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LINGUODIDACTIC CORRECTNESS
AS A PRINCIPLE OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHING

Necessity to proceed to teaching foreign languages on a scientific basis and
not to separate the linguistic aspect from the pedagogical and psychological was
emphasized by the linguists in the last century. H. E. Palmer theoretically developed
this requirement by introducing the term "principles of linguistic pedagogy™ into
scientific usage.

The article analyses a problem that has become especially actual in modern
linguodidactics, namely: the need to justify and adhere to the position that the
language is described not "in itself and for itself", but taking into consideration the
fact that its description should meet the obligatory needs of teaching language as
means of transmitting information.

The pedagogical approach to language makes the linguists admit that the
structure of the language differs from other structures. First, it is an active dynamic
model ("meaning — text"); secondly, it has several levels, and the most profound is
fundamental. The following is the level of intentions, which is indirectly correlated

with the level of meanings of words. Third, the action of the model is related to the
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direction of speech communication and the correctness of what is expressed in the
speech utterance.

An essential feature of modern pedagogical linguistics is to take into account
the peculiarities of linguistic communication, which are manifested, in particular, in
the correct usage of expressing means of the foreign language tools necessary for
adequate exchange of ideas in the communication process.

The article has clarified the following types of correctness: correctness usage
of language behaviour, correct use of lexical units, correctness of syntactic forms,
communicative correctness, semantic correctness, pragmatic correctness, and also
defines the relationship between the concepts of correctness and speech etiquette.

In general, the description of correctness in speech behaviour was performed
within the framework of pedagogical tasks. For the first time, correctness has been
studied as a deep principle of interaction of didactic laws with structural elements
of language, which may have practical value for the development of innovative
methods of teaching a foreign language.

Key words: linguodidactic correctness, etiquette, formal and informal
vocabulary, standard, lexical correctness and correctness of structural models,

communicative correctness.

The statement of the issue. In the last twenty-five years within pedagogics
there has been a great deal of interest in “correctness” to such an extent that politeness
theory could almost be seen at a sub-discipline of pedagogics. Much has been written
(comparatively little based on empirical research) and different theories and
paradigms have emerged. Nowadays the methods of linguistic analysis based on
pedagogical linguistics, attracted the attention of the scientists and directed it towards
the construction of theories which could provide interpretations for various linguistic
phenomena: the language is being learned, has been changing and the linguistic

phenomena can be explained and serve as a means of cognition humanity.



Correspondingly from the development of linguistic description to theory, the
notion of linguistic correctness has played a definite role in all types of correctness
assessment elicited by linguists from native speakers. Besides the theoretical
investigation, there are the standpoints of language teaching which do not allow only
taking one of theoretically oriented linguists as for the basis of teaching languages.
It is broadly acknowledged that language teaching needs its own theory, based on
pedagogical principles, depending on the special goals of teaching language and
conditions under which it has to take place.

The analysis of relevant research. In recent years linguists and teachers have
paid much attention to the fact that languages are made by people along with the
cultural, political and historical development of a society. The problem of linguistic
analysis based on pedagogical principles drew attention of Ukrainian and foreign
linguists such as L. Verba [1], G. Leech [3], H. Palmer [7] and others.

On the other hand, linguists and teachers are aware of the fact that much of the
structural properties of languages is due to processes of systematization and are
restrained by universal properties of human cognition. In conformity with this fact
the concept of linguodidactic correctness plays an undoubted role in all types of
correctness assessment elicited by linguists and teachers from learners and users.

The aim of the article is to provide how the social reality of the rules of speech
etiquette and behaviour in the society, and with that, the objectivity of correctness
concepts (and common concepts) generally are constituted and achieved in the
society; to analyse how the individuals exhibit strong normative attitudes and
behaviour with respect to linguistic and pedagogical correctness.

Presentation of the main material. The notion of linguistic correction has
always been a principal notion in theoretical studies which has been interested in
analysing the problem — “what correct utterances are in a language” and “what is the
correct use of them in the process of communication” [7, p. 13]. For instance,

correctness as a subject of our article presents a problem in definition. There exist



many definitions of the term correctness in different dictionaries of the English
language. Logically these definitions do not account for all the known facts and have,
In some cases, no theoretical foundation, they are worthy of attention and they favour
the definitions that correctness core to behave or speak in a way that is generally
accepted and approved of; conformity to accept social standards [2; 4; 5; 6; 7; 8].
Dictionaries and thesauruses have proved lists of correct basic expressions, standard
speech patterns and literary examples of correct standard speech patterns plus
examples of their use. These two aspects are fundamental and classically called by
the linguists “forms and functioning of the language” [1, p. 54-57].

Though all scholars and teachers of language start from the basic assumption
that a linguistic theory should take into account standard expressions and their
normative use and their correct use in a comprehensive manner. The ways and kinds
of descriptions differ considerably, depending on different basic assumptions and
goals, as does the degree of correctness.

