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DIAGNOSTICAL CATEGORIZATION IN SOFTWARE DISCOURSE

The article presents a new approach to treating the concept of cognitive categorization in modern linguistics. One
of the key questions cognitive linguistics has to provide answers to is the question how people cognate knowledge in the
process of learning. Any learning procedure is based on acquiring knowledge provided in the verbal form. The optimal
way of presenting the verbal knowledge is to provide definitions of the main concepts related to the domain. The present
article offers an approach according to which it is possible to discriminate between characteristic and unique feature of
the concepts while giving their verbal definitions. The research was carried out on the material of the Engilsh software
discourse, i.e., the set of language means used in defining functions in graphical user’s interfaces (GUIs). One of the
ways to experimentally address this question consists in determining whether some entity does or does not belong to a
specified category on the basis of a description of the entity. This is what users normally do when they read the texts
presented in GUI dialogue boxes.
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Formulation of the research problem and its significance. One of the main issues in modern
cognitive science is whether concepts have defining properties or not [1; 3; 5]. The notion of a
verbal definition of an object appears to be of primary importance in view of establishing categorial
potential of concepts [3, p. 51]. Apparently, the only way to research concepts is to provide their
verbal definitions, and to pick up language means — verbalizers — to give names to the key notions
within one particular concept [1].

Any learning procedure or the process of knowledge acquisition presupposes the
implementation of a deductive verbal reasoning [3, p. 52]. One of the most effective instruments of a
deductive verbal reasoning is the so called “concept-thesis model” of knowledge representation.

The goal and the specific tasks of the article. The purpose of this article can be defined as an
attempt to analyze the mechanisms of how to use the concept-thesis model in providing relevant
descriptions of the functions in modern English graphical user interfaces (GUI).Graphical user
interface (GUI) is a type of interface that allowsusers to interact with electronic devices through
graphical icons and visualindicators such as secondary notation. Sometimes GUI is opposed to text-
based interfaces, where text is the only means of communication between a user and a computer [3].
But, in the predominant majority of cases modern software applications use both texts and graphical
icons in their interfaces, so the term “GUI” is now universally used to denote user’s interfaces.

A series of elements conforming a visual language have evolved to represent information
stored in computers. By “visual language” software developers mean language means used the in
descriptions (definitions) of the software functions [3, p. 52], as well as other graphical devices
(icons, pictograms, etc) to specify the functional potential of a program. This makes it easier for
people with few computer skills to work with and use computer software. The most common
combination of such elements in GUIs is the WIMP (“window, icon, menu, pointing device”)
paradigm, especially in personal computers.

The WIMP style of human-computer interaction uses a virtual input device to control the
position of a pointer, most often a mouse, and presents information organized in windows and
represented with icons. The important innovation of modern GUIs is the use of the dialog boxes to
provide verbal definitions of menu features once the user brings the cursor (or another pointing
device) to the name of the function in the menu bar. Apparently, the main task to be resolved by GUI
designers is to provide the user with the relevant description of the menu function.

The best way to do it is to use the traditional format of a definition, which is the most
productive tool used in learning and knowledge acquisition. A definition is naturally based on the
verbal description of the most essential features that characterize a particular software function.
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AxkmyaabHi numaHHs iHo3emMHoi ginoaozii

Presentation of the basic content of the research and an interpretation of the results
which were obtained. One of the ways to experimentally address this question consists in
determining whether some entity does or does not belong to a specified category on the basis of a
description of the entity. In the majority of cases, the description of a function in a GUI is presented
in the so-called dialog box, and it contains in formation that is deemed to define the category. In
some cases, the descriptions lack such information. The question of how much information the
description should contain, as well as the manner of presenting this information involving graphical
means is still in crying need of answer for software developers.

It should be mentioned that the amount of information in the descriptions varies dramatically.
These two factors, i.e., description length and description type, provide a fairly strong rational efor
determining whether the key concepts that characterize software functions are well defined or not.
This discrimination between quantity and quality of information presented in verbal definitions, like
much research on categorization, is rooted in the classical view of concepts. According to the
classical view of concepts, the mental representation of a category consists of properties that are
common and unique to the objects in the category [1, p. 3]. As an example, the conceptual
representation of the category labeled square would involve properties such as having four sides of
equal length and four fight angles. Since all squares are assummed to possess these properties, a
figure lacking anyone of these properties cannot be a member of the category square. Each of the
above properties is therefore said to be individually necessary for category membership. Since
squares are the only figures to have all of the above properties, any figure with these properties must
belong to the category square. The above properties are therefore jointly sufficient for category
membership. Set so find ividually necessary and jointly sufficient properties are considered defining
because they allow one to determine category membership in an all-or-none fashion.

