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The annotated article refers to the need of typification of the knowl-
edge used at the initial stage of language acquisition. Reasons for clas-
sification in the typology may be different, due to the peculiarities of the
central concept interpretation of linguistic typology, which can also mean
«language type» and «type in language».

In article need of an explication of the acquired grammatical knowl-
edge, classifications of separate levels in one language is staticized, the
interpretation of language type — «type in language» is used, and the taxo-
nomical structural characteristic of the simple Russian sentence based on
definition of types of the sentences proceeding from essence of the central
nodal word — a sentence stemma is given.

Key words: typification of the knowledge, explication of the gram-
matical knowledge, taxonomic structural characteristic, stemma of the
sentence.

AHHOTaLMS >Ka3bIAbIN OTbIPFaH MaKaAaAa TiAAI MEHrepyaiH Gacrtan-
Kbl KE3EHIHAE KOAAAHBIAATBIH BIAIMAT TUMITEHAIPYAIH KaXKeTTiAiri Typaabl
aANTbIAAAbI. TUMOAOTUSIHBI >KYMEAEYAIH Herisi apTypAi GOAYbl MYMKIH, OA
TIA TUMI — TUMOAOTUSIHBIH HETI3T1 YFbIMbIH 6asiHAQYAbIH epekLeAiriHe Gai-
AQHbICTbI «TIAAIH TUMiH» A€, «TIAAETT TUMTI» Ae BIAAIPYI MYMKIH.

Makarapa MeHrepiAeTiH rpammaTmKaAblk, OIAIMAI 3KCMAMKaLMSIAQY
xoHe Oip TIAAIH IWIHAErT >KeKe AEHreMAepAiH >KYMEeAeHy KaKeTTiAiri
©3€eKTi eKeHi anTbIAbIM, «TIAAET TUM» — TIAAIK TUNTIH OasgHAAAYbl KOAAA-
HblAaAbl. OpTaAbIK, TYMIH CO3 — COMAEM CTEMMACbIHAH LIbIFATbIH COMAEM
TYPAEPIH aHbIKTayFa Heri3AeAreH opbIC TIAIHAETT XKail COMAEMHIH, TaKCo-
HOMMSIABIK, KYPbIABIMABIK, MiHE3] BepireAi.

Tysiin cesaep: GiAIMAI TUNTEHAIPY, rPpaMMaTUKaAbIK, OIAIMAT 3KCMAK-
KaumsaAay, TaKCOHOMUSIABIK, KYPbIAbIMABIK, MiHE3AEME, COMAEM CTEMMAChHI.

B aHHOTMpyeMOVI CTaTbe roBOpUTCA O HeO6XOAVIMOCTVI TUMMN3aumm
3HaHUN, MCMOAb3YyEeMbIX Ha HAaYaAbHOM 3Tare yCBOeHUM 43blKa. OcHoBa-
HUA AAA K/\aCCMCbI/IKaLI,I/Il/I B TUMOAOTMN MOTYT ObITb Pa3AnNYHbI, YTO o6yc—
AOBAEHO 0COBGEHHOCTAMM TPAKTOBKU LUEHTPAAbHOIO NMOHATUA TUMOAOIMN
— 43blKOBOIo THUIMA, KOTOPOE MOXXEeT O3HayaTb U «TUM 43blKa» U «TUM B
A3bIKe».

B ctatbe AKTYaAU3UNPYeETCA HeO6XOAMMOCTb 3KCMAMKaUunn yCBanBae-
MbIX  TpaMMaTU4veCKnx 3HaHUN, KAaCCM(bMKaLI,l/Il/I OTAEAbHbIX ypOBHeVI
BHYTPU OAHOIO 43blKa, MCMNOAb3YETCA TPAKTOBKA A3bIKOBOIO TUMA — «TUI
B 43blke», N Aa€TCAd TaKCOHOMMYEeCKas CTPYKTYypHad XapakKTepuncTthka
NMPOCTOro pyCcCKoro rnpeaAo>keHmsa, oCHOBaHHaqd Ha onpeasAeAeHn BUAOB
npeAAO)KeHMVI, NCXOAAWMNX U3 CYLLHOCTU LUEHTPAAbHOIo y3AOBOIro CAOBa
— CTEMMbI NPEAAOXKEHNS.

