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been treated in linguistic terms. EFD is referred to institutional discourses,
which at the same time has characteristics of colloquial/everyday discourse.
EFD is defined in the article as a communicative activity of people in the
process of physical activity in fitness clubs, (fitness is represented by a variety
of subtypes such as yoga, Pilates, aerobics, stretching etc.) and as a speech
intercourse outside fitness club, but thematically related to fitness
communication. Taking into consideration the analysis of cognitive linguistics
statements, in particular the one about conceptual basis of discourse, the
author distinguishes between the terms “generating concept” and
“basic/derivative concepts” of discourse and defines these types of concepts in
EFD. For this purpose the researcher resorts to semantic analysis of the
content of lexeme ‘fitness”, which nominates the type of the discourse in
question, and defines its nominative indicators (of sate: health,
appropriateness and of process: ways and facilities (sport activity)).
Regarding the theoretical statement which claims that institutional concepts
are always correlated with a certain thematic field, it was attempted to
correlate nominative indicators of lexeme “fitness” with macrothemes of EFD
(“Human’s body”, “Sport as activity” and “Human’s spirit”). Taking into
consideration the typology of institutional concepts of V.I. Karasik and the
results of the research, it was concluded that concept FITNESS is the generating
concept of EFD, and concepts SPORT, PHYSICAL HEALTH, MENTAL HEALTH,
PHYSICAL APPROPRIATENESS and BEAUTY are basic/derivative concepts. Besides
that, it was established that EFD is a polyconceptual and polythematic
communicative phenomenon.

Key words: basic concept, English fitness-discourse, generating
concept, lexeme, macrotheme, microtheme.
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I. A. Bokun
SOME FUNCTIONS OF FRAMES

The urgency of cognitive linguistics is caused by providing a new
way of studying how we make sense of our experience[l — 12]. It examines
what cognitive processes play a role in making sense of the world around us
and how these cognitive processes contribute to our understanding of issues in
language. We categorize the world and organize our knowledge into frames.

Frames are structured mental representations of an area of human
experience [10, p. 78]. They constitute a large part of our knowledge about the
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world. The knowledge we have about the world appears in a highly schematic
form, in frames. In other words, frames capture our prototypes for conceptual
categories. Frames have several additional characteristics, like being evoked
by particular meaning of words, profiling, imposing a certain perspective on a
situation, suggesting a particular history in a concept, assuming larger cultural
frames [2; 8; 10]. However, their functions have not being perused yet.

By functions we mean what are frames good for, what is their use in
how we speak, how we understand the world, and how we deal with important
issues we encounter in our lives. So the purpose of this article is to give a brief
survey of such uses. Let us begin with how we understand the meaning of
words.

Each word evokes the entire frame to which it belongs. Many words
may belong to a particular frame. The meaning of each word can be
characterized in terms of a single schematized frame. The most celebrated
example of this is Fillmore’s COMMERCIAL EVENT frame [8, p. 243]. Consider
the words that belong to this frame: buy, sell, pay, spend, cost, and charge.
How can we characterize the meaning of these words? Fillmore suggests that
the frame consists of the following elements:

Buyer — seller

Money — goods

Transfer of money and goods

The verbs buy, sell, pay, spend, and so on, focus on a different aspect
of the frame. Buy focuses on the buyer and the goods; sel/ focuses on the seller
and the goods; pay on the buyer and the money; spend on the buyer and the
money; cost on the goods and the money; and charge on the seller and the
money. Thus we get sentences such as:

(1) I bought a car (from him).

(2) He sold his car (to me).

(3) I paid one thousand dollars (for the car).

(4) I spent one thousand dollars (on the car).

(5) The car cost one thousand dollars.

(6) He charged one thousand dollars (for the car).

The central elements that the verbs focus on, or bring into
perspective, are in subject and object position. Other elements can also be
included in the sentences, as the phrases in parentheses indicate. The important
point is that the different verbs are defined with respect to which aspects of the
schematic commercial event they bring into focus. The verbs do not seem to
have an inherent meaning isolated from one another; rather, their meaning
depends on the particular aspects of a single frame that they profile.