Formulating the idea that correctness of speech is based on pedagogical
principles we should conclude that it is in itself represents ethical correctness: of all
speakers of the language use the same vocabulary. There is a common stock of every
day words (neutral words) and people in specialized fields of knowledge use the
words which most people outside of that field may not know (formal words). The
whole vocabulary of a language is organized in subgroups of items for which certain
subgroups of people know and handle the correctness notions with respect to the
form of a word and with respect to its use. The Simple Correctness Standard of being
on the list or not cannot be applied to the new words or to foreign words newly
introduced into the language. For instance: in community X the correctness A hold;
and in the community Y — the rules of correctness B. Thus we take into account that
pedagogical linguistics includes an empirical fact, which is a social one. It

investigates rules of speech etiquette [3] correctness in behaviour, their functions,



and arguments with respect of assumed values and paradigms. Correctness Standard
may be represented in the following scheme:

Correctness Standard

form
al

neutral

infor
mal

On recognition of the nature of the given problem we can suggest that rules of
correctness are represented by extralinguistic factors. The correctness notions exist
in a community by being the contents of standard language. In this way, correctness
concepts, which as concepts in a certain sense are physic entities, have a social reality
and objectively above or outside the individuals who comprehend them by
constructing a physic representation of them. Their correctness is socially established
in various degrees of formality from providing models of correctness to providing
codifications of the rules of etiquette.

The actual words conventionally present an open list, i.e. the list to which new
words can be added under certain circumstances. The set of frequently used words
consists of a subject of the morphologically possible words plus a subject of loans
that are not yet adapted to native morphological restrictions (barbarisms). After their
adaptation the latter are counted as members of the first subject. Since words are
coded separately, the correctness notion is very simple: what is in the list, i.e. the
lexicon, is correct. The lexicon is stored in the “collective memory” of the speech
community. Often it is codified lexica in the form of books or computer discs. For
the individual speaker, on the other hand, basically what is familiar to him, as a word
of his language, is correct. He will base his correctness judgements on his own

memory in the first place, but accept additionally what is stored in public lexica.



In everyday speech correction activity, oriented to words the written of formal
standard, depends on how much an individual is conscious of speaking a language
different from written speech. Written language has no influence of everyday speech,
though it has some nominative force with respect to formal oral language use.

If a new lexical unit is acceptable to a significant group, then it will be adopted
first by that group and later in the speech of community as a whole — that it is useful
there.

The moment a word is adopted by a group, i.e. has been put into use, it acquires
correctness standards: there are now criteria for its further use and recognition of its
proper form and appearance.

General notions of correctness are not developed for their own sake but are
developed and employed when they are really necessary. This is also the reason that
spoken language is much free in syntax, even ignoring syntactic form altogether in
utterances for which the interpretation is largely supplied. There are many situations
where people do not speak in sentences, but pronounce only one or several words, in
order that is certainly not syntactic, and where contextual, gestural, and intonational
clues suffice for interpretation. These situations hold especially when emotions are
being expressed: the content is known to the hearer already and the speaker knows
it. If interpretation of speech is secured anyhow, syntax does not matter.

Spoken language is syntactically less restricted in general, besides having
certain standard patterns that are not used in written language. In speech people
normally accept this freedom from a strict notion of syntactic correctness, except in
situations where it would interfere with understanding and in teaching situations. In
the latter, even when communication works well with unregulated constructions,
parents and teachers usually correct students and language learners so that they can
learn the syntax needed in situations lacking sufficient clues for interpretation, as in
communication about unknown events, objects, relationships and for written

language generally. Motivation for learning syntax depends on several factors: the



prestige of the people providing models of correct speech, the wish to please them
and to avoid neglect and other penalties and the drive to get something unknown and
interesting. Situations of learning syntax do not provide motivation for learning
syntax because in them, syntax is not really needed.

The syntax of a language supplies a socially controllable immediate structure
between basic cognitive operations, or at least possibilities to specifying such
operations, and publicly accessible and controllable states of affairs. Thus syntax
which is learned vis-a-vis the facts, provides a socially induced structuring — which
the facts and basic cognitive types of operation permit. We can suggest that syntax,
with respect to situations and events and their interrelation, selects structures in a
socially coordinated way. Situations and their relationships represented under this
selective view are what we call facts. So facts are language-dependent selections
arranging and systematizations which the world permits, by being as it is. Facts are
arranged within the possibilities left open by the basic cognitive restrictions on
handling data provided by perception and lexical information.

