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AHHOTAHI/IH

Z[aHHa}I CTaThs MOCBSIIeHa PO0JIeMe pelpe3eHTallU CTPYKTYP 3HAHUA B s13bIKe. B Hel

aBTOpaMU IIPEANPUHUMAETCS MOMBITKA U3yUYeHHUs TPYIIIBI IJIaroJIOB ¢ OOIUM 3HaUe-
HUEM ITPUKOCHOBEHUS C MMO3UIUA KOTHUTUBHOHN JIMHTBUCTUKU. C 3TOU I€JIbI0 aBTOPHI 00-
palanTca K aHAJIN3Y pacCMaTPUBAaEMBbIX A3BIKOBBIX €JUHUL] C TOYKU 3PEHUA TEX CTPYKTYP
3HAHUA, KOTOPbIe OHU PellPe3eHTUPYIOT.

3HaHUA 0 cuTyanuu npukocHoBeHus pukcupyet koHIenT «[IPUKOCHOBEHUE». AB-
TOPBI OIIUCHIBAIOT cojiepkaHue U cTpyKTypy KoHuenTta « IIPUKOCHOBEHUWE» ny4 gero on
npuberaetr K pacCCMOTPEHHUIO CJIOB, KOTOPBIE SIBJIAIOTCSA KJIIOUEBBIMU B T€3ayPyCHOM DY,
COOTHOCHMOM C HCCJIEyeMBbIM KOHIEIITOM: CyIiecTBUTeIbHOe touch u riaros touch.

Konnent «ITPUKOCHOBEHMUWE» cootHocutess ¢ dpeiimom «I[TPUKOCHOBEHMUME»,
KOTOPBIU BBICTYIIAeT B KauecTBe YHUDUIIMPYIOIIEH CTPYKTYPhl 3HAHUS U O0YCJIOBJIMBAET
CXOJICTBO Ml PA3JIMUUE TJIATOJIOB C OOIUM 3HaUeHHEM ITPUKOCHOBEHUS U OMpPeesseT CIIo-
cOOBI UX CUCTEMHOU KaTeropru3aIyi.

ABTOpBI BBIJIEJIAAIOT U ONMUCHIBAIOT KOMIIOHEHTBI, COCTABJIAIONINE CTPYKTYpPY dperima
«I[TPUKOCHOBEHUME». O6uraTopHable KOMIIOHEHTHI (ppeiiMa nepeialoT MUHUMAIbHbIE
3HAHUA O CUTyallul IIPUKOCHOBEHU:A, B TO BpeMs KakK (paKyJbTaTUBHbIE KOMIIOHEHTHI J]0-
ITOJIHAIOT 00IyI0 cTpyKTypy dpeiima «[IPUKOCHOBEHHWE» 1 KOHKPETU3UPYIOT CUTya-
W10 IPUKOCHOBEHUA.

®peiim «ITPUKOCHOBEHHME» Ha sI3pIKOBOM YPOBHE MOKET OBITh PEIPE3EHTHPOBAH
KakK IJIarojiaMu ¢ CUCTEMHBIM 3HauYeHHeM IIPUKOCHOBEHUSA, TaK U IJIaroJaMU JIPYTUX JIEK-
CHUKO-CEMaHTHUYECKUX TPYIII, TPHOOPETAIOIINMY 3HaUeHe MPUKOCHOBEHHA HA (PYHKITNO-
HaJIbHOM YPOBHE.

K‘;Imquble CJIOBA: KOTHUTUBHAS CEMAaHTUKA; CTPYKTYPbI 3HaHU; KOHILIENT; ppeiim; pe-
pe3eHTaIusA 3HaHUM; aHTJIMUCKIE TJ1aroJibl IPUKOCHOBEHU .

No2 2015



CEPHA Bonpocel meopemuueckoii u npuxkiaoHoul TuUH28UCIUKU

SECTION I. METHODOLOGY
OF LINGUISTICS

uDC 811.11:81

KNOWLEDGE STRUCTURES
Anosova T.N. AND THEIR REPRESENTATION

Fedotova O.V. N THE LANGUAGE

Anosova Tatiyana Nikolaevna, PhD in Philology, Associate Prodessor
Department of English Philology
G.R. Derzhavin Tambov State University; 93 Sovetskaya St., Tambov, 392000, Russia
E-mail: Timtim2@ya.ru
Fedotova Olga Vladimirovna, PhD in Philology, Associate Prodessor
Department of the English Language and Teaching Methodology
Belgorod State National Research University; 85 Pobeda St., Belgorod, 308015, Russia
E-mail: Fedotova@bsu.edu.ru

Asstracr

he article deals with the problem of knowledge structures and their representation in the

language. The authors of the article analyze the group of “verbs of touch” from the point
of view of cognitive linguistics. According to the cognitive approach, the “verbs of touch” are
studied with consideration of the structures of knowledge they represent.

