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Abstract. A number of researches based on cognitive approach to the language phenomenon study isincreasingly growing in linguistics.
This approach enriches scientific research with new conceptual apparatus, different methods and experimental procedures. It also makes
possible to give a fresh look on verbdization of the received information. One of the research methods used to analyze how verbal and
mental units are connected is frame analysis. Concepts can be represented as frames ,i.e., recursive attribute-value structures. The «sche-
mata of interpretation», which are labeled «frames», enable individuals to «locate, perceive, identify, and label» occurrences or infor-
mation.[4, p.45]. This constructionist conception of framing makes strong assumptions about individua cognitive processes —
structuredness of cognitive representations and theory guidedeness of information processing. These are the same assumptions that are
shared or investigated by cognitive psychologists or other cognitively oriented researchers using similar terms. The Frame is multiaspect
cognitive phenomenon connected with the process of lingual categorization, keeping and representing information. Due to a distinct
structure of the frame and its linguocognitive status, the theory of frameiswidely used in many spheres of linguigtics, e.g. in studying the
specifics of lexical units of national language usage; in the analyses of derivational processes; in grammatical structures analyses; in
fiction, scientific, journaligtic texts and their pragmatic description; in cognitive units; in theory of trandation. Cognitive frames are
usualy expressed as “slot-filler representations”, structures of interconnected roles together with constraints on the possible or likely
fillers of those roles . Examples of such frames are (1) the partialy ordered set of events, as well as the participants in such events, that
one can expect in atypica visit to arestaurant, barbershop, or hospital, (2) stages and processesin the life cycle of ahuman being,(3) the
organization of a human face, and countless otherq 10, p.51]. As humans we experience some of these frames by virtue of living on the
earth, of our daily routines and of entities that we perceive; other frames appear because we are humans with bodies that respond to
gravity and to our biologicd and emotiona needs, and with the perceptua faculties that our bodies possess;, we form other frames by
being members of a particular culture, where we consciously or unconsciousdly respond to institutions, symbols, artifacts, and values of
culture ; and, importantly, gtill other frames we have by virtue of being a part of the specific speech community that supports and is
supported by culture. Thus, we have schematic knowledge about gravity, heat, and shadows, the difference between living and non-
living things, about colors, pain, joy and jealousy, about marriage, government and religion, and about weekends, heartburn, military
titles.
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In every day of our conscious life, we are constantly busy ~ comitants of those experiences, and even how one’s own
manipulating abstract representations of the world around  life experiences can or should be enacted.
us. This human dexterity with menta representations, or A frame may be defined as a psychological construct
concepts, has fascinated scholars since antiquity. Modern  that furnishes one with a prevailing point of view that ma-
cognitive scientists formulate this fascination as two fun-  nipulates prominence and relevance in order to influence
damental questions about the relations between language  thinking and, if need be, subsequent judgment as well.
and thought. Since the 1970s, cognitive psychologists and  Humans mentally project into their experiences and cir-
theoretical linguists have taken rather different approaches  cumstances the interpretive frames that allow them to make
in their study of frames and how they compose. sense of their surroundings in relation to themselves. They
While there is an agreement that there must be asystem-  then normally shift frames only when some contradiction,
aic relation between cognition of single individuals and  conundrum, incongruity, or a change in the context of dis-
meaning of linguistic expressions, there is no theory that  course cdls for it. In other words, people only become
could describe the relation systematically and formaly. aware of the frames that they regularly use when some
The aim of this paper isto describe aframework that isable  necessity forces them to replace or integrate one frame with
to fill this gap. We will use frames as an adequate format to  another. By inviting others (observers, listeners, readers,
describe both mental representations and linguistic mean-  etc.) to conceptualize a certain topic from a predetermined
ing. point of view, a text —framer not only supplies an initial
This article presents an overview of the primary theoret-  orienting mental scenario, but frequently she isaso ableto
ical commitments, assumptions and worldview of frames.  control higher cognitive and emotive alignment as well as
This will serve to provide an introduction to the mgjor  positive or negative response to that particular subject or
concerns and theoretical orientation of this rapidly expand-  issue.
ing perspective. The notion of frames was originally proposed by Marvin
Thereisagenera conception of frame, together with al-  Minsky. Frames were seen as structures for representing
lied conceptions like schema, idealized cognitive model,  stereotypic knowledge and expectations which would allow
script, and even meme, narrative, etc.), especialy asdevel-  a system to impose coherence on incoming information[9,
oped in cognitive sciences since the 1970s, that can be  p.220]. Minsky’s «frames paper» became highly influential
defined as any of the many organized sets of knowledge, among researchers and inspired the development of many
beliefs, and patterns of practice that shape and alow hu-  frame-like or «higher-level» knowledge and structures and
mans to make sense of their experiences. Frames, in this  languages in the field. The term «framey itself comes from
sense, play an important role in how people perceive, re-  theidea of a single framein afilm, and Minsky conceived
member, and reason about their experiences, how they  of frames as sets of knowledge embedded in an intercon-
form assumptions about the background and possible con-  nected retrieval network. Thus, when one frame is ac-
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cessed, connections to other possbly relevant frames
would also be available . For example, if the frame for a
house is accessed, connections to frames kitchen, bedroom,
living room, etc., will also become available. If the kitchen
frameis accessed, then other connections to cooking, wash-
ing dishes, refrigerators, and so forth, will become availa
ble[9, p.250].

