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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
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
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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 purpose 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.

The body of the research. 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;4-8].
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
0 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 1.
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Scheme 1. Correctness Standard

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
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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
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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:

— 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.

— 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.

— 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.

— 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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ATHTBOANMAAKTNUYHA KOPEKTHICTb
SIK TIPUHIIUIT HABUAHHSI THO3EMHOI MOBU

e 1a nouamxy MUHYA020 CHOAIMMSL 64€HI-ATHZ6ICIU HAZOAOULYBAAU HA TMOMY, W0 Y npoueci
HAGUAMHS THO3EMHOI MOBU HA HAYKOGIU OCHOBI He MOXHA 6I0pueamu AIHGICMUYMHUTL aAcneKm
610 nedazozivozo i ncuxoroziuozo. I'. IlTaxomep meopemuuto po3spoous o UMy, 66i6ULL Y HAYKOBULL
0012 MepMin «NPUHUUN ATH2BICTMUYHOT 1edaz02iKU».

Y cmammi  pozeasanymo npobremy, Axka HAOYAa 0COOAUG0T AKMYAALHOCMI 6 CYUACHIIL
AiHz600udakmuyi, a came: HeoOXiOHicmb 00SpyHmMYy6arHHs 1 JOMPUMAHHA NOAOKEHHS, W0 MO6a
onucyemocs He «y co0i i A cefe», a4 3 YpaxysaHHAM 1020, w0 ii OnUcanHs nOSUHHO MAKCUMAALHO
6i0nosidamu nompedam HAUaAHH yiel MosU K 3aco0y nepedayi iHPopMaii.

[ledazoziunuti nidxid do Mmoeu nepeddaude GopMysanms YI6AeHHS npo i1 cmpykmypHy
giominHicmb 610 iHuux moé. Ilo-nepuie, ue ditoua OUHAMIYHA MOOEAD («CMUCA — meKcm»), no-opyze,
60HA MAE KIALKA PIGHIE, NPUUOMY OCHOBONOAOKHUM € HAUOIAbUL 2AuOUHHUTL. HacmynHum esaxaemuocsl
piéeHb HAMIPI6, SKUL HENPAMUM CHOCOOOM CNiBIOHOCUMbCA 3 pigHeMm 3HaueHb cAig. [lo-mpeme, 0is
MOOeAl no6’43ana 3i CnpAMY6AHHAM MOBACHHEBO20 CNIAKY6AMHM 1 KOPEKMHICIIO 11020, W0 6UPAXKEHO
Y BUCAOBATOBAHHI.

Cymmesoto ocodAusicmI0 Cy1actoi nedazoziuHol AiHz6iCMUKYU € 6paxy6ars 0C0OAUBOCIET MOGHOT
KOMYHIKAUTL, WO SUABALIOMbCA, 30Kpema, Y KOpPeKmHOCHI 6UKOpUCMAHHI 3Ac0016 THO3EMHOI MOGU,
Heo0XIOHUX JASl A0eK6AMHO020 00MIMHY OYMKAMU Y NPOUECi CHIAKYEAHHA.

Y cmammi npoanarizoeano maxi 6udu KOPeKMHOCMI: KOpeKmHICmb MOGHOI M06eJiHKU,
KOpeKmMHICHb YKUBAHHS ACKCUUHUX 00UHULD, KOPEKMHICHb CUHMAKCULHUX POPM, KOMYHIKAMUSHA
KOpeKmHicmb, CeMAHMUYHA KOPEKMHICIMD, NPpazMamuuta KOpeKmHicmv, a4 makoxX 6usHaueHo
CNI6I0HOUEHHA MIXK NOHAMMAMU KOPeKMHOCMI | MOGHO20 emuKemy.
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B uiromy onuc xopexmuocmi y MOGAEHHESI N06eJTHUI 6UKOHYEABCS Y PAMKAX NedazoziuHux
sadad. Ilpu uvomy enepuie KOpeKMHICMb O0OCAIOKEHO AK 2AUOUHHULL NPUHUUN  63AEMOOIT
oudaKMUUHUX 3aK0HI8 31 CMPYKMYPHUMU EACMEHMAMU MOBU, UL0 MOXKEe MAMU NPAKMUYHY UTHHICHD
0AS po3po0KU IHHOBAUTIIHUX MemO00i6 HAGUAHHS IHO3EMHOT MOGU.

