo0ii 6ukAadaua ma cmydenmic y 3aKAA0AX SUULOT
ocsimu. Iledazoziuma KoMYyHIKAUIA MA 63AEMUHU 6 CYOeHMCLKII aKade-
MIUHITL 2pYNi PO32ASL0A0MbCst QOCAIOHUKAMU SIK 6AKAU6A 11epedyMOo6a 1e-
0a20214H020 YNPABATHHS HABLAADHUM NPOULCOM Y 3AKAAAX 6ULULOT OCEIMIL.
Cmeepdxkyemvcs, uyo 0A NOSHAUEHHS CMOCYHKIE MiXk A0ObMU 4ACTO
3ACMOCOBYEMbCS. MEPMIH «63AEMOGIOHOCUHU». Busnauero, ujo nedazozii-
He CHIAKY6AHHS — Ue 63AEMO01S 6UKAAJAUa 31 CMmyoeHmamu i SMiCHoMm
€ 00MiH THPOpMAUiEr0. 3a3HAYCHO, ULO 110 63AEMUHAMU «GUKAAAU-CIITY-
0eHm» posyMIEMvCs UIACPAMOBAHA 63AEMO0is CYy0 exmic nedazoziumozo
npouecy i GU3HAYAIOMDCS 3A2AADHUMU COUIAADHO-NCUXONOZIMHUMU Me-
XAHISMAMU, COUIAALHO-POALOGUMYU PYHKUIAMU NAPMHepis ma couiarb-
HUMU HOPMAMU 3AKAA0Y 6UuLoi ocsimu. Buokpemaeno ésaemumu, AKi
POSPISHAIOMbCS. HA NEPEUHHI 1l 6MOPUHHI, Je 3'5C06aH0, W0, HA 6IOMIHY
6i0 NEPEUNHUX G3AEMUMN, 6MOPUHHI (CMOCYHKU «BUKAADAU-CHIYOeHT»)
PIOKO XApaKmepusyromocs 6eAUKUM eMOUTTIHUM SANYUEHHAM 1 YUACHU-
K16 63AEMUH MOXKHA JOCUMb Aezko saminumu. Cxapakmepusosana mpbox
KOMNOHEHMHA MOOEAD YCMANOSKU: KOZHIMUGHA (SHAHMA, POSYMIHHI 1e-
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002020 M 6HYMPIULHLOZO C6IMY JumuHu), emouitina (cmasaens nedazoxa
do suxoearys) i nosedirnkosa (6ubip 3acodis ma cnocobis énausy). Hazoxro-
UeHO HA MOMY, W0 CUMNAMIS Ma AHMUNAMIS 6USHAYAIOMb KOAO 0Ci0, i3
AKUMU NIOMPUMYEMCS KOHMAKM Y KOACKMUGT 11 301 CHIOEMbCA 3AC60-
EHHSL 2PYNOBUX HOPM nos6edinku. Jo6edero, U0 3aXONAeHICHb 3A2AAbHOT0
Cnpasoto cmydenmic i 6UKAA0AUI6, OPYXKHI NPUXUADHICID, Y NOEOHAHHT
3 inmepecom 00 Hayxu, 00 MaildymHvoi npodecii, NOPoIKYOMb CNirb-
HULL Mmeopuuil nowyx. 3podAeHo aKuyenm Ha MoMY, U0 KoXeH 6UKAAAY
3aKAady 6UUL0T 0C6IMU NOGUHEH 6eCb UAC AHANISYSAMYU C6010 JISADHICHID,
106edIHKY, 63AEMUHU 3 KOAC2AMU 1L CIYOeHMAMU.

Katouosi croea: mixocobucmicta 63aemo0isl, CasAeHsl, 3aKAa0u 6UuLol
0C6imu, 6UKAA0AY, CYIeH M, KOMYHIKALS, 1edazoziiHe CiAKY6aH s,