KAtoueBble cAoBa: TUNU3AUMSG 3HAHMI, DKCNAMKAUME rpamMmatTmnyec-
KMX 3HaHWMN, TaKCOHOMMYEeCKas CTPYKTYPHasa XapakTepuncCTtukKa, CTemMma
NMpeAAOXKeHN4.



UDC 81.2-9

TYPOCHORIC VERSION
OF STRUCTURAL
TAXONOMY OF THE
RUSSIAN SENTENCE

ISSN 1563-0223

Nurshaikhova Zh.A.', Akhmedova A.K.2, Zuyeva N.Yu.},

"Doctor of Philologal Sciences professor, >Senior Lecturer, *Candidate of Philological

Sciences docent KazNU named after Al-Farabi, Almaty, Kazakhstan,
e-mail: zhanara26n@mail.ru; aak_08@mail.ru; nataliazueva@rambler.ru

Prior to revealing grammar knowledge for the purposes of
algorithm-based syntax, it is necessary to define and typify the layer
of knowledge used for initial language acquisition. For this end, it is
required to clearly understand the typology itself and the notion of
knowledge taxonomy [1, 2].

The concept of linguistic typology (after the Greek «types»
— print, form, sample; «logos» — word, study) leads us towards
comparative study of structural and functional properties of
different languages; however, as typology is based on the studies
of languages and is closely related to the general linguistics, then
with the developed concepts of the language structure and function,
there may be various criteria for typological classification, which
is determined by different interpretation of the central concept in
typology — i.e. «language type» that implies either «the type of the
language» or «the type in the language» [3, 4].

Language topology interprets the language systems not only
in terms of compatibility / incompatibility of their structural
characteristics and preferability of structural types of different
languages, affirmation of structural similarities and differences
between various languages, but also in terms of individual levels in
one and the same language. Such classifications are focused on the
type of certain language subsystems and categories rather than the
language type in whole; their number may be great, and depending
on various classification criteria, one and the same language may
be referred to various groups, which provides multiple taxonomic
characteristics of the language in typology.

Taxonomies are divided into classochoric (after Greek
«khoridzo» — divide, differentiate) and typochoric, which is
connected with various degrees of reflection of underlying
principles of language structure. Classochoric taxonomies reflect
various outer structural similarities and differences between
languages, while typochoric taxonomies classify languages
according to the types reflecting inner principles of combination of
various structural features.

Typologies orientation towards typochoric taxonomies highlights
detecting of implicational relations between language structural
properties (e.g., works of J. H. Greenberg and his followers studying
compatibility and interdependency of various characteristics of
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sentence construction (subject, object and verbal
predicate) in the world’s languages) [5].

Typology of E. Sapir (typology of kinds and
ways of expression of grammatical definitions,
techniques of morphemes connection, degree of
complexity of grammatical forms) appeared to be
a starting point for development of inventory and
implicational typology, which was considerably
facilitated by wide spreading in Europe and USA
of structural linguistics that introduced new, more
strict methods of language unification analysis
and provided a detailed formal description of the
language structure [5].

Depending on the subject of research, there are
functional (sociolinguistic) and structural typology.
Subject of functional typology is the language as a
communicative device which is considered in light
of its social functions and areas of usage. Subject
of structural typology is the internal organization
of language as a system; there are formal typology
which is only focused on the plane of expression, and
contensive typology which is focused on language
semantic categories and ways of their expression
[6].

From the above it follows that any language may
be localized in any typological taxonomy. While
studying the algorithm-based syntax, it became
necessary to detect implicated types of knowledge
to be acquired by foreigners. For this purpose
various types of language typology and different
interpretations of the language type («the type
of the language» and «the type in the language»)
were used. Regarding «the type of the language»,
we considered various aspects of such different
languages as Russian, Kazakh, and English,
determined structural similarities and differences
between these languages.

The article shows that for explication of
assimilated grammatical knowledge, we classify
certain levels within one language, using the
interpretation «the type in the language», and give
taxonomic (classification focused on detecting
the types of certain subsystems and categories in
a language) structural characteristic of a simple
Russian sentence based on definition of the sentence
types, in view of the entity of central key word in
the sentence stem (a set of lines reflecting structural
syntactic links in a sentence).

We refer our classification to typochoric version
of structural taxonomy reflecting inner principles
of combination of various structural features,
since typochoric taxonomies highlight detecting of
implicational relations between language structural
properties.

