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TEXT AS A LINGUISTIC CONCEPT

Setting up the problem. Nowadays text linguistics has reached an especially advanced stage and lately they have
tried to enrich it with theoretical comprehension. It is understood that research in the domain of text linguistics is capable
of representing the theory of layered language structure to its best advantage as well as getting a fuller understanding of
the character of its internal structure, functioning of language phenomena and the content of text.

Topicality of the research. Within the latest decades in the science of language the interest to study of text’s
structural formation and determination of its linguistic status has considerably grown. It’s impossible to exclude
text from the scope of linguists interests, because only there true essence of both the entire language system and all
structures that in comprise can be revealed. The functions of units, belonging to different language strata become
clearly understood in text only. Clear demarcation between super-phrasal unity and text is yet to be performed, it
ensuring topicality of our research.

The objective of the article is to perform an analysis of scientific literature, devoted to text as an object of
linguistic investigations, consider the main scientific prerequisites and theoretical postulates, that enable carrying out
preliminary evaluation of informative and structural characteristics of text, as well as different aspects of its analysis. On
the basis of the analysis of research works it will be possible to characterize oral text and show the difference between
super-phrasal unity and text.

Statement of the main material of the research. An interest to investigating complex structures, existing in
language and exceeding sentence in length originated long ago. It can be traced back to the times of M.V. Lomonosov,
V.F. Buslayev and V.A. Bogoroditskiy. Presence of structures, consisting of two or more sentences in language was noted
by A.A. Potebnya, A.A. Shakhmatov, A.M. Peshkovskiy.

During the last decades an interest to studying structural formation of text and determining its linguistic status
grew considerably. P.A. Figurovskiy and N.S. Pospelov can be considered to be pioneers of this field of linguistics. First
works of this domain date back to the forties of the previous century. Western scholars of that time also commenced
similar investigations. L. Yelmslev, for instance, stated quite categorically: “Text, in its inseparable and absolute integrity
is the only thing that is given to researcher as an initial point” [1, p. 273]. Then he noted: “Texts are essential objects of
interest for linguistic theory. The objective of linguistic theory is to develop a technique, by means of which a specific text
may be understood with application of non-conflicting and comprehensive description. However linguistic theory should
also bear in mind how any other text of the same nature could be comprehended by means of this method” [1, p. 351].

E. Buissense, pointing out that the functions of units, belonging to different language strata wrote: “ <...> each
unit is determined by its function within bigger unit, so, it is required to start with whole and finish with part” [2, p. 86].

S.Y. Schmidt had the same point of view: “Since the time of Lock and Gerder language philosophers had been in-
sisting on the fact that word itself had no meaning and could not be understood it was isolated completely; it is developed,
acquiring a meaning of its own only in connection with sentences and texts in particular life situation” [3, p. 95].

At present time the bulk of the scholars agree that exchange of thoughts is normally realized not in the form of
separate words or separate sentences, but in the form of units, that go outside the scope of a separate sentence, they being
the subject of text linguistics [4; 5; 6; 7].

Text is certainly a many-aspect phenomenon. It is structured by units of different plans and levels. That’s why it
possesses a multitude of subjects of research. “The interest of modern science of language to text study is duly explained,
first and foremost, by the desire to explain language as a global phenomenon and comprehensive means of communica-
tion”, — G.V. Kolshanskiy wrote [8, p. 140]. Y.A. Zhluktenko and A.A. Leontiev noticed, just like in confirmation of the
above idea that: “In theoretical sense investigating of language strata, superior to the sentence stratum makes it possible
to understand the regularity, existing between lofty hierarchal syntax structures — texts and complex sense unities, that are
expressed by means of them, corresponding to up-to-date ways of human thinking and communicating” [9, p. 3].

According to T.M. Nikolayeva: “It is possible to speak of the atmosphere of certain “boom”, surrounding this
sphere, that now is considered to be a foundation, an entire linguistic base, rather than just a linguistic sphere” [10, p. 34].

Still, we can see some discrepancies in defining the notion of “text”, there existing a variety of approaches
to text studying. It is possible to distinguish in investigation of units, bigger than a phrase or a sentence in length
between the following approaches.

First of all — is the approach, characterized by opinion that text can exist in written form only. I.R. Galperin’s say-
ing: “Text is a message, objected into a form of a written document, consisting of a series of sayings, united by different
types of grammar and logical links and possessing a definite modal character, pragmatic orientation and literarily adapted
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in an appropriate way” [11, p. 67], — seems to be expressing that point view most completely. A number of other scholars
have the same opinion, regarding text as a written document.

Still, nowadays, many researchers believe that text can exist not only in written form, but also may have a sound
form, i.e. an oral text may be fixed on one or another material sound carrier. An oral text may, certainly, not be fixed in
any written form, but in this case it can’t be an object of linguistic research, as it actually ceases to exist the moment last
sound of this text is pronounced. We suppose, that the point of view of those scholars, who admit existence of text in both
oral and written forms is correct. This opinion takes into account text in the widest sense of the word, i.e. text as speech.
In this case text has no limitations, neither in form, nor in volume.

It seems that quantitative characteristics is quite negligible as text is manifestation of language system, irrespective
of its size. A linguist may not approach text with such wide interests. Text dimensions and characteristics should be set
according to general tasks and objectives of text linguistics and according to objectives of a particular study. It is not at all
difficult to distinguish between text and phrase. To determine a borderline between super-phrasal unity and text seem to
be much more difficult, as these units often coincide in volume. There was not clear delimitation between super-phrasal
unity and text before. All scholars, beginning with A. Peshkovskiy and L. Scherba wrote and spoke about units, extending
sentence, not specifying the volume and peculiarities of a simple super-phrasal unity and what distinguished it from text.
It is not volume that characterizes text, but unity, coherence and completeness. We are convinced that these characteristics
bear main difference between text and super-phrasal unity.

