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Preface

FOR A LINGUIST, these are fascinating and exciting times. In the past quarter
century linguistics has emerged as a separate discipline and established its in-
tellectual significance. It has attracted ever increasing numbers of able schol-
ars and fostered the investigation of virtually every aspect of language through
a rich variety of techniques and approaches. The period has consequently wit-
nessed an unprecedented expansion in both our factual knowledge of lan-
guages and our analytical understanding of linguistic structure. :

Still, many linguists are less than satisfied with the current state of the dis-
cipline, especially in regard to linguistic theory. An extraordinary amount of
time and energy is devoted to theoretical concerns, but whether this invest-
ment has paid proportional dividends is subject to legitimate dispute. The ab-
sence of any kind of theoretical consensus is painfully apparent as we thrash
about in an almost impenetrable thicket of conflicting theories, which con-
tinue to proliferate. In addition, many scholars are disturbed by both the nar-
rowness of currently popular theories and their lack of naturalness. There is
no comprehensive and unified theoretical framework available that success-
fully accommodates our growing factual and analytical knowledge of lan-
guage structure in all of its many aspects, treating it naturally and insightfully
as an integrated whole. In short, the overall picture is one of fragmentation
and confusion.

My own dissatisfaction with the dominant trends in current theory is pro-
found. It reaches to the deepest stratum of organizing principles: notions
about what language is like and what linguistic theory should be concerned
with. I believe that much of the confusion and inadequacy of mainstream the-
ory flows directly from inappropriate decisions at this level, and from the un-
critical acceptance of certain attitudes and assumptions (some of them tacit or
unrecognized). Rightly or wrongly, I concluded some time ago that the con-
ceptual foundations of linguistic theory were built on quicksand, and that the
only remedy was to start over on firmer ground.

My attempt at finding solid ground, and building something of consequence
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on it, began in the spring of 1976. Many of the central ideas coalesced within
the first few years, but that was only the initial (and easiest) phase in the long
process of developing, refining, motivating, and at last presenting a coherent
body of proposals. On more than one occasion in the early years I started writ-
ing, completing several chapters of what was envisaged to be a massive work
requiring many years to complete. These efforts were helpful to me, but pre-
mature; in writing the present volume I started again from scratch. Part I was
circulated in preliminary form in 1982, Part I in 1983, and Part III in 1984. A
comprehensive introduction to the framework I propose requires considerably
more, but Parts I-III are capable of standing alone, so I am publishing them
now as Volume I to ensure their timeliness and to make the basic ideas more
generally accessible. I hope to complete Volume II within the next few years.

I initially called this framework space grammar. Why is not important—
in fact, there are so many good reasons to so label it that an ““official” expla-
nation would only impoverish the expression’s value. But despite its obvious
appropriateness, a number of people have reacted negatively to the apparent
frivolity of the term, perhaps with some reason. A theory called space gram-
mar can obviously not be taken seriously, but one called cognitive grammar
is potentially of great intellectual significance. So as not to foreclose the pos-
sible significance of the model, I have opted for the latter term in this work.

The research that led to this volume was greatly facilitated in its early
stages by a Guggenheim Fellowship for the 1978—79 academic year, and by
two quarters of sabbatical granted by UCSD in 1983. The UCSD Linguistics
Department and Academic Senate kindly made funds available for duplicating
and circulating preliminary versions of the manuscript. I gratefully acknowl-
edge this support.

Many people have contributed in one way or another to the completion of
this project. Deserving special mention are my wife Peggy for preparing the
index and for her long-term, uncomplaining support; George Lakoff for help
and encouragement in many forms, most notably in being the first well-known
scholar to recognize that space grammar is not totally crazy (or at least the
first to admit to this recognition); Larry Gorbet, for assembling the glossary
and also for helpful discussion on many points; Jim McCawley, for his de-
tailed and constructive criticism; and Dave Tuggy, who has helped me to
wrestle (though not always to his satisfaction) with some fundamental issues
that bear on the conceptual foundations of the model and with the specifics of
its formulation.