Frames were intended to be large enough packets of
knowledge to impose structure on a new situation, but
small enough to be a flexible and modular part of a large
database. Minsky’s original conception of frames, however,
rather vague and intuitive, and for this reason it is unclear
how much of the subsequent concentration of research on
higher level knowledge structures can be traced directly to
the frame paradigm. After all, the idea that certain struc-
tures of knowledge impose coherence on human experience
can be traced at least as far back as the philosopher Im-
manuel Kant. In linguistic literature, other «frame-like»
higher level knowledge structures are known as Memory
Organization Packets (MOPs), schemata, scripts and proto-
types.

Marvin Minsky thinks of a frame as a network of nodes
and relations. The «top levels» of frame are fixed, and
represent things that are always true about the supposed
Stuation. The lower levels have many terminals - «slots»
that must be filled by specific instances or data. Each ter-
minal can gspecify conditions its assignments must
meet.(The assignments themselves are usually smaller
«sub-frames»). Simple conditions are specified by markers
that might require a terminal assignment to be a person, an
object of sufficient value, or a pointer to a sub-frame of a
certain type. More complex conditions can specify relations
among the things assigned to several terminals.

Frames are particularly appealing as means for
knowledge representation because psychological studies
have shown that people tend to rely on knowledge from
previous experience whenever possible, and they use this
knowledge and adapt it to handle new or dightly different
Stuations. So, instead of analyzing and building descrip-
tions of each new situation as it occurs, people draw on a
large collection of structures, which represents their previ-
ous experience with objects, people and situations, and use
these past expectations to guide them in analyzing and
representing new experiences. Thus, frames provide a
gtructure or framework within which knowledge and ex-
pectations about specific events or experiences can be
organized and applied to new situations.

In linguistics, frames were introduced in Fillmore’s case
grammar in order to represent verbs and the relational roles
of their argumentd[]. This early work laid the foundations
for the development of frame semantics. The frame notion
used in Frame Semantics can be traced most directly to
case frames. In case grammar, the semantic roles of the
arguments of predicates were considered cruciad to the
characterization of verbs and clauses. Case frames were
understood as «characterizing a small abstract «scene» or
«situationy, so that to understand the semantic structure of
the verb it was necessary to understand the properties of
such schematized scenesy. In the early papers on Frame
Semantics, adistinction is drawn between scene and frame,
the former being a cognitive, conceptual, or experientia
entity and the latter being a linguistic one. In later works,
scene ceases to be used and a frame is a cognitive structur-
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ing device, parts of which are indexed by words associated
with it and used in the service of understanding.

