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The paper targets at lingual means of actualizing frame-scripts’ evaluative potential. The article pursues
anumber of objectives: the study of realization of the structure of evaluative utterances in the frame; identification
of functional-semantic features of this realization. The term “frame” is used primarily for the characterization
of such structures of consciousness, which are formed for displaying situations in object-human cognitive
activity. Frame is a declarative way of knowledge representation, which is formulated in terms of descriptions
and is a bundle of knowledge about a particular area of human activity, on the ontology of the world, the human
representation of the system, thematically related to one picture, one act and one script. Such understanding
of the frame gives grounds to speak of it as a definitely organized system (set) of propositions which schematize
corresponding denotative situations, that is, as a minimum informative block. Therefore, the frame can be called
the cognitive-communicative field, or communicative frame. Formation of the frame as the specific structure
of consciousness, corresponding to the representation of the event, has an ontological basis. The logical analysis
of concepts, which provides for the establishment of the laws of its internal organization in order to identify
its components and modeling their interactions, confirms the notion of the frame as a stereotypical situation.
As far as the person’s life-world is made up of many situations, their language and speech fixation needs
the combination of situations into the utterances. Thus, the evaluative utterance is the product of a certain
reflection pattern, scene, or a script in the communicative act. In accordance with socio-role status relationships
between participants of communication are spread mainly in the social sphere of communication, where social
role reflects interactional conditions between the subject of communicative action and its object. According
to some linguists, conditions of social interaction between communicants are based on three types of relations —
equality, subordination and dominance, which are implemented in the familiar, unconstrained, neutral and
elevated communication (speech) registers. Communicative role as a kind of invariant unit of behavior, is a part
of the general scheme of activities and is related to relevant normative expectations, which may be shown
by the communicants in a given communicative and particular social situations. Every act of communication
is characterized by the definite form of interaction, which is based on its correlation with the situation-type, which
is the frame with the features and functional conditions inherent to it. Frame structure can be regarded as an
independent configuration consisting of a core, a set of standard forms of speech acts, participants of speech
event. In addition to these components, an important role belongs to the objective, plan and consequent.
Thus, the evaluative situation can be attributed to the frame, as it includes evaluation of the phenomena
of the outer world and illustrates the continuity of images of the object and the subject, objectified in the system
parts of speech, as well as all the constituents of utterances that make up the situation. Considering the above
stated, the cognitive-communicative field of evaluative situation can be represented as hyperframe of verbal
interaction, which displays all components of the frame in their interconnection and interdependence, which
allows to determine the sequence of the constituents of data in the process of updating and predetermine
the appearance of certain actions that characterize the core of the frame structure in functional and semantic
aspects. Animportant component of the mechanism of formation of the evaluative utterance is a cognitive factor.
On the one hand, it helps to conceptualize the relations between situations of extralinguistic reality (sender’s
perspective), and on the other hand, it serves as a specific signal for the process of the mental perception of text
(recipient’s perspective). Thus, participants of interaction use are general schemes of encoding and decoding
of information that is contained in the utterance.

Consequently, the actualized structure of the evaluative utterance is connected with the realization of the frame
structure of a typical act of communication in the form of a holistic multi-level formation — functional-semantic
representation. Actualization of a frame structure takes place on the background of social interaction, where
the functional-semantic representation of the evaluative frame is promoted by implementing in its structure such
items as the illocutionary act-event, topical proposition and typical grammatical construction. As a result, there
is a picture of interconnected and interdependent in their development concepts — from parts of the utterance —
to all evaluative utterance, which is the core of the cognitive-communicative field of interaction.

Key words: frame, evaluation, evaluative utterance, sender, recipient, cognitive-communicative field.
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Mpuxoodsko I.1.
AKTyanisauif OLiHKN B KOTHITUBHO-KOMYHiKaTUBHOMY Nofi