Many others have helped significantly, in a variety of ways: by pertinent
discussion; by their comments and criticism; by offering moral support and
encouragement; by writing letters of recommendation; by calling relevant
work to my attention (or even sending it to me); by their editorial support for
my unorthodox positions; or by conducting research in the context of the




Preface vii

framework. The alphabetical list that follows is certainly not exhaustive—no
slight is intended for those not mentioned, nor in many cases is this brief ac-
knowledgment really sufficient: Noriko Akatsuka, Julie Andresen, Zev Bar-
Lev, Liz Bates, Ursula Bellugi-Klima, Dwight Bolinger, Bill Bright, Cecil
Brown, Claudia Brugman, Frank Thomas Burke, William Carver, Wallace
Chafe, Aaron Cicourel, Herb Clark, Alain Cohen, Bill Croft, Roy D’ Andrade,
Probal Dasgupta, Scott DeLancey, René Dirven, Pam Downing, Suzette
Elgin, Jeff Elman, Gilles Fauconnier, Charles Fillmore, Erica Garcia, Dedre
Gentner, Cheng-ming Guo, John Haiman, Ken Hale, Eric Hamp, Heather
Hardy, Leanne Hinton, Sue Hoover, Bill Jacobsen, Laura Janda, Mark Johnson,
Paul Kay, Bob Kirsner, Ed Klima, Margaret Langdon, John Lawler, Kee-dong
Leonard Newmark, Elissa Newport, Don Norman, Rachel Reichman, Dave
Rood, Brygida Rudzka-Ostyn, Dave Rumelhart, Sanford Schane, Hansjakob
Seiler, Eve Sweetser, Len Talmy, Jeanne van Oosten, Chuck Walrad, David
Waltz, Don Wayne, Don Wesling.

In addition, I offer special thanks to the many students who have partici-
pated in my classes on space grammar over the past decade, and who have
been willing to take these ideas seriously despite their basic conflict with the
received linguistic wisdom of our era. They include students at the under-
graduate, graduate, and postdoctoral levels; from linguistics and from other
disciplines; my own dissertation candidates and those of other professors.
They are too numerous to mention individually, but their comments, ques-
tions, and papers, as well as their interest, encouragement, and tolerance of
notions still in their formative stage, have done more than anything else to
keep me going through the years. It is to all these students that I dedicate this
book.

R.W.L.
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Introduction and Overview

My OBJECTIVE in this work is to present and support a particular conception
of grammatical structure. It emerges organically from a comprehensive and
unified view of linguistic organization characterized in terms of cognitive pro-
cessing. For this reason I will refer to the framework as cognitive grammar.'

Cognitive grammar is fundamentally at odds with the dominant trends in
current linguistic theory. It speaks of imagery at a time when meaning is gen-
erally pursued with apparatus derived from formal logic. It claims the insep-
arability of syntax and semantics at a time when the status of syntax as an
autonomous formal system is accepted by most theorists as established fact. It
seeks an integrated account of the various facets of linguistic structure at a
time when received wisdom calls for specialized theories dealing with numer-
ous separate domains. Finally, at a time when formalization and rigorous ar-
gumentation are increasingly regarded as the sine qua non of viable linguistic
inquiry, it suggests that these concerns must cede priority to a far more basic
need: the conceptual clarification of fundamental issues.

The vital problems of current linguistic theory are not of a formal nature,
but lie instead at the level of conceptual foundations. Let me offer two brief
illustrations. One is the problem of figurative language, including idioma-
ticity, metaphor, and semantic extension. Figurative language is generally 1g-
nored in current theories; at best it is handled by special, ad hoc descriptive
devices. Yet it would be hard to find anything more pervasive and fundamental
in language, even (I maintain) in the domain of grammatical structure; if fig-
urative language were systematically eliminated from our data base, little if
any data would remain. We therefore need a way of conceiving and describing
grammatical structure that accommodates figurative language as a natural,
expected phenomenon rather than a special, problematic one. An adequate
conceptual framework for linguistic analysis should view figurative language
not as a problem, but as part of the solution.