Written language per se is largely independent of the situations of writing and
reading. It has to make explicit, by description, information which in daily speech
can be available in the situations. Besides the use of more lexical items, this requires
a large amount of socially controllable syntactic constructions. There are also
situations in which spoken English requires strong syntactic restrictions. Formal
speech is an example. Strict syntactic form is also necessary in stories and songs that
report history for keeping the facts straight about the events that happened long ago
and are not recoverable independently. The exactness required in these matters is not
possible without proper syntactic form. Syntactic form is stabilized in “frozen” texts
generally, whether oral or written ones; that these frozen texts are reference points
or models for the notions of syntactic correctness has led, in the history of languages,
to different degrees of standardization and also to tensions between conservative

models and new models that are a compromise between the old models and new



developments due to change in spoken language, change of condition of life, and
modernization of technologies.

Thus we have a hierarchy of notions that pertain to acceptability and
correctness of syntactic form: 1) syntactically correct according to the standard of
written language; 2) syntactically incorrect according to the written standard but
acceptable in everyday spoken language; 3) syntactically incorrect and not
acceptable in everyday spoken language of native speakers; 4) otherwise incorrect
and unacceptable but can, if at least understandable and interpretable, be acceptable
when used by people of whom one does not expect correct speech.

What is not understandable and not interpretable is absolutely unacceptable. If
one has higher expectations with regard to the ability to a person to handle the
correctness notions a language, one will find that person’s production of incorrect
speech were unacceptable; with higher expectations, that is acceptability of incorrect
speech is lower.

Thus we have analyzed notions of correctness that pertain to linguistic form of
communicational means.

Formulating correctness conditions for texts is not a matter of finding
correctness conditions for linguistic forms. Correctness of texts, in some of its
aspects belongs under the heading of correctness of use of linguistic forms, together
with semantic and pragmatic correctness of actions and series of actions. Two
different kinds of correctness are involved in both, pragmatic correctness, including
aspects of stylistics and correctness of texts:

1) correctness of the use of linguistic forms.

2) correctness of communication as a part of rational interaction.

Concepts are criteria or patterns in the minds of language users guiding the use
of the expressions. They have an intersubjective and objective character because they
are formed under social control and remain socially controlled by a public

nominative force enacted in the special community on its members by approval or



disapproval in situations of use of the words that express these concepts. This
intersubjective and objective aspect of a concept is thought of as somehow a
projection that is outside the individuals, a public concept, which regulates all the
individual subjective concepts in the heads of the speakers in such a way that these
fit within the projection. The public concept has its reality in the trait of regularity
that corresponds with the occurrences of its expression in satisfaction situations. The
judgement about whether the expression has been applied correctly or not is guided
by aspects of relevance under which certain regularities are matter of attention.

As to notions of semantic correctness we should examine them with respect to
situations and then with respect to constellations. On the basis of this, a notion of
structural semantic correctness is defined as independent of situations use. The
definitions are formulated for indicative sentences, i.e. for assertions. This makes the
interdependence between rules of etiquette and the notion of truth especially evident.
For other types of sentences the definitions have to be formulated accordingly in

terms of their satisfaction conditions:

e Correctness with respect to situations uses a predicative expression a
correctively in s or with respect to s if and only if the sentence in which it
occurs is true in s, or satisfied in s. The predicator A is used positively
correctly in s if and only if This/here is A is true in S, and negatively
correctly if and only if This/Here is not A is true in s.

e Correctness with respect to constellations: a speaker/hearer uses expression
A correctly with respect to a constellation if this constellation makes the
sentence containing A true, or satisfies it.

e Weak correctness: A is used weakly semantically correctly in utterance if
the speaker/hearer who uses A accepts the distribution of satisfaction
constellations with respect to this utterance. That means when confronted

with a constellation, he will identify the constellation correctly as a



satisfaction or dissatisfaction constellation, i. e. when confronted with a
constellation he will use the expression correctly. The notion of weak
semantic correctness is thus a dispositional notion which can only be partly
reduced to non-dispositional terms by following formulation: a speaker S
uses an expression A weakly semantically correctly in a speech situation: if
S uses A in a satisfaction or dissatisfaction constellation or situation then it
holds that S uses A weakly correctly if and only if S uses A correctly.

e Structural semantic correction: an expression is structurally semantically
correct if there is a possible constellation or situation in which it is used
semantically correctly. It is structurally semantically incorrect if no such
constellation is possible. A great number of the semantic correctness
notions of the second level seem not to be part of the linguistic competence
of the average speaker/hearer. Nevertheless speech community as a whole
can employ by the way of a division of linguistic labour which to a large
extent is identical with the division of scientific and technical labour in a

community.

Conclusions. Thus the purpose of teaching correctness in a foreign language
lesson is to develop speech skills that would allow the students to use them in speech
practice at the level of everyday communication. It helps to develop students
common language, intellectual, cognitive abilities, mental processes, their wish to
communicate showing their emotional feeling in different types of collective
intercourse. The notion of correctness that regulates unrestricted communication
among members of a speech community is based on rationality and cooperation as
universal principles of human interaction, and on particular conventions of speech
community.