Apart from classification of simple sentence, we
consider classification descriptions of the sentence
elements as morphological categories for the
following reasons:

explication of the necessary scope of
morphological knowledge during acquisition of the
second language;

ability to define taxonomic types of the learned
sentences, since knowledge of morphological
categories will allow detecting the central node of
the sentence and therefore defining the type of the
sentence.

Therefore, we can see the so called «magic
circle» —knowledge of sentence taxonomy does not
give the ability to communicate without acquiring
the specially explicated scope of information on
sentence elements; however, knowledge of the
parts of speech in turn does not help a foreigner to
form an appropriate sentence in order to participate
in communication without knowing syntactic
links that form the central node of the sentence.
So, in order to form a sentence, it is necessary to
acquire strictly explicated grammar knowledge
of its elements, syntactic links forming nodes
between these elements, and taxonomic typology
of sentence.

In this regard, we have described explicated
grammar knowledge for the purposes of algorithm-
based syntax — taxonomic types of the simple
sentence and its constituents. The needed material
is explicated with traditional [7] and Tesniére’s
[8] description of language elements and sentence
components through the comparison of these
descriptions, the development of specific typology
of the simple sentence, and the empiric detection of
strictly limited grammar knowledge.

The basis of any sentence is an organization
of nodes, i.e. word combinations. This basis can
be affected by other phenomena, resulting in more
complicated sentence structure and growing variety
of possible structures. Notions of junction and
translation may be used for construction of simple
sentence expanded with homogeneous parts or of
compound and complex sentences.

Any sentence is an organized combination of
nodes. The node which subordinates all the other
sentence nodes is called the central node. With
typochoric version of structural taxonomy reflecting
inner principles of combination of various structural
features for detection of implicational relations
between language structural properties, it is possible
to classify sentences according to the nature of
their central node. Therefore, we distinguish as
many types of sentences as types of nodes: verbal
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sentence, substantival sentence, adjectival sentence
and adverbial sentence.

Our version of structural taxonomy consists
in typochoric classification based on the name of
the central node. As we prefer this approach, since
further construction of the sentence structure falls
within this taxonomy of structural components, we
cite as follows:

Verbal sentence is the sentence with verbal
central node. Spring is coming. Trees will blossom
in parks. Substantival sentence is the sentence
with substantive central node. Knowledge is light,
ignorance is darkness. Adjectival sentence is the
sentence with adjective central node (participle may
serve as an adjective, since this does not change
the sentence structure). She is good with her hands.
Adverbial sentence is the sentence with adverbial
central node. It is quiet here [8].

In the languages distinguishing between verb
and substantive, verbal sentences are prevailing.
Then follow substantival, adjectival and adverbial
sentences. Verbal sentences may be two-member
and one-member, depending on constituent
elements. The other types of sentences (substantival,

Table 1 — Traditional classification of the simple sentence

adjectival and adverbial) may only be one-member.

Our description of all four types of sentences
is based on some Tesnicre’s positions as the most
supportive for the theory of language acquisition.
However, we bring our view of components into his
classification of sentences, and regard the taxonomy
of sentences accordingly.

As to traditional Russian grammar [7], simple
non-interrogative sentences are classified into free
and phraseologized; free sentences in turn are
divided into two-component and one-component.
Grammarians divide one-component sentences
into conjugated verb and non-conjugated verb
classes according to the category (morphological
characteristics) of the word which forms the main
part of sentence; and non-conjugated verb class is
further divided into 3 subtypes: nominal, adverbial
and infinitival.

Due to classificational divergence in views of
the simple sentence, we will summarize the above
in the following tables representing the three views:
1) traditional view (Table 1); 2) L. Tesniere’s
classification (Table 2); 3) our view of classification
(Table 3).

Simple sentence

One-component

Two-component

Non-conjugated verb class

With ot 4 With Conjugated verb
ith conjugate . ith non- class Nominal Adverbial Infinitival
verb conjugated verb

Table 2 — L. Tesniére’s classification

Simple sentence
verbal substantival adjectival adverbial

Table 3 — Taxonomy of the simple sentence with algorithmization [9]

Simple sentence
verbal substantival adjectival adverbial
two-member one-member
conjugated verb infinitival
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