The second illustration pertains to the definition of basic and traditional

"'Boldface type is used for technical terms.



2 Introduction and Overview

grammatical concepts such as noun, verb, modifier, subject, and subor-
dination. Every linguist relies on these concepts, but few if any are prepared
to define them in an adequate, explicit, and revealing way. In explaining such
terms to students, we normally provide some examples, list some typical
properties, and, perhaps, offer a crude verbal definition that we know to be
unsatistactory. The linguistic community has not yet achieved general, work-
able, deeply revelatory characterizations of these constructs in terms of more
fundamental notions in the context of a coherent overall conceptual framework.

I think it reasonable to expect a linguistic theory to resolve such basic
issues in a simple, natural, and intuitively satisfying manner. Resolving them,
I contend, is not a matter of simply formalizing current knowledge, extrapo- -
lating from existing models, or treading cautiously along well-worn paths. In-
stead it requires a fresh perspective, an innovative approach permitting us to
attack traditional problems in new and productive ways. Because cognitive
grammar attempts to respond to this imperative, it demands of linguists a
radical conceptual reorientation. It introduces a whole battery of new con-
cepts, terms, and notations, which take some time to get accustomed to. It
rejects a considerable number of prevalent theoretical assumptions, including
certain tacit assumptions so deeply ingrained that their holders are barely con-
scious of them and have difficulty conceiving of alternatives. Beyond this,
cognitive grammar differs from established theories in its basic organizing
principles: what it seeks to accomplish, the data it considers, the questions it
asks, what it accepts as persuasive evidence, and so on.

A concise and yet intelligible summary of the model is therefore difficult at
best. A clear picture of how it analyzes grammatical structure can be pre-
sented only through extensive elucidation of its basic perspective and the in-
troduction of a considerable array of concepts and descriptive devices. Fur-
ther complicating the task is the fact that cognitive grammar is not a finished
or formalized theory; it is more realistically viewed as an evolving conceptual
framework. As such it is subject to significant modification and will require
extension, elaboration, and more explicit formulation.

Nevertheless, its basic notions have crystallized into a relatively stable,
highly integrated conceptual system whose general outlines can be sketched
with fair precision. Central to its conception of grammatical structure are
three closely related claims, which define the focal concern of this book:

1. Semantic structure is not universal; it is language-specific to a consider-
able degree. Further, semantic structure is based on conventional imagery and
is characterized relative to knowledge structures.

2. Grammar (or syntax) does not constitute an autonomous formal level of
representation. Instead, grammar is symbolic in nature, consisting in the con-
ventional symbolization of semantic structure,
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3. There is no meaningful distinction between grammar and lexicon. Lexi-
con, morphology, and syntax form a continuum of symbolic structures, which
differ along various parameters but can be divided into separate components
only arbitrarily.

The specific import of these claims should gradually become apparent over
the course of many chapters. The coherence, adequacy, and insight of the
overall model must be judged in similar fashion.

Earlier, more limited publications have offered only fragmentary glimpses
of the total framework as I now envisage it. Of my own work, certain publica-
tions (1975, 1976) can be regarded as precursors; others (1978, 1979, 1982b)
reflect earlier formulations of the model; and still others (1981b, 1981c,
1982a, 1984, 1985) present it in its current form. In a number of papers and
dissertations, my students have applied the model—with a great deal of indi-
vidual creativity and insight—to descriptive problems in a variety of lan-
guages: Eugene Casad has written on the Cora locational system (1982; Casad
and Langacker 1985); Bruce Hawkins on English prepositions (1981, 1984);
Susan Lindner on English verb-particle combinations (1981, 1982); David
Tuggy on possessives and datives in Spanish (1980), and on the transitivity
and morphology of Tetelcingo Nahuatl verbs (1981); and Claude Vandeloise
on spatial terms in French (1984).

