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The following article focuses on forms and research methods of students during their participation in folklore-
ethical extra-curricular activities. Special emphasis is being placed on students’ research of myths and traditions of the 
Ukrainians, folklore texts analysis as well as research method selection.
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In this article the theoretical material of the usage of interactive technology is presented as one of the directions for 
improvement of the educational process and the development of professional speech of students at foreign language 
lessons at unlinguistic higher educational establishment. Such interactive technologies as discussion and role playing 
are characterised.
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Despite some previous efforts, it is only recently that attempts have been undertaken to investigate the language of 
social interactions which can be labeled «(im)polite» (e.g. [21; 7; 3]. Some studies are closely modeled on the classic, and 
most cited, work on politeness, Brown and Levinson [4] and contain a description of «pragmatic strategies» and «linguistic 
output strategies» for achieving (im)politeness. Such approaches have been criticized by later politeness studies, notably 
[9] and [27], for being too deterministic. Various factors can determine how polite or impolite some (linguistic) behavior 
is taken to be, including for example whether one understands a behavior to be strongly intentional or not. 

Brown and Levinson [4, . 65] discuss intrinsic face-threatening acts or «FTAs» by which they mean «what is 
intended to be done by a verbal or non-verbal communication, just as one or more speech acts can be assigned to an 
utterance». Their notion of inherent or intrinsic FTAs is fuzzy, not absolute. Thus, counter-examples such as orders 
which are bene cial to the hearer cannot be regarded as constituting a face-threatening act and meaning could only 
be inherent in speech acts if speech acts themselves had a degree of determinacy and stability. Unlike the form of an 
utterance, a speech act depends on a considerable amount of interpretive work in context. This point is illustrated by 
Leech: «The indeterminacy of conversational utterances […] shows itself in the NEGOTIABILITY of pragmatic factors; 
that is, by leaving the force unclear, S may leave H the opportunity to choose between one force and another, and thus 
leaves part of the responsibility of the meaning to H. For instance, ‘If I were you I’d leave town straight away’ can be 
interpreted according to the context as a piece of advice, a warning, or a threat. Here H, knowing something about S’s 
likely intentions, may interpret it as a threat, and act on it as such; but S will always be able to claim that it was a piece of 
advice, given from the friendliest of motives» [16, . 24].

Thus, speech acts are a theoretical nonstarter for an argument that (im)politeness is inherent in linguistic forms. In 
fact, Brown and Levinson themselves acknowledge this in their second edition: «speech act theory forces a sentence-


