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TEACHING PROFESSIONAL DISCOURSE
IN A FOREIGN LANGUAGE THROUGH LEXICAL
COMMUNICATOR FORMATION

Varieshkina N. V.

INTRODUCTION

Economic and socio-cultural changes in the modern world have led to the
expansion of cooperation and growth of professional contacts in a foreign
language environment.

In the context of the Bologna Declaration, the ideology of teaching a
future specialist at the university is changing, new tasks of the educational
process are being formed, in which the main place is given to professionally
oriented education.

Modern structure of higher education content requires updated
professional competences of a specialist, which integral part is knowledge of
a foreign language and professional communication rules. Instead of
focusing exclusively on the acquisition of ready-made knowledge, the
content of education should contribute to the formation of general cultural
and professional competences, preparation for learning throughout life. That
is why quality of higher education should be characterized not only by a
great amount of knowledge in the future professional domain, but also by the
ability of graduates to communicate in a foreign language with colleagues
from other countries. One of the key factors is students’ self-study and,
consequently, their independent access to educational resources and
technologies of self-education. Motivation and interests of students should
also be regarded as a key resource for the effectiveness of education. The
level of education of a qualified specialist who has a whole range of
competences should also enable him/her to carry out effective
communication in a foreign language. This implies the need not only to
possess foreign language communicative and intercultural competences, but
also to be able to act in the circumstances of professional communication in
appropriate manner, to have skills to deal with information in a foreign
language, to be able to discuss professional problems. Professionally
oriented education should be aimed at forming competences in the field of
professional activity and motivation for learning throughout life. It ensures a
good foundation for professional mobility in future.

The development of various forms and technologies of teaching foreign
languages, changes in the socio-cultural aspect of modern life entail a
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change in the requirements that society imposes on higher education in
general, and on linguistic education particularly.

Modern linguistics has become a cycle of knowledge, having absorbed
various sections of sciences regardless of the specifics of the chosen
profession, and all areas have interdisciplinary spheres of interaction, which
is necessary for students of humanitarian specialties that serves as important
connecting link for the development of teaching professional discourse in a
foreign language.

The psychological and pedagogical conditions for creating a foreign
language program for students of humanities faculties should be focused on
students’ personal development through use of modern teaching methods
that contribute to increasing motivation to learn a foreign language as a
means of professional foreign language communication based on the use of a
foreign language professional discourse.

1. Discourse as language for communication. Specificities
of professional discourse in a foreign language

The problem of the discourse concept interpretation is not completely
new, but since the 60s of the last century, it has been paid more and more
attention. In modern linguistics, the term “discourse” is very often used as
close one to the concept “text”. The endless search for equivalents such as
language, discourse, type of speech, text, type of text, coherent text, text of
speech indicates the ambiguous essence of this concept. Since our study is
not devoted to the consideration of the entire evolution of the term
“discourse”, we will consider only the main problems of understanding this
concept, which remains at the center of attention of modern scientific
discussions.

Discourse analysis is an interdisciplinary field of knowledge, that not
only linguists, but sociologists, psychologists, artificial intelligence
specialists, ethnographers, semiotic literary scholars, stylists and
philosophers, study.

Let us consider some definitions of this widely used and controversial
concept.

American linguist Deborah Schiffrin considers different approaches to
the definition of the concept of “discourse”. The first approach is based on
the positions of formally and structurally oriented linguistics. Based on this
approach, discourse can be defined as a language that is higher in level than
the sentence and the phrase “language above the sentence”. “Roughly
speaking, it refers to attempts to study the organization of language above
the sentence or above the clause, and therefore to study larger linguistic
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units, such as conversational exchanges or written texts.”* D. Schiffrin
shows how the nature of discourse is intertwined with the process of
communication, though the actual model of communication assumed under
specific approaches may differ. She asserts that, although various
approaches to discourse may be governed by different assumptions, they are
all united by a shared one: the idea of language as interaction.

Deborah Schiffrin approached the study of conversation unveiling the
problems of the analyses of everyday real language in context. Her
“Discourse Markers” opened a new dimension to the analysis of discourse
and communication in academia; she coined a term that soon became used
by the university community and, at the same time, discourse analysis
became a subfield of study within linguistics that gained place and interest
among researchers. Discourse markers — the particles oh, well, now, then,
you know, and | mean, and the connectives so, because, and, but and or
perform important functions in discourse. Dr. Schiffrin’s approach clearly
demonstrates that neither the markers, nor the discourse within which they
function, can be understood from one point of view alone, but as an
integration of structural, semantic, pragmatic, and social factors. “As such, it
cannot be restricted to the description of linguistic forms independent of the
purposes or functions which those forms are designed to serve in human
affairs.”® So, we may conclude that Dr. Schiffrin’s general aim was the study
of language in text and context.

Another concept in the understanding of discourse has a functional basis,
where discourse is interpreted as the use of language: “the analysis of
discourse is, necessarily, the analysis of language in use” and where the
functions of discourse are related to the functions of language.?

This approach is also close to the ideas of the Prague Linguistic Circle;
its representatives believed that linguistic analysis should be approached
from a functional point of view. The Prague Linguistic Circle provided
linguistics with new theories such as theory of linguistic functions. It
brought novelty in interpreting language but failed to offer a complete
theory. Vilem Mathesius by the notion of theme understood what is known
or obvious in the given situation, and the point from which the speaker starts
in the discourse. But his colleague Travnicek did not agree and defined
theme as the sentence element that was linked up directly with the object of
thought. Karl Buhler contributed greatly to the structural theory of language,

! Schiffrin D. Approaches to Discourse. Oxford — Cambridge, Mass. : Basil
Blackwell, 1994. P. 30.

