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Abstract. The study is based on two main scientific paradigms — cognitive and discursive. The
process of social categorization by American and Ukrainian students has been focused on in a
psycholinguistic experiment. Social schemes (personal schemes, action schemes, self-schemes, role
schemes, function schemes) in word meanings for words denoting social objects suggested by
Ukrainian (n=25, 12 female and 13 male, mean age 21,7+3,0 years, Lesya Ukrainka Eastern
European National Universities, Lutsk) and American (n=25, 15 female and 10 male, mean age
22,4+3,0 years, University of Central Arkansas, Conway, USA) students were analyzed. The
results of comparative analysis of word meanings based on social categories (schemes) of Ukrainian
and American students show that the most frequent social categories among American students are
self- schemes, which are connected with individualism of national character of western-culture
people. The most frequent social categories among Ukrainian students are action schemes which
express pragmatic character of Ukrainian culture. Despite of the various distributions of social
schemes in Ukrainian and American students’ answers, the indifferent to culture criteria for social
categorization are revealed. The results of psycholinguistic experiment show the dual cognitive and
discursive character of social categorization which demonstrates the degree of culture impact on
human cognition and language.
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3acekina Jlapuca. BniuB KyJabTypu Ha MOBY i KOTHililO: J0CBil NMCIXOJIHIBiCTUHYHOTO
eKCIIePUMEHTY.

AHoTtanisa. B ocHOBI JociipkeHHS — JIBI MPOBiAHI HAYKOBI MapagurMH. KOTHITHBHA Ta
nuckypcuBHa. Ilponec comianbHOi KaTeropuzallii aMepuKaHCbKUMHU Ta YKPaiHCBKHMH CTYIE€HTaMU
BHUBYAETHCS B IICUXOJIHIBICTUYHOMY €KcIlepuMeHT1 . Bynum mnpoaHaiizoBaHi colialbHI CXeMHU
(ocoOHCTICHI CXeMH, CXeMU-ii, A-CXEMH, POJIbOBI CXeMH, (YHKIIOHAJIbHI CXEMH) y 3HAUCHHSX
ClIiB, II0 NO3HAYalOTh COLIabHI O0’€KTH , 3allpONIOHOBAaHI YKpaiHChbKuUM (n = 25, 12 KIHOK 1
13 yonogikiB, cepenniit Bik 21,7 + 3,0 pokiB, CxXiTHOEBPONIECHCHKUI HAIlIOHATHHUN YHIBEPCHTET
imeni Jleci Ykpainku, JIynpk) 1 amepukancekuM (N=25, 15 sxiHok 1 10 4onoBIiKiB, cepelnHill Bik
22,4 + 3,0 poxy, YHiBepcureT LlentpansHoro Apkanzacy, Konseit, CIIIA) crynentam. Pesynsratn
MOPIBHSUIBHOTO aHali3y 3Ha4yeHb CJiB, L0 IPYHTYIOTbCA Ha COLIAJbHUX KaTeropisix (cxemax)
YKpaiHCBKUX Ta aMEPUKAHCBKUX CTYIEHTIB TMOKa3yloTh, 0 HANMOMIMPEHIIINMH Ccepel
aMEepPHKAHCHKUX CTY/CHTIB COLIaIbHI KATEropisiMU € OCOOMCTI CXEMHU, OB’ sI3aH1 3 1HIUBIyalli3MOM
HaIllOHAJBFHOTO XapakTepy TMPEeJACTAaBHUKIB 3axigHOI KynbTypu. HaifuacTimmmu comiaibHUMHA
KaTeropisiMu cepesl YKpaiHChKUX CTYJICHTIB BUABMIIMCS CXEMHU-Ail, 0 BUPAXKAIOTh MParMaTuYHUN
XapakTep MpeICTaBHUKIB YKPATHCHKOI KyJIbTYpU. Pe3ynbTaTu NCUXOMIHIBICTUYHOTO €KCIIEPUMEHTY
MOKAa3yIOTh MOABINHY Mi3HaBaJbHY Ta JUCKYPCHUBHOI XapakTep COLiajJbHOI KaTeropusaii, o
3arajioM J€MOHCTPY€E CTYIiHb YIJIUBY KyJbTYPH Ha JIIOJCHKE Mi3HAHHS 1 MOBY.
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Knrwouosi cnoea: xocHiyis, Kyibmypa, Mo6d, COYIANbHA KAMe20pu3ayis, COYIalbHI cXeMu,
3HAYeHHs C106d.

