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FRAME AS A COGNITIVE STRUCTURE
IN THE MASS MEDIA TEXTS

This article discusses the concept of “frame”, which is used as the study of artificial intelligence.
Currently, the term “frame” is widely used in sociology, psychology, linguistics, journalism. Frame has
acquired several clarifying definitions in each individual humanitarian science. The article also gives in-
terpretations of the “frame” concept by various researchers, the key characteristics of the frame structure.
The classification of frames presented distinguishes the following types: frames-samples; frames-instanc-
es; frames-structures; frames-roles; frames-scenarios; frames-situations. The frame structure including
constitutive, formal and target sub frames is described. The goal is to study the language of media text
viewing the main cognitive knowledge formats and their linguistic objectification implementation. The
main directions and ideas of scientific research: the existing typology of concepts is unstable, as evi-
denced by the identification of subspecies of existing types of mental units by researchers; in media
texts, information is recognized in the following frequency cognitive formats: concept, concept, frame,
scenario, gestalt. The theoretical relevance is that it makes a certain contribution to a new stage of un-
derstanding the problem solving of language correlation and thought structures, language and cognitive
processes at different levels of their interaction of the mass media text. The research results increase the
ways of presenting new knowledge about the world in the media. A significant research result is the clas-
sification of the main language cliche characteristics based on the studies as a focal point for the further
concepts typology development. The practical relevance is the opportunity of the obtained results to ap-
ply in the following elective cycle disciplines: “Cognitive Linguistics”, “Linguoculturology”, etc., in the
preparation of textbooks for students, postgraduates of philological and journalism faculties. The article
consists of the following parts: introduction, statement of goals and objectives, comparative review of
the “frame” concept by various linguists, discussion of research methods and conclusions.

Key words: frame, cognitive linguistics, slots, typical slots, frame-scenario, sketch-frame.
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dDpeitm XKaHAAbIK, MITIHAEpPIHAETI
KOTHUTUBTIK KYPbIAbIM peTiHAE