The concept “TOUCH” contains knowledge about the situation of touch. The authors
describe the content and the structure of the concept “TOUCH”. For this purpose they
analyse the key words in the thesaurus row, which correlate with the concept under study.
These words are: the noun “touch” and the verb “touch”.

The concept “TOUCH?” correlates to the frame “TOUCH” which is a unifying structure of
knowledge and which causes the similarity and difference between the verbs of touch and
defines the ways of their system categorization.

The authors define and describe the components which build the structure of the frame
“TOUCH”. Obligatory components of the frame “TOUCH” contain the minimum knowledge
about the situation of touch while the optional components describe the details of the
situation of touch.

The frame “TOUCH” can be represented in the language not only by means of the verbs
which have the meaning of touch on the system level, but also by the verbs of other lexico-se-
mantic groups which get the meaning of touch on the functional level.

K:ay words: cognitive semantics; structures of knowledge; concept; frame; representa-

ion of knowledge; English “verbs of touch”.
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Modern linguistics has a number of branches;
one of them is cognitive semantics. The analysis
of the literature on the problem of the research
showed that the verbs with general meaning of
touch were not distinguished as a separate class
and were not exposed to the special analysis
from the point of view of the cognitive approach.
The separate verbs which name the processes of
touching, were already considered either frag-
mentary or as members of other lexico-semantic
groups. The analysis of groups of thematically
related lexical units was held mainly from the
position of structural linguistics. Despite the fact
that there are various approaches to the research
of these lexical units, the semantic structure of
the meaning of verbs of touch was analyzed in
the majority of papers, and the problem of vari-
ability and expansion of their meaning remained
little-studied. The features of their functioning
in speech and individual results which were re-
ceived in this area are fragmentary. The afore-
said proves the fact the verbs with the general
meaning of touch are little-studied and need to
be described with the positions of cognitive lin-
guistics.

The analysis of the verbs with the general
meaning of touch in the cognitive aspect al-
lows considering them with the point of view of
the structures of knowledge they represent [5,
10]. According to the cognitive approach, the
categorization of English verbs with the gen-
eral meaning of touch could be considered at
two levels. They are system - paradigmatic and
functional levels. The first level of categoriza-
tion is connected with the representation of a
conceptual picture of the world in the language
in general, and with language representation of
various ways of conceptualization of a situation
of touch in particular. To reveal the main prin-
ciples of the categorization of the verbs under
study on the system - paradigmatic level means
the consideration of those structures of knowl-
edge which are represented by these units and
define them as a semantic group [8]. The cate-
gorization at the second level is connected with
concrete interpretation of the verb in the state-
ment and is focused on the communicative as-
pect of the language.

The lexical units which constitute one lex-
ical group represent one and the same concept
as they have similar mental ideas. The research

Cemegoil Hay“HO-NPAKMUUECKULL HCYPHAN

shows that the concept “TOUCH” has complex
two-level structure. Conceptual signs of the first
level reflect various aspects of the act of touch
connect with its ontological characteristics, while
conceptual signs of the second level are abstrac-
tive signs and are in derived relation to the signs
of the first level.

To reveal some of the characteristics of the
concept “TOUCH?”, it’s expedient to analyze the
key words in the thesaurus row, which correlate
with the concept under study. The dictionary
gives the following definitions of the keywords:

Touch (noun) — act or fact of touching (OALD:
410).

Touch (verb) — be in _contact with, bring a
part of the body into contact with (OALD: 410).

Touch (noun) — [ACT OF TOUCHING] — what
you do when you put your hand or another part
of your body on or against something or some-
one either deliberately or not (LDOCE: 1529).

Touch (verb) — to put your hand or another
part of your body on something or someone so
that you can feel them; if two things are touch-
ing, they reach each other so that there is no
space between them (LDOCE: 1528).

Touch (verb) — [of two or more things] — to be so
close together that there is no space between; to be in con-

tact (CALD).

