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MEANING AND SPEECH ACTS

The article deals with meaning and speech acts. Meaning is meant to express the linguistic as well
as the nonlinguistic correlate, reference, or denotation of a linguistic form and expression. Speech acts
are known to be the acts which refer to the action performed by utterances. A man may perform any ac-
tion by pronouncing (or saying) something. Through speech acts, the speaker can convey physical action
merely through words and phrases. The conveyed utterances are paramount to the actions performed.
A word and a sentence are considered to be the main components of a speech act. Both of them are
known to have crucial roles in perceiving any communication. The word (or the sentence) may have
more meanings than one. It is necessary to catch their true meanings in the right context. Prosodic fea-
tures turn out to play a great role in conveying the information through any of the speech acts as well.

The issue under discussion has been investigated by many of foreign and local scientists such as J.
Austin, J. Searle, W. Alston, W. Croft as well as F.Y. Veysalli, A.A. Abdullayev, A.Y. Mammadov, L.M.
Khanbutayeva, etc.

The theory of speech acts which was originated by J. Austin and J. Searle has been investigated in the
article. It states that the language introduces itself as a form of the action in the speech acts. The divisions
of the speech acts that have been put under discussion are widely touched upon in the article as well.
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MarbiHa XoHe celiaey apekeTi

Makanaaa ceiAey akTiCiHiH MafblHaCbl KapacCTbipblAAAbl. MaFblHa AMHIBUCTMKAABIK, COHAAM-
aK, TIAAIK eMeC KOppeAduMsiHbl, AMHIBUCTUKAAbIK, (DOpMa MeH 3KCMpecCcUsiHbiH CiATEMECIH Hemece
AeHoTaTbiH Ginpipyre apHanaabl. CeiAey akTiCi alTbIAbIMAAP apKblAbl OPbIHAAAATbIH 9peKeTke
GanAaHbICTbl aKTiAep ekeHi 6eAriai. Aaam 6ip HopceHi anTy (Hemece COMAeY) apKblAbl Ke3 KeAreH
apekeTTi »kacar araabl. Cenney apekeTTepi apKbiAbl CoMAeyLUi (PU3MKAABIK, BPEKETTI XKan Ce3Aep MeH
COe3 TipKecTepi apKbIAbl XXeTKi3e araAbl. ANTbIAFAH CO3AEP OPbIHAAAFAH BPEKeTTepre KaTbiCbl 6OMbIHLLA
>KOFapbl MaHbI3AbIAbIKKA Me. Co3 6eH COMAEM COMARY aKTiCiHIH HEeri3ri KOMNOHEHTTepi GOAbIN CaHAAAAbI.
OnapAblH eKkeyi Ae Ke3 KeAreH KOMMYHMKaumsiHbl KabbIAAAyAa LLELyLli PeA aTKapaTtbiHbl GEAriAi.
Co3AiH (Hemece cerAeMHiH) GipHelle mMarFbiHacbl 60AYbl MyMKiH. OAAPABIH, LLibIHAMbl MaFbIHACBIH AYPbIC
KOHTEKCTe TyCipy KaxkeT. Ke3 KeAreH ceiAey opekeTi apKblAbl aknapatTbl 6epyAe MPOCOAMKAAbIK,
epeKLLIEeAIKTEP A€ YAKEH POA aTKapaAbl.

TaAkbIA@HbIN OTbipFaH MaceAeHi Apk. OctuH, Ax. Cup, B. AabcToH, B. KpodT cusgkTbl kentereH
LLIETEAAIK )KOHE OTaHAbIK, FaAbIMAAP, COHbiMeH KaTtap P.5. Bercaaan, A.A. Abayaraes, A.5l. Mameaos,
A.M. XaHbyTaeBa, T.6. 3epTTereH.