The notion can be exemplifed with the Commercial
Transaction Frame, whose elements include a buyer, a
sler, goods, and money. Among the large set of semanti-
caly related verbs linked to this frame are buy, sdl, pay,
spend, cost, and charge, each of which indexes or evokes
different aspects of the frame. The verb buy focuses on the
buyer and the goods, backgrounding the sdler and the
money; sell focuses on the sdler and the goods, back-
grounding the buyer and the money; pay focuses on the
buyer, the money, and the seller, backgrounding the goods,
and so on. Theideaisthat knowing the meaning of any one
of these verbs requires knowing what takes place in a
commercia transaction and knowing the meaning of any
one verb means, in some sense, knowing the meaning of dl
of them. The knowledge and experience structured by the
Commercial Transaction Frame provide the background
and motivation for the categories represented by the words.
The words, that is, the linguistic material, evoke the frame
(in the mind of a speaker/hearer); the interpreter (of an
utterance or a text in which the words occur) invokes the
frame[7, p.250].

A number of important concepts figure into the Frame
Semantics approach to linguistic description and analysis.
One such concept is that of a prototype, understood as a
fairly large dice of the surrounding culture against which
the meaning of a word is defined and understood. For
example, to understand the meaning of the word breakfast,
it is necessary to understand the institutions and practices
of the culture in which the category exists. In thiscasg, itis
necessary to understand the practice of eating three meals a
day at more or less fixed times and that the meal eaten in
the early part of the day after a period of deep has a special
menu; for this meal we use the word breskfast. The
conditions which define the prototype need not all be
present in order for native speakers to use the word
appropriately. Speakers of American English may use the
word breakfast for the meal eaten in each of the following
situations: sleeping through the morning, eating eggs, toast,
coffee, and orange juice at two in the afternoon; staying up
al night, eating eggs, toadt, etc. a seven in the morning;
deeping through the night, eating a peanut butter and jelly
sandwich at seven in the morning. This range of usage can
be captured in an account of word meaning which appeals
to the notion of a prototype. The word breakfast provides a
category which can be used in a variety of contexts, the
contexts are determined by the word’s prototypic use; the
prototypic use is the one it has when the conditions of the
background situation match the defining prototype
[5,p.117-119].

The conception of prototype is one of the most im-
portant concepts of frame semantics. Frames should be
understood as prototypical descriptions of scenes. A proto-
type has the advantage that it does not have to cover al
possible aspects of the meaning of a phrase; in other words
a prototype does not have to provide necessary and suffi-
cient conditions for the correct use of a phrase. Fillmore
illustrates the use of prototypes within frame semantics by
analysis of the concept widow. The word widow is speci-
fied with respect to a background scene in which people
marry as adults, they marry one person, their lives are af-
fected by their partner’s death and perhaps other properties.
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The advantage of a theory of meaning based on the proto-
type concept compared to a theory which insists on stating
necessary and sufficient conditions for the meaning of a
phrase is that it does not have to care about certain bounda-
ry conditions; that isit does not have to provide answers for
questions like «Would you call a woman a widow who has
lost two of her three husbands but who had one living one
left?» Fillmore [6, p.112]. In a case like this whether the
noun widow applies or not is unclear since certain proper-
ties of the background frame for this concept are missing.

Fillmore’s point is that any given lexical concept is rela-
tivised with respect to and thus can’t be understood without
the other lexical concepts which collectively comprise the
knowledge structure, or semantic frame that it forms part
of. In related fashion, Langacker argues that part of the
meaning of any lexical item is a function of the knowledge
structure or base that is presupposed by it.[10, p,47] For
ingtancethe lexical concept [HUMAN MAJOR ARM
JOINT] associated with the form elbow cannot be properly
understood without knowledge of the arm which is neces-
sary for understanding the nature and function of the el-
bow.

However, as with both Fillmore’s notion of a semantic
frame and Langacker’s notion of a base, a cognitive model
is accessed, at various points by distinct lexical concepts,
which are thus relativised to it, and in part, collectively
constitute it. In other words, a cognitive model represents
an interface between

richly-specified conceptual knowledge and nodes of ac-
cess at particular points in the cognitive model provided by
specific lexical concepts. Thus, lexica concepts provide
particular perspectives or construals with respect to the
cognitive model, in part, congtituting it. Yet, a cognitive
model is far richer than the sum of the lexical concepts
which provide access sites to it. This follows as while lexi-
cal conceptsare

conceptual units speciaised for symbolic representation
in language, cognitive models are not. Rether, they are
multi-model conceptual entities, which can be used as a
basis for what Barsalou and othersrefer to as smulations.

