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CKJIala€ThCsl B HaH3araibHillliM 3apHCi i3 naneorpativHux 3aMiTOK npo
caMMil CIHCOK, HOro ¢oHeTHKY, MOP(OJIOTiIO i CIOBOTBIp; a B KiHuj
cryaii AomaeTbcsi W KOPOTKMM CIOBHMYOK THX CJiB, L0 MOrIH 6
BHMKJIMKATH JESKUI CyMHIB y 3Ha4eHHI Ci0Ba.

Be3 Takoro nox1agHOro AOCIIHKEHHS MOBY Mam’STKH HEMOXCIMBQ
BECTH Janbiui cTyaii «Pycbkoi [1paBan», iHTepnperauil okpeMUx cTaTei
ii, ceHcy ix Ta mpaBHoro po3yMiHHs, Konn pocniaHuky i 6panuce 3a yj
OCTaHHi CTyAii, To HaTUKANKUCh Ha BeJIMYE3HI nepewwkoan, 60, caMi He
¢inonory, crasany nepe HEMEPEMOXKHAMU TPYAHOIAMU 06’ €KTMBHOTO
3pO3yMiHHS # BUTJIyMaueHHs TOTO YM iHILOTO BUCJIOBY H BHUpimlyBanu
HiJIKOM Cy6’€KTMBHO Ha OCHOBI TiJIbKH TEPCOHATBLHOTO PO3YMiHHS yy
3BEPXHBOTO HaBITh OCOOMCTOrO BpaXKeHHS. Hepes Lie caMe MaeMo Ayxe
farato pisHMx MorasAiB Ta iHTepnpetauii okpemux crareii «[lpasam»,
SKi OJHa JPYTY HaBiTh BUKJIIOYAIOTb.

INpouec po3sutky Tekcty «Pycbkoi IlpaBau» 6yB nyxe n0oBrui i
CKJafHMH; BiH BiAOYBaBCS NpPOTArOM BOCBMM cToniTh. lleit mpouec
TBOpeHHS TeKCTy «Pycbkoi [lpaBau» ocobnuso uikaBum 6yB o XIlI
cT.. SpocnaBoBa rpamora, TekcT Kopotkoi # Ilupoxoi Ilpasan
TBOpPHUBCS H BUKiHYyBaBcs B Kuesi i na KuiBcbkii 3eMili, | TiIbKH MOTiM
BX€ roTOBMH nepexoaus no Hosropoza, e Tinbku 3aKOHCEPBOBYBABCS
Kosn x y HoBropoai BMHMKana TeHAEHLIS CaMOCTIHHO BUTBOPHTH CBiii
TekcT Pycbkoi [lpaBau, To BMHMKJIa HelllacnuBa TpeTs pejakuis. Ha
BEJIMKMHA Xalb, TeKCT «Pycbkoi ITpaBan» 3 Kuiscbkoi 3emni He 36epircs.
BypxsmBa icropis Ykpaiuu He 36eperia Hi OHOTrO PYKOMHCY 3 TEKCTOM
«Pycbkoi [lpaBau». Crapimmii TekcT [iHIIOB 10 HAac TiNbKH B
HOBIOPOZICBKHX CIHCKAX i3 HOBIOPOACHKUMH AUTEKTHHMH TIPUKMETAMU MOBH

HatinosHimnMy i Hait06’ €KTUBHILIMMH NpAUSIMH MOBY Ta CTHJIIO
«Pycpkoi IlpaBnu», 6e3 cyMmHIiBY, € HOCNIIKEHHS OCHOBOIOIOMHHKA
ykpaincbkoro MoBo3HaBcTBa O. CoboneBcrkoro.

LA. BOKYH
ABH3 « Ykpaiucoka akademin bankiecbkol cnpasu
Hayionanvrozo banky Ykpainu»

FRAMING IN THE DISCOURSE OF LAW
AND ECONOMICS

Certain words are used to create a more or less «neutral» way of
speaking about an issue. There is of course no neutral way. Neutrality in
framing experience is an illusion. We conceptualize experience by
means of the frames we get from a particular culture, and these frames
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are anything but neutral. They have, built into them, a particular outlook
on a situation. And yet we can say, at least in a loose way, that some of
our framings of experience are more neutral than others. The phrasing
neutral way is intended to suggest that some of the words we use evoke
emotionally or otherwise less loaded frames than other words in
connection with an issue.

