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       1. Abstract                                                                                                        
 Despite the considerable amount of literature available on the topic of frames in linguistics, the problem of “framed” structure of language corpus remains relevant for several reasons. 

First of all this relevance stems from the scientific interest in investigation of different means of conceptual organization of knowledge in the process of production and interpretation of utterances. Besides, it’s important for teaching the foreign language since it helps to observe the peculiarities of frames (stereotyped scenarios or situations) fixed in the corpus and analyze the frequency of their usages. Thus, the work aims at establishing the role of frames in the English language which can be compared with Russian through procedural modeling of situations which are analyzed at the level of sentences or textual fragments. Such an approach is prompted by our concern with the procedure for understanding full explicit meaning starting from a grammatical form. 
        2. Introduction
Methodological  basis of this work includes some theoretical propositions from  recent  Sperber & Wilson’s Relevance theory (1986) and cognitive linguistics.

 It’s known that corpus linguistics is based on the idea that language is a social phenomenon and it can be described by the empirical data derived from the speech act. It involves misunderstanding and sometimes unawareness of the appropriate usage of language means. As social phenomenon language manifests itself in the texts which can be fixed, interpreted and represented as a model of human speech or frames.
        3. Frames in corpora
Faced with a choice of a linguistic form to express an idea, the speaker subconsciously takes into account a broad context (scenario or frame), against which the selected language expression will be interpreted. Thus, it is possible to define frame not only statically as a fixed framework or scheme but also dynamically as the combination of pragmatic features modeling this communicative situation.

So, frames are intended to provide the full idealized background to a category and reference to what could be referred to as the central part of the frame in the case of verb categories the action or process will also bring into mind the other elements of frames. In other words frames are idealized situations - ways to express the morphological and syntactic contexts in which linguistic forms can occur. Practical value of frames stems from improving non-native speakers’ competence by finding the morphological and syntactic frames for various lexical or grammatical categories in the corpora and modeling the exercises. The fact is searching for information in the corpus and reasoning is a common convenient strategy employed by non-native speakers. It’s easy to understand what linguistic means to use in this or that case by identifying possible frames that fit contexts, derived from natural discourse, not artificial examples.  Given the limited contexts shown in the frames, it is impossible to tell which linguistic means is more appropriate to use in this or that communicative situation. It becomes especially important while teaching different connotations implied by the utterance. Implicatures inferred by the interpreter may contain negative emotions of the speaker (example i) or be neutral (example ii).  

i) “Oh, bother!” she cried angrily. “It was simply awful to live with a lot of people, who were always nagging and fussing over trifles
.

ii) He pulled up suddenly at the white gate, still gazing upwards at the landing window; while Yvette, who was always clasping her cold and mottled arms, still gazed abstractedly down at him, from the window
 .

What is interesting here is the same linguistic content (Progressive form + frequency adverb <always>) but different implicatures. In grammars for English learners, English language teacher's “toolboxes” the usage of frequency adverb and a durative grammatical form in one sentence may be interpreted as expression of irritation and even anger from the part of the speaker. But judging by the previous examples this criterion is controversial. A student must be taught to interpret not only linguistic content of the utterance but the whole situation trying to analyze the cognitive environment of the speaker, his communicative intention at that very particular moment of speaking.  

As an example let’s also take structures with process verbs and punctual time adverbs, which present certain difficulties for the analysis:

(iii) At two a.m. we passed Point Lazaro, one of the reputedly dangerous places of the world, like Cedros passage, or like Cape Horn, where the weather is always bad, even when it is good elsewhere
.

The action <passed> can be interpreted as completed (at two a.m. we left Point Lazaro behind us) or as durative: (at two o’clock we were passing Point Lazaro, i.e. Pragmatics: process phase!). So, it is often impossible to determine the full explicit meaning, characterizing the situation, without taking into account the external context. 

