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ACTUAL PROBLEMS OF COMMUNICATIVE APPROACH CONCERNING MODERN LINGUISTIC VARIETY
 Should road signs read 'Drive Slow' or 'Drive Slowly'? Which is grammatically correct: They don't have none or They don't have any? Given 'books' as the plural of 'book' and 'they' as the plural for 'she' and 'he', what's wrong with 'y'all' and 'yous' as plurals for 'you'? Are 'between you and I' and 'between you and me' both right, and who decides what's right and wrong in language, anyway? And who put 'ain't' in the dictionary? Is English going to the dogs, and is that what the fuss is all about? Languages often have alternative expressions for the same thing ('car' and 'auto'), and a given word can carry different senses ('river bank' vs. 'savings bank') or function as different parts of speech ('to steal'—verb; 'a steal'—noun). Because languages naturally adapt to their situations of use and also reflect the social identities of their speakers, linguistic variation is inevitable and natural. But given diverse forms, meanings, and uses, dictionary makers and grammarians must choose what to include in their works—whose language to represent and for use in which kinds of situations? In some nations, language academies have been established to settle such matters, as with the French Academy, formed nearly four hundred years ago, but to date English speakers have repudiated suggestions of a regulating body for their language. Instead, entrepreneurs like Noah Webster have earned their living by writing dictionaries and grammars, usually with a mix of description and prescription. Increasingly, though, scholarly grammars and dictionaries are exclusively descriptive. [1, с. 68]
 Descriptive grammarians ask the question, "What is English (or another language) like—what are its forms and how do they function in various situations?" By contrast, prescriptive grammarians ask "What should English be like—what forms should people use and what functions should they serve?" Prescriptivists follow the tradition of the classical grammars of Sanskrit, Greek, and Latin, which aimed to preserve earlier forms of those languages so that readers in subsequent generations could understand sacred texts and historical documents. Modern grammarians aim to describe rather than prescribe linguistic forms and their uses. Dictionary makers also strive for descriptive accuracy in reporting which words are in use and which senses they carry. [1, с. 89] In order to write accurate descriptions, grammarians must identify which expressions are actually in use. Investigating 'slow' and 'slowly', they would find that both forms function as adverbs, and they might uncover situational or social-group correlates for them. By contrast, prescriptive grammarians would argue that 'go slowly' is the only correct grammatical form on the grounds that it is useful to distinguish the forms of adverbs and adjectives, and 'slow' is the only adjective form (a slow train), so 'slowly' should serve as the sole adverb form. Descriptivists would point out that English has made no distinction between the adjective and adverb forms of 'fast' for over five hundred years, but prescriptivists are not concerned about that. As to "They don't have none' or 'any', descriptivists would observe both forms in common use, thereby demonstrating their grammaticality. Descriptivists might also note that different social groups favor one expression or the other in conversation, while only the latter appears in published writing. Prescriptivists have argued that such "double negatives" violate logic, where two negatives make a positive; thus, according to this logic, "They don't have none" should mean "They do have some" (which, descriptivists note, it clearly does not mean). On logical grounds, then, prescriptivists would condemn "They don't have none," while descriptivists would emphasize the conventional character of ways in which meaning is expressed. [2, с. 6] 
About 'ain't', if lexicographers find it in use in the varieties of English they aim to represent, they give it a dictionary entry and describe its use. Prescriptivists who judge 'ain't' wrong or inelegant might exclude it altogether or give it an entry with a prohibition. Likewise, 'y'all' is frequently heard in the American South and 'yous' among working-class northeastern urban residents of the United States, as well as elsewhere in the English-speaking world. In those communities, a distinct word for plural you has proven useful. (Most prescriptivists would condemn 'yous' because it is an innovation, disregarding the argument that distinct singular and plural forms are desirable.) As to 'between you and me' and 'between you and I', descriptivists would note that both are used by educated speakers, though the latter seldom appears in edited writing. Prescriptivists would argue that, despite educated usage, pronouns should have objective forms after prepositions ("Give it to me/us/them"); thus, only 'between you and me' is correct. [3, с. 82] So what is right and wrong in language, and who decides? Some observers claim that the real issue about linguistic right and wrong is one of deciding who wields power and who doesn't. Viewing language as a form