Another perspective of using concepts in definitions is obtained from a probabilistic view of
conceptual representation. According to this view, the mental representation of categories involves
properties that are common to some but not necessarily all members of a category. Such
characteristic properties are also assumed to be involved in the categorization process. In some
probabilistic models the existence of necessary and defining properties is denied, such a strong
stance is not essential [3].

What is really important here is that all types of properties, whether necessary, defining, or
merely characteristic, be understood and processed in the same way. Within this perspective a special
status for defining properties is being denied. At the same time the probabilistic perspective
emphasizes on the fact that some properties are more diagnostic than others and are therefore
weighed more heavily in categorical decisions.

The probabilistic perspective presupposes that categorization should therefore depend on the
number and the predictable diagnosticity of the properties asserted or negated with respect to an
object. The most important thing about the predictions derived from a probabilistic viewis the fact
that they are predominantly based on user’s confidence. Amazingly enough, confidence in
categorical decisions can now be graded. The degree of user’s confidence increases with the number
of properties that are asserted about the entity to be categorized and decreases with the number of
properties that are negated. It should be mentioned here, that properties that are common and unique
to members of a category are more diagnostic of category membership and presumably weigh more
heavily in categorical decisions than properties that are merely characteristic.

We have analysed and compared the definitions of the names of functions in the Microsoft
Word 2007 in order to single out the properties that are common and unique to the category, and
established their metaphorical uses in the software discourse. Any metaphorical mapping is based on
imposing the properties of the source onto the target. Thus, category definitions appeared to specify
these properties in the relevant way, so that the users of GUSs would be able to understand the
meaning of software function.

The following table presents the comparative analysis of the dictionary definitions for some
software menu functions (Microsoft Word 2007) and their definitions in GUI.
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Table 1

Dictionary definition vs. GIU definitions (Microsoft Word 2007)

Category

Dictionary definition

GUI definition

Header
(in Header
and
Footer)

1. One that fits a head on an
object.

2. Information at the top of a
page, especially things such as
numbers that appear on each
page of a document.

3. One that removes a head from
an object, especially a machine
that reaps the heads of grain and
passes the min to a wagon or
receptacle.

In a disk or tape file, a set of data that
resides permanently at the beginning.

It may be used for identification only (type of
file, date of last update, etc.), or it may
describe the structural layout of the contents,
as is common with many document and data
base formats.

Footer
(in Header
and
Footer)

1.0ne that is an indicated number
of feet in height or length. Often
used in combination.

2.Textual information, such as a
title, date, or page number, which
appears at the bottom of each
page of a document which is
printed by a computer.

3.A note placed at the bottom of a
page of a book or manuscript that
gives more information about
something.

In a document or report, common text that
appears at the bottom of every page.
It usually contains the page number.

Apparently, the metaphorical uses of the following names of the functions are based on the
categorical properties of the following concepts: HEAD and FOOT:

Head — top of body [countable] the top part of your body that has your face at the front and is
supported by your neck (LDOCE online);

Foot — plural feet [countable] body part, the part of your body that you stand on and walk on
(LDOCE online).

The characteristic properties of the concepts HEAD and FOOT presented in the dictionary
definitions are top of body for HEAD, and stand on for FEET. These properties are not reflected in
software functions. Whereas, the systemic properties that are reflected in GUI are as follows: UP for
HEAD, and DOWN for FOOT. They perform the diagnostical functions in the metaphorization
process [4, p.84] and are, consequently, more categorically valuable than just characteristic
properties shared by all member of the categories HEAD and FOOT.

Some definitions of the functions in software discourse are still based on emphasizing direct
characteristic properties shared by all members of the semantic category. This is typically done by
using synonymic words or expressions while defining functions in the dialogue boxes, e.g.:

Select Recipients — Choose the list of people you intend to send the letter to (Select— Choose);

Edit Recipient List — Make changes to the list of recipients and decide which of them should
receive your letter (Edit— Make changes);

Finish and Merge — Complete the mail merge (Finish— Complete);

Such rephrazing based on specifying characteristic features of the concept that is being defined,
is commonly used for providing descriptive definitions to the concepts denoting particular functions
that are unique for the software discourse, and are not relevant for the other communicative contexts,

e.g.
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Insert Hyperlink — Create a link to a Web page, a picture, an e-mail address, or a program
(Insert — Create);

Manage Sources — View the list of all the sources cited in this document (Manage — View);

Protect Document — Restrict how people can access the document (Protect — Restrict);

Arrange All — Tile all open program windows side-by-side on the screen (Arrange — Tile).

The so-called diagnostical properties mentioned above are effectively used in the definitions of
the software functions based on metaphorical mapping [2, p. 202]. The diagnostical mapping is
presented in Table 2.