2 Schiffrin D. Discourse Markers. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1987. P. 3.

¥ Brown G., Yule G. Discourse Analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1983. P. 1.
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he found that main linguistic functions start from speaker, recepient, process
of communication. Linguists of the Prague Circle stressed the function of
elements within language. The Prague scholars attached great significance to
external factors such as political, social, and geographical ones and stressed
the importance of the social function of languages. “Most representatives of
the Prague School of linguistics considered that speech was the reality of
language. The concept of linguistic function is one of the most important
provisions of the concept of the Prague School of Functional Linguistics.™ It
follows from this that language is a system of means of expression that
serves a specific purpose. It should also be noted that this approach is based
on a conditional action, an idea of the development, development from a
fragment of a text to speech activity.

Discourse markers are elements that appear in initial or terminal position
and can be part of contextual theme. But some authors of the Prague School of
linguistics consider that elements that we now name discourse markers are
situated outside the theme. One of these authors is Jiri Nosek who writes about
sentence constituents as textual elements that connect sentences and utterances
into a coherent text. According to Mr. Nosek, the sentence parts, or elements,
function as a code which is recurrent and that is why their structure is known
to native speakers. Although they operate functionally within one sentence,
they can reappear and be repeated beyond the sentence. So, the identification
of these items’ functional roles within discourse is mainly based on practice
and their recurrent uses. But we agree with the researcher M. Matei that “even
though native speakers are swift in recognizing the function that such an
element exercises, not only them can master possible discursive functions of
these items. In the process of foreign language learning these patterns of
discourse markers are transmitted to learners by means of conversation,
written texts, movies, etc. as they are part of linguistic communication
competences that foreign language learners aim to acquire™.

Now let us return to a problem posed earlier concerning interpretations of
the term discourse. In her next interpretation of discourse Deborah Schiffrin
offers the following definition: “discourse is utterances” with utterances
considered as “units of language production that are inherently
contextualized” ®. Thus, she successfully finds the way to manage a middle

* 3permmnes B.A. Tesucer Ilpaxckoro Jlumremcrudeckoro Kpyxka. Hcropus
si3piko3HaHNS XIX—XX BekoB B ouepkax M mu3BiedeHHsX. Mocksa: Ilpocsemienue,
1965. 4. 1. C. 123—140.

® Matei M. Discourse markers as Functional Elements. Bulletin of the Transilvania
University of Brasov : Philology and Cultural Studies. 2010. Vol. 3 (52). P. 121.

® Schiffrin D. Approaches to Discourse. Oxford — Cambridge, Mass. : Basil
Blackwell, 1994. P. 39.

262



course, combining the focus of formalist on linguistic structures with the
functionalist’s concern for how language is used in context. Dr. Schiffrin
shows us that this is a good strategy which opens possibilities of analysis to
those interested in the research of discourse, while at the same time
encouraging the use of combined formalist and functionalist theories and
methods to study discourse-related issues.

The famous researcher of discourse T. van Dijk suggests using the term
“discourse” in many meanings. He proves that discourse can be written, oral,
verbal and non-verbal, that is, it can be considered as a written or oral speech
product of a communicative action that is associated with specific conditions
and context.

In other words, van Dijk writes that discourse in the broadest sense can
be written, oral, and can have verbal and non-verbal components; the
researcher defines discourse in the narrow sense as a written or oral speech
verbal product of communicative activity. Further, the author of the famous
work adds that discourse is always associated with specific conditions and
context. “The primary meaning of the term “discourse” and as it is used, is
that of a specific communicative event. Such a communicative event is itself
rather complex, and at least involves several social actors, typically in
speaker/writer and hearer/reader roles, taking part in a communicative act, in
a specific setting (time, place, circumstances) and based on other context
features. This communicative act may be written or spoken, and, especially
in spoken interaction, usually combines verbal and non-verbal dimensions
(jesters, face-work, etc.)”.’

T. van Dijk also considers it possible to regard discourse as a genre,
namely, scientific discourse, political discourse, etc. “Communicative events
are usually tied to a specific social or institutional domain. In some cases,
they may be constitutive of such a domain. Thus, the many types of legal
discourse constitute the domain of “law”, whereas types of political
discourse largely constitute what we understand by “politics” or the
“policy”, and educational discourse the domain of education. That is, a
domain is the typical contextual property that defines overall classes of
genres, such as political discourse, medical discourse, scholarly discourse®.

The abovementioned approaches to the study of the concept of discourse
are to some extent interrelated. Various methods and directions of discourse
analysis explain the existence of a great number of definitions of this concept.

" Dijk T. A. van. Ideology: A Multidisciplinary Approach. London : Sage, 1998.
P. 193-194.

® Dijk T. A. van. Ideology: A Multidisciplinary Approach. London : Sage, 1998.
P.214-215.
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In foreign and domestic studies, the understanding of discourse is not
unambiguous. For example, the researcher V.V. Krasnykh has a point of view,
according to which she interprets discourse as “verbalized thinking and speech
activity, which includes linguistic and extralinguistic components,” and the
text as “an elementary unit of discourse,” that is, in the researcher’s approach,
discourse is defined through text or text through discourse.