BbyA Makanapa >acaHAbl WMHTEAAEKTIHI 3epTTey peTiHAE FbIAbIMAQ KOAAQHbIAFAH «perm»
YFbIMbl K@pacTbIpblAaAbl, OA ©3iHiH, KOAAAHbIAY epiciH TapatTbl. Kasipri yakbitTa «dpeiim» TepMUHI
9AEYMETTaHYAQ, MCUXOAOTMSAA], AMHIBUCTMKAAQ, NEeAArorMkasa KeHIHEH KOAAQHBIAQAbI XKBHe XaATa
CakTaAFaH MAESAApPAbl YMbIMAACTLIPYAbIH BAiciH Oiaaipeai. CoHbiMeH Kartap, Kaap opbip xeke
FYMaHUTApPABIK, FbIAbIMAQ GipHelle HaKTbIAQy aHblKTamaAapbiH aAAbl. COHAQM-aK, MakKaAaAa apTYpPAI
3epTTeyLiAepAiH «pperM» YFbIMbIHbIH TYCIHAIPMEAepi, KaAp KyYPbIAbIMbIHbIH HEri3ri cunatTamasapbl
KeATipiareH. MperMAEpAiIH XKIKTEAYi KeAeci TypAepAi axblpaTaabl: (hperMAep-YAriAep; dpenmaep-
AQHAAQp;  (PperMAEP-KYPbIABIMAAD;  (PpernmMAep-pessep; dpenmAaep-cueHapuiiaep; dpenmMaep-
KarAanAap. Pamaablk KypblAbIM, OHbIH, ilWiIHAE KOHCTUTYLMSABIK, PECMWM >KOHE MaKCaTTbl iLKi
>KaKTayAap cunaTTaaFaH. Makaaa keaeci 6eAiMAepAeH Typaabl: Kipicrne, mMakcar neH MiHAET KOio,
BPTYPAI AMHIBUCT FaAbIMAAPAbIH «(ppeim» YFbIMbIHbIH MBHIH CaAbICTbIPMaAbl TaAAQY, 3ePTTey sAicTepi
MeH TY>KbIPbIMAQPbIH TaAKbIAQY. MakcaTbl — >XaHAAbIKTap MaTIHIHIH TiAIH (Ka3ak, OpbIC YX&He afblALLbIH
TiAAEPI MaTepranAapbl HeriziHAe) OIAIMHIH Heri3ri KOrHUTMBTI hopMaTTapbiH iCKe acbIpy >KOHE OAap-
AbIH TIAAIK KQPCbIAACYbl TYPFbICbIHAH 3epTTey. FbiAbIMM 3€PTTEYAiH Heri3ri 6arbITTapbl MEH MAESAAPDI:
TY>KbIpbIMAAMaAAPAbIH Ka3ipri TUMOAOrMSCbl TypakCbi3, OYA 3epTTeylLiAepAiH akbIA-01 BIpAIKTEpiHiH
KOAAQHBICTaFbl TYPAEPIHIH Killi TYPAEpiH aHbIKTaybIMEH ABAEAAEHEAI; >XAaHAAbIKTApP MOTIiHAEpiHAE
aKnapart KeAecCi >XMIAIKTIK-TaHbIMABIK, (hopMaTTapA@ TaHbIAQAbL: TY>XXbIPbIMAAMA, KaAp, CLieHapwi,
reCTaAbT, COWAEY KAMIUEAEPiH TecTaAbTTapFa >aTkpidyFa 6GoAaabl. TEOPUSIAbIK, MaHbI3AbIAbIFbI
OHbIH Ka3akK, OpbIC XX8He afblALIbIH TIAAEPIHAEr MaTepuaspsapAarbl XKAHAAbIKTAP MOTIHIHIH e3apa
OpEeKeTTECYiHIH, BPTYPAI AEHrerAepiHAEri TIAAIK >X8He OMAay KYPbIAbIMAQPBIHBIH, TiAAIK >KeHe
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TaHbIMADIK, MPOLIECTEPAIH apaKaTbIHACbl MBCEAECIH TYCIHYAIH >KaHA Ke3eHiHiH MeCeAeAepiH wwewyre
GeAriAi 6ip yAeC KOCaTbIHAbIFbIHAQ. 3ePTTey HOTUXKEAEPI TY>KbIPbIMAAMaAAPAbIH TUMOAOIUSICbl TyPaAbl
naesiHbl keHenteai; BAK-Ta aaem Typaabl )kaHa 6iaim 6epy Taciaaepi. 3epTTeyAiH MaHbI3Abl HOTMXKECI:
TY>XKbIPbIMAAMa TUIMOAOTMSICbIH OAQH 8Pi AAMbITYAbIH 6acTaybl peTIHAE CayaAHama AEpeKTepi HerisiHAe
ceiAey KAMLLIECIHIH, Heri3ri cunaTraMaAapbiH XikTey. [MpakTUKaAbIK, MAHbI3AbIAbIFbI SAEKTUBTI LIMKAAIH,
KeAeci neHAepi 6oMbIHLIA KypCTapAbl 93ipAey KE3IHAE aAbIHFaH HOTMXKEAEPA] KOAAAHY MYMKIHAIriMeH
6anAaHbICTbl: «KOTHUTUBTI AMHIBUCTMKA», «“AMHTBOMOAEHUETTaHY», «TiA BIAIMIHIH ©3eKTi MaceAeAepi»
>koHe T.6., CoHAaM-aK, (PUAOAOTMS (DaKyAbTETTEPI MEH XKYPHAAMCTMKA (paKyAbTETTEPIHIH CTYAEHTTEpI,
MarmcTpaHTTaphbl YLLiH OCbl N8HAEP GOMbIHLLA OKY KYPaAAAPbIH AAMbIHAQYAQ KAXKETTi.

TyitiH ce3aep: peimM, KOTHUTUBTIK AMHIBUCTMKA, CAOTTAp, TUMTIK CAOTTAp, bpermM-cueHapui,
3CKM3-hpenm.
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®peitm KaKk KOTHUTUBHas CTPYKTypa
B HOBOCTHbIX TeKCTax

