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CEMUOTHYECKASA TUITIOJIOT'USA A3BIKOB

Annomauyusacel: buz munou cmpykmypanibik CUCTHEMAHBIH UMUHOE AHbIH CUMBOTUKATLIK, UHOEKCANObIK,
JHCAHA UKOHUKATBIK Oeneuiep Kamapul kapaliovi3. Kainvicvlnan, anap adamovlH KOHKPemmyy Cyunioo
Kebunde baunanvius kapaxcamxkmapol kamviuiam. CyuioouyHyH MOOenu He2u3uHer Y4 K00y KAMIMbLum.:
KOHKPEMMYy HCAHA dNeCemyyyy Cumyayusaod, CyiiooyyHyH manicpbltiOacbl MeHeH Jice AHbIH JHCOKMY2Y,
VeYYUYHYH maxcpuliidacyvl dce anbli JCoKmyey. Yayyuy maaneimam madyyyyyH 03yHYH KApaicammapbii
KOTOOHOM cebebu atimvlibazan HepceHu CEMUOMUKATBIK KAPANCAMMAP apKulLILYy HCemKupemn.

Tun ap mypoyy cumyayusHl, MAATLIMAMMbL HCAHA MAACPLILOAHLI KAMMbIUM. [lemex, TuHeguCmu-
KAbIK Cynep mun HecusuHeH mMOMOHKYI0p MeHeH DelzuieHem. YblHObIKIMbl KOPKOMOOOYY MULOep dice
CUMYAYUSIHBL SDAMMAMUKATBIK HCAKMAH CYPOMMOO, CYILOOYYHYH MULU 0.4. 0y3VHYH MAXCPbliloachii
SPAMMAMUKATBLIK JCAKIMAH MYPA AUMbLIbIULDL, VeYYYYHYH TUTU 2DAMMAMUKATLIK HCAKMAH HCAHBL Jice
ICKU MAATLIMAMMapobl mypa dbundupuwiu (y2yywy MeHen aumyyuyHyH carviiumvipma ananusu). Tundep
He2UZUHEH YUWYT Yy Munmepune Kapatm.

Cmpykmypanvix dlcakman anap yyko oomynom: 1) uvinvlevl cumyayusoa YHOYH Kamuluivl, 2) OuK-
MOPOBIH JHCAHA AHBIH MANHCPLILOACHL APKLLLYY; 3) YeYYUYHYH MAAIBIMAM HCLIUHOOCY OULO]L Ale Y4ypoa
CYNEpMUnmMuH 032040JY2Y.

Hezu3zzu co300p: munoun cynepmubu, munoio2us, CUmyayust, maxcpoliloa, HolHObIKIMbL KOPKMOOOHYY
munoep, yayyuyea neauzoeieeH muioep, aumyyuyea Heauzoencen muioep

Annomanusa: Mvl 6ydem paccmampusams A3bIK KK CMPYKMYPUPOBAHHYIO CUCTNEM) CUMBOTUYECKUX,
UHOCKCANLHBIX U UKOHUYECKUX 3HAKO8, KOMOpas (QYHKYuonupyem 6 guoe obwux cpeocms cesasu u
8 Kauecmee CO30aHus obwell cucmemsvl KOOpOuHam 0isi 100ell 8 OAHHOM peuesoM coobujecmee 8
KOHKpEemHOU cumyayuu 00w eHusl.

Mooenv 2o60opaweco cocmoum u3 00513amenbHO20 8blOOPA MeHCOY mMpems MUnAMu Kooa
(epammamuyeckoeo), cCOOmMEemMcmayIouwux mpem HanpasieHusIM, 8 KOMopvlX 2080PUMCS O MeKyuem
NONIOJHCEHUU Oell: CUMYAYUL 8 PEATbHOM WU 8000PAINCACMOM MUPE, ONbIMe 2080PAUe20 UL OTNCYIMCMEUU
€20, unU onvime crywanwe2o uny e2o Heoocmamox. Cryuamens UCHOIb3YEM C8010 MOOEb 8 Kauecmee
NOUCKA UHGOpMayuL 015t Mo2o, 4modbl KOMNEHCUPOBATND He SNEMEHMbI COOEPHCAHUSL, KOMOPble OCMANUCH
HeBbICKA3AHHBIMU HYMEM 8b100pa CEMUOMUYECKOU OPUCHMAYUYU 2080PAU €20.