A researcher E.V. Temnova thinks that discourse can also be viewed as a
process (verbalized speech-thinking activity) and as a result (fixed text), as
well as in these two aspects simultaneously.

James Paul Gee and Michael Handford, in their definition of discourse,
refer to “the meanings we give language and the actions we carry out when
we use language in specific contexts”.'?

Within the framework of the communicative approach, discourse is
perceived as verbal communication, dialogue, dialogical utterance, speech
from the position of the speaker. The disadvantage of this approach is its
high level of abstraction.

Another approach to the analysis of discourse is the structural-stylistic
approach, when discourse is understood as “a non-textual organization of the
spoken language, which is characterized by imprecise division into parts, the
dominance of associative links, spontaneity, and high context™.'*

In our work, we adhere to the definition of discourse by
N. D. Arutyunova, where “discourse is a coherent text in combination with
extralinguistic — pragmatic, sociocultural, psychological, and other factors;
text taken in the event aspect; speech, considered as a purposeful social
action, as a component involved in the interaction of people and the
mechanisms of the consciousness (cognitive processes)”. Discourse is
speech, “immersed in life”.* In this interpretation, the discourse is regarded
as an expanded understanding of the text, as a text that is immersed in a
specific communicative situation with information about the participants of
communication and the conditions or circumstances of the situation.

The interpretation of the concept of discourse by a researcher
A.l. Varshavskaya, who introduces the concept of discourse-text and

o Kpacueix B.B. BupTtyanbHas peanbHOCTh WM pealibHas BUPTyalbHOCTh. MOCKBa :
Wsn-so duanor, MI'Y, 1998. C. 190.

1% Gee, J.P. and Handford, M. (eds). The Routledge Handbook of Discourse Analysis.
Abingdon, Oxon : Routledge. 2012. P. 1.

u Kapacuk B.M. CtpykTypa MHCTHTYLHOHAIBHOrO AucKypca. IIpobnemsl peueBoit
KOMMYHHUKALIUH : MeXBY3. c0. Hayd. Tp. CapaToB : 3a-Bo Capar. yu-ta, 2000. C. 26.

12 Apyrtronosa H.Jl. Jluckypc : JIMHrBUCTHYECKHH SHIMKIONEANYCSCKUH CIIOBAph / O
pexn. B.H. Spuesoii. Mocksa, Cos. sHuuk:., 1990. C. 136-137.

264



considers discourse as a process of linguistic thinking, and the text as the
result or product of this process, seems to be valid too.

Despite the great number of definitions of the concept of “discourse”, it
remains somewhat vague and ambiguous. Based on this, it can be classified
as a universal concept in research, because the range of its interpretations is
constantly expanding. And yet, with a high probability, further research of
discourse, at least in the field of linguistics and methods of teaching
languages, will be related to the concepts of “text” and “speech”.

Foreign language professional discourse is defined in different ways by
different researchers. Some researchers, for example Shaturnaya E. A. and
Millrood R.P. define it as mastering of the necessary set of linguistic
knowledge, as well as the ability to act adequately in certain conditions of
professional communication.

Other researchers understand professional discourse as a speech
professional act regarded as a specific concept of the social one, and
professional activity is understood as social interaction with inherent speech,
covering all aspects of professional life, including socio-cultural and foreign
language aspect. Such point view has a researcher from Saint Petersburg N.
A. Proschyants.

In the sphere of teaching foreign languages to students of humanities
faculties, it is of particular interest to increase the effectiveness of the
formation of foreign language communicative competence through teaching
a foreign language professional discourse.

According to well-known linguistics researcher N.D. Galskova,
“communicative competence is a person’s ability to understand and generate
utterances in foreign language in a variety of socially determined situations,
taking into account the linguistic and social rules that native speakers adhere
to”*® Yet there are many other opinions on the matter.

Since linguists-researchers do not have a unified view on the
composition of the components of communicative competence, we will take
into consideration the opinion of the Council of Europe for Cultural
Cooperation: Communicative language competence can be considered as
comprising several components: linguistic, sociolinguistic, and pragmatic.

Linguistic competence includes lexical, phonological, syntactical
knowledge and skills and other dimensions of language as a system. A given
individual’s communicative language competence relates not only to the
range and quality of knowledge (e. g. in terms of phonetic distinctions made
or extent and precision of vocabulary) but also to cognitive organization and

1
® TambckoBa H.JI. Teopust oOydeHHs WHOCTPAHHBIM S3BIKAM: JIMHTBOJHMIAKTHKA
u meroxponorusi. Mocksa . Akagemusi, 2005. C. 19.
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the way this knowledge is stored (various associative networks in which the
speaker places a lexical item) and to its accessibility (activation, recall, and
availability). Its organization and accessibility will vary from one individual
to another or with the same individual (plurilingual person). Cognitive
organization of vocabulary and storing of expressions, etc. depend on
cultural features of the community, in which the individual has been
socialized and where his/her learning has occurred.

Sociolinguistic competences refer to sociocultural conditions of language
use. Through its sensitivity to social conventions (rules of politeness, norms
governing relations between genders, classes or social groups, linguistic
codification in functioning of a community), sociolinguistic component affects
all language communication between representatives of different cultures.