of cultural capital, they note that stigmatized forms are typically those used by social groups other than the educated middle classes—professional people, including those in law, medicine, and publishing. Linguists generally would argue that the language of educated middleclass speakers is not better (or worse) than the language of other social groups, any more than Spanish, say, is better or worse than French, Navaho better or worse than Comanche, or Japanese better or worse than Chinese. They would acknowledge that some standardization of form is useful for the variety of a language used, especially in print. They would also insist, however, that expressions appearing in dictionaries and grammars are not the only grammatical forms and may not be suitable for use in all circumstances. They are merely the ones designated for use in circumstances of wider communication. One of the problems with English is that it has a number of influences. Latin, German, French and even Celtic all combine to confound learners; throwing curve balls at any rules they may have learned that aid pronunciation. [4, с. 70] You only have to consider the differing sounds of words such as ‘though, ‘trough’ and ‘through’ to have some idea of the minefield that awaits eager students. Some of the blame can be laid at the feet of etymology. With all the influences of the various invaders who have embarked on British shores throughout the centuries, English speaking can be as much a lesson it history as it is in language. But before you get too down on the language, it’s important to remember that flexibility is also its strength. It is precisely this flexibility that has allowed English to function among so many dialects and in different countries across the globe. Nothing flummoxes learners of English like the homonym, homophone and homograph. Homonym – a word that is spelled and pronounced like another word but is different in meaning. Homophone – a word that is pronounced like another word but is different in meaning, origin, or spelling Homograph – a word that is spelled like another word but is different in origin, meaning, or pronunciation. [5, с. 51] 
These tricksters can have even the most diligent student sobbing into their café au lait. The resulting ambiguities thrown up by words that sound the same, or are spelt the same, but that have different meanings require that readers or speakers must first have a good grasp of the context in which the words are spoken or written before correct meaning can be deduced. When taking homonyms into consideration, a simple sentence like “I went to the bank” could either mean: “I visited the establishment where money is deposited” or “I walked to the sloping bit of land by the river” Here are some more examples of these tricky lexical brain teasers:  The bandage was wound around the wound(  We must polish the Polish furniture(  When shot at, the dove dove into the bushes(  The soldier decided to desert his dessert in the desert( The complex nature of the English language is not simple a problem for language students. Businesses also face the unenviable task of getting their meaning across without falling foul of the many grammar gremlins that lay in their path. Any one of the previously mentioned hurdles could result in at best, a failure in communication, or at worst the levelling of an unintended slight or insult. This threat is exacerbated by the use of translation technology, which has only minimal provision for placing translatable material into context. [5, с. 25] The only real way to guarantee the best results when translating material from English is to use native speakers. Only English speakers will carry with them the internal knowledge needed to easily ascertain which of the multiple word meanings found in the English language is appropriate. But the difficulties encountered by brave linguists attempting to wrestle with English sadly do not stop there. Rules are the mainstay of foreign language learning. It is these rules that form the bedrock from which students can go on to understand the intricacies and complexities of the chosen language of study. But when these rules arbitrarily change, then problems will inevitably arise. The words that surround us every day influence the words we use. Since so much of the written language we see is now on the screens of our computers, tablets, and smartphones, language now evolves partly through our interaction with technology. And because the language we use to communicate with each other tends to be more malleable than formal writing, the combination of informal, personal communication and the mass audience afforded by social media is a recipe for rapid change. From the introduction of new words to new meanings for old words to changes in the way we communicate, social media is making its presence felt. The truth is that social media is great for word nerds. It provides a rich playground for experimenting with, developing, and subverting language. It can also be a great way keep up with these changes. Pay attention to discussions in your social networks and you can spot emerging new words, new uses of words – and maybe even coin one yourself. [6, с. 6].
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