The act of touch is defined by the dictionaries
through the concepts “action” and “process”; the
part of speech which names actions and process-
es is the verb. Hence, to reveal the basic char-
acteristics of the concept “TOUCH” is possible
through the analysis of those verbs, which repre-
sent this concept at language level.

Generalizing the dictionary definitions of
the verbs with the general meaning of touch, it
is possible to state that any act of touch impli-
cates the contact between two adjoining objects
and which is impossible without reduction of
distance between these objects. It means that
one of the objects moves towards another one,
or they move towards each other for making the
contact. Hence it appears that the touch is con-
nected with the movement. The act of touch is
connected with the movement when the touch
makes the object to which it is directed move or
when one of the objects moves along the surface
of another object.

The touch can have both direct and indirect
character. When the contact is direct the sub-
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ject touches the object with its entire surface,
or a part of it or a part of the body (on condi-
tion that the object is animate). If the contact
is indirect the subject of touch uses any tool
to touch the object [6, 7, 9]. The forms with
the meaning of a tool and the forms denoting
a part of the body or a working part of the sub-
ject have outward resemblance, but they are
internally different. A part of the body is a part
of the subject, but the tool is not a part of the
subject, it’s separable from the subject. The
forms denoting a working part of the subject
implement the subject valency instead of the
tool valency of a word [1, 4]. It’s also possible
to make the division within the semantic func-
tion of a tool. According to his theory tools can
be “inalienable” (to hit with a hand), “alien-
able” (to hit with a knife) and “occasional” (to
hit with a stool) [2].

This phenomenon can be observed in the fol-
lowing examples:

She dabbed at her eyes with a lace-trimmed
handkerchief [BNC] (an alienable tool).

She kneeled, leaning forward and touching
the fresh earth with palms of both hands [BNC]
(an inalienable tool).

In our opinion this division into alienable
and in alienable tool is of no critical importance
for the structure of the frame “TOUCH” though
it should be taken into consideration when ana-
lyzing the syntagmatic features of the verbs that
represent the frame “TOUCH”.

On the assumption of the aforesaid, the
following objective features of the concept
“TOUCH” from the point of view of its anthol-
ogy can be distinguished: “contact”, “moving”,
«use of a tool» that is proved to be true by the
dictionary definitions of the verbs with the gen-
eral meaning of touch. An act of touch can have
such subjective-oriened feature as “evaluation
of quality” of a touch which is based on sensual
experience of both the subject and the object of
touch [9]. It is proved by the proper adjectives
and adverbs describing the force of influence on
the subject of touch which can be met in the dic-
tionary definitions of the verbs with the meaning
of touch:

Grasp - to take and hold something firmly
(LDOCE: 621);

Clutch - to hold something or someone tight-
ly, ... (LDOCE: 245);

Cemegoil Hay“HO-NPAKMUUECKULL HCYPHAN

Dab - to touch something lightly, usually sev-
eral times (LDOCE: 338).

To reveal additional characteristics of the
concept “TOUCH?” is possible by means of the
analysis of lexical meanings of the verbs which
are synonymous to the verb “touch” (to push, to
squeeze, to polish, to smooth, etc.). Various char-
acteristics of touch, such as the type of touch, the
way of touch, the result of result etc. are fixed in
the lexical meanings of these verbs.

Thus, it is possible to specify the following
substantial signs of the concept under study:

— direct physical contact between the sub-
ject ant the object of touch;

— indirect physical contact (by means of
various tools) between the subject and the object
of touch;

— the influence on the object of touch with
the purpose of its movement;

— the influence on the object of touch with
the purpose of its form or size changes.

The concept “TOUCH” is represented in the
language by the verbs of touch in the mean-
ings of which various signs of the concept are
lexicalized. The concept “TOUCH” correlates
to the frame “TOUCH”. A frame has a flexible
structure [5, 11] which can be changed in accor-
dance with the motivating context. The frame
“TOUCH” is a unifying structure of knowledge
which causes the similarity and difference be-
tween the verbs with the general meaning of
touch and defines the ways of their system cat-
egorization.