Pragmatic competences are concerned with the functional use of
linguistic resources (production of language functions, speech acts) drawing
scripts of interactional exchanges. It also concerns the mastery of discourse,
cohesion and coherence, the identification of text types and forms. It is not
necessary to stress the impact of interactions and cultural environments in
which such abilities are constructed.**

It follows from the aforesaid that the formation of foreign language
communicative competence of students of humanities faculties should be
aimed at reducing the intercultural distance between representatives of
different societies by forming competencies that would help a future
specialist to carry out professional communication in the context of
interaction of different cultures, that is achievable when teaching a foreign
language as professional discourse. The conditions for the implementation of
the above is focus on the personal development of students based on the use
of modern teaching methods that contribute to increasing motivation for
learning a foreign language as a means of professional foreign language
communication, i. e. the use of a foreign language professional discourse.

Teaching a foreign language discourse makes it possible to form
communication skills, when students must understand what relations the
communicants are in, in what situation communication takes place and how,
depending on these factors, it is necessary to construct an utterance. It should
be noted that the professional community is a community of people, which is
characterized by a certain discourse, determined by the type of professional
activity. “Foreign language professional discourse has all the categories
inherent directly to discourse (proposition, explicature, implicature,

4 Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching,
Assessment. Council of Europe, Council for Cultural Co-operation. Education Committee.
Cambridge University Press. 2001. 273 p.
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inference, reference, presupposition, mental lexicon). However, its formation
is impossible without a formed foreign language communicative
competence, which includes all types of competences that give new meaning
to the categories of discourse and contribute to the implementation of an
effective communication process™.

Thus, the concept of a foreign language professional discourse arises,
that is based on objective data and has as its goal the transfer of knowledge
using strictly selected linguistic and stylistic means. It should be taken into
consideration that a foreign language professional discourse is characterized
by knowledge of certain number of linguistic and extralinguistic factors,
among which a special subject network of communication for interlocutors,
and a variety of types of texts and professional themes of communication
can be distinguished. In this case, the so-called “mental lexicon
(or vocabulary) acquires special significance as a category of discourse,
since it is an active system in which new connections are constantly being
established, which make it possible to find and realize the meanings of
words determined by the professional sphere of communication”®.

We agree with S.K. Gural, who defines an important category of
discourse — a mental lexicon, which means a vocabulary stored in a person’s
memory, which, unlike a traditional dictionary, is very flexible, multifaceted,
mobile, stores many meanings and options of the words’ use, on its basis
word formation and the creation of new phrases and phrases are possible.

Nowadays all the lecturers know that while gaining higher education, a
student gets acquainted with professional discourse. Professional discourse
is a professional, legal, linguistic, and social field in which a specialist
carries out his/her professional activity, exchanging information with other
communicants. Analysis of professional language discourse requires special
attention. From a linguistic point of view, professional discourse has its own
special design, expressed, as a rule, in the vocabulary and style of speech.

“It is obvious that one of the most important competencies of any
specialist who, in the process of his/her activity, deals with a professional
foreign language, is discursive competence. For its formation, the systematic
professionally oriented training of students is necessary, while students learn
to perform communicative tasks presented in various forms™’. Thus, one of
the main goals of language professionalization at the university is

1> Makapos M.JI. OcHoBsI Teopun auckypca. Mocksa : UTATK I'mosuc, 2003. C. 61.
I'ypae  C.K. OOyueHue WHOS3BIYHOMY JUCKYpPCY KaK CBEPXCIOXHON
caMOpa3BUBAOLIEHCS cUCTEMeE : aBToped. Juc. .. I-pa nea. Hayk. Tam6os, 2009. C. 23.
IlonenoBa A.O., IloctyksH M.M. K npobneme paHHeil — s3bIKOBOH
npodeccHoHaNM3aMu  OakanaBpoB B cepe SKOHOMUKH. Bompocwvl pezyruposanius
axonomuku. 2014, Tom 5, Ne 1. C. 130.
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introduction of students to professional language discourse. Reflecting the
model of future professional communication, the classroom language
discourse is aimed at mastering the mechanisms of constructing utterances
based on speech experience and understanding of the functioning of
language means in the communication process. The content of professionally
oriented language training can be considered as formation of the basis of
professionally important competencies based on knowledge, abilities, skills,
and preparation of students for professional communication in a foreign
language. The content of language training can also be considered as the
relationship of learning objects (language, speech, speech activity, culture),
objects of acquisition (knowledge, skills, abilities, intercultural
communication) and learning outcomes, or competencies (linguistic,
communicative, and sociocultural).

Many linguists-researchers agree that components of the content of any
language education include:

1. means of communication (phonetic, grammatical, lexical, stylistic,
linguistic-cultural);

2. ability to choose the appropriate means in the process of
communication;

3. skills formed in the process of training that enable students to use a
foreign language;

4. knowledge of extralinguistic factors that influence communication;

5. spheres, themes, situations of communication, which help to acquire
the content of education;

6. competences formed on the basis of knowledge, abilities and skills.

Further let us examine the lexical means of communication, in no way
underestimating the significance of the others. We shall try to explain why,
from our point of view, the lexical means are especially important in
formation of the linguistic competence as one of the foundations of
professional language discourse.

“Communication in the professional sphere is characterized by
versatility, since various areas of scientific communication have a special
thesaurus or vocabulary, interaction situations, communicative and practical
intentions, and strategies for achieving them.”*® To our mind, students can
acquire the necessary information about a professional thesaurus or
vocabulary through the study of speech/language activity (oral and written),

it
8 Acradyposa T.H. CrpaTternu KOMMyHHKAaTUBHOTO IIOBEJCHUS B IPOGECCHOHATBHO-

3HAYUMBIX CHUTYalllIX MEXKYIbTYPHOIO OOMICHHUS : aBTOped. HHC. ... O-pa Iel. HayK.

