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Savchenko O.V. The transformation of a structure of the personality`s reflective 
competence in adolescence. In this article the author analyzes the quantitative (on 
indicators of the degree of an organization) and qualitative (on indicators of the level of an 
organization) changes in the nature of the personality`s reflective competence as a holistic 
integrative system of the reflective abilities, which are forming and developing in the 
process of an acquisition of the subject`s reflective experience. By comparing the results of 
the two groups (persons of early adolescence and persons of mature adolescence) the 
author found that during the development in adolescence the degree and level of an 
organization of the reflective competence didn’t considerably change. It was proved that the 
formation level of the value-motivational component of the reflective competence was
increasing by the developing of the predictive abilities and the level of an organization of 
the subject`s system of the knowledge about the specific forms of a reflection and a 
reflective activity was increasing too. 

The development of most of the system`s elements has been uneven, that is 
expressed in heterogeneity of the growth paces of the several components of the reflective 
competence. The high level of some components combines with the low level of the 
effective functioning of other elements that generates contradictions within the separate 
components and the system on the whole. It was found that the functioning of the 
information component of the reflective competence has a contradictory nature. The author 
identified the tendency of reducing the level of an organization of the reflective competence 
in the group of persons of mature adolescence. This simplification of the internal structure 
of the reflective competence reduces the negative impact of unformed elements of the 
higher (personal) level on the effectiveness of the elements` functioning of the lower 
(cognitive) level. The state of a destruction of the internal integration between the several 
levels of the system is a necessary period of its development, because the basis for quality 
changes is formed at this stage by a quantitative increasing of the elements` formation level 
and an abatement of the internal coherence of the system`s components. 

Keywords: reflectivity, reflective abilities, reflective experience, reflective 
competence, degree of an organization, level of an organization. 