A different application of frames can be used to show how we can
account for apparently conflicting cases of negation. Take the sentence She
isn’t stingy, she’s thrifty. This sentence contains an apparent contradiction
because we cannot negate a word that means “not liking to spend money” (i.e.,
say in effect that she likes to spend money) and at the same time assert of the
same person that she “does not like to spend money.” However, we can and do
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make sense of this sentence; we do not find it contradictory. In other words,
there is only an apparent — not a real — contradiction involved. This is only a
problem in objectivist semantics and cognition that has no place for the kinds
of frames we are describing here.

We can distinguish between “frame-internal” and “frame-external”
negation. For example, if I say, “She’s not stingy,” it means that it is not the
case that she does not like to spend money. That is, I accept the STINGY frame
but I negate what’s inside it, the state of affairs in the world that it describes
(i.e., that she does not like to spend money). In effect, I say that she does like to
spend money. However, if I say, “She’s not stingy; he’s thrifty,” I negate only
the frame itself and say that the STINGY frame is not applicable. I leave the
content of the frame intact (i.e., agree that she does not like to spend money)
but at the same time suggest that her not liking to spend money is a good
thing — and not a bad one, as the application of the STINGY frame would
suggest. In other words, one kind of negation negates what’s inside the frame
(frame-internal negation); another negates the applicability of the frame itself
(frame-external negation). This way we can account for apparently
contradictory sentences that result from negation.

Another function of frames is that frames can also account for a
problem that arises in connection with what philosophers of language call
analyticity. Philosophers of language distinguish between two kinds of
statement: ‘“‘analytic” and “synthetic.” Analytic statements are true by
definition. The sentence 4 bachelor is an unmarried man is true by definition.
This is so because it makes use of all the defining features of bachelor (ADULT,
MALE, NEVER MARRIED). If we define a concept in terms of its essential
features, the sentence that makes use of these features can only be true.
Synthetic statements, however, are true with respect to the world. If I say that
the house collapsed, this sentence is only true if it is really the case that the
house collapsed. We can capture this distinction by saying that we assess the
truth of analytic sentences “sentence internally” but that of synthetic sentences
“sentence externally.” What does this have to do with frames? Notice that
there is a problem with analytic sentences here. On the classical view (where
concepts can be defined in terms of essential features), the sentence 4 bachelor
is an unmarried man should be necessarily true; that is, if someone is an
unmarried man, he should be a bachelor. But we just saw that this is not always
the case. The pope is an unmarried man but not a bachelor. The notion of
frames helps us overcome this problem with objectivist views of meaning and
analyticity, in that larger cultural frames can delineate the situations within
which the definition in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions applies.

Frames also help account for certain problematic cases of
categorization. The thing is that most of our categories are based on similarity
(especially family resemblance) among members of a category. That is, many
categories are held together by family resemblances among the items that
belong to a particular category. In this sense, most of our conventional
categories for objects and events are similarity-based ones. For example, the
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things that one can buy in a store are commonly categorized on their similarity
to one another; thus, we find different kinds of nails in the same section of a
hardware store. They form a similarity-based category. However, we can also
find nails in other sections of the store. Nails can occur in sections where, for
example, things for hanging pictures are displayed. Clearly, a nail is not similar
to any of the possible things (such as picture frames, rings, short strings,
adhesive tape, maybe even a special hammer) displayed in this section. How is
it possible that certain nails appear in this section? Or, to put it in our terms,
how 1is it possible that nails are put in the same category with these other
things? The answer is that in addition to similarity-based categories, we also
have “frame-based” ones. That is to say, categories can be formed on the basis
of which things go commonly and repeatedly together in our experience. If we
put up pictures on the wall by first driving a nail into the wall and then
hanging the picture frame on the nail by means of attaching a metal ring or a
string on the frame, then all the things that we use for this purpose may be
placed in a single category. But this category will be frame based — not
similarity based.

Frame-based categorization occurs on a large scale. For example, it
explains why we often find fish sold together with lemon in many European
and North American supermarkets. Fish is usually categorized with meat
products, while lemon is categorized with fruits. This is similarity-based
categorization. However, when fish and lemon are together in a supermarket,
we get an instance of frame-based categorization. This frame emerges from
the customary way of eating fish with lemon in Europe and North America. As
an earlier example also indicates, food items are often categorized on the basis
of the frames in which they occur.