Mocksa : MOCKOBCKHI roCyIapcTBEHHBIN JIMHIBUCTHYECKUH yHUBEpcHTeT, 1997. 47 c.
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that is, a discourse that reflects all the specific features of a foreign language
linguistic society.

2. Formation of the students’ lexical communicator
as the basis of professional discourse

Motivation as one of the key factors that influence success in the process
of learning foreign languages is recognized by both teachers and researchers
“Without sufficient motivation even individuals with the most remarkable
abilities cannot accomplish long-term goals, and neither are appropriate
curricula and good teaching enough on their own to ensure student
achievement™."

The sources of motivation to study are both internal and external. It is
obvious that any incentive circumstances of the external plan (for example,
the need or the ability to communicate with native speakers) ultimately pass
into the deep spheres of human activity, then acting as a strong internal
motivational principle.

External sources of motivation include: 1) “interestingness” and
enlightening, instructiveness of the lesson, and the educational process as a
whole; 2) personal and professional qualities of the teacher; 3) success
directly felt by the student in the process of mastering foreign language-
speech competence.

Meanwhile, the “feeling” of success, of progress in knowledge is most
often observed only when a student experiences freedom when operating
with linguistic signs of higher levels, which allows him/her to semantize
(understand) utterances, super phrasal unities, text, where there is an
involuntary jump from the plan of form into the realm of content. Here
purposeful and “unorganized” efforts of students merge with the result,
which is an essential psycho-motivation feedback.

It is no need to say, knowledge of vocabulary (lexicon) as a potential
information field plays a decisive role. Hence, the creation of a lexical
communicator, effective in terms of covering text arrays and reliable in
terms of operation, a chain “linguistic form — meaning”, as well as
“meaning — linguistic form” of a lexical communicator is the primary task of
a methodologist — organizer of learning. “To understand a text, learners need
to know words, and knowing a word involves knowing: its spoken and

written contexts of use, its patterns with words of related meaning”?.

¥ Dornyei Z. Motivation in second and foreign language learning. Language
Teaching.. 1998. Vol. 31 (3). P. 117.

2 Carter R. Vocabulary: Applied Linguistic Perspectives. London : Routledge,
2012. p. 43.
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By the term “lexical communicator” we mean a specific sector of general
speech competence, which is responsible for a set of knowledge, skills, and
abilities in the normative use of words in semantic coding and in the
perception of lexical units (items) in semantic decoding. The term
“communicator” as a speech imitating (psycholinguistic) device was first
used by E.P. Shubin in his well-known work “Language Communication and
Teaching Foreign Languages”. Somewhat later, studies appear in which the
psychological mechanisms of possession of aspectual linguistic material are
examined within the framework of a specific type of speech activity, that is
essentially detailing of the concept of a communicator.”*

Psycholinguistic aspects of the formation of a lexical communicator of
students, from Petrushevskaya N.N. point of view include the following
tasks: 1) mastering a productive vocabulary-minimum at the skill level;
2) mastering a receptive minimum at the skill level; 3) upbringing of so-
called lexical “instinct or hunch”, manifesting in the volume of a potential
vocabulary (level of knowledge).?

The actual methodological aspects of the formation of a lexical
communicator (LC) imply: 1) an adequate selection and acquisition of a
minimum vocabulary for specific learning conditions (target setting,
program, set of educational factors); 2) the development of a systemic
lexically oriented block of exercises that develop LC in all basic types of
speech activity within the framework of the existing or newly constructed
educational system.

We have tried to consider some issues of compiling a minimum
vocabulary for students of the non-linguistic faculty of the university, as well
as the methodological and psycho-motivational role that it should play in the
structure of the educational process in a foreign language.

All foreign language teachers know that students studying a foreign
language have the greatest difficulties in mastering its lexical system. Unlike
the phonetic and grammar systems, which are practically closed, the
vocabulary of the language is an open, limitless sphere in the bosom of any
natural (living) language. In a modern developed language, there are
approximately 100 thousand lexical items (LIs), which appearance in the
text seems unpredictable, random (which, in fact, it is), and, according to the

21
Kykmuaa C.C. CutyaTuBHO-(pyHKIMOHAJbHAs OOYCIIOBIEHHOCTh MEXaHHU3MOB

JICKCHYECKOT0 HaBbIKAa TOBOPeHHUsl. KOMMYHHKATHBHBIH METOJ OOYYCHHS HHOS3BIYHOM
peueBoit nesrensHOcTH. Boponex, 1992. C. 3647.

Merpymesckas H. H. ®opMupoBanne U pacuImpeHre JIEKCHYECKOro 3araca Uit
YTCHUS CIICIUATBHBIX TeKCTOB. IHOCTpaHHbBIE A3bIKU B BICIICH mKore. Mocksa : Beicmr.
k., 1987. Beim. 19. C. 121-126.
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observations of speech statisticians, the most informative parts of the text are
provided primarily by low-frequency words, or “rare” ones.