Makanaaa Axx. OctrH meH Axx. CMpAb >xacaFaH cenAey akTiAepi TeopmsChl KapacTbipblAaabl. OHAQ
TIAAIH CcelAey akTiciHae apekeT hopmachl peTiHAE BpeKeT eTeTiHi anTblAaAbl. MakaAaAa TaAKbIAQHFaH
CoenAey akTiAepiHiH GeAIMIIEAED] KEHIHEH KO3FaAaAbl.
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3HavyeHHe U peyeBoi aKT

B cratbe pacCMaTpmBalOTCA 3Ha4YeHne n pequom aKkT. 3HayeHue npeAHa3Ha4eHO AA4A BblpaXKeHn4d
AMHIBUCTUYECKOI 0, a TakK>XKe HEAMHIBUCTUYECKOI O KOPPEeAAdTa, perepeHLLMl/l MAU AEHOTaLUM 93bIKOBOM
qI)OprI M Bblpa>keHn4d. PeueBsble adKTbl, KakK M3BECTHO, MPEACTaBASIOT cobon adKTbl, OTHOCALlNeCa
K AeVICTB[AIO/ BbIMOAHAEMOMY BbICKAa3bIBAHNAMMU. YenoBek MoXxeT COBEpLWNTb Alo6oe AeVICTBMe/
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npomsHecs (MAM ckadaB) YTo-TO. C NOMOLLLbIO peyeBbIX akTOB FOBOPSILMIA MOXKET NnepeAaTb hmsmueckoe
AENCTBME MPOCTO C MOMOLbIO CAOB M (ppas. [NepeaaHHble BbICKa3blBaHUSI MMEIOT MepBOCTENeHHoe
3HayeHMe Mo OTHOLLIEHMIO K COBEpLLIaeMbIM AeNCTBUSIM. CAOBO M NMPEAAOXKEHUE CUMTAIOTCS OCHOBHbIMM
cocTaBAsiOWMMM pedeBoro akTa. Ob6a OHM, Kak M3BECTHO, MIPaloT pellatoLlyld POAb B BOCTPUSTUM
A06oro obuieHms. CAOBO (MAM MPEAAOXKEHME) MOXET MMETb HECKOAbKO 3HadeHuin. Heobxoanmo
YAOBUTb MX MCTMHHOE 3Ha4yeHue B MPaBUMAbHOM KOHTekcTe. [lpocoamyeckme 0COOEHHOCTM TakKe
urpatot GOAbLLYIO POAb B Mepeaade MHpopmMaLmmn NoCPeACTBOM AOObIX PpeyeBbiX akTOB.
OO6CyKAQEMbI BOMPOC MCCAEAOBAACS MHOTUMM 3apYOEXKHbIMM M OTEYECTBEHHbIMM YUEHbIMMU,
Taknumm Kak Axx. OctuH, Ax. Cépa, Y. OactoH, Y. KpodrT, a takxke ®.5. Beiicaaam, A.A. Abayaraes,

A.4. Mameaos, A.M. XaHbyTaesa, u Ap.

B cTatbe nccaeayetcs Teopms peyeBbiX akToB, co3AaHHas Ax. OctuHoM n Ax. CEpaoMm. B Hem
rOBOPUTCS], YTO S13bIK BbICTYNaeT Kak (popMa AeMCTBMS B peveBblX akTax. B cTaTbe WMPOKO 3aTPOHYTbI
NMOABEPILIMECS 0OCY)KAEHUIO NMOAPA3AEAEHMS PEUEBbIX aKTOB.

KAroueBble cAOBa: MpeaAO>KeHME, 3HAUeHMe, peyeBble akTbl, MH(popMaLus, nepeAaTb, CAOBO.

Introduction

Linguists have always been interested in how
every living or inanimate concept that is observed
around us can be misunderstood. J. Austin is known
to be one of the figures who is especially interested
in things and their names. He writes about it: ‘I have
always been interested in perceiving the true mean-
ings of words, sentences, etc.” (Austin, 1975: 1).
‘It was for too long the assumption of philosophers
that the business of a ‘statement’ can only be to ‘de-
scribe’ some state of affairs, or to ‘state some facts’,
which it must do either truly or falsely’, he states
(Austin, 1975: 1). As can be seen, some scientists
(both grammarians and philosophers) have been
aware that it is not easy to distinguish the meanings
of statements (even simple ones), questions, com-
mands, and so on.

J. Austin’s famous work is ‘How To Do Things
with Words’; it is the work that is devoted to the
study of this issue.

J. Austin was able to subtly observe the differ-
ences between everyday words and word families.
Examining the comparative qualities of adverbs in
his famous essay, the author divides them into the
following types such as ‘involuntorily’ (qorazlikls),
‘inadvertently’ (ehtiyatsizliqla), ‘by accident’
(tesadiifon), ‘by mistake’ (sohvan). He claims that
sentences, events, and situations that are named
‘performative speech’ are necessary to be more dis-
tinctive than descriptive as they control acts. For ex-
ample, when a speaker uses the verb ‘to apologize’
(lizr iistamak) in a sentence “I apologize for being
late”, it means that he (she) performs the act of beg-
ging pardon (Austin, 1975: 86).