Perspectives of our following research lie in applying and developing

linguodidactic methods of foreign language teaching.
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JIHI'BOANJAKTHYHA KOPEKTHICTD
SIK IPUHIIAII HABUAHHS THO3EMHOI MOBHU

e na nouamxky Mumnyn020 CmMOAIMMA GUEHI-TIHSBICMU HA2O0JIOUL)8ANU HA
momy, wo y npoyeci Ha84aHHsA THO3EMHOI MOBU HA HAYKOBIU OCHOBI HE MOJICHA
gi0pusamu NiHeGICMUYHUL ACHeKMm 8I0 nedazo2iuHo2o i ncuxonoziunoeo. 1. [lanbmep
MmeopemudHo po3pobus Yy euUMoz2y, 68ieuiU Y HAYKOBUU 00ie MepMiH «NPUHYUN
NIH2GICMUYHOI Nedazo2ikuy.

Y ecmammi posenanymo npobaemy, axa Habyia ocobaueoi akmyanibHOCmi 6
CYUACHIU iH2800UOAKMUYI, a came. HeoOXIOHICMb 0OIPYHMYBAHHS | OOMPUMAHHSL
NOJIONCEHHS, U0 MOBA ONUCYEMbCA He «) co0i i 05l cebey, a 3 Ypaxy8auHIM Moo,
wo ii onucanHsa NOBUHHO MAKCUMATbHO 8I0N0BI0amMuU nompebam Has4anHs Yiei Mosu
5K 3aco0y nepeoaui iHhopmayii.

lleoacociunuti nioxio 0o moeu nepedbavac PopmyBaHHs YA8IeHHS NpPo il
CMPYKMYPHY GIOMIHHICMb 8i0 iHwux mos. Ilo-nepuie, ye ditoua OuHAMIUHA MOOEb
(«cmucn — mekcmy), no-opyze, 60HA MA€ KLIbKA Pi6HI8, NPULOMY OCHOBONOIONCHUM
€ Hatoinvw enubunnul. Hacmynnum éeasxcacmocs pigenb HAMIpi6, AKUL HENPAMUM
cnocobom cniggioHocumsbcsi 3 pisHem 3HaueHv ciis. llo-mpeme, 0is moodeni
no8 a3aHa 31 CNPAMYBAHHAM MOGIEHHEBO20 CNLIKYBAHHS [ KOPEKMHICMIO MO020, WO
BUPAICEHO Y BUCTIOBTIIOBAHHI.

Cymmegoio 0cobaugicmio Cy4acHoi neda2o2iuHol NiHegicmuKu € 8paxyeaHis
ocobnusocmetl MOBHOI KOMYHIKayYii, wo BUABIAIOMbCS, 30KpeMd, ) KOPEeKMHOCH
BUKOPUCMAHHA 3AC00i8 THO3eMHOI MOBU, HeOOXIOHUX OJisl A0eK8AMHO20 OOMIHY
OYyMKamMu y npoyeci CRilIKy8aHHL.

Y cmammi npoananizosano maxi 6u0u KOpeKmHOCMI. KOPEKMHICMb MOGHOI
NOBEOIHKU,  KOPEKMHICMb  YHCUBAHHA  JIEKCUYHUX  OOUHUYL,  KOPEKMHICMb
CUHMAKCUYHUX POPM, KOMYHIKAMUBHA KOPEKMHICMb, CeMAHMUYHA KOPEKMHICMb,
npazmMamuyna KOPeKmHIiCmb, a MAKOHC BUIHAYEHO CNIGEIOHOWIEHHS — MIJIC

ROHAMMAMU KOp@KI’I’lHOCI’I’li [ MOBHO20 emukemy .



YV yinomy onuc kopexmunocmi y MOBIEHHESIU NOBEOIHYI BUKOHYEMBCS ) PAMKAX
neoazociunux 3aoay. llpu ybomy enepuie KOpeKmuicmo 00CALIONCEHO K SAUOUHHUL
NPUHYUN 83AEMOOIT OUOAKIMUYHUX 3AKOHI8 31 CMPYKMYPHUMU eleMEHMAMU MOSU, UjO
Modice Mamu NPaKmuyty YiHHIiCMob OJisl pO3POOKU IHHOBAYIUHUX MemOOi8 HABUAHHS
MOBU IHO3EMHOI.

Knrouosi cnosa: nineeooudakmuuna Kopekmuicms, emuxem, (opmanvHa i
HepopmanvHa JNeKcuKa, CmaHoapm, JNeKCUYHA KOPEKMHICMb [ KOPEeKmHICmb

CMPYKMYPHUX MOOenell, KOMYHIKAMUeHa KOPEeKMmHICMb.