3acexkuna Jlapuca. Bo3aeiicTBue KYJbTYPbl Ha SI3bIK M KOTHMUMIO: ONBIT ICHXO-
JIMHTBHUCTHYECKOTI'0 IKCIIEPUMEHTA.

Annomayus. B 0CHOBY HCCIIeIOBaHUS MOJIOKEH MOAXO0/ ABYX OCHOBHBIX HAYUHBIX MapaJurM:
KOTHUTUBHAasT U JUCKypcuBHas. Ilpomecc comuanbHON KaTeropusaluu aMepUKaHCKUMU U
YKPAauHCKUMHU CTYACHTAMHU HM3y4aeTcsl B ICUXOJUHIBUCTUYECKOM H3KcriepuMeHTe. bbpuin mpoana-
JIU3UPOBAHBI COLIUATIbHBIE CXEMBbI (JINYHOCTBIE CXEMBI, CXEMbI-IEUCTBHUS, A-CXEMbl, POJIEBbIEC CXEMBI,
(yHKIMOHATILHBIE CXEMBbI) B 3HAYCHHUSAX CJIOB, O0O3HAYAIOIIMX COLMAIbHBIE OOBEKTHI, MPEAJIO-
KeHHbIEe yKpauHckuM (N=25, 12 skeHmmH u 13 myxuuH, cpemnuid Bo3pact 21,7 £ 3,0 ner,
BocrouHoeBponelickuii  HalMOHAJIBHBIM yHUBEepcUTeT HUMeHH Jlecn VYkpaumnku, Jlynk) w
amepukaHckuM (N=25, 15 xenmuH u 10 My>xuuH, cpegnuit Bozpact 22,4 + 3,0 roga, YHUBEpCUTET
entpansHoro Apkan3zaca, Konpeit, CIIIA) cryneHtam. Pe3ynbTaTbl CpaBHHUTEIBLHOTO aHAIIM3a
3HAQYEHUM CIIOB, OCHOBAHHBIX Ha COLMAJIBHBIX KaTEropusxX (CXxemax) yKpauHCKHX U aMEPHKaHCKUX
CTYJCHTOB IOKAa3bIBAIOT, YTO Hauboyiee YaCTbIMU CpelId aMEPUKAHCKUX CTYJIEHTOB COLHUATbHbBIE
KaTerOpHUsIMU SBJISIIOTCS. JIMYHBIE CXEMbI, CBS3aHHBIE C WHIAMBUIYAIM3MOM HallMOHAIBHOTO
XapakTepa IMpeIcTaBuTeNel 3anaaHol KyabTypsl. Hanbonee yacTbIMU COIUANIBHBIMU KaTETOPUSMU
CpeIu YKPamHCKUX CTYACHTOB OKa3aJUCh CXEMbl [EHCTBUM, BBIpAKAIOIIUE MparMaTUyecKuit
XapakTep YKPaMHCKOW KyJIbTypbl. Pe3ynbTaThl MCUXOIMHIBUCTUYECKOTO IKCIIEPUMEHTA MOKa3bl-
BalOT JIBOMCTBEHHBIN IMO3HABATENbHBIA M JUCKYPCUBHBIM XapakTep COIMAIbHON KaTeropusalluH,
YTO B LI€JIOM JIEMOHCTPUPYET CTENIEHb BO3AEHCTBUS KYJIbTYphl Ha YEJIOBEYECKOE TO3HAHUE U SA3BIK.

Knrouesvie cnoea. «xoenuyus, Kyivmypa, sA3viK, COYUATIbHAS KAmMe2opu3ayus, COYUATbHble
cxembl, 3HAUEHUe C106d.