Karouosi  caosa:  AiHzé00udaxmuuma KopekmHicmbv, emukem, @opmarvHa i HePOpMArvbHA
AeKkcuka,  cmandapm,  AeKCUYMHA  KOPeKMmHicmb 1 KOPeKMHICMb  CHMPYKMYypHUX  MOOeAetl,
KOMYHIKAMUGHA KOPEKMHICHTD.
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DOOPMYBAABHE OLIIHIOBAHH/I SIK 3ACIb .
IIATPYMKHN I PO3BUTKY 340BYBAUIB OCBITU IIOYATKOBOI IIKO/AN

Y cmammi posasnymo npoOAemy, ska ocmaHHiM 4acom Ha0yeae 6ce 0IAbULOT AKMYAALHOCHIL
6 HAUIOHAALHIT 1edazo2idHiti HAYUi 1 O0CEIMAHCOKIN Mpakmuuyi, a came: 66e0eHHs PISHUX 6U0i6
ouintoeants 6 cucmemy diarvrocmi wixoru XXI cmoaimmas. Ceped yux 6udie ykpaincoki i 3apy0ixHi
HAYKOBUT 6UOKPEMAIOIOMb POPMYEArbHE, NIdCYyMKo6e Ui PiHesi OUIHI06AHHS HAGUAALHOT JIIAbHOCI
3000Y6a116 0C6IMU NOUAMKO60T ULKOAU.

Bidsnauaemocs, w0 0c00AU020 3HAUEHHS NPOCIOHT 6UeHI-MemodUCHU HA)AmMb POPMYEAAbLHOMY
OUTHIOBAHHIO HAGUAADHUX MOXKAUGOCMEN ™A THMEAeKMYAAbHO20 NOCMYNY YUHIE MOAOOULUX KAACIE.
[Tidkpecatoemoces, wo acnexmu GopMYy6arbH0z0 OUTHIOAHHS POSPOOAI0AAUCS T HUMHI NPOJ0KYI0MD
docaidxkyeamucs,  0azamoMma — WUPOKO — GI0OMUMU — mMaA  SHAKOGUMU — 6UeHUMU-THEOpemuUKamu
1 HAYKOBUAMU-AHANMUKAMU  0C6iMHb020  npouecy, ceped axux L. Amonawsiai, b. Ananves,
M. Bawyaenxo, 4. Korecos, A. Mapxoea, T. Mamic, O. Opaos, O. Casuerxo, I'. Llykepmar ma in.
Aokaadno anarisyemocs mexauism 0ii HopMY6arbHO20 OUTHIOBAHHS 6 SAKOCMI 3Ac00Yy NIOMPUMKU
Ma poseumxy 0cooucmocmi Yumi6 cy4actol wkoAu, nepedycim nouamioeoi. AKyeHmyemocs Ha mpoox
0a306UX KOHCPYeHMAX Ub020 MeXAHI3MY: a) PyHKuil 30UpanHs PiSHOMAHIMHOI NCUXOAOZIUHOT
ma QUMuUHOUeHMpPULHOT THPopMauii, 0) npoueci 0azaMoSUMIPHOZ0 cnocmepexeHHs 3a HAGUAALHOO
1n06ediHKOW U IHMEAeKINYAADHUM — NPOZPecom  YuHié  Nouamkoeol UWKOAU,  6) 3abe3nedeHHi
PesyAbmamuHoz0 360pomHo0 36’A3KY 3 MOAOOWUMU uLKoAApamu. Poszasdaromocs Kowkpemmi
MeXHIKY — POPMYEAALHOZ0 — OUTHIOBAHHS, — AKUMU — 6UUMEA]  NOUAKOG0T  ULKOAU  edheKmusHo
nocayzogytomoca Ha npaxmuyi. Obcepsytomocs nedazoziui nepeeazu PopMysarbHO20 OUiHIO6AHHS,
sus6AeHI JIIADHICIII0 NPOGIOHUX YUUMEALS CYUACHOT ULKOAU. 3-NOMIXK UUX nepesazs SUJIAAI0mvcs maxi:
HAUIAEHICMb HA  6USHAYEHHA 1HOUGIOYAADHUX 00CSZHEHb KOXKHO020 Y4MS, YHUKHEHHS Nputiomy
NOPIGHI06AHHS HAGUAALHUX J0CAZHeHb PISHUX Jimell; 3ACOoCcy6antsl 3POSYMIAUX Uiretl ma Kpumepiis,
30 AKUMU OUIHIOI0MD JIAADHICD WKOAAPIE, 6USHAUEHHS 6eKMOpa HAGUAHMS 1l NepCneKmue possumxy
KO0XKHOT dumsuoi ocobucmocmi. Y3azarvHoemocs, wo @Popmyséarvie ouintosanHs 0dieso donomazae
OiMAM NOAINMUMY C60T PE3YADIMAMY 6 HAGLAHHI, )A€ 3MO02Y SUSHAUATNU NOOAADULT 3A60AHHI 6AACHOZ0
possumxy ma cnocodu ix 3oiticheHHs. [10cAid06HO 00/pYHMOBYEMBCA, WO HOPMYEAALHE OUTHIOBAHHSL
€ ePexmusHUM IHCMPYMeHmoM nedazoziutoi 0ii 1 cnpuse cmpamezii YCNiuHOL camopearisayii
CYHACHUX YUHIE.

Karouosi caosa: gopmysarviie ouintosants, yuHi NOYAMKO60I UWKOAU, AAZOPUMM OpaHisauii
POPMYBAADHO20 OUIHIOBAHHS, UIAI HAGUAHHS, KPpUmMepii OUiHI06aHHS, PePAeKCisl, 360pomHiil 36’ 430K.
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