MHECCA TAPKVYIIIA, AHAPEV KPEDKAHOBCKII. TeopeTn-
decKkuii 0630p MeKAMYHOCTHBIX HpPOOAeM B3aMMOAEeVICTBIS
mnperiogaBareast I CTyAeHTOB. Cmamovs nocesujena meopenuue-
CKUM NPOOAEMAM MEKAUYHOCTIHOZ0 63AUMOCIICTNEUS 1Penodacanens.
u cmydenmos 6 yupexdenusax evicuieeo odpasosanus. Iledazozuueckas
KOMMYHUKAUUS U 63AUMOONHOULEHUS 6 CIMYOeHYeCKOl aKadeMuteckoil
2pynne paccmampusaromes UCCAe006ameAsiMu KaxK 6axHas npednocolAka
1e0az02U1ecK020 YNpasAeHus YueOHvIM Npoeccom 6 yupexoeHuslx 6vlc-
utezo 00pasosarus. Ymeepxoaemes, umo OASl OMHOUEHUTI MeXY A100b-
MU 4ACHIO NPUMEHAEMC MepMUt «63aumoommouienus». Onpederero,
ymo nedazozuieckoe obuierue — Mo 63auModeiicmeue npenodasames
co cmydenmamu u codepxarem séasemcs obmen urpopmavuei. Om-
MeueHo, 4mo 100 63AUMOOMHOUEHUAMU «1Penodasamerb — CyoeHn»
no0pasymesaemcs yereHanpasAerHoe saumooeiicmeue cyovexmos neda-
202Ueck020 npoecca u onpedeAsiomcs 00UUMU COUUANDHO-TICUXONOZU-
YeCKUMU MEXAHUSMAMY, COUUANDHO-POACGUIMU PYHKUULMU NAPITHEPOS
U COUUANDHVIMU HOPMAMU YupexOeHis 6vicuiezo 00pasosats. Buideaetivl
OMHOueHUs, KOMopole PAsSAUIAIONMCS HA NePeuyHble U 6mopuytvle, 20e
YCMAHOBAEHO, UIM0, 6 OMAUUUL O NePEUtHOLX OMHOULEHUT, 6IMOPUYHbLe
(ommouienus «npenodasamerv — cmyodernt») pedko Xapakmepusyromes
0OALULUM 2MOUUOHAALHVIM 606AeHEHUEM U YUACHIHUKOS OMHOUEHUT]
MOAKHO doCmamouno Aezko samerumo. OXapakmepusosana mpex Kom-
noHeHmMHAs MO0eAb YCMAHOSKU: KOZHUMUEHAS (3HAMUe, NOHUMAHUE
1edazozom sHymperHezo mupa peberka), Imoyuonarvas (omrouierue
nedazoza K eocnumanHuky) u nosederveckas (6v1060p cpedcms u cnocobos
sos0eticmeus). Ommeueno, 4mo CUMNAMUS U AHMUNAMUSL 0npedesiom
Kpyz Aul, ¢ KOmMopoulmu noddepxucaencs KOHMAKMmM 6 KOAAeKMuse u
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OCyuLecEAsIencs Yyce0eHue pynnouix Hopm nosederus. Joxasamo, 4mo
Y6ACUEHHOCHTb 00ULUM 0eAOM CMYOeHmos u npenodasamenetl, Opyxeckoe
PACNoAOKeHUe, 6 COUeMmAaHUl ¢ UHmepecom K Hayke, K 0yoyuiei npogpec-
cuu, nopoxoarom cosmecmmotii meopueckuil nouck. Coeran axkuenm Ha
mom, 4mo Kaxovli npenooasamerv yupexoeHus evicuiezo 00pasoantisl
Q0AKeH 6ce 6peMsl AHANUSUPOGANTD C6010 DesleAbHOCTY, nosedete, 63auU-
MOOMHOULEHUS € KOANC2AMU U CHIYOeHMAMU.

Katouesvte caoea: Mexaudnocmioe 63aumooeiicmeue, 0mHouLeHL,
yupexdenus evicuiezo 00pazosanus, npenodasamerb, cmyodeHm, KOMMmY-
HuKayus, nedazozuveckoe ooujerie

INESA HARKUSZA, ANDRI] KRYZANOWSKY]J. Teoretyczny
przeglad interpersonalnych probleméw interakcji pomiedzy
nauczycielem i studentami. Artykut poswigcony jest teoretycznym
problemom interakcji interpersonalnych pomiedzy nauczycielem i
studentami w szkotach wyzszych. Komunikacja i relacje pedagogiczne
w studenckiej grupie akademickiej sq uwazane przez badaczy za istotng
przestanke  pedagogicznego  zarzqdzania procesem  ksztafcenia na
uczelniach. Twierdzi sig, zZe termin ,wzajemne stosunki” jest czesto
uzywany w odniesieniu do relacji miedzy Iludzmi. Okresla sie, Ze
komunikacja pedagogiczna jest interakcjqg nauczyciela ze studentami, a
trescig jest wymiana informacjami. Zaznacza sie, ze relacja ,nauczyciel-
student” oznacza celowgq interakcje podmiotéw procesu pedagogicznego i
jest determinowana przez ogdlne mechanizmy spoteczno-psychologiczne,
funkcje spoteczno-rolowe partnerdw i normy spoteczne szkolnictwa
wyzszego. Wyodrebniono relacje, ktore dzielg sie na pierwotne i wtorne,
gdzie stwierdzono, ze w przeciwienistwie do relacji pierwotnych, relacje
wtérne (relacje , nauczyciel-student”) rzadko charakteryzujq sie wysokim
zaangazowaniem emocjonalnym, a uczestnikéw relacji mozna latwo
zastapic. Zostal scharakteryzowany trojsktadnikowy model postawy:
poznawczy (wiedza, rozumienie przez pedagoga wewnetrznego Swiata
dziecka), emocjonalny (stosunek nauczyciela do studenta) i behawioralny
(wybdr srodkéw i metod oddziatywania). Podkresla sie, Ze sympatia i
antypatia determinujq grupe osob, z ktérymi utrzymywany jest kontakt w
zespole oraz przyswajanie grupowych norm zachowania. Udowodniono, ze
pasja do wspdlnej sprawy studentow i nauczycieli, Zyczliwe zaangazowanie
w polqczeniu z zainteresowaniem naukq, przysztym zawodem, generujq
wspdlne poszukiwania tworcze. Nacisk kladzie sig na to, ze kazdy nauczyciel
szkolnictwa wyzszego musi stale analizowa¢ swoje dziatania, zachowania,
relacje z kolegami i studentami.
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Stowa kluczowe: interakcja interpersonalna, postawa, placowki
szkolnictwa wyzszego, nauczyciel, student, komunikacja, komunikacja
pedagogiczna.
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