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Abstract: Among unmotivated signs, the linguistic sign occupies a special place.
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<_'J:|:E( Analysis of specific features of sound symbolism in modern linguistics.
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discreteness, acoustics, multiplicity of the possibility of information transfer, and the
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=" existence of a step (level) relationship between these level units. Therefore, a linguistic )00 5 )
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:D”\\ sign is a special type of sign. F. de Saussure also recommends the construction model of s %ﬂ?ﬂ
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connection between the name and the object it represents, while Democritus denies this
view and says that the relationship between the name and the object it represents is free.
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7y % arguments: 1) one object can be called by several names (the name is more than the \L\/.-\J’\“'«’QJ
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object, more): 2) several objects are called by one name (the name is less than the object, 2;@ |><$ <
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\ it is lacking ): 3) names of certain subjects may change over time. This issue has not lost =
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L0z its relevance even today (for more information on this issue, see the section "The /@Q

7 //i first principle, but it was given great importance. The sequence of a linguistic sign

/" indicates its syntagmatic relationship with other signs. This feature of the linguistic sign )‘jo ‘

_§ also refers to the connection between language and speech. The third feature of a >/G_F ¢
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agnostic view has infiltrated linguistics, and therefore it is necessary to expose and reject

it. R. A. Budagov also rejects the theory of the linguistic sign. He says that any national
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language is not only a system of certain expressions, but also the result of a unique

reflection of all the activities of those who communicate in this language. He stated that
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the concept of the marked nature of language greatly impoverishes the nature of
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national languages and, at the same time, linguistics. All those who deny the theory of )\@ s
¢ linguistic sign think about the nature of linguistic sign in relation to one direction - ?E C
monoliteralist (one-sidedness of sign). They are based on the idea that the symbol /%@J%J Z
: consists only of form. As B. A. Serebrennikov rightly noted, scientists who generally ?ﬁ {é
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. reject the theory of linguistic signs confuse two things - the nature of linguistic signs as a
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means of communication and the problems of the sign-meaning-object (phenomenon) %f} '\A@g\

7~ relationship. With th ft he th hat | i f bl)\uij i‘%ﬁ\
&l _ relationship. 1th the passage ol time, the theory that language 1s a system ol symbols ?ég é
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But in the matter of the structure of the linguistic sign, two different currents have (f&yg

. emerged. Proponents of the first stream include only the signifier in the structure of the A &
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Cj?x( why only the sound complex of the word can be called a sign, not the concept expressed ))UO
Bx by the word. Any possibility of constructing a "sign" in the "meaning" of the word ;©
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7 his later works and considers only the sound complex to be a linguistic sign. He says that
o . . .. . S
©% the sound side of the word has a material character and acts as a sign in relation to the °
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S through the second signal system, that is, in the process of pronouncing and receiving a
complex of sounds with a generalized meaning. it can be done through a system of
o special physiological connections. One of the active supporters of this concession is V. Z.
. Panfilov.

It shows that not the whole language unit, but only its material side should be /if\\,?

Il &S , : L : i %
L 7 ¢ considered as a sign, that the language sign is not a two-sided, but a one-sided essence. » 2 )
I )Q% : D@

“ The Polish linguist L. Zavadowski describes the one-sidedness of the sign as follows: 2 &)
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"The basis on which the supporters of the two-sided nature of the sign relied is correct.

Fff'f- one should not come to the conclusion that it is a whole, a combination. After all, should
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L . .
¢ the owner of the garden be interpreted as a dual essence in the form of a person plus a
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— AR garden?" V. M. Solntsev also approves that the sign is one-sided. As he rightly noted, g&/)ﬁ/

% —~ whether or not to include meaning in a sign, in other words, to recognize that a sign is a
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the nature of meaning. Nowadays, there are two different understandings of th

meaning. 1) as a type of relation (a) as a sign's relation to the expressed object, (b) as a
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relation to a concept. At first glance, there is a reason to approach the sign as a dual;
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essence. According to the second view - no. That is why those who defend the two-
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sidedness of the sign criticize the second view of the sign. Recognizing meaning as a
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<<<<_;.'f category of perception, at the same time as a concept, as a fact of consciousness prevents

\\ the inclusion of meaning in the sign and serves as a basis for viewing the sign as a one-

= ol

..
LAt
=

Pl

sided essence. Meaning, as a fact of consciousness, is an "ideal thing" (movement, sign,
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: quantity, etc.), a "mental object". Meaning as a "mental object" can be as different as a ;Q OD@
. concept a) a copy of an external person (with varying degrees of accuracy and >p§§$
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Yy adequacy).

In the first type of meaning, the sound string d-a-r-a-x-t can be used to represent some 3

2 real object, in this case, the sign, that is, the sound string da-r-a-x-t, gives information

" ANA
" be represented by symbols in any case. 23 In the second type of meaning (giant, \i@ .

2= \(f«’%
% 5= mermaid), since there are no real objects, the symbol (sound line) refers only to "mental ?\@ I Qﬁ% a
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S ;ﬁﬁf%\ objects" that exist in the mind as a product of fantasy. According to him, what the sign e (Cf/;n
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= ‘Q:@;—\_ refers to should not be part of the sign. Meaning is a fact of consciousness, a function of 7.7
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'73%>|>>>"’ é the brain and exists only in the minds of people. And the symbol lives outside of man as %>?/
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f_' ff»fff_plq . a material object. The meaning is inseparable from the sign. But, at the same time, it is 2 S
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75 [% of the one-sidedness of the sign, it is emphasized that the approach to the meaning is not 5[/ & é
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According to Solntsev, unity of expression and meaning creates unity of language.

For example, a word is a morpheme. According to him, when it comes to linguistic
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¢ whole is connected with the outside world through its meaning. The language unit is not
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"> a symbol as it is today. It is made up of signs and meaning. Some scientists are 7
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concludes that the language consists of two sign systems. One consists of sound symbols 3

and represents a concept, and the other is made up of concepts that reflect an existing
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object or event. The representatives of the second stream, based on the dual nature of

Y= >
\ the sign, say that it is composed of the unity of the signifier and the signified (Casserier, )O‘I >> <
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\\ Russell, Saussure, Vandries, Sepir, Elmslev, Bloomfield, Vogotsky, Voloshinov, 2| € )
7/ 62
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"/~ the sign as a unity of the signifier (acoustic image) and the expression (concept). In this %ﬁ %OD@
RN > \ﬂ ©
QXIS

' 5405, Serebrennikov, etc.). F. de Saussure, in his work "General Linguistics Course", defined
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Q; expressed through the sign. At the same time, the concept is a reflection of the existence. ;J

2 exists. Then what is the relationship between these two types of perception, that is, 2
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category and meaning is a linguistic category. But B. A.
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As Serebrennikov showed, the above distinction of these two phenomena cannot ;
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: <<<l§}: in the human mind. The image of the object is embodied as a generalization of the signs 2{54 -
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: W Efﬁ\ of the object. At first there will be no connection between the sound complex and the 7= € h
e f/' \':

) object in reality. There is no phenomenon that can be called reflection here. The 7 SV 1

(o D)
>"é connection between the sound complex and the object was made by a person. When
7

- ','i-;h{fgf\ of perception. He stated that the conditional and artificially restored connection can

N >>v’ ¢ never be considered as a reflection. In fact, the meaning is the conditional connection of
3
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¢, the sound complex with the concept created by a person. P. V. Chesnokov also

emphasizes that meaning does not exist in relation, but is formed only in this relation.
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