It is noteworthy to highlight that there is a con-
sistent connection among a sign, its meaning and
significance. F.Y.Veysalli writes that this connec-
tion is that the sign has a meaning (Veysalli, 2013:

85

96). It should be noted that the meaning is not just a
sign. The same meaning has different expressions in
different languages as well as in the same language.
Each expression has a specific meaning, but not al-
ways. Observations show that the same word usu-
ally has the same meaning. A grammatically correct
expression means a certain name and always means
the same thing. However, this does not mean that
understanding has the same meaning.

F.Y. Veysalli believes that being the meaning
of any concept does not mean that it has a certain
meaning with full certainty (Veysolli, 2013: 100).
Words used in a normal situation are considered
to carry their meanings. It is possible to talk about
words and their meanings. This also happens when
someone else’s words are used in direct conversa-
tion (indirect speech). In this case, the words are
interpreted as someone else’s words, and only then
their meaning is possible to be observed (Veysalli,
2013: 120).

Theories of speculative grammars cannot be
ignored when talking about things or names or
their meanings. With their theories, they explored
what they were based on in the study of language,
the extensive analysis and memorization of Latin
grammar as people changed their views on the
language. The issues mentioned in the works of
A. Donatus and S. Priscian were encountered. At
that time, they carefully studied words in different
languages, their descriptive forms, word order and
grammatical rules. Beginning in 1100, Aristotle’s
works began to be translated, and Aristotle’s com-
mentaries in Arabic began to recirculate in Euro-
pean intellectual life in various ways. When Aris-
totle’s ‘Posterior Analytics’ and other works began
to be reexamined, scholars realized that traditional
terms of language learning no longer gained status
because according to Aristotle, science should be
studied on the basis of general principles; it is not
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enough to simply collect or classify the phenom-
enon (Veysalli, 2013: 13). The newly established
medieval universities operated to pursue scientific
and theoretical knowledge.

In order to discover what is basic or universal
in the language, twenty-first-century scholars began
to study many languages comparatively and were
faced with the question: “What is common to all hu-
man languages?’ Some scholars are known to have
taken different approaches. They believed that only
ancient languages, such as Greek, Latin, and Hebrew
needed to be studied, but Latin was the most widely
used one. Medieval scholars believed that Latin was
a highly developed language. It was meant to be a
kind of example for all languages. Therefore, it was
thought if they studied Latin carefully, they would
be able to discover everything that was fundamental
to all languages.

Speculative grammarians explored universal
truths about language by writing commentaries.
They used more questions and answer forms. That
was reminiscent of the format written by the sixth-
century scholar S. Priscian in his treatise “Institu-
tiones Grammatical”. Such texts began with a me-
tagrammatic introduction and then continued with
sections of Latin speech analysis, morphology,
and syntax. The names of some speculative gram-
mars are important to be mentioned here such as
D. Martin, D. Boezius, Thomas of Erfurt and oth-
ers. Those scholars claimed to have identified the
basic features of language. For example, Modistey
scientists considered eight parts of speech to be uni-
versal, although in Greek, unlike Latin, there is no
definite article. It was also a reference to one of the
facts of their mutual linguistic acquisition. In more
extensive writings, Modistey scientists explored the
universality of syntax and semantics. According
to them, language, thought and reality can be con-
sidered to be a mirror of one another. Commenting
on S. Priscian’s grammar around 1270, D. Boezius
wrote about it: “There is some logic for all languag-
es, and therefore there is only one grammar for all
of them” (Chomsky, 1965: 44).