B AaHHOM CTaTbe paccMaTpUBAETCsl NMOHSITUE «hperiM», KOTOPOE UCMOAb3YETCsl BCe HOAee LIMPOKO
B HayUHbIX MCCAEAOBAHMSIX, MOCBALLEHHbIX MCKYCCTBEHHOMY MHTEAAEKTY. B HacToslee Bpems KOHLenT
«hperm» MPUMEHSETCS B AMHIBUCTMKE, COLMOAOTMM, >KYPHAAMCTMKE, MeAarornke Kak CpeAaCTBO
Co3AaHMs 06pasoB, 3apUKCUPOBAHHBIX B MamsaTu. KoHUenT «pperim» B AMHIBUCTMKE MMEET HECKOAbKO
OnpeAeAéHHbIX AeUHUMUMA. Takxke B CTaTbe AQlOTCH TPaKTOBKM MOHSATUS «bperiM» pasAMUHbIX
MCCAEAOBATEAEN, KAIOUEBbIE XApPaKTEPUCTUKM CTPYKTYpbl hperma, npeACTaBAeHa KAaccudmkaums
hpenmoB, pasAMUaIOLLAs CAEAYIOLIME BUAbL: (PPEerMbI-3K3EMMNASPbI; hpermMbi-06pasubl; hpenmbi-
POAM; (DPEeNMbI-CTPYKTYpbI; (hperimbl-cuTyaumm; dpenmbl-cueHapuun. [peacTaBaeHa perimoBas
CTPYKTYPa, BKAIOYAlOLWAs KOHCTUTYTMBHBIM, (hOpMaAbHbI M LeAeBor noadpeiimel. Lleab cratbu
MCCAEAOBaHMe g3blka HOBOCTHOIO TEKCTA (Ha MaTepmane Ka3axckoro, pyccKoro M aHrAMMCKOro S3bIKOB)
C MCMOAb30BaHWEM KAIOUEBbIX MO3HABAaTEAbHbIX MH(POPMALMOHHbBIX (POPMATOB 1 UX AUHTBUCTUUECKOTO
aKTyaAnsnpoBaHus. OCHOBHble HamMpaBAEHMS WM MAEM HAYYHOTO WCCAEAOBAHMS:  HbIHELUHSIS
KAAccumrKaLms TEPMUHOB SIBASIETCSI HECTAOMABHOM, UTO MOATBEPXKAAET BbISIBAEHWE MCCAEAOBATEASIMM
NMOABUAOB CYLLECTBYIOLUMX BWMAOB MEHTAAbHbIX E€AMHML; B HOBOCTHbIX TeKCTax MHgopMaums
OMO3HAETCS B HUXKENEePEUMCAEHHbIX YaCTOTHbIX BepOaAbHbIX (hopMaTax: MOHSATHIE, KOHLENT, CLIEeHapU1H,
dpernm, rewtaasbT. K rewraabtam MoryT 6biTb OTHECEHbI peyeBble KauLe. TeopeTnyeckast 3HaUMMOCTb
3aKAIOYAETCS B TOM, UTO M3ydeHue hpermoB CnocoBCTBYET pelleHnio 3aAad COBPEMEHHOIO py6exa
OCO3HaHMs NPOOAEMbI COOTBETCTBUSI AMHIBUCTUUECKMX M KOTHUTUMBHBIX CTPYKTYP, AMHIBUCTUUYECKUX
M KOTHWTMBHBIX MPOLLECCOB HA Pa3HbIX CTYMEHSX WX B3aMMOAENCTBMS HOBOCTHOIO TeKCTa Ha
MaTepuaAe KazaxCKoro, pycckoro M aHrAMICKOro $13blkoB. Pe3yAbTaTbl MCCAEAOBaHMS YBEAMUMBAIOT
NMOHMMaHWe O KAaccuMKaLMM KOHLENTOB; CPEACTBAX MOAQUM HOBbIX MPEACTABAEHWI O MUpe B
CMMW. 3HaunTeAbHbI PE3YALTAT MCCAEAOBAHMS: KAACCU(UKALIMSA OCOBEHHOCTEN PEUYEBOro KAMLLE Ha
OCHOBaHWM Moka3aTeAel aHKeTMPOBaHMS Kak CTapTa K AaAbHerLweMy (hopMMPOBaHUIO KAaCcCUmKaumm
KOHUenToB. [1pakTnyeckas 3HAUMMOCTb OMpPEeAEAeHa MepcrnekTUBOM MPUMEHEHUS MOAYYEHHbIX
pe3yAbTaToB Npu pa3paboTke AEKLUMOHHOrO MaTePMAAd U NMOATOTOBKE YUeOHbIX MOCOOUIA CAEAYIOLLMX
AMCUMMNAMH SAEKTUBHOMO LUMKAQ: «AMHIBOKYAbTYPOAOTUS», «KOrHUTMBHA AMHIBUCTUKA», «AKTYaAbHble
NpobAEMbl S3bIKO3HAHUS» U AD. AAS CTYAEHTOB M MarucCTPaHTOB (PUAOAOTMYECKUX (hAKYAbTETOB M
(haKyAbTETOB XYPHAAUCTUKM. CTaTbsl COCTOUT M3 CAEAYIOMX YacCTel: BBEAEHME, NMOCTAaHOBKA LEeAU
M 33aAQ4, CPABHUTEABHBIN aHaAM3 CYLLHOCTU MOHATUS «ppeiiM» B MHTEPRpeTaLmm Pa3AMUHbIX YYeHbIX-
AVIHTBUCTOB, 06CY>XAEHME METOAOB UCCAEAOBAHMS U BbIBOABI.