VYxkasvisasn na cumyayuro 6 peanvnocmu, komopas ansaemcs obuyell 0Jis 2080pAUE20 U CIYULAIOWe2o,
C ONbIMOM 2080PAULE20 CUMYAYUU UTU ONBIMA CTYUATOWe20 €20 N0 CPABHEHUIO ¢ 2080pAWUM. A3bIK
Modicem 2080pUMb O CUMYAYUSX, ONbIMe, Ul O UHGOPMAYUU.

Taxum obpasom, auHBUCMUYECKUE CYREPMUNBL MOJICHO onpedenums ciedyiowum oopazom: (1)
A3bIKU OPUESHTNUPOBAHHBIE HA ONUCAHUY PEANbHOCU, M.e. SpaMMamudeckoe onucanue cumyayuu,; (2)
A3bIKU OPUCHMUPOBAHHBIE HA 2080PAULE20, TH.€. SPAMMAMULECKU 2080PAUE O €20 UNU ee COOCMEEHHOM
onvime uny cumyayuu; (3) A3k, OPUSHMUPOBAHHBIE HA CIYUIAMENS, YMO ePAMMAMULECKU 2080PUM. O
HOBbIX UYL CIMAPLIX KYCOUKAX UHPOpMayuU, KOmopbvle A6IsI0MCs Pe3yibmamom CPASHEHUs 2060PAUe20
0 CBOUX NEPeNCUBAHUAX C TheM, YO eCb Y Cyuiaoue2o. A3viku npunadnexicam Kk 0OHOMY U3 mpex u3
IMUX CYREPMUNOS, U NOIMOMY HONb308AMENU OONIHCHBL 8bIOPAML OOHO 3HAKOBOE HANPAGLEHUE U3 Mpex
B03MOMNCHBIX. BX0Os 6 mom wiu uHOU cynepmun, A3blk 2060pum 8 cgoeli sHewrel cmpykmype aubo (1)
20]10COM PeanbHOCIU € yyacmuem 6 Cumyayusx, (2) oo 2010com OUKMopa ¢ y4emom e2o0 Onvlimd, uiu
(3) eonocom crywamens ¢ yyacmuem yacmei ungopmayuu u36eCmuvIM 08 He20, ¢ Y4EMOM Mmoo yem
OOUH CYnepmun Omauyaemcs om opy2o2o.

Knioouesvle cnoga: nunesucmuueckui Cynepmun, munoio2us, CUmyayus, Onvim, A3ulKu
OPUEHMUPOBAHHBIE HA ONUCAHUU DEdAlbHOCMU, A3bIKU OPUCHMUPOBAHHbIE HA 2080PAU 20, A3bIKU
OpUEHMUPOBANHbIE HA CTYULAMENs
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Abstract: We will be consider language as a structured system of symbolic, indexical and iconic signs
that functions as a common means of communication and as a common frame of reference for people in
a given speech community at specific communication situation.

The speaker s model consists of an obligatory choice between three types of code corresponding to
the three ways in which states of affairs exist: situations in a real or in an imagined world, the speaker's
experience or non-experience of them or the hearer s experience or non-experience of them. The hearer
uses his model as an information seeker in order to compensate for those pieces of content that were left
out by the speaker s choice of semiotic orientation.

Pointing situations in reality being common to the speaker and the hearer, to the speaker s experience
of the situation or to the hearer s experience of it compared to that of the speaker. A language may talk
about situations, or experiences, or about informations.

Thereby linguistic sypertypes can define as follows: (1) reality-oriented languages that grammatically
speak about situations; (2) speaker-oriented languages that grammatically speak about his or her own
experience or of situations; (3) hearer-oriented languages that grammatical speaks about new or old
pieces of information which are results of the speaker’s comparison of his own experiences with those
of the hearer. Languages belong to either of three, because language users must choose among three
semiotic directions. According to supertype memberships, a language speaks in its output structure either
with (1) the voice of reality involving situations, (2) the voice of speaker involving his experiences; or
(3) the voice of the hearer involving pieces of information to him. the private sphere, they differ from

supertype to supertype.