Materials and methods

It is a known fact that L. Wittgenstein made
some ‘notes’ to St. Augustine’s concept of language
learning. The first note was called ‘smart teaching’.
In that concept, St. Augustine did not mean obtain-
ing compliments for certain functional categories,
such as articles and sentence members. St. Augus-
tine did not accept the basics of grammar either.
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However, unlike St. Augustine, L. Wittgenstein did
not consider his (St. Augustine’s) style of communi-
cation to be appropriate during the complex stage of
communication. According to him (L. Wittgenstein),
people perform expressive acts through a language.
L. Wittgenstein denies the linguistic condition of
St. Augustine’s act of speech. It is necessary to note
that L. Wittgenstein’s language games as well as
St. Augustine’s language games are introduced in
the form of ‘commands’ and should be followed by
any of the speech acts. The language games may
describe the landscape of the world providing in-
formation about events, create conditions for differ-
ent aspects of the event: offer, thank, curse, greet,
praise, etc. (Wittgenstein, 1961: 23). Later L. Witt-
genstein writes that words can be considered to be
deceptive in parallel. We consider it necessary to
highlight that the roles of words in the act of speech
are different. L. Wittgenstein states that ‘though the
engineer presses one of the panels, the other panels
of the locomotive may move because of their simi-
larity, first one, then the other, and so on, and so
on’ (Wittgenstein, 1961: 24). He proposes to pay
attention to the language games in order to clearly
explain the philosophy of speech acts. In this case,
the role of words should not be forgotten. We’d like
to underline that J.Austin’s theory of speech acts
differed from L. Wittgenstein’s. This difference is
possible to be observed both in style and structure.
Commenting on L. Wittgenstein’s act of speech,
J. Austin writes: ‘The complexity of words is de-
termined during communication. Then he (J.Austin)
presents their meanings as the concept of ‘family
similarity’ (Austin, 1975: 66). He writes that there
are words that can be explained by their definitions
or meanings in the conditions that are considered
to be necessary and sufficient. For example, he ex-
plores the word ‘game’ (oyun) in English. He writes
that this word may be used to introduce different
meanings: /tic-tac-toe/; /board games/; /Olympic
games/; /poker/ and so on. These words cannot be
explained by an unambiguous inductive definition,
but in some cases they overlap, in other cases they
do not (Austin, 1975: 66). It should be noted that
modern psycholinguists present what J. Austin calls
‘family similarity’ as a concept that is observed in
the modeling of the structures of semantic relations
in the mental lexicon of a man.

In modern times, the act of conversation in the
transmission of information has a significant impact
on the communication process. During the commu-
nication, the emergence of the types of speech acts
such as performatives, constatives as well as the
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types of speech acts divided by J. Austin, ‘happy
words’, ‘unhappy words’ is not accidental.

Speaking of the act of speech, we can mention
the name of J. Searle. It should be noted that J. Sear-
le’s theory of the act of speech originated in 1969.
Until then, language learning was studied in a differ-
ent direction. J.Searle claims that the most important
issue in conversational acts is to determine the phi-
losophy of language. J.Searle contrasts the philoso-
phy of language with the philosophy of linguistics
(Searle, 1969: 3).

Linguistic philosophy deals with the relation-
ship between the brain and the body, the relation-
ship between science and ethics, the nature of real-
ity (ontology), and the study of the epistemology of
those around us.

The philosophy of language, on the other hand,
examines what linguistic philosophy has studied.
This means that studying the philosophy of lan-
guage means exploring the language itself. Ac-
cording to J. Searle, it studies the language (Searle,
1969: 18). In studying the theory of speech acts,
J. Searle’s goal was to study the language and to ex-
plain how the language developed within national
and ethnic boundaries as well. J. Searle’s theory is to
emphasize to us how language, and more precisely
any language develops.

Literature review

Investigations show that speech acts are divided
into five broad groups (Austin, 1975: 15):

1. Constatives:

In this case, the speaker confirms the truth re-
flected in the proposition. Such types of acts include
affirmative, assertive, inconclusive, emotional, neg-
ative, foretelling sentences. For example, So, you
are going to be here at two? (Beloliklo, saat ikids
burada olacagsiniz?)

2. Directives:

In this case, a speaker conveys his (her) pur-
pose to a listener in any way, and sentences such
as giving advice, asking, commanding, forbidding,
insisting, allowing, asking questions, warning are
used in this type of speech act. For example, “Could
you carry this for me?” (Bunu menim ii¢lin dasiya
bilorsinizmi?)

3. Commissions:

In this case, a speaker performs any action,
such as offering, inviting, assuring, setting goals,
swearing, etc. The following examples may high-
light this type of speech act: “Do that again and
I’m going to smack you!” (Bir do bunu etson, soni
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sapalaqlayacam) (promise, warning); “I now cov-
enant with you” (Man indi sizinlo raziyam) (agree-
ment); “I promise to exercise every day” (S6z
verirom ki, hor giin idmanla moasgul olacagam)
(promise); “I solemnly swear to tell the truth” (Man
tontanali sokildo and igirom ki, diiziinii deyacom)
(swear).