KatoueBble cAoBa: hpeiim, KOTHUTUBHAS AMHIBUCTUKA, CAOTbI, TUMUYHBIE CAOTbI, (DpPENM-CLIEHAPUHA,
3CKM3-hpenm.

Introduction

Justification of the choice of articles. The text
is considered as a certain set of knowledge in this
study, devoted to the linguocognitive aspects of the
media text as an information base laid down by the
author and perceived by the reader. The text is inter-
preted as a combination of the properties of the in-

formation source of the surrounding reality reflected
in the definite period of time, and its main character-
istics are news and information saturation and infor-
mation content (newsworthy, meaning surprise and /
or novelty for the reader). Mentioned characteristics
are functionally different and are equated with the
context tension concept — not expressed in words
degree of its semantic comprehensiveness. The ne-
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cessity to reveal the information content category in
general and the concepts particularly from the point
of cognitive philology, the lack of knowledge of the
mass media text of various functional styles deter-
mine the relevance of the research topic.

The goal is to study the language of the news
text (based on Kazakh, Russian and English) from
the perspective of implementing the main cognitive
formats of knowledge and their linguistic lenses.

In order to achieve this goal, the following ob-
jectives are necessary:

- Define their own theoretical positions on the
basis of a critical review of research papers on key
cognitive linguistics issues;

- Identify cognitive formats of information gen-
eration characteristic of news text;

- Identify ways and means of representing in-
formation in the most frequent cognitive formats for
encoding information in multilingual news texts.

Scientific research methodology

Research methods. The issues set made it neces-
sary to use the following methods:

- linguocognitive-in identifying cognitive for-
mats for reading information and interpreting the
semantics of the language units that verbalize them,;

- a method of content analysis, understood as a
study technique for an focused, qualitative and sys-
tematic outline of the definite communication sub-
stance; a study technique for forming conclusions
by systematic and objective identification of specific
characteristics of messages (Ticher, 2009) — when
collecting and analyzing factual material;

- descriptive method — when segmenting, iden-
tifying and arranging language units, as well as
when contacting informants.

- the questionnaire method

Results and discussion

The concept “frame” (from English “frame” —
a frame, a framework, structure) was introduced by
M. Minsky in his work as “A Framework for Rep-
resenting Knowledge” (1975) devoted to artificial
intelligence for scientific use. The author defined
the frame as a structured data system for presenting
stereotypical information (Minsky, 1975).

The concept «frame” was introduced directly
into linguistics by Ch. J. Fillmore in his work “Frame
semantics and the nature of language”(1976). The
author defines a frame as a cognitive structure that
provides an understanding of concepts represent-
ed by words (Fillmore, 1992). Later (in the early
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1980s), C.J. Fillmore actively developed the con-
cept of frame semantics, which is an adaptation of
the “frame” concept for lexical semantics. Accord-
ing to his theory, words form groups, each of which
is better to study as a whole, because each group is
a certain unit of knowledge. Such groups of words
are held together by the fact that they are motivated,
defined and mutually structured by schematizations
of experience, for which the general term frame can
be used (Fillmor, 1988).

Thus, the concept of “frame”, previously used
in the sciences that study artificial intelligence, has
expanded the scope of its use. Now a frame is a term
widely used in sociology, psychology, linguistics,
pedagogy, and denotes a way of organizing repre-
sentations stored in memory. At the same time, the
frame has acquired several clarifying definitions in
each individual humanitarian science (Bykadorova,
2014).

Let us review the definitions of foreign scien-
tists characteristic of cognitive linguistics: J. Taylor
interprets the frame as “a structure of knowledge
that unites numerous areas associated with a given
linguistic form” (1995) (Taylor John, 1995.); F.
Ungerer and H.-J. Schmid speak of the frame as “a
type of cognitive model that represents knowledge
and opinions related to specific, frequently repeated
situations” (1996) (Ungerer, Schmid, 1996); E.R.
Wendland characterizes the frame in the following
definition as a psychological construct associated
with one dominant point of view.