As far as prosodic characteristics of text are concerned it would be wise to investigate them, applying to oral texts.
Here, we determine an oral text as unlimited in volume, structured message, characterized by unity of communicative task
and explicit means of all levels of its language organization.

Nowadays, at the present stage of language science nobody denies an important role of prosodic characteristics in
text organization. “Prosody — as I. and G. Fonade wrote in the previous century — is supposed to realize expressive and
distinctive function. As when you listen in another room, through the walls absorbing words and allowing only rhythmical
structures to pass you can often determine the character of speech, it’s possible to guess whether it is a scientific talk, a
sports commentary or a news bulletin, to say nothing of political debate or religious sermon” [12, p. 193—-195].

We have to agree with 1. G. Torsuyeva, when she said: “All language units participate in formation of sayings, and
all possible means are engaged, beginning with syntagmatic organization and ending with intonation” [13, p. 59].

The role of intonation seems to be quite important even for organization of written texts. According to V. Dress-
ler’s opinion “for written texts we can rest upon inner uttering or reading of writing of a person, who reads the more so,
because the existence of intonation, pointing out at text continuation can be regarded as universal” [14, p. 121]. However,
V. Dressler notes here that: “Oral speech should be initial point in linguistic research, whenever possible” [14, p. 116].
A. Martine concluded: “Writing just duplicates speech and not otherwise [15, p. 370].

A tendency to resort to investigation of prosodic structures of some or other parts of oral text has appeared lately.
There appeared a number of theses, throwing some light upon certain aspects of this problem. Investigations of complicated
speech unities bring some interesting data, that gradually approach us to comprehending phonetic nature of a resonant text.

Conclusions and prospects of further investigations. The analysis of research literature shows that the bulk of
appropriate investigations of this problem is characterized by quantitative approach to text study, while its internal organ-
ization still remains largely unexplored. But these particular characteristics seem to be crucial for discovering peculiarities
of functioning and language expressing of different types and sorts of oral texts.

We believe that the above works have a common trait: features of sentence and utterance are carried over to text.
Text’s structure, its functioning are explained through the prism of organization of sequence of sentences or phrases, that
the text comprises. In such cases the picture of text structure always slips away and remains unclear.

We are firmly convinced that more attention should be paid to finding out constant characteristics, typical to certain
types and sorts of texts.
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Summary
S. YELTSOVA, A. RUDE. THE TEXT AS A LINGUISTIC CONCEPT

The article represents the analysis of scientific literature on the problem of partitioning of the oral and written
text; the main scientific prerequisites and theoretical issues, making it possible to perform a preliminary evaluation of
informative and structural characteristics of a text, as well as different aspects of its investigation were analyzed. On the
basis of the performed analysis the characteristics of oral text and the difference between super-phrasal unity of the text
were shown.

Key words: levels of the language system, language units, written text, oral text, super-phrasal unity.

AHoTanisn
C. €JIBLHOBA, A. PY]Ib. TEKCT SAK JIHI'BICTUYHE ITIOHATTSA

CrarTtsd TpUCBSYECHA aHAN30BI HAYKOBOi JITEparypu 3 MpoOJieMH 4YIeHYBaHHS YCHOTO Ta IHCEMHOTO
TEeKCTy. PO3MISHYTO OCHOBHI HAayKOBI MEPEAYMOBH 1 TCOPETHUYHI MOJOXKCHHS, M0 JAIOTh MOXJIHMBICTH 3pOOUTH
MOTICPETHIO OIIHKY iHQOPMATUBHHX 1 CTPYKTYPHUX XapaKTCPUCTUK TEKCTy Ta PI3HHX aCIHEKTiB Woro po3rsaay. Ha
OCHOBI IPOBENICHOTO aHai3y HAyKOBHX POOIT HAJaHO XapaKTEPHCTHKY YCHOTO TEKCTY Ta ITOKa3aHO PI3HHI0 Mik
HaJ(ppa30BOIO €IHICTIO Ta TEKCTOM.

Kuro4oBi c10Ba: piBHI MOBHOI CHCTEMH, MOBHI OMHHUIII, THICEMOBHH TEKCT, YCHUH TEKCT, HaaA(pa30Ba €THICTb.

AHHOTaNUSA
C. EJBILOBA, A. PY/Ib. TEKCT KAK IJUHI'BUCTUYECKOE ITOHSATHUE

B crarse mpezacraBieH aHanu3 HAYYHOU JMTEPaTypbl MO BOINPOCY WIEHEHHs YCTHOIO U MUCBMEHHOIO TEKCTa,
pPacCMOTPEHbI OCHOBHBIC HAay4YHbBIE MPEINOCHUIKH M TEOPETUYECKHE IIOJIOKEHHS, MafolIfe BO3MOKHOCTH CHEJaTh
TIPE/IBapPUTEIBbHYIO OIEHKY HH()OPMATUBHBIX U CTPYKTYPHBIX XapAKTEPUCTHK TEKCTA, @ TAKKE PA3IMUHBIX aCIIEKTOB €TO
paccmoTpeHusi. Ha ocHOBe NpOBEICHHOIO aHaIM3a HAYYHBIX PabOT JaHa XapaKTepPUCTHKA YCTHOIO TEKCTa U MOKa3aHO
oTaMYKe CBepX(hPa30BOro IUHCTBA OT TEKCTA.

KuroueBble ¢€10Ba: YpPOBHU SI3BIKOBOM CHUCTEMBI, €AMHUIIBI SI3bIKA, MHCBMEHHBI TEKCT, YCTHBIA TEKCT,
cBepXx(pazoBoe eIUHCTBO.
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