4. Expressives (thanks, congratulations, assur-
ances):

In this case, the speaker expresses his (her) at-
titude or reaction to any situations related to the con-
text. These types of sentences may express apolo-
gize, likeness, praise, judgment, regret, thank, and
so on. Let us look at the examples below: “Thank
you for giving me the money” (Mana pul verdiyin
tictin sona tasakkiir edirom), “I apologize for step-
ping on your place” (Sizin yerinizi tutdugum iiciin
lizr istayirom), etc.

5. Declarations:

The speaker performs the act of speech only and
only with the execution of the speech (Alston, 1970:
172). For example: “I hereby declare war on your
country!” (Man bununla da sizin 6lkonizo miihariba
elan edirom!); “I now pronounce you husband and
wife” (Moan sizi ar- arvad elan edirom),; “This note
is legal permission for all debts” (Bu qabz biitiin
borclar iigiin rasmi icazadir).

S.L. Tsohatzidis claims that the act of speech is
an important and complex source of communication
(Tsohatzidis, 1994: 11). The importance of the act
of speech is now accepted in linguistics and has al-
ready attracted the attention of linguists as an object
of research.

The act of speech can be considered to be am-
biguous. The ambiguous speech acts were men-
tioned as ‘the games of the language’ by L. Witt-
genstein. ‘The language games’ that was presented
by L. Wittgenstein are used in the communication
process by the speaker, and L. Wittgenstein figu-
ratively named the ‘language games’ as ‘extensive
ammunition or clothing of speech rule’ (Wittgen-
stein, 1961: 22).

Experiment

An act of speech means that a speaker or a writ-
er utters and uses a word or a sentence in a special
form, which is necessary in any situations. Words
and sentences are important components of the acts
of speech. Both of them play an important role in ev-
ery communication. It is important to pay attention
to the fact that a word and a sentence have more than
one meaning during the speech acts. The role of in-
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tonation is important in determining the role of both
language units in the communication too. During a
speech act, the speaker tries to convey the neces-
sary information to the participants. The following
examples may illustrate our point of view.

Example I: “A father enters the room and sees
a child playing with matches. He (the father) says
to the child: Come here!” (Buraya gal!) The com-
mand is heard to be pronounced in a special tone,
the listener is taken out of one situation in any way
and directed to the other one. This form of speech
act is called directives (direktivior: gostorislor,
tolimatlar).

Example II: ‘Can you pass me that book?’ (O
kitab1 mona oOtiire bilorsinizmi?) Any general re-
quest in the form of this general question is intended
as a form of courtesy. Depending on the situation, a
listener’s attention is drawn not to the physical abil-
ity of the individual, but to his (her) politeness in the
performance of any task. Therefore, speech acts are
considered to be more related to the intention of the
speaker than to the constitutional sense. Among the
scholars engaged in research on speech acts, we can
mention the names of J. Austin, J. Searle, etc.

Discussion

J. Austin writes that the main feature of perfor-
matives is that they are neither true nor false, that is,
evaluated in terms of truth (Austin, 1975: 57).

Differences between speech acts, their capabili-
ties, and the verbal and non-verbal elements used
to transmit information affect their act. J. Austin of-
fers five illocutive powers. (Note: locution is what
was said and meant, illocution is what was done, and
perlocution is what happened as a result).

L.M. Khanbutayeva also analyses the types of
the speech acts. She discusses the three types of
them: locutive, illocutive and perlocutive acts (Xan-
butayeva, 2018: 35).

L.M. Geis gives five divisions of speech acts as
following (Geis, 1995: 80):

1. Constatives. The speaker confirms something
about the correctness of the proposition. In this
case, what is said is confirmed, claimed, denied, ex-
plained, predicted, and trusted, and so on.

Example 1:

/I confess to stealing the money// (Pulu
ogurladigim etiraf edirom (boynuma aliram)).

2. Directives. In this act of speech, the speaker’s
goal is to direct a listener to the action in a special
way. Such sentences may express giving advice,
asking, ordering, encouraging, forbidding, insist-
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ing, instructing, allowing, forbidding, questioning,
offering, warning, and so on.

Example 2:

/If your boss gives you some instructions, it is
the best to get it out of the way quickly to show him
you can handle any job// (Ogor miidirin sona tapsiriq
verirse, onun tapsirdigini cald yerins yetir ki, sanin
har bir igin 6hdasindon golidiyini bilsin.)