The constant encounter of the student with unfamiliar LIs irritates
him/her, reduces the motivational potential. Moreover, the further
advancement in studying the program does not seem to remove this problem.
On the contrary, it is exacerbated, gaining a new impetus when degree
seekers move on to work with the original scientific literature. We find
confirmation of this in the studies of foreign linguists D. Gardner and
M. Davis. “Almost without exception, experts are calling for more explicit
instruction of academic vocabulary, including more focused lists of “core”
academic vocabulary, as well as lists specific to certain disciplines of
education (e. g. history, philosophy, law and political science). Such lists are
useful in establishing vocabulary learning goals, assessing vocabulary
knowledge and growth, etc.”?

Taking into consideration the above, the importance of a reliable,
effective vocabulary minimum cannot be overestimated. While compiling it,
one should proceed from the fact that no matter how colossal the vocabulary
of the studied language is, it is always possible to single out the core, that
constitutes an important and necessary part of the lexical communicator of
each native speaker, without which the implementation of linguistic
communication is impossible.

We are talking about a minimum dictionary containing only the
vocabulary that should be learned first when studying any foreign language
in certain conditions.

It is known that the vocabulary minimum can be created both for
teaching a language “in general” and for communicating with individual
groups of the linguistic community (social, professional, regional, age, etc.).
Such dictionaries differ significantly in their size and composition, since
they can include terminology, social vocabulary, argot, etc. The size in this
case can vary from several hundred (for example, Basic English) to many
thousands of lexical items. However, the obligatory presence in each of them
of the core part of the vocabulary ensures the possibility of free
communication between members of the language community.

Creation of vocabulary-minimums is a relatively young branch of
lexicography, but one can speak of it as a separate discipline — educational
lexicography, under which V.V. Morkovkin, for example, understands “a
complex linguo-methodological discipline, the content of which is

% Gardner D., Davies M. A New Academic Vocabulary List. Applied Linguistics.
2014. 35 (3). P. 305-327.
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theoretical and practical aspects of describing vocabulary for educational
purposes”24.

This definition should be substantially supplemented by the reference
that the basis of educational lexicography is scientifically grounded
selection, and its quality decides the whole matter.

The practice of compiling lexical minimums indicates shortcomings in
this very aspect: the extremely limited LIs minimum often includes
“optional” vocabulary, while the immensely necessary vocabulary often
remains outside.

The reasons for the inadequacy of many vocabulary-minimums are as
follows: the basis of their creation is mainly based on “linguo-centric”
principles, that is, provisions focused on the internal rules and mechanisms
of language but neglecting or ignoring its communicative characteristics and
properties, its main purpose — to serve as a means of communication.

Developing the issues of modeling the minimum vocabulary, the
methodologist must be aware of: 1) educational conditions that determine
the quantitative parameters of the minimum vocabulary; 2) the social and
communicative position of a graduate of a higher educational institution —
a future specialist, whose linguistic competence is supposed to be formed;
3) the role that in his/her general speech competence will be occupied by the
main types of speech communicative activity (in what volume, on what
material).

Let us briefly consider the above prerequisites for the formation of the
lexical minimum.

The first question is: what should be the size of the minimum
vocabulary? Methodologists believe that knowledge of 1000-1600 most
common words may be required to steer a conversation on everyday topics.
A detailed review of this problem is contained in the work of
B.A. Lapidus.?® The problem of the number of LlIs, the knowledge of which
is needed to understand the written text, is solved somewhat differently. In
the language of monographs, newspapers, popular science, and literary and
artistic works, we find a great number of words that are rarely used or do not
occur at all in everyday life.

The “critical” size of the commonly used vocabulary (1000 Lls)
established for oral speech is not able to ensure understanding of a written
text, particularly the special one.

# Mopkoskus B.B. Tumonorus ¢umonornuecknux ciopapeii. Vocabulum et
vocabularium. Becmmuux Xapvkosckozo noiumexmuueckoeo yuueepcumema. XapbKOB,
1994. Bem. 1, Ne 19. C. 13-23.

% Jlanunyc B.A. TlpoGnembl conepikanuss OOy4deHHsi SI3bIKY B SI3bIKOBOM BY3€.
Mocksa : Beici. mik., 1986. 144 c.
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The search-informative understanding of a source happens when at least
70% of the words are familiar to a reader or speaker. However, such a ratio
does not seem optimal, since it only gives a general, approximate
understanding of a work, which is unacceptable for a special (for example,
legal) oral or written text. Welding dictionary data, for example, show
that 3612 word-forms cover 90% of the text.?®

The size of students’ vocabulary is influenced by the learning
conditions — the duration of the course, the number of classroom hours per
week, the teaching method, the quality, and nature of the exercises.
Therefore, in the learning process, adjustments are possible.

Since learning to read is aimed at achieving adequate understanding,
there should be at least 85% of familiar words in the text, which will
correspond to a passive vocabulary of about 2800 most common words.
Lexical items of the active minimum vocabulary (1600 LIs) constitute its
stable core. The composition of the remaining 1200 receptively acquired
words, built on top of the active core (although they belong to the most
essential for understanding the text), can undergo certain changes caused by
shifts in the formulations of learning goals, changes in the number of class
hours, and changes in organizational forms of teaching/learning.

It should also be remembered that to this educational minimum, the student
will add 500 LlIs, representing highly specialized terminology (for example,
the sublanguage of jurisprudence: to accuse, advocacy, to allege, attorney,
barrister, bill, burglary, convict, coroner, crime, courtroom, dock, evidence,
forgery, guilty, investigate, jail, jury, law, legal, murder, offence, plaintiff,
probation, prosecutor, to rob, shoplifting, solicitor, trial, will, witness, etc.).