Introduction

The problem of cognition and language, on the one hand, and culture, on the
other hand, is connected with two main scientific paradigms of knowledge: cognitive
and discursive paradigms. The bias to one of these paradigms defines method of
research which is very important for modern psycholinguistics. Cognitive paradigm
(Chomsky 2002; Miller 1990; Sternberg 1985) proclaims the universal cognitive
mechanisms which are general for people as human beings despite their natural and
cultural space. Moreover language is treated as a part of human cognition and has
common with cognition universal nuclear structures, represented by syntax of simple
sentence (Chomsky 2002). In this light, the nature of the language is rather cognitive
than social.

Discursive paradigm is rooted in cultural and historic theory by L. Vygotsky
(1996) and considers symbolic nature of human cognition, since human psychic is
mediated by language and possesses the social traits. According to L. Vygotsky,
language is purely social system of signs for communication (Vygotsky 1996). The
evolution of the signs: icons, indices, symbols reflects the genesis of human
cognition (Pierce 1958). Interiorization of social language in human psychic produces
individual cognitive process of speech. In modern psychosemiotic studies language is
treated as a system of semiotic codes, which denote physical and social objects and
relations between them. Culture, following the psychosemiotic studies, is understood
as “socially shared information that is code in symbols” (Toomela 1996: 298).

The mental process which greatly demonstrates, on the one hand, the main
thinking operations over world comprehension in human cognition, and on the other
hand, the impact of culture on thinking process and its reflection in the language is
categorization. Other words speaking, categorization is the subject matter of cross-
cultural study which can serve as conceptual field for intersection of two scientific
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paradigms: cognitive and discursive. In the light of cognitive paradigm categorization
can be viewed as cognitive process based on human cognitive operation and represents
common categories and essential properties of objects for grouping notwithstanding the
culture and language. Thus from cognitive perspective categorization is defined as
cognitive process of grouping objects based on their essential properties.

From discursive paradigm perspective categorization is defined as process which
deals with social objects and mediated by language as social system of signs for
communication. Since languages differ in their phonological, lexical, grammatical
and pragmatic structures, categories as product of categorization depend on the
language specifics. Therefore, the cross-cultural experimental study of categorization
can lead to revealing specific categories and properties for object grouping among
representatives of different national and cultural spaces. Thus the cross-cultural
experimental study of categorization reveals culture effects on cognition and
language.

Categorization is the process in which objects are differentiated, recognized and
understood. It also implies that objects are grouped into the categories for some
specific purpose (Colman 2003). Categorization as the interdisciplinary subject of
study has philosophical roots and viewed as a functional procedure of human mind in
Avristotle’s, Kant’s treatises. The philosophers argued that roots of categorization
based on a priori categories and judgments represent universal mechanisms of human
cognition (Gould 1978).

The main feature of categorization is equality of all category members as far as
they possess the common essential properties of the objects. In the light of Descartes
philosophy the categorization is inborn personal ability, which determines the process
of world understanding and interpreting. It laid the foundation for rational approach
for establishing nature of categorization. From opposite empirical perspective (Gould
1978) newborn person as the tabula rasa or blank tablet absorbs all knowledge about
the world with his/her experience. According to rational view predominant categories
possess genetic nature and can improve during personal experience. Therefore the
cognitive paradigm is based on rational approach to human knowledge and discursive
paradigm is connected with empirical ideas about human mind.

The modern cognitive model of categorization introduced by E. Rosch presents
category of objects which are rated correspondently to prototype — the most typical
representative of the category (Rosch 1987). From this perspective the members of
the category are not equal because they have different relations and degrees of
similarity to prototype. According to this research the prototypes of categories are
various for different languages and determined by the concrete culture, e.g. the
prototype for category birds in Russian language is sparrow, but in English language
the prototype for category birds is robin.

The contradiction between philosophical and cognitive theories is solved by
differentiation of logical (philosophical) and natural categories. The philosophical
understanding deals with logical categories, and cognitive theories determine natural
or life categories. According to W. Gudykunst’s dual social and cognitive approach
(Gudykunst et al. 1989), categorization is the process in which predominantly social
objects are differentiated, recognized and understood. Therefore the most typical
categorization is represented by grouping social objects on their essential and
functional properties. Social categorization is based on personal experience and
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enhances cognitive and cultural peculiarities of human cognition. On the one hand,
social categorization is characterized by cognitive nature and is connected with all
thinking operations: analysis, synthesis, generalization, abstraction, classification
and systematization, on the other hand, it possesses discursive nature and is
determined by concrete social environment, which can be described by culture and
language. Therefore social categorization is process of dual nature: cognitive and
discursive which reflects culture effect on cognition and language.