In Russian cognitive linguistics, a frame in
the” Short Dictionary of Cognitive Terms * (1997),
edited by E. S. Kubryakova, is defined as “a set
of hypotheses about the structure of a formal lan-
guage for expressing knowledge as an alternative
for semantic networks or for predicate calculus; the
organization of representations stored in memory
(human and/or computer) plus the organization of
processing and logical inference processes oper-
ating on this storage. A frame is a data structure
for representing stereotypical situations, especial-
ly when organizing large amounts of data” (Ku-
bryakova, 1997).

J.V. Nikonova, analyzing previous definitions,
comes to the conclusion that “the frame is a unique
representation structure of experienced cognitive
knowledge of a person that connects the field of
cognitive and linguistic” (Nikonova, 2007). N.V.
Sternev, having also analyzed the existing defini-
tions, gives his wording: “the frame can be repre-
sented as a way of structured content of the concep-
tual space of a person presenting knowledge about
typed situations” (Sterneva, 2009).
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The general humanitarian definition of the
frame is found by A.Yu. Bykadorova: “the frame is
a structure of knowledge about a subject (concept,
phenomenon, event, time gap) in a specific field
of science, having those stereotypical features and
characteristics that are the object of study for a given
science” (Zarudneva, 2007).

So, various researchers interpret the frame as: a
data or knowledge structure; a system of concepts; a
type of cognitive model; a unit of the cognitive lev-
el; a cognitive structure; a multicomponent concept;
a knowledge model; an information package; an in-
formation judgment; a structured unit of conscious-
ness; semantic education; a structure of knowledge
representation; a conceptual structure; a semantic
framework of a stereotypical situation, etc.

As can be seen, there is no generally accepted
definition of the concept of “frame” in cognitive lin-
guistics.

One of the important issues in cognitive lin-
guistics is the structure of cognitive models, includ-
ing the frame. Despite the lack of consensus on the
definition of the term “frame”, many researchers are
unanimous in their views on its composition and
structure. The frame structure is more often present-
ed hierarchically: deep from the upper levels to the
lower deep levels (Lukashevich, 2002).

In this matter, the fundamental theory is M. Min-
sky’s, according to which, the frame is represented
as a network consisting of units and connections
between them. The upper units of the network (the
supra-ordinate ones) are formed by concepts that are
invariably fair in relation to the implied situation, so
they are always clearly defined. The units located at
the lower levels (subordinate) have a set of terminal
vertices (slots) filled with private data based on a
known situation (Minsky, 1975).

The existing characteristics of the frame struc-
ture basically repeat the description of M. Minsky,
varying only in particular representations. Thus, A.
S. Babicheva writes that the frame structure consists
of a vertex-a name, a topic of a stereotypical situa-
tion, as well as slots and terminals — lower — level
slots filled with propositions-variable components.
At the same time, the researcher emphasizes that the
lower-level slots filled with groups of words reflect
the national-specific features of a particular linguis-
tic culture (Babicheva, 2007). Babicheva identifies
subslots in the frame structure: “the top-level slots
are fixed and correspond to information (declara-
tive or procedural), which is always relevant in rela-
tion to this situation. The slots of the lower level are
different in volume and structure, they can contain
a number of elementary actions-subslots” (Babi-

cheva, 2007). Among the slots, there is a special
subspecies-typical slots — those elements of the situ-
ation that concretize a certain aspect of the frame. In
cognitive linguistics, a slot is understood as a propo-
sition (a unit of information storage in a person’s
memory), reflecting the relations that characterize
objects and events (Parshin, 1996).

In frames, as in slots, subframes or subframes
are distinguished. Subframes are called smaller
cognitive formations that form the main frame (Ba-
ranov, 2001). The frame structure described by O.V.
Sokolova is similar. In her opinion, the frame is a
structure of hierarchically interacting elements. The
elements of the lower level are in a “waiting” situ-
ation: they are filled with signs in the process of
adapting the frame to a specific situation. The hier-
archically ordered frame structure ensures its integ-
rity (Sokolova, 2007).

The representation of a frame as a hierarchical
structure echoes other representations of its struc-
ture. For example, E.A. Zarudnev presents the frame
system in the form of a tree. At the top — the vertex
node of the frame, generic (prototype) information
accumulates, at the bottom it is attached specific
subframes (nested frames) — terminal nodes, or slots
that add specific details, new information about the
stereotypical situation (Zarudneva, 2007).