According to Barsdou, frames, understood as recursive
atribute-value structures, are used as general format in
accounting for the content of mental concepts. Advancing
the basic ideas of Minsky, Barsalou argues for frames as

“dynamic relational structures whose form is flexible and
context dependent”. [1, p.60JHe presents psychological
evidence for attribute-value structures derived from behav-
ioral animal studies. These studies indicate that animals
encode stimulus information as attribute values and not as
independent features. Furthermore, he gives empirical
evidence for the importance of conceptua relations in
human cognition. The attributes in a concept frame are the
general properties or dimensions by which the respective
concept is described (e.g. COLOUR, SPOKESPERSON,
HABITAT...). Their values are concrete or underspecified
specifications (e.g.,[COLOUR:red], [SPOKESPERSON:
Mary Hollaway],[LOCATION:Beach]..) For example,
ball can be characterized by [SHAPE:round], specifying
its concrete shape, and [COLOR:color],specifying that it
has a color which is not further specified. For example,
color describes an aspect of birds, and location describes an
aspect of vacations. A concept is only an attribute when it
describes an aspect of alarger whole. When people consid-
e color in isolation (e.g., thinking about their favourite
color), it isnot an attribute but is simply a concept. Similar-
ly, when people think about location in isolation (e.g., in
geography), it is not an attribute. A concept is only an at-
tribute when viewed as describing some aspect of a catego-
ry’s members. Color becomes an attribute when viewed as
an aspect of bird, and location becomes an attribute when
viewed as an aspect of vacation[ 3,p.570].

Due to their recursivity, frames are flexible enough to
represent information of any desired grade of detail. We
assume that attributes in frames assign unique vaues to
objects and thus describe functional relations. Formaly,
frames can be represented by connected directed graphs
where the arcs correspond to attributes. As attributes are
functions, no node may have two equally labeled outgoing
arcs. The nodes may be labeled by types which restrict the
attribute domains and ranges, i.e. the set of objects for
which an attribute is adequate and the set of values an at-
tribute can take.

Frames are rich enough to provide a detailed and ade-
quate description of individual’s mental representation, in
paticular the representations of concepts. Due to their
recursive structure, they are apt to describe concepts at
different levels of granularity.

REFERENCES

1) Barsdou, Lawrence. Cognitive Psychology: An Overview for
Cognitive Scientists // Hillsdde, NJ Lawrence Erl-
baum,1992.P.56-89

2) Barsalou, Lawrence. Frames, concepts and conceptua fields/
In A. Lehrer and E. Kittay (eds.). Frames, Fields and Contrast.
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. P.21-74

3) Barsalou, Lawrence. Perceptual symbol systems //Behavioral
and Brain Sciences, 22, 1999. P. 577-609.

4) Evans, Vyvyan and Melanie Green.. Cognitive Linguistics: An
Introduction //Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press,2006.
p.830

5) Fillmore, Charles. Frame semantics // The Linguistic Society of
Korea (ed.), Linguigtics in the Morning Cam, 1982 . P. 111-
137.

6) Fillmore C. J. Frame Semantics and the Nature of Language //
Origins and Evolution of Language and Speech / eds. S. R.
Harnad, et a. N. Y.: New York Academy of Sciences, 1976. P.
20-32.

40

7) Fillmore, Charles. Frames and the semantics of understand-
ing’//Quaderni di Semantica, 6, 1985. PP. 222-254.

8) Fillmore, Charles, and Beryl T. Atkins. Toward a frame-based
lexicon: The semantics of RISK and its neighbors// In A. Leh-
rer and E. F. Kittay (eds.), Frames, Fields and Contrasts. Hills-
dale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum,1992. P.77-80

9) Minsky M. A Framework for Representing Knowledge // The
Psychology of Computer Vision / ed. P. H. Winston. N. Y.
McGraw Hill, 1975. P. 211-277.