Let us move on to considering approaches, principles, and procedures for
selecting the minimum vocabulary. The history of methodology has registered
different approaches to the selection and acquisition of lexical minimum.
Among them are deductive-lexicographic, intuitive-pragmatic, thematic-
conceptual, inductive, statistical, mixed (combined) and other approaches.

The most fruitful and effective, both from a methodological and psycho-
motivational point of view, is the communicative (more precisely, the
communicative-inductive approach. It was studied and substantiated in the
works of V.L. Skalkin.?” This approach is based on an accurate definition of

% Tlerpymesckas H.H. GopMHpOBaHHE M PACHIMPEHHE JEKCHYECKOTO 3amaca s
YTEHUSI CHELMAIBHBIX TEKCTOB. MHOCTpaHHBIE S3bIKM B BbICIICH IIKone. MockBa :
Beicir. mik., 1987. Beim. 19. C. 121-126.

7 Cxanxus B.JI. KOMMyHHKATHBHBIC OCHOBBI OTGOpA S3BIKOBOTO MATePHAIA IUIA
00y4eHHUs] yCTHOM MHOS3BIYHON peur. KoMMyHUKaTHBHBIN MeTO 00Y4IEHHSI HHOS3BIYHOMN
peueBoit nesrensHocTH. Boponex, 1983. C. 21-27.
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the social-communicative position of a higher educational institution
graduate, in our case — a certified specialist (in our case, a lawyer).

The socio-psycholinguistic approach to the functioning of a language as
an object of learning (in particular, its lexical system) makes it possible to
assess accurately the text-forming role of certain layers of the LIs minimum
and the communicative decorum that reveals their semantic value and
determines their real role in speech activity. For LIs exist not only in the
“text”, but also in a concentric system of communicative categories, such as
the sphere and type of communication, a typical speech situation, etc.

Thus, the “sowing”, or selecting of the lexical inventory from the text
should be preceded by targeted selective work at the communicative level —
the selection of written materials (for the receptive part of the minimum) and
the selection of typical communication situations (for the reproductive
minimum). In both cases, the professional and personal interests of students
should be taken into consideration, that should provide a motivational
component of the vocabulary learning at this stage.

Each stage and “site” of selection uses its own selection rules. So, if the
statistical principle is suitable for processing written sources for the passive
stock of Lls, then while completing a productive vocabulary, the leading one
should be the principle of situational-thematic modeling, supplemented by
the criteria of semantic importance, availability of concepts, the relationship
of LIs to a certain lexical microsystem, etc. This is where complex selection
principles can be applied.

Thus, the communicative approach involves the use of differentiated
rules and selection procedures that are most consistent with the nature and
purpose of these functional-methodological vocabulary classes, which form
the minimum for specific teaching/learning conditions.”® The use of test
materials of the educational minimum, compiled on the bases of the
described procedures in classroom lessons, aroused great interest among
students.

Giving a general description of the lexically oriented block of forms of
work that develop the LC, we note that both in the training-preparatory and
in the communicative-speech phase they are distinguished by some qualities.

1. They provide a systematic, methodologically relevant for typological
difficulties and information needs replenishment of the vocabulary that
students have already acquired,;

% spemenxo I.M. K Bompocy O penpoLyKTHBHOM JIEKCHYECKOM MHHHMYME IS
HepBOro STama OOy4eHHs WHOCTPAaHHOMY SI3BIKY B TEXHHUYECKOM By3e (Ha MaTepHaie
AHIIMHCKOTO SI3BIKA). AHanu3 codepoicanusi Kypca uHocmpanno2o szvika. Tomck, 1989.
Bem. V. C. 112-119.
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2. Any Lls introduced at one stage or another of the educational process
are worked out on communicative, contextually interesting (at an advanced
stage — professional) material;

3. The methodical apparatus of the block provides for repeatability of LIs
with a frequency adequate to the typology of their difficulty (learnability);

4. The whole complex of activity forms ensures the formation of a so
called reserve vocabulary (vocabulaire disponible).?

The proposed system allows at all stages of work on the development of
students’ LC to keep in mind the psycho-motivational aspects of teaching
vocabulary. Revealing the meaning of words, the teacher connects the
student’s lexical communicator through the meanings and semantic fields of
separate layers of vocabulary to extralinguistic content that has cognitive and
motivational characteristics. This happens according to the following general
correlation scheme:

REALIA life of the country of the target language;

TERMS new data, concepts of professional domain
and legal science;

SOCIAL AND POLITICAL VOCABULARY ----- — s0cio-economic,
political situation in countries, regions, in the world;

ANTHROPONYMS  ----------me-- — the life and work of prominent
historical figures, politicians, legal theoreticians and lawyers of a particular
country;

PRAGMONYMS --------mnmnmemam — activities of foreign legal corporations,

trade, production, and research organizations.

CONCLUSIONS

Summing up the above, we can make a conclusion about the dialectical
interconnectedness of the methodological and psycho-motivational aspects
of the vocabulary/lexis teaching system — the formation of a lexical
communicator. The more correct is the linguistic base of the lexical
communicator and the ways of its development in a purely methodological
aspect, the stronger and more stable is students’ professional potential.