One example of such a relatively neutral expression is graduated
income tax. In taxation, health services, the educational system, and so
on, such relatively neutral terms are frequently used (and create the
impression of objectivity). However, these relatively neutral phrases can
be, and often are, reinterpreted in such domains, and this is especially
the case in political discourse. What this means is that politicians
commonly reframe the ideas expressed in relatively neutral language;
that is, they place the ideas in frames that were never intended to be used
in conceptualizing the ideas. Lakoff [1, 63] provides a nice illustration of
this process. He writes: «In Dan Quayle's acceptance speech to the
Republican convention in 1992, he said, in a rhetorical question arguing
against the graduated income tax, 'Why should the best people be
punished?'» It seems that what Quayle did was reframe the relatively
neutral expression graduated income tax. By means of his choice of
words, he evoked several frames that allow a significant reinterpretation
of this concept. First, he linked the concept to the notion of punishment.
Second, he claimed that the people who pay the most taxes are the best
people in the American system of progressive taxation.

This example raises an interesting issue in connection with
framing. Can we reframe a concept in any way we like; that is, can we
link it to, or place it in, just about any new frame? Obviously not. There
is a clear constraint on doing this: The concept that we want to reframe
must somehow fit the new frame. In our example, the idea that citizens
are required to pay taxes by the government provides the possibility of
and justification for linking progressive taxation to the punishment
frame. In taxation, the government takes money from the people. But
taking money from someone can be regarded as something dishonest or
illegal. Given this, it makes it possible for Quayle to reframe progressive
taxation as punishment. Notice that this reasoning is based on the
assumption that the government has no right to tax citizens (at least the
ones who have the highest income). The new frame for progressive
taxation as punishment thus has all this information.

But why does Quayle say that it is the best people who get
punished? The connection between the best people and punishment as
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regards taxation is based on another piece of reasoning within the frame,
namely, that the quality of people depends on how successful they are
financially. Those who are financially the most successful are the best
people. Now in progressive taxation the people with the highest income
pay the most taxes. Thus, these people (the best people) are punished.

This reasoning is clearly faulty. Since the money is taken away by
the government not only from people who make the most money but also
from others with a lower income, everyone with an income should be
considered as being punished. But Quayle limits the group of people
who are punished to those who make the most money and thus have to
pay the most taxes. This kind of inconsistency is common in the
application of frames and in reframing situations in especially political
but also other types of discourse.

If, however, our basic assumptions are different, our reframings
will also be different. If, for instance, we do not regard progressive
taxation on the part of the government as unjustified but rather as fair
and just, we will use other words to reconceptualize progressive
taxation. People often do this and use phrases such as paying one's fair
share to society or one’s civic duty to society. These words assume a very
different framing of progressive taxation — one in which the government
has the right to impose the highest taxes on those with the highest income
and that it is these citizens' duty to comply with the government.

The wordings and the frames the wordings evoke may distinguish
the participants of the political scene. In this example, Lakoff suggests,
the PUNISHMENT frame is typical of conservatives, whereas the CIVIC
DUTY frame is most characteristic of liberals. These are clearly rough
generalizations, but they point to the possibility of studying political
discourse and thought by making use of frame theory.

To sum up, cultural frame analysis involves politics. Politics is a
domain where alternative framings and reframings are rife. Alternative
framings and reframings largely depend on one’s basic assumptions.
This is what we saw in the case of progressive taxation. If one regards
progressive taxation as unjustified (mostly out of self-interest), one will
think of taxation as punishment. If, however, one regards progressive
taxation as fair and just, one will conceptualize (that is, frame)
progressive taxation as «paying one’s fair share to society» or as «one’s
civic duty to society». As George Lakoff suggests, alternative framings
of this kind may distinguish the participants of the political scene.