Memoto yiei cmammi € susyeHHA akmyanizauii ppelimosoeo cuyeHapito, wo peanisye ouiHHUG nomeryian. OcHos-
Ha mema i xapakmep (akmu4Ho20 Mamepiany 8U3Ha4uau i CmMpykmypy nponoHosaHoi cmammi. Cnoyamky
po321a0aeEmbCca NOHAMMA pelimy 8 niHesicmuyi 83deani, dani 0aeMecsa aHAnI3 PyHKYIOHANTbHO-CeMaHMUY-
Hux ocobausocmeli peanizauii Cmpykmypu 8Uc/i08/1108aHb, AKi cknadarme oyiHHUG ppetim. Opelim — ye Oe-
KnapamueHuli cnocib penpeseHmavii 3HaHHs, AKUl opMyIreEMbCA 8 mepMiHax 0ecKpunyuul i € ny4KoM 3HaHb
Npo neeHy 2asy3b II0OCLKOI Oifl/IbHOCMI, NPO OHMOJI02i0 HABKOIUWHBLO20 C8iMY, NPO cucmemy yAeJsieHb JI0OUHU,
MeMamuyHo NO8'A3aHUX 8 0OHY KAPMUHY, 00UH akm, 00UH cyeHapili. Take po3yMiHHs ¢pelimy 0ae nidcmasy 20-
80pUMU NPO HBO20 AK NPO NEBHUM YUHOM Op2aHi308aHy cucmemy (Habip) npono3uyit, wo cxemamusye 8iono-
8iOHI iM deHomamusHi cumyayii, mobmo sk npo MiHimansHul iHgpopmauitiHud 6;10K. I[HWuUMU cosamu, gpetim
MOXHA HA38AMU KO2HIMUBHO-KOMYHIKAMUBHUM nosieM, abo KoMyHikamusHum ¢pelimom. Baxnusoro cknado-
8010 MeXaHi3My (hOpMyBAHHSA OYIHHO20 BUC/I08/T0BAHHA € KO2HIMUBHUU hakmop. 3 00H020 60Ky, 8iH donomazae
KOHUenmyanizysamu 8iOHOCUHU Mix cumyayismu no3amosHoi dilicHocmi (nepcnekmusa aopecaHmay, a 3 iHwo-
20 — CJ1y2y€ cheyugiyHUM cuzHanom 018 0brpyHmMosaHo2o npoyecy MeHmaneHoi 06pobku mekcmy (nepcnex-
muea adpecama). AkKmyaniaayis makoi ¢ppetimosoi cmpykmypu 8idbysaemeca Ha mii coyianeHoi iHmepaxuyii,
0Oe akmugi3yemoca (hyHKUIOHANbHO-CeMAHMUYHe yABeHHA OUiHHO20 hpelimy Wiiaxom peanisayii 8 tioeo cknaodi
makux o0UHUUb, AIK iTIOKYMUBHUU akm-nodis, meMamuy4Ha npono3uyis i munoea 2pamamuyHd KOHCMPYKUYis.
BHacnidok yb020 BUHUKAE KAPMUHA B3AEMONOB'A3AHUX | B3AEMO3YMOBIIEHUX Y CBOEMY PO3BUMKY yAB/IeHb —
8i0 8iOpi3Ki8 8UCI08/108AHHS (pensliku) 00 8Cb020 OYiHHO20 BUC/I08/TH0BAHHS, fIKE 8XOOUMb HA NPABax A0pda 8 Koe-
HiMu8HO-KoMyHikamugHe noJe 83aEmooil.

Kntoyoei cnoea: gpeliv, ouyiHKa, oyiHHe 8UCI08/1108aHHS, AOpecaHm, aopecam, Ko2HImugHO-KOMyHikamugHe
nore.