Table 2
Metaphorical mapping in the definitions of the software functions
Function Definition Metaphorical mapping
Strike through | Draw a line through the middle of the selected | Through—middle
text.
Subscript Create a small letters below the text baseline. Sub—below
Superscript Create small letters above the line of text. Super—above
Shading Color the background behind the selected text | Shade—background behind
or paragraph
Word Art Insert decorative text in your document. Art—decorate
Watermark Insert ghosted text behind the content of the | Water—ghosted
page.

As the examples in the table suggest, metaphorical mapping in the definitions of the concepts
IS not based on sharing the fundamental features of the semantic category. The process of
recognizing the functional potential of GUI menu items is directed by sharing and distributing the
diagnostical features of the concepts. In case with metaphors, these features are neither unique nor
characteristic to the general category. They mostly specify the one of the most vivid conceptual
characteristics, which due to their metaphorical basis appear to be easy to recognize and facilitate the
process of understanding.

Conclusions and prospects for further research. In conclusion, we assume that verbal
definitions of concepts are based on specific categorization procedures that focus on different aspect
of categorical meanings. It is a unique feature of the software discourse to use various categorization
mechanisms while defining the functions of GUIs in the dialogue boxes. The definitions provided in
the dialogue boxes very rarely emphasize on the properties that are thought to be common to all
members of a category. In general categorization procedures they may weigh more heavily in
categorical judgments, but in software discourse unique feature of the concepts appear to be more
valuable in providing the users with the meaning of the software functions. The use unique feature is
especially productive in metaphorical mapping where the diagnostical potential of cognitive
categorization is of primary importance. Such diagnostical properties cause a steeper change in
confidence level of software users with the number of properties negated, but this categorization
strategy is really helpful as a basis of human-computer interaction via GUI.
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bickyo Ipuna. J[liarHocTMyHa KaTeropusamisi B JIHCKypci NporpamMHOro 3ade3medeHHsl. Y CTaTTi
3aIpOIIOHOBAHO HOBUH Mi/IX1JI 10 PO3yMiHHS ()eHOMEHY KOTHITHBHOI KaTeropu3anii B Cy4acHiii KOTHITHBHIH JiHIBICTHII.
Ha wmarepiani aHIJIOMOBHOTO JHCKYpCY IIPOTPaMHOTO 3a0€3MeYeHHsT BCTAHOBJIICHO OCOOJIMBOCTI IiarHOCTHYHOI
KaTeropusalii, sika CIpHs€ PO3yMIHHIO (DYHKIIOHAJHHOTO ITOTEHIiaNly NPUKIAJAHUX MPOrpaM dYepe3 NPOYHMTaHHS iX
BU3HAYCHb y JIaJIOTOBUX BIKHAX, IO Hajxae rpadiunuil iHrepdeiic. BusBieHo BiAMIHHOCTI MK KaTeropusalli€ro 3a
XapaKTepHUMH O3HaKaMW I KaTeropusali€lo 3a YHIKQIPHMMH O3HAKaMH, SKy BH3HAYaeMO SK JiarHOCTHYHY
KaTeropusariro. JloBeaeHo, 110 B Cy4aCHOMY aHIJIOMOBHOMY JIUCKYPCi MPOTPaMHOro 3a0e3NeueHHs] caMe JiarHOCTHYHY
KaTeropH3allil0 MOKJIAJCHO B OCHOBY MeETaQOpUYHOTO MaIlyBaHHS, 3aBIIKH SKOMY KOPHCTYBad OIIAaHOBYE
(hyHKIIOHATTFHIUNA TTOTEHIIIAN KOMIT IOTEPHOI MPOTpaMH depe3 B3aeMOiro 3 ii rpadiunum iHTepdeiicom. JliarHOCTHUHY
KaTerOpu3aIlil0 BBAXKAEMO TAaKO)X KOTHITHBHOIO CTPATEri€l0, OCHOBHE 3aBHAHHS SIKOi — BIOKPEMIJIGHHS HECYTTEBHX
KaTeropu3aIliifHnX O3HaK MmiJ 4Jac imeHTudikamii ¢yHKIi# mporpamHoro 3abesmedeHHs. Lle cnpuse onTuMizoBaHOMY
BUKOPUCTAHHIO TpadidHmX iTepdelciB KOMIT'IOTepHHX MporpaM sK iHCTPYMEHTY BEIEHHS iaJoTy KOpHCTyBada it
KOMIT FOTEPHOI CHCTEMH.

KarouoBi ciioBa: kaTeropu3saiiisi, KOHIEIT, 3HAaHHS, BU3HAYCHHS, [TI3HAHHSI.