Keywords: linguistic supertype, typology, situation, experience, reality-oriented languages,
speaker-oriented languages, hearer-oriented languages

We will be consider language as a structured
system of symbolic, indexical and iconic signs that
functions as a common means of communication
and as a common frame of reference for people in a
given speech community at specific communication
situation. This situation can be explain as a setting in
which a speaker, a hearer and reality are obligatory
participants, either as near entities as in an oral
dialogues or as distant entities as in written discourse.
Sign types is: (1) Icons where there is relation of
similarity between the expression unit and the image
content (e.g. diagrams or metaphors); (2) indexes
where there is dynamical relation of contiguity
between the expression unit and image content — the
expression unit may point backwards (symptom),
forwards (signal) or ahead (model); symbols where
there is static relation of arbitrariness between
expression unit and the image content — their static
nature makes them impotent, but the same time
omnipotent. Symbols become dynamic by means
of grammar.

The speaker’s model consists of an obligatory
choice between three types of code corresponding
to the three ways in which states of affairs exist:
situations in a real or in an imagined world, the
speaker’s experience or non-experience of them
or the hearer’s experience or non-experience of
them. The hearer uses his model as an information

seeker inorder to compensate for those pieces of
content that were left out by the speaker’s choice
of semiotic orientation.The speaker knows the
potential three-way ambiguity of any symbol and
in order to be able to provide the hearer with an
unambiguous tool that can instruct him as to how
the string of words should understood, there is an
obligatory choice between three type of indexes,
i.e. between three grammatical supertypes, the
function of which is to able to bring symbols to their
target by giving them a semiotic direction, i.e. by
pointing situations in reality being common to the
speaker and the hearer, to the speaker’s experience
of the situation or to the hearer’s experience of it
compared to that of the speaker. Any symbol is
omnipotent and is ready to be brought to the one
of the three targets. But just as a vehicle cannot
drive in the three different directions at the same
time, a grammar cannot point to the situation, the
speaker and the hearer at the same time. A language
may talk about situations, or experiences, or about
informations. Also, superstructure can declared as
consists of (1) a neustics part (I hereby say), (2)
a tropical part (it is true) and (3) a phrastic part
(e.g. ‘X is home’) with communicative functions:
(1) the representative function linked to the third
person; (2) the expressive function connected to
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first person; (3) the appeal function attached to
second person.

Let us take the lexeme for “book™ in three
different languages and let us attach a grammeme
to each lexical unit in order to make the linguistic
symbol dynamic and goal-directed and certain
grammatical meaning occurs: (1) with respect to
nouns: something may be presented as having local
reference, as being experienced by the speaker or
be known to the hearer or the opposite; (2) with
respect to verbs: an utterance may involve a situation
description, a generalization, a characterization or
a hypothesis; or — in the case of state descriptions
— it may involve the speaker’s own’ experience of
an animate or inanimate entity, a categorization of
characterization of it.

For example, Knig-a (‘book-nominative case’
in Russian), kniga-ta (‘book-article’ in Bulgarian)
and the book (‘definite article-book’ in English) all
have exactly the same linguistic content, i.e. all three
evoke the same image and the same idea, i.e. three
lexical expression units mediate exactly the same two
type of content. However, the Russian, the Bulgarian
and the English grammemes make them point in
the different directions. Russian kniga points to a
specific book situated at a certain place in a certain
situations; Bulgarian knigata points to a specific
book in the speaker’s mind; English the book points
to a specific book in the hearer’s mind.

If we substitute the Russian nominative case (i.e.
kniga) for genitive knigi, i.e. semantic opposition,
the specific book automatically removed from
concrete place in a certain situation. If there is no
local reference, you will have to use the genitive in
Russian — you could never use nominative or the
accusative, i.e. so-called direct cases. Therefore
“The book is not here” will be Knigi (Genitive) net
(Negation) — the genitive noun will denote a specific
book and speaker’s and in the hearer’s memory, but
Russian noun is not triggered by that. It is triggered
by fact the model has no local reference at the
moment of speech. The nominative is simply not
possible, because it asserts local reference. If we
substitute the so-called definite article in Bulgarian
(i.e. knigata) for the zero-form, kniga — its semantic
opposition, the specific book in the hearer’s mind is
removed and what is left is what is in the speaker’s
mind (almost equivalent to Bulg. Knigata)

Thereby linguistic sypertypes can define
as follows: (1) reality-oriented languages that
grammatically speak about situations; (2) speaker-

oriented languages that grammatically speak about
his or her own experience or of situations; (3) hearer-
oriented languages that grammatical speaks about
new or old pieces of information which are results
of the speaker’s comparison of his own experiences
with those of the hearer. Languages belong to either
of three, because language users must choose among
three semiotic directions.