Another function of frames we are going to describe here is that
frames help account for prototype effects and some of the boundary issues that
arise in connection with categories. The bachelor example we looked at earlier
is a complicated one. It raises the following questions: Is the category of
BACHELOR a graded category or not? Does it have clear boundaries or not?
What we found was that there are many good examples of the category: A
forty-year-old male who could be married but is not is probably an excellent
example of the category. But he is only an excellent example if he fits the
average male life cycle. Given the fit between an actual life cycle and the frame
for the average male life cycle, the category does not seem to be graded; that is,
if someone has the features ADULT, MALE, NEVER MARRIED, this person would
be a hundred percent member of the category. But if someone does not have
one of these or some of these features, the person would not be a member of
the category at all. The category seems to be not graded but seems to have
rigid boundaries instead. In other words, if the background frame, or idealized
cognitive model (ICM), applies to particular cases, the category seems both to
be not graded and to have clear boundaries.

However, when the background frame of the average male life cycle
does not apply to particular cases, it seems that the category ceases to have
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clear boundaries. In every case (such as the pope, Tarzan, homosexual adult
males) where there is some doubt about the applicability of the average male
life cycle, we run into potential categorization problems. We have to ask: Is
the pope, Tarzan, or a homosexual man appropriately called a bachelor? They
have all the necessary and sufficient conditions, and yet we hesitate to call
them such. This hesitation indicates that the category may be fuzzy; that is, it
may not have clear boundaries.

Thus, frames are subtle devices with which we can explore some
problematic issues in categorization. As in the case of BACHELOR, we can
provide an explanation of why certain categories that seem to have clear-cut
boundaries on the classical view may turn out to be fuzzy categories on the
cognitive linguistic view based on frames.

But often we do not find any necessary and sufficient conditions for
the use of concepts at all. How can we define and describe such concepts? As
an example of a concept for which there seem to be no essential features,
consider the concept of “mother.” There are many different kinds of mother:
stepmother, surrogate mother, adoptive mother, foster mother, donor mother,
unwed mother, and so on. Do they share a set of necessary and sufficient
conditions in terms of which we can define the category? Perhaps the most
likely candidate for an essential feature for motherhood would be a woman
having given birth to a child. But, as is immediately clear, stepmothers,
adoptive mothers, and donor mothers do not give birth to a child and yet they
are called mothers. In them, one of the features of motherhood is canceled:
having given birth to a child. This means that the feature is not an essential
one for calling someone a mother. It appears then that the concept of “mother”
is not based on what can be called a birth model. The same goes for other
potential features and the models they are based on. For example, let us take
the feature having nurtured a child. It clearly applies to foster mothers, but not
to all mothers, either. Your birth mother gave birth to you but may not have
nurtured you.

Lakoff's [11, p. 345 — 346] solution to the problem is to suggest that
the prototype of MOTHER is best characterized as a complex model that is
constituted by five simple models:

The birth model: The woman who has given birth to a child is the
mother. The genetic model: The woman who has provided the genetic
materials is the mother.

The nurturance model: The woman who nurtures the child is the
mother.

The marital model: The wife of the father is the mother.

The genealogical model: The closest female ancestor is the mother.

When all simple models converge in a particular case, we have the
prototypical mother. We can conceive of this as a complex frame that consists
of several simple ones — with the prototype being characterized by the
complex frame. The complex frame allows a great deal of variation, as many
of the compounds that refer to various kinds of mother indicate.

17



Bicauk JIHY imeni Tapaca Illesuenka Ne 6 (289), Y. 1, 2014

Now let us focus on the most powerful use of frames. The fact is that
frames help account for multiple understandings of the same situation. With it,
we can achieve several, often contradictory, understandings of exactly the
same situation. Let us suppose that Natasha does not like to spend money (see
also what we said above on negation). Two of his friends can describe him
appropriately as follows:

(7)Natasha is stingy.

(8) Natasha is thrifty.