The structure of the frame can be described
as a set of obligatory and optional components.
Obligatory components of the frame “TOUCH”
form the cognitive-propositional scheme
which is a means of the representation of any
situation of touch. Cognitive-propositional
scheme [subject + predicate + object] con-
tains the minimum knowledge about the situa-
tion of touch. However only some signs of the
described event are “highlighted” in the lexical
meaning of the verb [3]. When it is import-
ant to present a situation in more details, this
model can be extended; one or more optional
components can be added. Optional compo-
nents of the frame “TOUCH” are: the way of
touch, the purpose of touch, the tool of touch,
the trajectory of touch, the place of touch, the
frequency of touch, the duration of touch and

cerna Bonpocel meopemuueckoil u npukiaoHoi AUHZ6UCMUKU



AHocoea T.H., ®edomoea O.B.

CTPYKTYPbI BHAHUA
H UX PEINIPE3EHTAITHUA B A3bIKE

the circumstances of touch. Optional compo-
nents define specific character of the meanings
of the verbs which cover the conceptual space.
This leads to the fact that the lexical meaning
of some verbs of a touch contains the indica-
tion to one or more characteristics of touch. It
can be the result of the influence on the object,
intensity of influence to the object, the indica-
tion to the tool of the influence to the object. It
can be proved by the dictionary definitions. On
this basis we can distinguish some subgroups
within the lexico-semantic group of verbs of
touch. They are:

1. Depending on the result of influence
on the object the verbs denoting the process of
touch at the system level, can be subdivided into:

- the verbs denoting the touch without the
subsequent change of properties of the object
(brush, clasp, dab, grab, hold, kiss, lay, pat,
slap, touch, etc.);

- the verbs denoting the touch with the sub-
sequent change of properties of object, i.e. the
change of the condition of the object, its form,
size or surface integrity (brush, rub, scratch,
smooth, squeeze, wipe, etc.).

2. Among the verbs denoting the touch con-
nected with movement there are the verbs
which specify the change of the object position in
space (hold, pull, push), and the verbs the mean-
ings of which have the indication on movement
of the tool relative to the surface of the object
(brush, polish, rub contained, etc.).

3. According to the intensity of influ-
ence the verbs of touch can be subdivided into
the verbs which denote the intensive influence
(clasp, clutch, grab, press, push, squeeze, etc.)
and non-intensive influence (brush, dab, kiss,
lean, pat, stroke, etc.).

4. Such verbs as finger, kick, kiss, nudge, pat,
palm, paw, pummel, slap, etc. can form a sep-
arate subgroup, as they have the indication on
the working part of the subject of touch in their
meanings.

Some of the above mentioned verbs can be
the members of two or more subgroups of the
offered classification. This fact is the evidence
that these verbs have broad semantic opportu-
nities.

The situation of touch can be described not
only by corresponding verb with the meaning of
touch, but also by means of verbs of other lexi-
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co-semantic groups as the result of a functional
categorization of verbs in the utterance.

The changes of the category meaning of the
verb leads to the reconsideration and expansion
of verbal semantics. The verbs of touch can de-
scribe various situations of touch. The way the
situation of touch is interpreted is reflected in
the categorical meaning of the verb. The cat-
egorical meaning of the verb is revealed in the
structure of the utterance and determined by the
following factors: lexical meaning of the verb,
the meaning of grammatical form of the verb,
the general structural meaning of the utterance
and the nearest context.

On the assumption of the above said, the
verbs representing the frame “TOUCH” could be
divided into three subgroups:

1. the verbs which have the basic mean-
ing of touch. These verbs have all obligatory
signs of the frame “TOUCH” and one or more
optional signs in their lexical meaning. These
verbs profile one of the optional signs within
the frame “TOUCH”. This becomes their dif-
ferential characteristics limits their ability
to be combined with additional modifiers of
sense. For example:

He kissed her, but briefly, halfin anger [BNC].

2. the verbs which have a peripheral meaning
of touch in their semantic structure. They rep-
resent one or more optional signs of the frame
“TOUCH”. These optional signs are common for
both the frame “TOUCH” and the frames close-
ly-related to it. For example:

He sat down and buried his face in his hands
[BNC].

3. the verbs of other lexico-semantic groups
which have no meaning of touch on the system
level , but they get this meaning on the function-
al level. For example:

... she wound her fingers around the cup of
coffee, ... [BNC].

In consideration of all above said the frame
“TOUCH” is a unifying structure of knowledge
about the situation of touch, it gives reasons
for the similarity of lexical meanings of verbs,
which represent the concept “TOUCH”. The
ability of the frame to restructure provides
opportunities to model various situations of
touch.
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