Also, these types are distinguished by different
attitude to structure and utterance meaning: (1)
input structure — the speaker’s own contribution to
utterance meaning; (2) output structure — the ordinary
grammar’s contribution to utterance meaning; and
(3) intake structure — the hearer’s own contribution to
utterance meaning. In this context utterance meaning
is the total meaning conveyed by an utterance. It may
be composed of (1) an Assertion, i.e. a foreground
proposition that is claimed to be true or false and
real or an imagined world; (2) a Presupposition,
i.e. background proposition that is true despite the
fact that a foreground proposition is claimed to be
false; (3) a Logical entailment, i.e. a background
proposition that has to be true in order to assert
foreground proposition; a Standard implicature, i.e.
proposition the truth or false of which must always
be determined by the hearer; an Implicature, i.e. an
assumption that naturally follows from an asserted
proposition, and a Presumption, i.e. an Assumption
is a prerequisite for making an assertion, a request
or asking a question.

By saying that there is a determinant category,
i.e. a category that governs the entire system, we
automatically get the idea that some categories
are more important that others. In other words,
determinant category is verbal category that can
be aspect, mood or tense, which forces all other
categories to speak with the same so-called basic
voice — voice that is heard when a grammar has
been applied to its input structure and has turned
it into output structure. If the basic voice involves
situations, its speaker will give a report; if it involves
experiences, its speaker will give a commentary; if it
involves pieces of information, its speaker will give
a message. Here Voice comprehend as Bakhtinian
inspired term (i.e. not used in the sense of the
diathesis). According to supertype memberships, a
language speaks in its output structure either with
(1) the voice of reality involving situations, (2) the
voice of speaker involving his experiences; or (3) the
voice of the hearer involving pieces of information
to him. Irrespective of that, in the input structure
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the speaker must choose between a principal voice
(the public voice) and secondary voice (the private
voice). Although grounded in the same kind of basis,
the public vs. the private sphere, they differ from
supertype to supertype. The also be subvoices (first
person, second person and third person) within the
principal and secondary voices.

By looking at particular system of a specific
linguistic supertype (e.g. Russian as member of
reality-oriented languages) and by comparing it with
a specific system of another linguistic supertype (e.g.
English as a member of hearer-oriented languages),
we automatically obtain a contrastive framework.
Thus we can explain why, for instance, the Russian
and English languages seem to have few categories
in common. Russian has aspect, but it is differs
fundamentally from English aspect. Russian and
English, however, seem to share tense in that they
both refer concretely to the past and present (activity)
situations (we shall return to that). On other hand,
Russian has a host of formalized categories which
are simply absent in English (such as case, animacy,
mood, subjectless sentences, etc.) just as the English
language has ( such as compound and non-compound
tense forms, definiteness, it- and there-sentences,
it- and there-cleft sentences, etc.). In the same
way, it becomes clear why it is difficult — if not
impossible — for Russian students to learn to speak
and write correct English as well to comprehend oral
and written English discourse, and conversely, for
English students to learn to speak and write correct
Russian as well as to to comprehend oral and written
discourse.

If this is true, it is no wonder why most people
have difficulty when speaking a foreign language
that belongs to another supertype than their mother
tongue. people have to express themselves an a
way they are not used to. At the same time, we may
explain why hearers misinterpret the speaker when
confronted with language that belongs to another
supertype that their mother tongue. These kinds
of misunderstandings become even more serious
when two persons are speaking a language which
not their mother tongue (e.g. English) and their
respective mother tongues belong to two different
supertypes (e.g. Chinese and Turkish). In this case
the communication will often break down. They will
not know what they are actually saying and they will

not use the right decoding strategies. Moreover, if we
assume that they also negotiating a social contract in
the same way they would normally do in their mother
tongue, we can safely say that they will be facing
serious communication problems. It seems to me that
theory such as the theory of linguistic supertypes can
be used as a basis for solving existing problems of
that kind and, last but not least, for preventing new
problems from occurring.
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