The structuring of the frame by LA. Lungu is
of interest. She believes that the basis of the frame
structure is the focus (core), which includes individ-
ual features of the frame. A frame as a data structure
has slots (graphs) or terminals, which are cognitive
components that are part of our ideas about typical
phenomena, events and objects of the surrounding
world (Lungu, 2015).

Scientists also consider the characteristic fea-
tures of the frame. Most linguists and cognitive
scientists agree that a frame is, first of all, an open
structure that can expand due to the receipt of new
information, so this cognitive unit cannot have clear
boundaries. This, in our opinion, is one of the main
indisputable characteristics of the frame-the ability
to expand.

N.V. Sterneva, in her work on the frame, gives
the following key characteristics of it, identified
during the analysis: structurality, typification, situ-
ativeness, representativeness (Sterneva, 2009).

In cognitive linguistics, there are situations when
the usual sequence of actions of a typical frame can
be violated. Among the most common transforma-
tions of the frame structure, the following are dis-
tinguished: replacing the content of a traditional slot
with an uncharacteristic one, replacing a frame sub-
slot with an uncharacteristic one, eliminating indi-
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vidual traditional slots or sub-slots, introducing a
new uncharacteristic slot with its own content, fold-
ing the frame into one slot, a sub-slot.

An important issue is the classification of
frames. At the moment, there are not so many spe-
cific varieties of the frame in linguistic science. This
question is developed in more detail in the theories
of artificial intelligence and programming, but the
achievements of these scientific fields cannot be
“transferred” to cognitive linguistics due to the dif-
ference in scientific approaches.

In cognitive linguistics, the types of frame are
insufficiently studied, as evidenced by the presence
of a small number of works devoted to this problem.
In this regard, the frames highlighted by M. Min-
sky are relevant, with the help of which a person is
aware of visual images — frames of visual images,
understands words-semantic frames, reasoning,
actions-frames-scenarios, narratives, etc. (Minskij,
1979).

S.A. Zhabotinskaya identifies five types of
frames that make up a frame network among them-
selves. This is a subject frame, a taxonomic frame,
a possessive frame, an action frame and a compara-
tive frame (Zhabotinskaya,1999).

V.E. Karpov distinguishes the following types:
frames-samples; frames-instances; frames-struc-
tures; frames-roles; frames-scenarios; frames-sit-
uations (Karpov, 2015). It also defines an unfilled
frame as a protoframe, and a filled one as an exo-
frame.

L.V. Babina and 1.Y. Makarova argue that the
frame structure includes constitutive, formal and tar-
get subframes. The constitutive subframe contains
objectively given and inferently derived informa-
tion about the appearance of the object. The target
subframe contains information that is related either
to the actions of the object itself, or to actions on
the object, or to actions performed with the help of
the object. The formal subframe includes informa-
tion about the entry of an object into a more general
group of similar objects, which occupies a certain
place in the hierarchy of knowledge (Babina, Ma-
karova, 2007).

O. S. Polatovskaya suggests that the frame-
script (or its term — a doublet scenario frame)
should be attributed to the type of concepts, which,
in her opinion, will be of practical importance in
the study of the problem of the relationship be-
tween language and speech. She writes: “In gener-
al, the main difference between a script frame and
a frame is the dynamic nature of the first and the
static nature of the second... The fundamental dif-
ference between a scenario frame and a scenario is
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its attachment to the context of a specific situation”
(Polatovskaya O.S.,2013).

The recognition by scientists of the cognitive
interpretation of the frame (passing the stage of
the linguocognitive research procedure, where the”
translation “ of language data into cognitive data is
carried out (Popova, Sternin) was the impetus for
the development of subspecies of this format. So,
the researcher L.V. Babina develops the theory of
sketch frames. According to her, “ the selection of
a sketch frame is provided by such a property of
frames as their ability to narrow, focus attention on
their individual components. A sketch frame differs
from a frame in that it is simple, since it conveys a
small part of the frame. It transmits knowledge se-
lectively, so to speak “locally” (Berdnikova, 2014).
The researcher also developed the author’s method
of analyzing the interpretation of prefixed English
verbs using sketch frames.

The term “sketch frame” was created from the
English “sketch-frame”. “It represents that part of
the structured field of human knowledge, correlated
with the generating word (or words), which comes
into focus when creating a concept represented by
a derived word, and determines to some extent the
structure of the latter” (Lopatin, 2011).