Notice that we are talking about the same person, Natasha, who does
not like to spend money. One friend conceptualizes Natasha as stingy and
another conceptualizes her as thrifty. The first friend conceptualizes Natasha in
terms of the STINGY frame, the latter in terms of the THRIFTY frame. These are
contradictory descriptions and contradictory frames: One suggests that the fact
that Natasha does not like to spend money is a bad thing, whereas the other
suggests that it is a good thing. What we have here is what’s called alternative
construal of the same situation. Frames are often used for this purpose.

Alternative construals [3; 4; 5; 6] are especially common with
evaluative terms, such as stingy and thrifty. As a matter of fact, the opposites
of these terms, wasteful and generous, present us with the same kind of
alternative understanding of situations. But alternative construals are not
limited to evaluative terms. A clear example of this is how we understand the
eggs of fish. In one frame, the eggs of fish are called roe, while in another they
are called caviar. The first frame is based on the reproductive cycle of fish but
the second on the frame of FOOD CONSUMPTION. In addition, multiple frames
for the same thing play a major role in a wide range of important issues in
language understanding and categorization.

To sum up, frames have a variety of important uses, especially in the
areas of language understanding, categorization, and the conceptualization of
the world. In particular, as regards language understanding, frames help
account for how we understand the meanings of individual words, they help
account for apparently conflicting cases of negation, and they help account for
problems with analyticity. As regards categorization, frames help account for
certain problematic cases of categorization, they help account for prototype
effects and some of the boundary issues that arise in connection with
categories, they help account for cases where there are no necessary and
sufficient conditions to define the category, and they help account for multiple
understandings of the same situation. This last feature of frames is extremely
important for cultural purposes. A large part of cultural behavior consists in
negotiating situations that arise from people having different and contradictory
cultural/ cognitive models of the “same” area of experience.

Further research might cover the frame analysis of culture.
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BoxyHn 1. A. Jlesiki ¢pynkuii ¢ppeiimiB

Cratts gocnipkye ¢ppediMu sIK CTPYKTYpHI MEHTaJIbHI penpe3eHTallii
pi3HEX cdep JTOACHEKOro A0CBiAy. BoHM cKilamaloTh 3HAUYHY YAaCTHHY HaIIUX
3HaHb Npo cBiT. Hamri 3HaHHS MO CBIT 3’SBISAIOTHCA B JTyXKE CXEMAaTHYHIN
dopmi, y Burisaal Qpeimis. [HmmMu cioBamu, ¢peiimMu 30HMparoTh Hail
INPOTOTUIHM JAJsl BITOOpaXXeHHs KOHLENTyalbHUX KaTeropiil. dpeiiMu marTh
JIOJAaTKOBI XapaKTEPUCTUKH, SK IHAYKYBaHHS TICBHMM 3HAUYEHHSIM CIIOBA,
npoUTIOBaHHAM,  HaB’A3yBaHHSAM  IE€BHOI  MEPCIEKTHBM  CHUTYallii,
MIPOIO3ULIEI0 TIEBHOT 1CTOPIi KOHUENTY, MPUITYIIEHHAM OUIBIINX KYJIbTYPHUX
¢pelimiB. ABTOp BU3Hauae GpyHKIIIO QpeiiMiB K X MPU3HAYEHHS, OCOOIMBO B
o0nacTi pO3yMIHHA MOBM, KaTeropusauii Ta KOHIENTyaji3alii CBITY.
CTOCOBHO pO3yMiHHS MOBH, (peHMH [0MOMararoTh IOSICHUTH, SK MU
pPO3YMIEMO 3HA4YEHHS OKPEMHX CIIB, a TaKOX JONOMAararTh IMOSICHUTH
KOH(QUIIKTHI BUIAJKU 3allepeuyeHHs Ta npobjeMu 3 aHamiTHUHICTIO. CTOCOBHO
Kareropusanii, QpelmMu JA0MmoMararoTh TMOSCHUTH MPOOJIEMHI BHUIAIKU
KaTeropusalii, IPOTOTHUIIHI BIUIMBH 1 JAEAKl CyMIXHI BHUIAJIKU, KOJU HEMae
HeoOxiAHUX a0o0 JOCTAaTHIX YMOB JUIsl BU3HAUEHHS Kareropii 1 JUisl pi3HUX
pO3yMiHb OAHIET cHUTyalii. ABTOp MIAKPECTIOE, IO I OCTaHHS (YHKIIIS
¢bpeliMiB Mae BeMKe 3HAYCHHS JJIS KYJIbTYPOJIOTIYHUX LIel. 3HauyHa 4acTKa