Buckyo Hpwuna. [lmarHoctuueckasi KaTeropmsamus B JUCKypce MPOrpaMMHOro odecmedyeHusi. B cratbe
NPEJJIOKEH HOBBIA TMOJXOJM K MOHMMAaHUIO (PCHOMECHa KOTHHUTHBHOM KAaTETrOpH3allid B COBPEMCHHOW KOTHHUTHBHOM
JUHTBUCTHKE. Ha MaTepualic COBPEMEHHOIO aHIIIOSN3bIYHOTO AUCKYpCa MPOrPAMMHOI0 00eCieUeHUs ObLITH YCTaHOBIICHBI
0COOCHHOCTH JHArHOCTHYCCKOW KaTErOpH3allid, KOTOpas COJACHCTBYEeT MOHHUMAHUIO (YHKIMOHAIBHOTO MOTCHIIMAA
MPUKJIAJHBIX IPOTPAMM IYTEM MPOYTCHHUS OMPEeICHUH B JAUATOTOBBIX OKHAX, KOTOPBIE MPEJIAraroTcsi rpaguaeckum
unrepdeiicoMm. TIpetokeHbl pa3nuuusi MEXIy KaTeropu3alueil mo XapakTepHbIM MPU3HAKAM M KaTeropu3anuer Mo
YHUKAIBHBIM TPHU3HAKAM, OMNpE/CICHHON HaMH KaK JUHAarHOCTHUYECcKas Kareropu3zauus. JlOoKka3zaHO, YTO HMMEHHO
JIMarHOCTHYECKash KaTeropu3als JIGKUT B OCHOBE METaQOpHUYECKOro TMEePEHECeHHsT 3HAYCHUs B JIUCKYpCe
MPOTPaMMHOT0 00eCIeueH s, Oaroiapsi 4eMy MoJIb30BaTEIb OCBAMBACT (DYHKIMOHAIBHBIN MOTEHIIUAT KOMIBIOTEPHOM
MIPOrpaMMBbI, B3aUMOJEHUCTBYS ¢ e¢ TrpadudyeckuM HHTepdericoM. J[MarHOCTHYECKYIO KATErOPH3AIHI0 CUMTAEM TaKiKe
KOTHUTHBHOM CTpaTerue, riIaBHBIM 3aJJaHHEM KOTOPOH €CTh OTAEICHHE HECYIICCTBEHHBIX KATErOPU3AI[HOHHBIX YEPT BO
BpeMsi uAeHTH(UKAIMK (QYHKIMA MpOrpaMHOro  obOecrmedeHus. OTO  CIPOCOOCTBYET  ONTHMU3UPOBAHHOMY
UCITIOJIb30BAaHUIO TpadUUCCKUX HUHTEPPEHCOB KOMIBIOTEPHBIX IPOTPaMM KaK MHCTPYMCHTA BEICHHS JHMAajora
MOJIb30BATEIISI K KOMITBIOTEPHOM CHCTEMBI.

KiroueBble cjioBa: KaTeropusaiius, KOHIICTIT, 3HAHU, OTPeIeIICHUE, TO3HAHNUE.
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FROM COMMUNICATIVE STRATEGIES
TO PRAGMATIC MOTIVATIONS

The article deals with the notion of involvement, which has the dynamic nature and varies within the boundaries of
empathy, sympathy, (self)withdrawal, antipathy. Involvement is defined as a cognitive notion with the prevailing
characteristics of cognitive distancing or approximation in interaction. Generally recognized is the point of view that
involvement is a gradual phenomenon. It fluctuates depending on the activity of interlocutors. What follows from it is the
absolute mutual trust of communicative partners to one another on the one hand or giving up and disregard the
communication by both sides on the other. Such a shift of communicative parameters of communicative activity is a
direct reflection of the change in the focus of orientation which directly depends on the focus of interest. The general
vision of involvement is widening and depends on what goes to the focus of orientation. Existing approaches are reduced
to the following three: a) involvement of the speaker and listener to the information of the topic (as individual
participants); b) involvement of the community members (as mass participants); c) involvement of the topic on the
parameter of its informativity and validity of the problem. Degrees of involvement are controlled by the communicative
strategies of interlocutors, they re-frame the configuration of notions of empathy, sympathy, (self)withdrawal and
antipathy, assisting in achievement of maximal communicative result and coincidence of positions of opposite sides.

Key words: involvement, intention, focus of orientation, vantage point, empathy, sympathy, (self)withdrawal,
antipathy, prediction, anticipation, dynamic equilibrium.

Formulation of the research problem and its significance. Involvement as a communicative
entity is determined by the degree of mutual interaction of interlocutors directed towards effective
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