10) Langacker, Ronad. Foundations of Cognitive Grammar//
Volumel. Stanford: Stanford University Press,1987. P.45-65
11) Petruch M. Frame Semantics // Handbook of Pragmatics/ eds.
J. Verschueren, J.-O. Ostman, J. Blommaert and C. Bulcaen.

Amsterdam: Benjamins, 1996. P. 1-13.

12) Tannen, Deborah. What’s in a frame? Surface evidence for
underlying expectations// In New Directions in Discourse Pro-
cessing, ed. by Roy Freedle. Norwood: Ablex,1979. P.137-181.



Science and Education a New Dimension. Philology, VI(43), Issue: 150, 2018 www.seanewdim.com

Kareropus u crpykrypa ¢peiima
O. b. HoBocanckas
AHHOTanMsl. 3a MOCIEAHNE HECKOJBKO JHEH yBEMMYMIOCh KOJMYECTBO MCCIIEIOBAaHUN B SI3BIKO3HAHUE, B OCHOBE KOTOPBIX JIEKHUT KOT-
HHUTHBHBIN MOAXO] K H3YYEHHIO A3BIKOBBIX cpelCcTB. Takoi moxo/ o00raTuil IMHIBUCTHYECKHE UCCIIEJOBAHUS HOBBIM KOHIIENTYaIbHBIM
anmapaToM, pa3sHBIMH METOAAMHU H SKCIEPUMEHTANIBHBIMU HPOILEAYPaMH, Jal BO3MOKHOCTh [0 HOBOMY TOJOMTH K PELIEHHIO TpobIeM
Bepbamm3anuy nHGopManyu. B HacTosmee BpeMst MHOTHMH Y4EHBIMHU HPH3HAETCS TOT (akT, 94To Hamboee 3Pp(HEKTUBHBIM IIPAEMOM
W3YYeHUs CTPYKTYPHI 3HAHUH 1 IIPUHIUIIOB NX OPTaHM3aIMH B SI3EIKOBOH CHCTeMe sIBIsieTcs oHsATHe (petima. Mcrnons3oBanue petiva
KaK METO/Ia UCCIIEJOBAHUS CBSA3aHO C IIOCTYJIMPOBAHUEM OIPEIEIICHHOH 3aBUCUMOCTH S13bIKOBOTO 3HAYEHHS OT IIO3HABATEIIBHOTO OIIbITa
yenoBeka. COOTBETCTBEHHO - 3TO METOJ MCCIENOBAHUS B3aUMOAECHCTBHS CEMAaHTUYECKOIO MIPOCTPAHCTBA S3bIKA U CTPYKTYp 3HAHMA
MBICTUTENIBHOTO MPOCTPAHCTBA, TO €CTh METOJ KOTHUTHBHO-CEMAHTUUECKOTO MOEMPOBaHuUs A3bIka. DpeiiMoBast MoJelb MpeacTaBle-
HUS 3HaHMK 00pa30Bajiach Ha OCHOBE TeOpHU (PpeiiMoB M. MHHCKOTO M MPENCTaBIsIeT KOTHUTHBHYIO MOJIEIb TIAMATH YeoBeka. B ee
OCHOBE — IIOJIOXKEHNE O BOCTIPUATHH YEIOBEKOM JEHCTBUTEILHOCTH Y€PE3 COMOCTABIEHHE UMEIOIIUXCS B TaMATH (ppeiiMOB, KaXkAbIil U3
KOTOPBIX CBSI3aH C KOHKPETHBIM KOHLETITYalbHbIM OOBEKTOM MaMATH M uH(MOpMaIMel, moxydaeMod M3 MHpa JeHCTBHTEIBHOCTH.
®peiiM Kak CTPYKTypa AaHHBIX UMEET CIOThl U TEPMHHAIIbI, KOTOPBIC SBJIAIOTCA KOTHUTHBHBIMA KOMIIOHCHTAMU, BXOAAIIMMY B HaIlll