Mpuxodbko A.U.
AKTyannsauus oLueHKU B KOTHUTVMBHO-KOMMYHUKATBHOM none

Llenbto 3moti cmambu A8/19€mMcs usyyeHue akmyanusayuu gpelimosozo CUeHapus, peanusyoujezo OYeHOYHbIl
nomeryuan. OCHO8HAA Yeslb U Xapakmep (hakmu4eckozo mamepuana onpedenunu u cmpykmypy npednazae-
moli cmamsu. CHayana paccmampugaemcs noHamue ¢pelima 8 lUHz8UCMUKe 8006Le, danee daemcs aHAIu3
(DYHKUUOHAbHO-CeMaHmMUYecKux ocobeHHoCcmel peanu3ayuu Cmpykmypbl 8blckableaHuli, Komopsle cocmas-
na10m oyeHouHbIl ¢petim. Opelim — 3mo deknapamusHelli cNocob penpe3eHMAayuu 3HaHus, Komopewit ¢op-
My/iupyemcsa 8 mepMuHax 0eckpunyuti u A8719emcs ny4ykom 3HaHul o6 onpedeneHHol 061acmu yesnogeyeckoli
OeamesibHOCMU, 06 OHMOJI02UU OKPYXaKWwezo Mupd, o cucmeme npedcmassieHuli Yesnoeeka, memamuyecku
CBA3AHHbIX 8 00HY KApMUHY, 00UH akm, 00UH cyeHapull. Takoe noHUMaHue gpelima daem 0CHOBAHUe 2080pUMb
0 HeM Kak 06 onpedesnieHHbIM 06pa30M Op2aHU308aHHoOU cucmeme (Habope) npono3uyuli, cxemamusupyowux
coomaemcmasytoujue Um 0eHomamusHele CUMyayuu, mo ecme Kak 0 MUHUMAIbHOM UHGOPMAyUOHHOM 6J10Ke.
Jpyaumu cnosamu, gpelim MOXHO HA38aMb KOZHUMUBHO-KOMMYHUKAMUBHBIM NOJIEM, USTU KOMMYHUKAMUBHbIM
ppetimom. BaxxHoli cocmasnsoweli MexaHusma opmMupo8aHUs OUEHOYHO20 B8bICKA3bIBAHUA ABIAEMCA KO2HU-
musHbili pakmop. C 00HOU CMOPOHbI, OH NOMO2aem KOHUenmyasau3uposame OMHOWEHUS Mexoy cumyayuamu
8HEA3bIKOBOU OelicmeumesibHOCMU (nepcneKmuga adpecaHma), a ¢ opy2ol — C/yXKum cneyugudeckum CuzHa-
JIoM 0518 060CHOBAHHO20 Npoyecca MeHMasnsHol obpabomku mekcma (nepcnekmusa aopecama). Akmyanu-
3ayusa makol ¢pelimosoli cmpykmypsl npoucxooum Ha ¢hoHe COYUAbHOU UHMeEPakyuu, 20e akmususupyem-
€A (PYHKUUOHANBHO-CeMaHmuyeckoe npedcmassieHue oUeHO4YHo20 (hpelima nymem peanusayuu e e2o cocmase
Makux edUHUY, KaK UTOKYymMueHbIl akm-cobbimue, memamuyeckas npono3uyus U munosas epammamuyeckas
KOHCMpYKYUA. Bcedcmaue 3mo2o 803HUKGem KapmuHa 83aUMOCBA3AHHbIX U 83aUMO0BYC/I08/1eHHbIX 8 CBOEM
passumuu npedcmasieHuli — om y4acmKo8 8bICKA3bI8AHUA (PensIUKU) 00 8Ce20 OUEHOYHO20 BbICKA3bIBAHUS,
Komopoe 8xo0um Ha npasax A0pa 8 KOZHUMUBHO-KOMMYHUKamugHoe nosie 83aumooeticmaus.

Kniouesble cnioea: hpelim, 0UeHKd, OUeHOYHOE BbICKA3bIBAHUE, dOpPecaHm, aopecam, Ko2HUMUBHO-KOMMYHUKA-
musHoe nosne.

Introduction
In recent years, the term “frame” has been

speech activity should be recognized because frame
is “an important linguistic component of the cognitive

widely used in cognitive science [6, 14-16; 21, 205-223].
Theterm “frame” is used primarily for the characterization
of such structures of consciousness, which are formed
for displaying situations in object-human cognitive
activity. Taking into account this thesis the efficiency
of its use in relation to more complex kinds of person’s
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field of text structures, as well as the production,
transformation and transposition of knowledge, ideas
and thoughts” [8, 212].

The notion "frame" includes the interpretation
of the situation as a cognitive category, and as a text
element. Ch. Fillmore defined "frame" as a group
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of words the union of which is motivated and
structured by definite standardized knowledge
constructions or constructions that schematize
human experience [15, 54].

Frame is a declarative way of knowledge
representation, which is formulated in terms
of descriptions and is a bundle of knowledge about
a particular area of human activity, on the ontology
of the world, the human representation of the system,
thematically related to one picture, one act and one
script. Such understanding of the frame gives grounds
to speak of it as a definitely organized system (set)
of propositions which schematize corresponding
denotative situations, that is, as a minimum informative
block. Therefore, the frame can be called the cognitive-
communicative field, or communicative frame.

The aim of this paper is to examine the updating
of frame script that implements the evaluative
potential. Achieving this goal resulted in the decision
of a number of specific objectives: the study
of realization of the structure of evaluative utterances
in the frame; identification of functional-semantic
features of this realization.

The material, which is subjected to analysis, was
a selection of approximately 100 utterances of works
by contemporary British and American writers.

Methods and techniques are determined
by the objectives, the material, theoretical direction
of the article and are of complex character. They
integrate theses of the cognitive theory and discourse
theory. Speech act analysis is used while studying
the pragmatic characteristics of utterances containing
evaluative concepts; the framing technique
is used to structure the speech act on the example
of the evaluative utterance.