19



Bicauk JIHY imeni Tapaca Illesuenka Ne 6 (289), Y. 1, 2014

KyJIbTYpPHOI TIOBEIIHKH CKJIQA€ThCA 3 3aJaroJDKEHHS CUTYyallid, sKi
BUHUKAIOTh CEpel JIoeH 3 PI3HUMHU Ta CYNEPEWIMBUMH KYyJIbTYpHUMH/
KOTHITUBHUMH MOJICTISIMU OAHIET chepH T0CBimY.

Knwouosi  cnosa: QperiM, KOTHITHBHA JIIHTBICTHKA, KOHIIETIT,
MPOTOTHUIIL, KYJIbTYpPHUN (peiim.

Boxyn U. A. Hexkoropslie pynknuu ¢ppeiimon

Cratbss wuccieayeT (QpeliMbl Kak CTPYKTYpHbIE  MEHTaJbHbIE
penpe3eHTalun Pa3InYHbIX cep 4YeroBeueckoro ombita. OHU COCTaBISIOT
OO0JIBLITYIO YacTh HAIIMX 3HAHUN 0 Mupe. Haiu 3HaHus 0 MUpe MOSIBIISAIOTCS B
OuYeHb cxemaThueckoi Qopme, B Buae ¢periMoB. MHbIMU cioBaMu, QperMbl
COOMpAIOT HAlM MPOTOTHUIIBI JUISI BBIPAXKEHHUS KOHLENTYaJbHBIX KaTETOPH.
@peliMbl  00J1aJaI0T HEKOTOPBIMU  JTOTIOJIHUTEIbHBIMU  XapaKTEPUCTUKAMH,
HaIpumep, HUHIYLIUPOBAHUEM OIpEEIEHHBIX 3HAYEHUI CIIOB,
npoduIMpoBaHuEeM, HaBA3bIBAHUEM ONPEIECIIEHHON MEepCHeKTUBbl CUTYaLUH,
IIPEIOKEHUEM  ONPEICIIEHHOM HMCTOPUM  KOHUENTA, IMPEAIOI0KEHUEM
Hanuuus Oojee KPYNHBIX KyJIbTYpHBIX ¢periMoB. CTaThsi OIpenesnseT
byHKIMIO QpeiMOB Kak MX Ha3HA4YE€HHUE, OCOOEHHO B 00JIACTH MOHUMAaHHS
S3bIKa, KaTeropu3allMi U KOHLENTyalu3auud mupa. B obractu moHuMaHus
A3bIKa  (ppeiiMbl TOMOTalOT OOBICHATH TO, KaK Mbl MOHHMAaeM 3HAuEHUE
MHIUBUAYAIbHBIX CJIOB, IOMOTAIOT OOBSCHITH IBHO KOH(DJIUKTYIOIINE MEXKITY
coOOl cilyyau OTpHULIAaHUS U TPOOJEMbl C aHAIUTUYHOCTBIO. B obnactu
Kareropu3anuu, ¢GpeiiMbl TOMOTAIOT OOBICHATH MPOOJIEMHBIE CIy4au
KaTeropu3alyy, IPOTOTUIIHBIE BO3JECHCTBUS U HEKOTOpBIE IOIPAHUYHbIE
cllydad, KOTOpbl€ BO3HUKAIOT B CIy4yae C KaTerOpUsSMHU, a TAKKE MOMOTaroT
OOBSICHATH CIydad, KOT/1a HET HEOOXOIUMBIX WIIM TOCTATOYHBIX YCIOBHUH JUis
oIpesieNieHUs] KaTeropuu U JJIsi MHOXXECTBEHHOI'O OOBSICHEHUS OAHOW M TOM
Ke CUTyaluu. ABTOp MOAYEPKHUBAET, YTO 3Ta mocienHsas (GyHKuus QGpeiimMoB
YpE3BBIYANHO BAaXKHA JUIS KYJIbTYPOJOTMYECKUX Lesield. bonpmias dactb
KYJIbTYPHOTO IIOBEJIEHUS COCTOMT B YJIaKUBaHUM CUTyallUd, KOTOpbIE
BO3HUKAIOT CPEH JIIOJIEN € Pa3IMuHbIMU U MPOTUBOPEUNBBIMH KYJIbTYPHBIMU/
KOTHUTUBHBIMU MOJEIISIMU OJTHOW U TOH e cepsl ombITa.