TIPEICTABIICHUS O SIBJICHUSIX, COOBITUSX U NPeIMeTax OKpyskaromiero Mupa. CioTsl - cBoeoOpa3HbIe srYeiKH, KOTOPBIE MOTYT OBITh 3aI10-
JIHEHB! Pa3IMYHBIMU B Ka&KJIOM KOHKPETHOM Cilydae IpYyNIaMH CIIOB, IIPEACTaBIIAIOIUMYU MOTCHIMAIbHBIE BO3MOXKHOCTU S3bIKOBOM
akTyammamy ¢pperiMa. @peiiMbl 0ka3atrch SKOHOMHBIM CIIOCOOOM Iepenadr HHPOPMAIMH, YCKOPSIOIINM IIpoLiecc ee 00pabOTKH, TaK
KaK OHM Hapsdy C SBHBIMH COJEpXaT M CKPBITHIE, NT0JpazyMeBaeMble cBereHus. [lockonbky Teopus ¢peiiMoB nMena nenbio 00bsICHe-
HHE BBICOKOH CKOPOCTH 4eJI0BEYECKOTr0 BOCHIPUSATHS U MBILICHNUS, OHA HE MOIJIa HE 3aMHTepecoBaTh Gpuinocohos 1 JIMHrBHCTOB. [Tocie
TOrO KaKk TepMHH (peliM CTald NMPUMEHAThCSA B JMHIBHCTHKE, OH, HAPALY C IEPBOHAYAIBHBIM (CTPYKTYPHBIM) 3HAYCHHEM, MOJIYYHII
MHO’KECTBO JTONOJIHUTENBHBIX TOIKOBaHUH. PpeiiM - MHOTOACTIEKTHBIN KOTHUTHBHBIA ()eHOMEH, CBSI3aH C MPOLIECCOM S3BIKOBOM KaTe-
TOpH3alliM, COXpaHEHHEeM U TIpe/cTaBlIeHneM MHpopMarmy. Yérkas cTpykTypa (peiima, ero JIMHTBOKOTHUTHBHEIN CTaTyC 00YyCIOBHIN
IINPOKOE HCTIOIB30BAaHUE TEOPHH (GPEeiiMOB B Pa3HBIX HANPaBJICHHSIX JIMHIBUCTHYECKUX MCCICIOBAHMIM, B YACTHOCTU: B aHAJIN3E IpaM-
MaTUYECKUX CTPYKTYp HAIllMOHAJIBHOIO S3bIKA; B HUCCIIENOBAHMAX KOTHUTHBHBIX CIUHUIl U IPOLIECCOB; B aHAIN3E S3bIKOBBIX aKTOB; B
OIMCaHNe CTPYKTYPHI XYHOXKECTBEHHOI'O, HAYYHOI'O W IMYOIMIMCTHYECKUX TEKCTOB. Vcronp3oBaHue CTpYKTYphl (peiiMa obierdaer
3a/ady aHaJM3a S3bIKOBOTO MaTepuana, JaeT BOZMOXKHOCTh CHCTEMAaTH3HUPOBATh M MOIPOOHEE PACCMOTPETh OTAENIBHBIE SAUHHMIIBI, CO-
CTaBJISIOIINE TOT WIKM UHOM CIOT, BXOASAIIUN B CTPYKTYPY AaHHOM Mozenu. dpeliMbl HETOCPEACTBEHHO YIaCTBYIOT B IPOLIECCE PEYEBO-
ro OOIIeHNs, IPHBIIEKAst COACPIKAIIUECS B HUX IKCTPATMHIBUCTHIECKHE 3HAHUS 0 Mupe. [IpeacTapieHne 3HaHMH O MHpPE C TIOMOIIBIO
cucreM (peiMOB OKa3bIBAETCSI BECbMa IIOJOTBOPHBIM BO MHOTHX OOJIACTSX HCCIEIOBAHUH MO HCKYCCTBEHHOMY MHTEIUIEKTY, HAUMHAS
OT NMOHMMaHHSI €CTECTBEHHOTO SI3bIKa M KOHYas! POOIeMaMH MAIlIMHHOTO BOCIIPHSATHS CIIyXOBBIX M 3pHTEIBHBIX 00pa3oB.

Kntouesvie cnosa: ¢peiim, cmpykmypa ¢gpetima ciom, npomomun, KOHyenm.
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