3. Commissions. In this act of speech, a speaker
performs acts such as guarantee, offer, invitation,
oath, and commitment, etc.

Example 3:

/Y ou may stay with us some more days// (Siz bir
neg¢a giin do bizimlo gala bilarsiniz.)

4. Expressives (confessions). The speaker ex-
presses his (her) attitude to the situation of any case.
In this case, apologize, praise, appreciate, congrat-
ulate, regret, thank, welcome, and other acts are per-
formed by the speaker.

Example 4:

/I am so sorry for having kept you waiting// (Sizi
gozlotdiyim ii¢iin ¢ox toassiif edirom.)

5. Declarations. A speaker carries out some rul-
ings, orders (religious, official, etc.).

Example 5:

[The marriage officer tells the newlyweds:]

/I pronounce you man and wife// (Sizi or va ar-
vad elan edirom.)

[The person conducting the meeting says:]

/1 declare this meeting closed// (Bu iclast bagl
elan edirom.)

Each act of speech in this division has its own
language. For example, ‘judgments’ are used to
judge, as the name implies. Who can give a verdict,
for example, a judge, a jury, an arbitrator, etc.? The
verdict is either factual, or evaluative, or may have
other status. Each of these types is perceived in the
act of speech, regardless of whether it performs any
function. Therefore, the acts of conversation that
take place in different media appear differently. It is
true that J. Austin writes that although the first four
are distinguished or observed in the act of speech,
the fifth, that is, the recognition of the expositives, is
a bit more complicated (Austin, 1975: 152). Exposi-
tives clarify the purpose of our speech, that is, what
word or words we use in what situation and for what

purpose.
Results

Any performance used in a speech act is per-
formed in a different style and structure with dif-
ferent combinations of the same content. It is not
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necessary to have any exhaustion. J.Austin writes:
“I cannot offer a ranking in this division because
of its complete consistency as sometimes [ am also
confused in choosing them. It is necessary to state
that all aspects that have been put forward are pre-
sented in all classes of the speech acts.” (Austin,
1975: 152)

There are special speech acts that clearly show
the recipient of the speech act, the inclusion of the
information transmitted in the act into the existing
data model, and the difficulty of these extrapolation
procedures is addressed at the level aimed for the
speech act (Holdcroft, 1994: 71).

During the transmission of a speech act, differ-
ent people understand the meaning of the speech act
differently, depending on the amount of background
knowledge, the experience, and ability to use lan-
guage tools, mental state and other factors. The ex-
plicit and implicit transmission of the proposition by
the executor of the act of speech will inevitably cre-
ate in the mind of the recipient a mental reflection of
the extraordinary situation which he (she) has pro-
grammed in his (her) brain.

Conclusion

The communicative types of sentences are main-
ly intended for the speaker. In this case, the wishes
and desires of the speaker are taken into account.
These sentences tend to be somewhat purposeful.
They are mostly used in the present tense forms.
Sentences can express exclamation, command, nar-
ration, efc.

There are declarative, interrogative, negative
sentences.

Exclamatory sentences express strong emotion.

Command (Imperative) sentences mean com-
mand, instruction, request, suggestion, direction.

Informative sentences are sentences that benefit
both the listener and the speaker, and these types
of sentences are interactive on both sides. They are
more intentional or premeditated, less rhetorical,
and intend to provide or obtain information.

Based on our research, we conclude that speech
acts have the following peculiarities:

1) The purpose of communication;

2) The occurrence of communication; whether
the information transmitted during the speech act is
new or old;

3) The use of verbal and non-verbal signs in the
act of conversation;

4) The persuasive nature;

5) The purposeful realization of each commu-
nication.

Among these features, the goal stands first.
There can be no purposeless communication; even
if we make sounds like /Ah/, /Oh/, /Ouch/, etc. in
any situations, we make them for some reasons.

Speech acts are carried out only on purpose. For
example, if we tell a friend /It is very hot today //
(Bu giin ¢ox istidir), this means that we warn our
friend about the weather. Our goal is to warn some-
one. We can say that it may not be something we
have planned in advance to let a friend know the
condition of the weather. Due to the hot weather,
we are currently performing such an act on the basis
of conversation. On the other hand, our friend may
think that we did it on purpose. We’d like to stress
that by conveying this type of message, we have
been purposeful.
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