Still, it should be admitted that we face some problems while moving
from language as system towards language as discourse. Though the
vocabulary of the English language is composed of a colossal repository of
lexical units and phrases, there are important domains where we should
move away from considering the lexicon as a part of the language system
towards viewing it as a resource for the discourse formation. All lecturers

® I'yreneiim I'. HexoTopble BBIBOJIBI CTATUCTHKHU CIOBaps. MeToanKa MpenogaBaHus
HMHOCTPaHHBIX A3bIKOB 3a pyoexoM. Mockaa : [Iporpecc, 1976. C. 299-305.
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know that both grammar and lexis, which form a big portion of every
language are often taught from the viewpoint of language as system.
However, introducing the concepts of lexis as discourse encourages
understanding of language form and function, that stimulate more effective
communication.

The syllabus can potentially bridge the gap between language as system
and language as discourse include, from the point of view of Brian Clancy
and Michael McCarthy: discourse roles; types of verbal exchange that are
natural in different contexts; natural turn-taking; discourse marking; creating
and maintaining relationships; goal-orientation. But not all these points offer
ready-made linguistic repository that can be written into the syllabus.
Everything requires thinking, planning and reassessment of methods,
materials, activities, and classroom practices.*

Question how to distribute discourse roles in the classroom affect not
only the content of the syllabus, but also methods of teaching and classroom
activities. An important issue is how to create a syllabus which encourages
the transition from language system to discourse in areas of language where
the available linguistic repository is not so well-described as, for example,
the tense system, the prepositions, the names of the days of the week, verbs
of the senses, etc. Quite often, attempts to explain what discoursal
competence means in foreign language contexts is not defined in exact
terms. Defining and specifying content are the subsequent problems for
anyone willing to incorporate the sphere of discourse into a planned
syllabus. Another problem lies in the fact that there is a wide variety of
contexts in which language use changes according to the situation and the
participants.®

Nevertheless, we see the prospect of further research in creation of a
vocabulary minimum for creation of lexical communicator with the aim of
using it in classroom and self-study to achieve a higher level of foreign
language proficiency.

SUMMARY

The article deals with professional discourse or communication in
professional sphere that is characterized by versatility, since various areas of
such communication have a special thesaurus or vocabulary, interaction
situations, communicative and practical intentions, and strategies for

¥ McCarthy M. and Clancy B. From Language as System to Language as Discourse.
In Routledge handbook of English language Teacher Education. Routledge. 2019.
P. 201-215.

% Clancy B. Investigating Intimate Discourse: Exploring the Spoken interaction of
Families, Couples and Friends. London : Routledge, 2015. 194 p.
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achieving them. Hence, the creation of a lexical communicator, effective in
terms of covering oral and written text arrays and reliable in terms of
operation, a chain “linguistic form — meaning”, as well as “meaning —
linguistic form” of a lexical communicator is the primary task of a
methodologist — organizer of learning.

While doing a research we found out that actual methodological aspects
of the formation of a lexical communicator imply: 1) an adequate selection
and acquisition of a minimum vocabulary for specific learning conditions
(target setting, program, set of educational factors); 2) the development of a
systemic lexically oriented block of exercises that develop lexical
communicator in all basic types of speech activity within the framework of
the existing or newly constructed educational system.

We are of opinion that students while learning a foreign language have
the greatest difficulties in mastering its lexical system because unlike the
phonetic and grammar systems, which are practically closed, the vocabulary
of a language is an open, limitless sphere of any natural language. Taking it
into consideration, the importance of a reliable, effective vocabulary
minimum cannot be overestimated.

Unfortunately practice of compiling lexical minimums indicates
shortcomings in this very aspect: the extremely limited lexical minimum
often includes “optional” vocabulary, while the most necessary vocabulary
often remains outside.

In our work we made a comparative study of different approaches to the
selection and acquisition of lexical minimum (among them deductive-
lexicographic, intuitive-pragmatic,  thematic-conceptual,  inductive,
statistical, mixed, or combined and others); the most effective, both from a
methodological and psycho-motivational point of view, is the
communicative approach because it is based on an accurate definition of the
social-communicative position of a higher educational institution graduate.

We have proved that selecting of the lexical inventory from the oral and
written texts should be preceded by targeted selective work at the
communicative level — the selection of written materials (for the receptive
part of the minimum) and the selection of typical communication situations
(for the reproductive minimum) because lexical items exist not only in texts,
but also in a concentric system of communicative categories, such as the
sphere and type of communication, a typical communication situation, etc.

As a result of our research, it is possible to deduce that each stage of
selection needs its own selection rules. If the statistical principle is suitable
for processing written sources for the passive stock of lexical items, then
while completing a productive vocabulary, the leading one should be the
principle of situational-thematic modeling, supplemented by the criteria of
semantic importance, availability of concepts, the relationship of lexical
items to a certain lexical microsystem, that is to apply complex selection
principles. Consequently, the communicative approach involves the use of

277



differentiated rules and selection procedures that are most consistent with the
nature and purpose of these functional-methodological vocabulary classes,
which form the minimum for specific teaching/learning conditions.

At all stages of work on the development of students’ lexical
communicator a lecturer must bear in mind the psycho-motivational aspects
of teaching vocabulary: revealing the meaning of words, the teacher
connects the student’s lexical communicator through the meanings and
semantic fields of separate layers of vocabulary to extralinguistic content
that has cognitive and motivational characteristics.

At the end of our research, we reached a conclusion about the dialectical
interconnectedness of the methodological and psycho-motivational aspects
of the vocabulary teaching system - the formation of a lexical
communicator: the more correct is the linguistic base of the lexical
communicator and the ways of its development in a purely methodological
aspect, the stronger and more stable is students’ professional discourse
potential.
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