Theoretical Background

Formation of the frame as the specific
structure ~ of  consciousness,  corresponding
to the representation of the event, has an ontological
basis. Yu. G. Pankrats emphasizes that it is realized
in the course of re-experiencing the same situation
or in the monitoring of it. And by the fact that
the description of the situation gets similar
from the language point of view shapes, stereotypical
connections set in this order: “some situation in the real
world — understanding and division of the situation
in the consciousness — conventionalization of linguistic
forms of description of the situation” [10, 16].

The logical analysis of concepts, which provides
for the establishment of the laws of its internal
organization in order to identify its components
and modeling their interactions confirms the notion
about the frame as a stereotypical situation [6,
14]. The conceptual analysis of the logical plan
is determined by the system of predicates and
propositional structures representing the situation
in the form of frames.

As far as the persons life-world is made up
of many situations, their language and speech
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fixation needs the combination of situations into
the utterances. Thus, the evaluative utterance
is the product of a certain reflection pattern, scene,
script in the communicative act [14]. It combines such
basic components as partners, or communicants —
sender and the addressee and referent (world
fragment of things, or images), which are joined
in the act of communication based on the orientation
of communicative action, thus creating a single
dynamic system — the cognitive-communicative
field [7, 47-76], or a kind of communicative frame,
the constituents of which are participants in the act
of communication (speaker and, accordingly,
the addressee), the content of the utterance
(in our case — evaluative), the place where
the communication occurs, the relationship between
participants at the time of communication [13, 28].
The target orientation of utterance always involves
some forms of communicative and social influence —
personal, public, official, unofficial. The relationship
between the partners is also conditioned by the social
status and role in determining the positions
of the participants of communicative interaction act
in order to fulfill certain social roles: the seller —
the buyer, the ticket-collector — the passenger,

the chief — the subordinate, etc. (and also
the initiator — the recipient and vice versa) [21,
216-217].

In accordance with socio-role status relationships
between participants of communication are spread
mainly in the social sphere of communication, where
social role reflects interactional conditions between
the subject of communicative action and its object.
According to some linguists, conditions of social
interaction between communicants are based
on three types of relations — equality, subordination
and dominance [19, 17-36], which are implemented
in the familiar, unconstrained, neutral and elevated
communication (speech) registers. Communicative
role as a kind of invariant unit of behavior,
is located in the general scheme of activities and
is related to relevant normative expectations, which
may be shown by the communicants in a given
communicative and particular social situations.

Communicants’ socio-role status is based
on a specific set of rights and obligations
of the participants in the act of communication, their
awareness of these rights and obligations [13, 29-30].
Social situation and socio- role status of partners
form pragmatic factors that are the integral part
of the frame organization of utterances in general
and the evaluative one in particular, and they require
their registration in the implementation of the act
of communication [16, 59; 20, 163-182]. These factors
or parameters of interaction in the evaluative utterance
may be called constant constituents of the frame.

The relations between the communicants,
conditioned by their socio-role status, are marked
by certain linguistic means signaling the interlocutor
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about his partner’s status. Moreover, some linguists
[4, 13-15; 18, 6-7] consider that the choice
of language means in a particular type of interaction
in the implementation of the same communicative
intention to some extent depends on the relationship
between the interlocutors and their socio-role status.

Every act of communication is characterized
by the definite form of interaction, which is based
on its correlation with the situation-type, which
is the frame with the features and functional
conditions inherent to it [5, 26-30; 9, 289]. Frame
structure can be regarded as an independent
configuration consisting of a core, a set of standard
forms of speech acts, participants of speech event.
In addition to these components, an important role
belongs to the objective, plan and consequent.

Thus, the evaluative situation can be attributed
to the frame, as it includes evaluation of the phenomena
of the outer world and illustrates the continuity
of images of the object and the subject, objectified
in the system parts of speech, as well as all
the constituents of utterances that make up the situation
[6, 15-16; 12, 70-71]. Considering the above stated,
the cognitive-communicative field of evaluative
situation can be represented as hyperframe of verbal
interaction, which displays all components of the frame
in their interconnection and interdependence, which
allows to determine the sequence of the constituents
of data in the process of updating and predetermine
the appearance of certain actions that characterize
the core of the frame structure in functional and
semantic aspects.