As an example, the teaching of relevance comprehension procedure can be illustrated by a frame represented according to the structure, suggested by T. van  Dijk (1997), which can be possibly applied to any communicative situation:

I. Frame: The search for umbrella.

Martin looked round the hall, rather shabby and sad in daylight.

-I wonder, did I leave my umbrella here? I put it over there, I think, or maybe not, I was sitting near the back, I…

-It can’t have been stolen, though.

-I wasn’t suggesting it had…
 
Frame structure:

a) Setting: hall

b) Functions: X: guest Martin

          Y: host

c) Properties: Perhaps, X is tired and can’t remember where he put his umbrella, he is not sure whether it was stolen or not.

d) Position: Y is helping X.

Frame conventions:

1. If X doesn’t remember the events of the previous day, his statements can’t sound categorical.

2. If X had agreed with Y that his umbrella couldn’t have been stolen, he would have used Common to describe the situation and confirm his confidence, however he is confused.

3. The choice of the durative form in this context may be explained by X’s uncertainty, doubt.

Thus, we can assume that the choice of grammatical form (Progressive) is determined in this case by the speaker’s uncertainty and his correlation of the described situation with the reality/unreality (his inferior or semi-conscious state). The access to this assumption is provided, in its turn, by the grammatical form of the utterance.

II. Social context: formal, official

Frame: Lawyers’ conversation

“How are we going to deal with our client’s confusing account of what the photographs were doing in his brief case?” 
.
             Frame structure:

Functions: X: advocate-speaker/interpreter

        Y: lawyer

a) Properties: The photographs, mentioned in the speech, didn’t have to be found in the suspect’s brief case. X asks for Y advice of how to make the jury believe that there was nothing extraordinary about this fact.

Frame conventions:

 1.  If X and Y had no intention of hiding the incongruity of the fact that the photographs were in the brief case it would not be necessary to discuss it.

 2.  If X induces Y to discuss this problem he considers this state of affairs incongruous.

 3. For the description of usual situation X will use Common.

          Thus, incongruity of the described situation is derived from this scenario. 

The choice of grammatical form is predetermined here by background knowledge (the speaker only implies this incongruity by using Progressive) and reference (he correlates the described situation with the proper state of affairs in the search for relevance).

The following frames will display how to explain the usage of Perfect/Perfect Continuous, the most complicated grammatical forms for the Russian students. The reason is simple − there are no such grammatical forms in Russian, and it’s rather difficult to explain the peculiarities of their usage.  The ‘penetration’ into the speaker’s cognitive environment will probably help here.

III. Social context: informal, private.

Frame: Scene in the hall.

Baines was urging, hoping, entreating, commanding and the girl looked at the tea and the China pots and cried
.
          Frame structure:

a) Functions: X – Baines

              Y − girl

              Z − observer

  b) Properties: X tries to influence Y, though his attempts are vain. Perhaps, Y is very upset, she remains indifferent to all X’s efforts.

           Frame conventions:

  1. If X finds difficulty in influencing Y then he would be trying to achieve the result.

  2. If Common form were used X’s actions could have been perceived as single, successive, but this is in contradiction with frame convention 1. Z sees how unsuccessfully X tries to exert influence on Y.

           The observer and his point of view influence the choice of grammatical forms. He tries to express all fuss made by X with the help of simultaneous actions perceived as ongoing process. The usage of Common would have made the described situation ambiguous.