The experimental research of social categorization is expedient on the material of
word meaning definition. L.Vygotsky (1996) claimed that speech expresses the
cognitive peculiarities of personality, since the word meaning is the main unit of
thinking and speech activity and highlights the impact of language on human
cognition. According to L. Vygotsky (1996) word meaning is the act of
generalization and communication; therefore word meaning as operation of
generalization characterizes cognition and as operation of communication
characterizes language as system of social signs for communication. Thus cognitive
and discursive peculiarities of categorization as grouping social objects based on
some properties can be revealed in in the process of producing word meaning for
words denoting these objects. In proposed word meanings we can define the main
properties which serve as criteria for grouping the social objects, other words
speaking, for categorization.

W. Gudykunst (1989) defines social categorization through differentiation of
five types of social categories: personal schemes; action schemes; self-schemes;
procedure schemes; role schemes (Gudykunst et al. 1989). In our opinion these
schemes represent the main criteria or properties for grouping social object as basis
for social categorization. Action schemes and procedure schemes are in line with
structure of knowledge representation — script introduced by R. Schank et al. (1977).

Script is a structured representation describing stereotyped sequence events in a
particular context. The classic example of a script involves the typical sequence of
events that occurs when a person drinks in a restaurant: finding a seat, reading the
menu, ordering drinks from the waiter and contains different actions and procedures.
Therefore, some researches treat scripts as a kind of procedural knowledge (Schank et
al. 1977). In return the important scheme is omitted in the suggested classification of
social categories. This is function scheme which determines grouping the social
objects according to their functions. Function is viewed as one of the most important
essential properties of the objects. Thereby in our study we distinguish five social
schemes as bases for social categorization which are based on W. Gudykunst’s
schemes: personal schemes, action schemes, self-schemes, role schemes and function
schemes. Personal schemes represent grouping social objects according the personal
traits; action schemes imply grouping objects according to the various actions and
events; self-schemes activate the personal experience for grouping the social objects;
role schemes represent main personal roles in grouping social objects; function
schemes take into consideration functions of social objects.

Methods

The aim of the study is, firstly, to define similar (cognitive) and specific
(discursive) characteristics of social schemes as a base for social categorization
represented by Ukrainian and American students; secondly, to establish the effect of
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culture on human cognition and language. The main method is psycholinguistic
experiment. According to modern belief, psycholinguistic experiment has its
applicable force in many scientific fields, including individual speech as cognitive
reflection of the personality and mass communication, in which personality and
societies are involved (Cutler 2005). For reasons that are mentioned above and from
Vygotsky’s perspective, we propose psycholinguistic experiment for revealing the
main peculiarities of social categorization by Ukrainian and American students.
These peculiarities demonstrate the culture effects on students cognition mediated by
Ukrainian and English languages.

The study

Procedure of psycholinguistic experiment contains a number of stages, each of
them having its own aim:

1. To compare social schemes as basis for social categorization (personal
schemes, action schemes, self-schemes, role schemes, function schemes) in word
meanings for words denoting social objects suggested by Ukrainian (n=25, 12 female
and 13 male, mean age 21,7+3,0 years, Lesya Ukrainka Eastern European National
University, Lutsk) and American (n=25, 15 female and 10 male, mean age 22,443,0
years, University of Central Arkansas, Conway, USA) students as Slavonic and
Germanic language speakers.

2. To establish culture effect on cognition and language in word meanings based
on the phenomenon of social categorization and as result suggested social schemes.

All students were proposed to give word meaning definitions of the concepts
denoting social objects, considering their own knowledge and experience. The
instruction was “Please give word meaning definition for the suggested concepts
according to your own experience and knowledge”. All the words express concepts
connected with different fragments of social world, in other words, they activate
social categorization. Here is the list of those words: bicycle, life, feelings, friendship,
art, telephone, sea, murder, time. The instruction and list of words for American
students were in English, for Ukrainian students they were in Ukrainian.