Results and Discussion

Here we present the analysis of the process
ofupdatingtheframestructureofevaluative utterances.
By updating, we understand the use of the certain
linguistic unit with the purpose of transmitting
information in a particular communicative situation,
when actualized notion, represented by certain
information identified with his real representation
in the speaker’s mind [3, 6-7]. In the process
of updating the peculiar conversion of a language
unit into a signal is observed [1, 28], so that the verbal
expression used by the speaker is correlated with
a standard way of the communicative act, presenting
the proper characterization of the image that
G. G. Pocheptsov [11, 10] and A. M Shahnarovich
[17, 53] call “hyperconfiguration”

Production of utterance is the speaker’s matter.
He useslanguage as the tool of impact. Communicative
and functional purpose of such utterance
is determined by its intended use (communicative
intension, illocutionary focus) from the speaker’s
side — in this case, the author, for the planned impact
on the partner — the reader:

(1) “They plonked you out there in the mud... and
your job was to get killed if the enemy attacked.
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You were not allowed to retreat; you knew that
nobody would be allowed to succour or reinforce
you; ... A very pleasant prospect. A most jolly
look out” [23, 54].

Here the author describes the hopeless situation
of the heroes. Note also that the communicative
intention determines not only the role of the speaker
as a direct participant of the act of interaction, but
also indicates the specific purpose of the speech
work and the method of its presentation: whether
the speaker expresses a statement or a question,
an order or a request by his action.

The aim may be considered as an indication
of the regulation of verbal behavior in terms
of the target impact of the utterance, introducing
it as a social event of verbal interaction implemented
by the utterance or utterances. The purpose
of actualization of the utterance aimed at the listener’s
evaluative perception. In this example, (1) a negative
assessment of the situation at war, that runs through all
the utterance, is highlighted in the last two sentences,
where a striking contrast between what is said and
what is meant is ironically shown. It can be assumed
that in the evaluative utterance the speaker accents
or highlights exactly what he thinks is relevant
at the moment. It is carried out directly by the speaker-
subject by using words, phrases or sentences.

Recognition of what is meant by the speaker
is connected with the act of the target (illocutionary)
use of linguistic expressions, the object of which
is actualized in a speech act proposition with
appropriate communicative task in the system
of communicative hyperframe. In this case,
the speaker’s reference determines the semantic
reference by means of attaching to the utterance
in the structure of the frame and can be assessed
by interlocutors as right or wrong, appropriate
or inappropriate to the situation of the analyzed frame
[2, 411]:

(2) ‘I was standing way the hell up on top
of Thompson Hill, right next to this crazy
cannon that was in the revolutionary War and
all” [27, 28].

The hero of the novel is a teenager, who uses harsh
words in his speech. He was angry at everything and
everyone. In his phrase, adjective crazy stands next
to hell, and is perceived as the norm of his emotional
and expressive manner to represent his attitude
to the surrounding reality, that is, this adjective
performs a reference function.

Connection of the reference correlation
of speech product and its target installation
in the act of communication is typical of the process
of updating of the frame structure of latter (in this
case, utterances expressing evaluation), here it serves
as a functional-semantic representation of the act
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of communication. Actualized by the speaker,
it appears as a multidimensional formation, which
shows the act of the binding of the reference
propositional content of the utterance to the target act
at the time of communication.

Within the functional-semantic representation
of a typical structure of illocutionary frame is possible
to combine multiple actions with a different degree
of expression of illocutionary force, but one of them
is dominant. In this case, the illocutionary force
with regard to other illocutionary manifestations
of the combined complex is the superior one:

(3) “After a particularly deafening morning, Larry
erupted from his room and said he could not
be expected to work if the villa was going
to be racked to its foundations every five minutes.
Leslie, aggrieved, said that he had to practice,
Larry said it didn’t sound like practice, but more
like the Indian Mutiny” 25, 19].

Evaluation in a humorous statement (3)
is one of its components designed to implement
several communication goals: Larry insists that
it is impossible to work in such conditions, but Leslie
tries to convince that it is possible. Effectiveness
of the evaluative utterance depends on the degree
of the speaker’s influence on the addressee and lies
in the illocutionary force of the utterance. In this case,
the illocutionary force of persuasion is the dominant
one. Due to it the perlocutionary effect is achieved
that does not meet the speaker’s intentions, which are
expressed in Larry’s saying.

In many illocutionary frames we do not find explicit
means of expression of the intentional verbal influence
(threat, pride, joy, boasting). However, we observe
means of prosody [22] or specific syntax scheme-models
of the speech formation with a specific topical content,
which are used as the illocutionary indicators. This
topical content at the moment of the speech influence
reveals the conditions for the implementation of such
content, taking into account anticipated response
actions in order to formulate and specify further
the nature of the purpose of the proposed utterance:

(4) “The snowflake of Dolly’s face held its shape;
for once she did not dissolve” [24, 33].
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