Knrouesvle cnosa: ¢peitM, KOTHUTHUBHAS JWHTBUCTHKA, KOHIICHT,
IPOTOTHI, KyJIbTYpPHBIH (Qpeiim.

Bokun I. A. Some functions of frames

The article examines frames as structured mental representations of
an area of human experience. They constitute a large part of our knowledge
about the world. The knowledge we have about the world appears in a highly
schematic form, in frames. In other words, frames capture our prototypes for
conceptual categories. Frames have several additional characteristics, like
being evoked by particular meaning of words, profiling, imposing a certain
perspective on a situation, suggesting a particular history in a concept,
assuming larger cultural frames. The author identifies the functions of frames

20



Bicauk JIHY imeni Tapaca Illesuenka Ne 6 (289), Y. 1, 2014

as a variety of important uses, especially in the areas of language understanding,
categorization, and the conceptualization of the world. In particular, as regards
language understanding, frames help account for how we understand the
meanings of individual words, they help account for apparently conflicting
cases of negation, and they help account for problems with analyticity. As
regards categorization, frames help account for certain problematic cases of
categorization, they help account for prototype effects and some of the
boundary issues that arise in connection with categories, they help account for
cases where there are no necessary and sufficient conditions to define the
category, and they help account for multiple understandings of the same
situation. The author highlights that this last feature of frames is extremely
important for cultural purposes. A large part of cultural behavior consists in
negotiating situations that arise from people having different and contradictory
cultural/ cognitive models of the “same” area of experience.

Key words: frame, cognitive linguistics, concept, prototype, cultural
frame.
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METAMOP®O3MU SIK 3ACIB OBPA3HOI IHTEPIIPETAIIII
EPOTHU30BAHOI TIIECHOCTI B XYJOXKHIW CEMAHTHIII
AHIIIMCBKOI'O MOJEPHI3MY
(KOHIeNTYyaJbHUI aHAJI3)

binvwe pozymy y meoemy mini, Hidic y meoiu suwyiti Myopocmi.
1 xmo 3nae, 0o woco nompiona meoemy miny meos suwia myopicms?
@. Hiywe

@DeHOMEH TUIECHOCTI SIK O0’€KT JOCHIKEHHs IpHUBEpPTaB yBary
BEJIMKOI KUIBKOCTI HAYKOBIIIB, SIK1 MIPAIIOIOTh Y pi3HUX cepax Hayku [1 — 6],
OCKIIIbKY JIOJICBKE TLIO y WOT0 pi3HOMaHITHUX BHUSBaxX 3/7aBHa mepedyBae y
¢dokyci  yBarm  aHaToOMii, ICHXOJIOTii,  COLIOJOrii, KYyJbTYpOJIOTii,
MHUCTELTBO3HABCTBA, ¢inocodii Tomo. He oOMuHynu Horo cBo€w yBarorw i
¢11070TH — SK JiTEpaTypO3HaBL|, TaK 1 JIHrBICTH [1 — 12].

BpaxoByroun pi3HOACHEKTHHM XapakTep JIOACHKOrO Tijia, pakypcu
HOro BHMBYEHHS HE BHYEPHYIOThCS MpoOJeMaTukor Horo OyaoBH Ta
(GyHKILIOHYBaHHS, aje 1 BKJIIOYAIOTh MHUTAaHHS B3aeMoaii 3 cobi moaiOHUMH,
OCMHUCJIEHHS OyTTsI IO JUHU sIK homo corporalis, i MicIs B coLiiyMi Ta iH.
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