Table 1 illustrates a “Street” definition mediated by social categorization:

Table 1

Psycholinguistic peculiarities of social categorization of concept “street”
represented by Ukrainian and American students

Definition Social category (scheme)
It exists to help people to be oriented in | Function scheme
the place
Place for walking Action scheme
Way | am walking Self-scheme

Place when people can observe | Personal scheme
everything and think over it

Place where students can meet and | Role scheme
speak
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Some more examples for word meanings comprising different social categories

(schemes) are given here: self-scheme — street is way, to get me from one location to
another by foot or car; what | drive down to get to college; function scheme — an area
mostly used for transportation, a paved path that is used for travel; action scheme — a
paved stretch of land on which a person drives somewhere; life is what happens between
birth and death; when you live and breathe; art as act of creating; murder as taking the
life of another person; when a person kills another person; telephone as interaction with
somebody; time as aspect that tells you what to do; feeling as how you react to something.

The answers represented by Ukrainian and American students differ in their abstract

and concrete character. The answers of Ukrainian students are more abstract and often
involve their knowledge. The answers of American students are predominantly concrete
and are based on their own experience. Below are the examples of word meaning
definitions based on social categories for interpreting concept “feelings”.

Table 2

Psycholinguistic peculiarities of social categorization of concept “feelings”
represented by Ukrainian and American students

Word meanings suggested
by Ukrainian students

Social categories
(schemes for social
categorization) by
Ukrainian students

Word meanings
suggested by
American students

Social categories
(schemes for social
categorization) by
American students

Spryinyattya podraznykiv
dovkillya [Perception  of
stimuli of environment]

Action scheme

What | experience on
a  regular  basis
towards things

Self- scheme

Proyav lyubovi/ nenavisti do

Personal scheme

How much one likes

Personal scheme

predmeta [Display of or dislikes something

love/hatred to subject] or situation

Posytyvne/negatyvne Personal scheme My unsaid opinion | Self-scheme

vidchuttya, vlastyve kozhniy

liudyni  [Positive/  negative

feelings, inherent in every

human being]

Vyrazhennya konkretnoyi | Action scheme Power of my |Self-scheme I

emotsiyi [Display of concrete perceiving scheme

emotion]

Pevne stavlennya do kohos’ |Action scheme Emotions toward |Personal scheme

[The attitude towards something

somebody]

Stan liudyny [State of person] |Personal scheme The outcome  of |[Function scheme
situation

Potiah do inshoyi liudyny | Action scheme A sensation that [Personal scheme

[Inclination  towards  other occurs  within  the

person] body

Osoblyvyi sposib vyrazhennya | Action scheme The way | feel Self-scheme

emotsiy [Peculiar way of

emotion expression]

Vlastivist rozumity i |Action scheme How | react to|Self-scheme

otsiniuvaty [The ability to something

understand and evaluate

something]
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The predominant word meanings of Ukrainian students for concept “feeling” are
based on action scheme and express general acts of emotional display or concrete
attitude towards something. On the contrary, word meanings for suggested words in
American students’ answers represent categorization of the social objects according
to their own experience and self-scheme.

Table 3

Indices of cross-cultural peculiarities of social categorization represented by
Ukrainian and American students

# Social category Mean indices of Mean indices of
frequency of the frequency of the
category among category among

American Ukrainian students
students
1. | Self-scheme 85,00 90,00**
2. | Action scheme 75,00 95,00**
3. | Role scheme 10,00 35,00%**
4. | Function scheme 60,00 45,00*
5. | Personal scheme 16,00 12,00*

*p<0,05, ** p<0,01, *** p<0,001

Discussion

All schemes as essential properties for social categorization are represented in the
answers of Ukrainian and American students. Among them the most frequent for both
cultures are self-scheme, action scheme and function scheme. This fact reveals the
common universal mechanisms of cognitive nature which allow grouping objects
with logical operations based rather on inborn human cognition than culture impact.
The cognitive mechanisms are connected with subject of categorization (self-
scheme), his/her actions (action scheme) and functions of objects (function scheme).
The function scheme allows improving practical and mental actions towards objects
of physical and social world. It is in line with theory of essential concepts,
represented by objects/subjects and actions connected with them (Jackendoff 2007).