In cognitive linguistics, there is no clear method-
ology for analyzing the frame, there are only desig-
nated areas. O.V. Sokolova identifies the following:

1. Analysis of a particular frame formed by lexi-
cal units grouped according to a single conceptual
basis.

2. Study of the role of the frame in the commu-
nication process.

3. The application of the concept of a frame
in relation to the translation process, which is ex-
pressed in attempts to describe real mental opera-
tions occurring in the translator’s brain during the
translation process (Sokolova, 2007).

In modern linguistic research, there are the fol-
lowing basic approaches of the frame study: lin-
guocognitive (its representatives: A.P. Babushkin,
A.N. Baranov, V.Z. Demyankov, T.A. van Dyck,
E.S. Kubryakova, J. Lakoff, M. Minsky, E.V. Ra-
khilina, Ch. Fillmore, N. Chomsky, etc.), linguo-
culturological (it is followed by: V.I. Karasik,
N.A. Krasavsky, V.V. Krasnykh, V.A. Maslova,
V.I.  Shakhovsky, etc.) and psycholinguistic
(R. Abelson, I. Hoffman, R. Schenk, etc.).

It is also necessary to mention the existence of
a sociological approach, the founder of which is
the American sociologist E. Goffman. He calls the
frame — “analytical forests”, owing to that we can
realize our own impressions. Frames may be de-
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termined by situations. They are subject to definite
principles which represent social occasions and reg-
ulate human participation in them (Goffman, 1974).

0O.V. Sokolova believes that there are two ap-
proaches to a “frame” concept in cognitive philol-
ogy: a frame as a knowledge framework and a frame
as a knowledge representation pattern. Firstly, the
frame is viewed as a unit of the human gnostic sys-
tem. Secondly, the frame is a way, a device for pre-
senting the cognitive system. Trying to distinguish
between the two understandings of the frame, it is
necessary to realize that when studying the frame as
a structure of knowledge, we turn to the language-
phenomenon, and when studying the frame as a
structure of knowledge representation, the object of
attention becomes the language-construct. Howev-
er, the study of human consciousness is possible for
the most part with the help of language alone, so in
any case, the researcher is faced with a frame — the
structure of the representation of knowledge (Soko-
lova, 2007).

In strict connection with the approaches to the
study of the frame, there are already formed meth-
ods of frame analysis in cognitive linguistics.

The frame usage as a scientific method is closely
connected with the postulation of a certain depen-
dence of the linguistic meaning on the cognitive ex-
perience of a person. Accordingly, this is a method
for studying the interaction of the semantic space of
language and the knowledge structures of the mental
space, i.e., the method of cognitive-semantic model-
ing of language (Lungu, 2015).

The method of frame semantics is often used in
studies that are linguocognitive in nature. Usage of
the frame semantics method in examining the mean-
ing of the information selected in its cognitive as-
pect, it is probable to create the cognitive knowledge
background with the help of which the information
is equated and modelling the frame value.

When considering a frame as a scheme of some
semantic supporting abstracted from the personality
actions and implemented in the text, the frame has
no complexity limits and can be structured both for
a common sentence and for the whole text (Butorin,
2010).

S.A. Zhabotinskaya developed a method of
conceptual analysis of diverse language data us-
ing basic propositions that have the highest level of
generalization and represent the original categories
and relations between them. This technique is called
network semantics. As already noted, it identifies
five basic frames (subject, action, possessive, iden-
tification, comparative), according to belonging to
one of which the type of propositional scheme is

determined. If frames are traditionally understood
as models of stereotyped subject situations, then
basic frames are operational and include themati-
cally related propositions for the stereotyped subject
situations modeling. The author notes that “the num-
ber of propositional schemes included in the basic
frames is limited, but due to their different combina-
tions, depending on the specifics of the structured
conceptual space, it is possible to obtain an unlimit-
ed number of different configurations of conceptual
networks” (ZHabotinskaya, 2013).

The universality of this approach is that it de-
pends on the research specifics, semantical networks
are — dimensional or multidimensional (networks-in
networks), the latter of which, with the help of the
conceptual spaces available in them, contribute to a
more in-depth study.

To find out for what purpose and how the select-
ed frame is used in news texts, we will conduct an
analysis. As the material for the study, we selected
news materials posted on the official website of the
Khabar TV channel. As you know, Khabar is a na-
tional-scale channel and broadcasts simultaneously
in two languages: Kazakh and Russian, i.e. it is one
of the multilingual mass media of Kazakhstan.