1 do not claim that the frame analysis of culture can explain each
and every aspect of human behavior, but it can be used to account for a
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large part of human behavior. Further research could focus on additional
conceptual tools that are needed for a broader study of both culture and mind.
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B.A. BACHJAEHKO
Cymcoka @inia Xapkiecbko2o Hayionanbrozo
YHieepcumemy 8HympiwHix cnpas

®OPMYBAHHS KYJbTYPH IHCEMHOI'O
NMPO®ECIMHOIO MOBJIEHHSA
CTYAEHTIB-IIPABO3HABLIB

JockoHane BONOAIHHR HaBMYKaMH MHCEMHOro npodeciiinoro
MOBJIEHHS € BaXJIWBMM CKJTaIHUKOM NIATOTOBKM CTYAEHTIB-NPaBO3HABLIIB,
OCKi/TbKH NMpaBUJIbHE BUKOPUCTAHHA MOBHHUX 3aco6iB mia uac yknagaHHs
npodecifiHol JOKYMEHTALT € 3anopyKolo 1X $axoBoOCTi.

KynbTypy NMMceMHOro MOBJIEHHS JOCJHIIXYBalM TakKi HayKoBLi,
ak H.Jl. Babuu, I'A. Bonkorpy6, C.B. nymuk, M.I". 3y6kos, I'M.
Kauaseus, A.I1. Kosans, JI.M. ITanamap, C.B. llleBuyk Ta 6araro iH.
Kynbtypa ycix ¢opM npodeciiHoro MOBJIEHHS THX, XTO MOCTYyTOBYEThCS
YKpaiHCbKOIO MOBOIO K 3aco60M koMyHikalii, nojsrae B Tomy, 1io6
JOCKOHAJIO 3HATH i IOCNIAOBHO JOTPUMYBATHCS MOBHHX HOPM.

31ifiCHMBLIM aHaJli3 MOMUJIOK Y TEKCTax AINOBHX JOKYMEHTIB,
YKIAIEHUX CTYAEHTaMH-NIPaBHUKAMH, KOHCTAaTye€MO TaKi NOPYHIEHHS
MOBHHMX HOpM: CJIOBOTBIpHI (HenjaHOBaHa HapajJa 3aMiCTb He3amiaHoBaHa
Hapana); Mopdonoriuni (y)XuBaHHs Ha3B npodeciit y xiHouoMy poai:
CTYJIeHTKa-NPaKTHKAHT, CJ1i14a); CHHTAKCHUHI: HeNnpaBWJIbHE BUKOPUCTAHHSA
NpuiiMEHHMKIB: TNpalloBaTH MO TPYAOBOMY JAOTOBOPY 3aMicTh 3a
TPYAOBMM AOTOBOPOM, BiAMOBIAHO PO3NOPAMKEHHS 3aMiCTb BiANOBIIHO
10 po3NOpsIKEHHS, 3riHO NMOCTAHOBH 3aMiCTh 3riAHO 3 MOCTAaHOBOO.
lNpuiiMennukoBo-BinMiHKOBI (opMM 3riaHO 3 + OpyaHHMil BiAMiHOK
IMEHHMKIB, BIANOBIAHO A0 + DOHOBHWIl BIAMIHOK IMEHHHKIB MalOTh
BHpasHuii  BIOTIHOK KHWXKHOCTI: 3rilHO 3 3aKOHaMH YKpaiHu,
BilnoBigHo Ao 3aBOaHb. Bouu XapakTepHi Aas odiuifiHo-ainosoro,
HaykoBoro ctunis. IToMMIKOBO CrOay4alOTh MPUAMEHHHMK 3rilHO 3
AaBanbhum abo0 POAOBHM BIJIMIHKOM IMEHHMKIB: 3riJHO IUIaHiB;
HeilpaBUIbHI KOHCTPYKILIT BIATOBIAHO 3 MJIaHaMM i 3ri/HO a0 maHiB. He
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