The results of cross-cultural study indicate that main cognitive operations of
grouping social objects are connected with subjects and his/her actions over objects
based on their main functions. Therefore the center of human conceptual system is
expressed by self-scheme and main actions based on corresponding functions of the
social objects. This fact is in line with experimental research of mental lexicon
structure in English language, the center of which is expressed by concepts Me and
Man (Kiss et al. 1972).

The results of the comparative analysis of word meanings based on social
categories (schemes) of Ukrainian and American students show that the most
frequent social categories among American students are self-schemes, which are
connected with individualism of national character of western-cultured people. The
most frequent social categories among Ukrainian students are action schemes which
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express pragmatic character of Ukrainian culture. The significant differences are also
observed in personal schemes which are connected with self- schemes of American
students. The Ukrainian word meanings are mediated by role schemes which are
peculiar for their social categorization. This fact shows the important role of different
social roles for Ukrainian students. The predominant part of role schemes in
Ukrainian answers coincides with family role (e.g. daughter, son, sister, brother)
which is related to gentility of Ukrainian culture.

Conclusions

The results of the psycholinguistic experiment of word meaning definitions based
on social schemes by American and Ukrainian students show some common schemes
for both cultures. This fact proves the existence of universal cognitive mechanisms of
social categorization that are determined by evolutional and historical development of
humankind. Among the schemes being common for both cultures are self-schemes,
action schemes and function schemes. Despite the existence of the universal schemes,
the degree of their expression in word meanings offered by American and Ukrainian
students varies. Whereas the most important schemes for social categorization of
Ukrainian students are action schemes and role schemes, the major schemes for
American students are self-schemes and personal schemes. In our opinion, this is
associated with the fact that culture as socially shared information coded in symbols
has a strong impact on cognition and language in general, and on all cognitive
processes, in particular. Thus categorization as a cognitive process is mediated by
culture and language of the Ukrainian and American students, revealing the universal
cognitive and discursive character of human cognition. Moreover, categorization as a
cognitive process has general universal cognitive mechanisms, which are specific for
any person, and is represented in similar schemes of the Ukrainian and American
students, such as: self-schemes, action schemes, function schemes, role schemes.
This finding is the important conceptual base for the cognitive scientific paradigm.

Social categorization as a discursive process is determined by cultural and
nationally specific phenomena. It is manifested in the schemes with different degree
of their expression in Ukrainian and English. This idea is fundamental for discursive
scientific paradigm, since it demonstrates the culture effect on cognition and
language.

References

1. Chomsky N. (2002). Syntactic Structures. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

2. Colman, A. (2003). Dictionary of psychology. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

3. Cutler, A. (2005). Twenty-first century psycholinguistics. Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, Publishers.

4. Gould, J.A. (1978). Classic philosophical questions. Columbus: Bell and Howell Company.

5. Gudykunst, W. Lauren I. Gumbs (1989). Social cognition and intergroup communication.
New Delhi: Sage Publication.

6. Jackendoff R. (2007). Language, consciousness, culture. Cambridge: The MIT Press.

7. Kiss G., Armstrong C., Milroy R., & Piper, J. (1972). An associative thesaurus of English.
Edinburgh: University of Edinburgh.

241



East European Journal of Psycholinguistics. Issue 1, 2014

8. Miller, G. A. (1990). Linguistics, psychologists, and the cognitive science. Language, 66, 2,
317- 322.

9. Toomela, A. (1996). How culture transforms mind: a process of internalization. Journal of
Culture and Psychology, 285-305.

10. Peirce, C. S. (1958). Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce. Harvard: Harvard
University Press.

11. Rosch, E. (1987). Wittgenstein and categorization research in cognitive psychology. In:
Meaning and the growth of understanding. Wittgenstein’s significance for Developmental
Psychology, Ed. By M. Chapman & R. A. Dixon. Berlin: Spring-Verlag, 151-167.

12. Schank, R.C. & Abelson, R. (1977). Scripts, Plans, Goals, and Understanding. Hillsdale,
NJ: Erlbaum Association.

13. Sternberg, R. J. (1985). Beyond 1Q: a triarchic theory of human intelligence. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

14. Vygotsky, L.S. (1996). Myshleniye i Rech [Thinking and speech]. Moscow: Labirint.

242