As N.N. Tsitsarkina notes: “Frames may be ex-
pressed in the context separately and in general as
integrated which consists of two frames — the main
and the subordinate one. The included frame is in-
troduced in the main frame pattern” (Tsitsarkina,
2013). Subordinate frames receive a logical continu-
ation in the form of interviews with representatives
of the command staff who led the exercises:

Aibek Zhumanov, acting commander of the ship
“Kazakhstan”:

- Since eight o’clock in the morning, we have
been given training signals. He strengthened the
ship for underwater, surface and air defense, and we
fought with them. The fight was all verbal. All the
assigned targets were destroyed.

Zhandarbek Zhanuzakov, commander-in-chief
of the Navy of the Republic of Kazakhstan:

- Our personnel gained a lot of experience from
the joint event. The military of our country and Rus-
sia have proved that they can make a clear decision
in a timely manner and eliminate the threat.

The given example confirms the opinion of E.G.
Belyaevskaya that in the redistribution of one frame,
it is possible to “approximate” or “distance” any
components of the frame.

Here is a similar example from the Kazakh-lan-
guage material presented in the form of a cognitive
format-a frame: “Today, Astana airport is experienc-
ing a stir. Because the passenger plane caught fire,
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and the rescue service was on its feet. It was a rescue
exercise. According to the scenario, the crew decid-
ed to stop at Astana airport in connection with the
accident” (Seylkhan, 2018).

The plot of this frame unfolds in the same way
as in the previous one: anxious expectation, con-
cern caused by the phrases experiencing a stir (1
was shocked), plane caught fire (a passenger plane
shrouded in flames) in the introductory two sentenc-
es. Only the following sentence “relieves” this ten-
sion by informing about the exercises.

Since one of the main indisputable characteris-
tics of a frame is its ability to expand, there is no
doubt that “teachings” are a frame. An unlimited
number of slots and terminals can be attached to
the vertex node, revealing the essence and content
of this frame: “ It was a rescue exercise. According
to the scenario, the crew decided to stop at Astana
airport in connection with the accident. The aircraft
landed successfully, but soon there was a fire from
the aircraft. People were immediately rescued, and
firefighters who arrived in 4 cars managed to extin-
guish the fire in a timely manner”.

In modern research, the frame is beginning to be
considered as a dynamic structure with active zones,
in which even stable, conventional features can shift
to lower, deeper levels. This shift occurs in the texts
of the media.

Here is the type of material of the Russian-lan-
guage text, the author of which is A. Yalomenko:
“Commotion in the subway. Today, rescuers and
doctors evacuated people from the Almaty subway.
However, everything happened under the gun of
photo and TV cameras: it was the rescuers who con-
ducted earthquake preparedness exercises” (Yalo-
menko, 2013).

Information that the evacuation of people from
metro cars is just a staging is extracted only from
the last sentence (the previously mentioned method

of submitting information). At the same time, the
thoughts of the audience are initially arranged ac-
cording to the “catastrophe” frame, then the flow is
quickly (unconsciously, subconsciously) rebuilt ac-
cording to the “teaching”frame.

A distinctive feature of frames is that they are
standard for a definite linguistic group, enacted in
a particular professional sphere to express some
meaningful pieces of the external world (objects and
situations). Mentioning the sphere, we mean a jour-
nalistic society, within which there is an unspoken
tradition to present material about the exercises in
this way.

It is known that frames are culturally natured
and that is why they can express and define the most
typical or distinctive in a definite society with its so-
ciocultural traits.

Conclusion

Several conclusions can be drawn from the liter-
ature review. The term “frame” has not yet received
an unambiguous interpretation owing to that reason
that the concept itself is actively used in several sci-
entific fields. Despite the absence of a generally ac-
cepted definition of the term, in cognitive linguistics
there is a single view of the structure of the frame
(hierarchical). Its components are recognized as
nodes, slots and terminals. The main characteris-
tics of the frame include: structurality, typification,
situativeness, representativeness and the absence of
rigid boundaries.

We may conclude our article in the following
way: “a frame is a cognitive structure in the phe-
nomenological field of a personality, basis of which
is a randomized knowledge concerning usual expec-
tations and circumstances connecting these proper-
ties and meaningful or suppositional objects interac-
tions knowledge.”
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