         This very approach to identify and study the most typical contexts of language means’ usages helps us to see the options if the speaker is not sure what grammatical category to use or what lexical category the word belongs to.  Frames may provide the additional syntactic and semantic information to draw on, which is not featured in the textbook. So, on the basis of various sources of information and tests, we can conclude that this or that linguistic form is not appropriate in this particular frame. In fact it is a good, general procedure to keep in mind when you work in your profession as language teachers and are confronted with an issue involving unfamiliar language forms since it can provide you with an awareness of the contextual (morphological and syntactic information) speakers of English make use of as they select words and grammatical forms to form sentences. 
                 3.1  Frames in different languages
           Corpus linguistics provided the opportunity not only to investigate the nature of the grammatical meaning but also to prove the results of empirical investigations of discourse based on comparative studies of different languages. This method derives a set of rules by which a natural language relates to another language. By comparing data, learners of a foreign language can find out an adequate interpretation of a structure (grammatical form) in other words to determine what situation this structure fits.
        For example, in Russian perfective create ambiguity since it can be interpreted as Common or Perfect in English. Reference assignment, lexical disambiguation and world knowledge are involved in the inferential procedure. Let’s take such an example from Russian:
(iv) Тем же утром, бредя по улице, как во сне, Семен Иванович остановился (ostanovilsja) у облезлого забора и долго глядел (gljadel) на большой, недавно наклеенный, цветной плакат, где были изображены крепко пожимающие друг другу руки: француз, русский и англичанин. За спиной их Георгий Победоносец поражал (porazhal) красную гидру революции. Кто-то карандашом подрисовал (podrisoval)1 ему длинные, закрученные усы. Семен Иванович долго стоял перед этой картинкой. Он вынул (vynul) карандаш и подрисовал (podrisoval)2 закрученные усы французу, потом подрисовал (podrisoval)3 такие же усы англичанину 
.
The translation of this passage in English is as follows:
(v) This morning, walking along the street as if dreaming, Semjen Ivanovich stopped at the shabby fence and was looking for a long time at the big, recently pasted, coloured poster on which the Frenchman, the Russian and the Englishman were firmly shaking hands. Georgy Pobedonosetz was striking a red hydra of Revolution behind their back. Somebody had drawn him long and curled moustache with a pencil. Semjen Ivanovich was standing in front of this picture for a long time. He took a pencil and added curled moustache to the Frenchman and then did the same to the Englishman.

The referential characteristics of perfective ‘podrisoval’1 in comparison with ‘podrisoval’2 or ‘podrisoval’3 are inferred through reference assignment.  Words also specify a certain perspective in which the frame is viewed. The discourse situations ‘porazhal’ and ‘podrisoval’1 are presented through the perspective of the protagonist who observes the result of the process ‘draw’. Thus, the procedure of ‘podrisoval’1  is equal to the English Past Perfect. ‘Podrisoval’2  and ‘podrisoval’3  are in progression moving the plot.

  The corpus approach also provides the opportunities to analyze similar meanings found out in different languages. Thus, it’s known that punctual adverbs (now, then and the like) in contexts with durative grammatical forms (Progressives) may place the hearer/listener in the middle (in medias res) of the described situation:
 (vi) A second later (TA) I was running (imp) towards the two still forms lying side by side
.
 The event in this example requires inceptive interpretation, which, in its turn, is required by the constraint (time adverb a second later).
We have the same interpretation in Russian when such a time adverb (теперь: teper’ - now) enriches the context with new meaning shifting the perspective of the observer. Imperfective is interpreted as the beginning of the process not as an ongoing one:

 (vii) Теперь(TA) все глядели(imp) туда, куда стремился поблескивающий медью и лакированным деревом нос лодки 
.

Translation: Now everybody was looking....
       4. Conclusion

We suggest that the number of frames, which presuppose the language means choice, can be unlimited.  Frame can be interpreted as a system of choice of different linguistic forms, which is based on the speaker’s interpretive perception of the observed situation.  The usage of elements of cognitive linguistics while teaching foreign language should be used in one way or another since it is sure to contribute to the students’ better understanding of the mechanism of the selection of language means, which is significant for the competent language speaker. 

We also hope that the proposed methods of grammatical description on the basis of corpus linguistics will eventually lead to the development of the complex research methodology, capable of providing an account of the formal concept of interdependency of parameters, which characterize the components of the structures with linguistic forms as well as pragmatic factors which are involved in the process of language means selection, reflecting the result of natural processing of linguistic and non-linguistic data in the process of discourse production and interpretation.
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