Every work is a product of its times, even one that pretends to the status of a
radical innovation. Despite my profound disagreement with what can fairly be
called the “mainstream” of contemporary theory, I cannot begin to cite or
properly credit the vast amount of ongoing linguistic research that I regard as
basically compatible with cognitive grammar. The heterogeneity of that re-
search should not be allowed to conceal a shared appreciation of the richness
and unified character of language in all its many aspects and manifestations,
and a common concern for naturalness in linguistic theory and description.
This kindred spirit overshadows any points of conflict, and unites a variety of
approaches and outlooks into a loose-knit but synergistic collective enterprise
seeking a viable alternative to the prevailing theoretical trends. “Natural |
grammar” would be a reasonable appellation for this overall enterprise.

Exhaustive enumeration of either scholars or their writings is out of the
question, so I must characterize the enterprise by citing representative in-
stances, with all due apologies for the many that are not specifically men-
tioned. One name that must be included is Dwight Bolinger, for many rea-
sons, but most notably for his long-term commitment to elucidating the subtle
detail of linguistic data and explicating the semantic value of grammatical
morphemes and constructions (e.g. 1961, 1977). Chafe is noteworthy for his
seminal efforts at constructing an alternative to the generative paradigm
(1968, 1970), and Fillmore for his multifaceted contributions to semantics,
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especially in regard to deixis and “frames™ (1975. 1977, 1982). Lakoff has
long insisted on the need for a cognitively grounded approach to grammatical
structure, the importance of naturalness in linguistic theory. the centrality of
metaphor to language and our mental life, the critical nature of categoriza-
tion, and the nonautonomy of grammar (1977. 1982. 1984a. 1984b, 1987;
Lakoff and Thompson 1975; Lakoff and Johnson 1980: Lakoff and Kovecses
1983). Recent investigation of locative expressions, very significant in its
own terms and convergent with the treatment of locatives in cognitive gram-
mar, includes work by Brugman (1981), Herskovits (1982), and extensive
contributions by Talmy (1975, 1977, 1978, 1983). Fauconnier’s important re-
search (1985) on the correspondences between *‘mental spaces’ is very much
in the spirit of cognitive grammar’s projected approach to the problems he
considers. I greatly appreciate Moore and Carling's views on the nonautonomy
of linguistic structure (1982), Haiman's work on iconicity and his comments
on encyclopedic semantics (1980, 1983), Hudson's efforts in developing
“word grammar” (1984), and Wierzbicka’s subtle and imaginative studies of
meaning (1972, 1975, 1985). There is a natural affinity between cognitive
grammar and several contemporary schools of research, among them varia-
tion theory (Bailey 1973) and the **Columbia school™ (Diver 1982; Kirsner
1977, 1980, Garcia 1977; Garcia and Otheguy 1983). Especially significant is
the vast program of research conducted by scholars in the ‘‘functional™ tradi-
tion spearheaded by Givén (1979, 1983, 1984), including DeLancey (1981),
Kuno (1980), Hopper and Thompson (1980), and numerous others. If cog-
nitive grammar provides a unified way of describing the complete spectrum of
linguistic structures, functional studies allow us to determine and explain their
relative prototypicality.

Cognitive grammar is offered as an alternative to the generative tradition,
and rejects many of its underlying assumptions. There are nevertheless a num-
ber of parallels to be noted between this framework and developments in one
or another version of generative theory. Cognitive grammar is not in any sig-
nificant sense an outgrowth of generative semantics, but it does share with
that conception a concern for dealing explicitly with meaning, and for provid-
ing a unified account of grammar and lexicon (cf. Lakoff 1972: Langacker
1973b; Sadock 1980). Moreover, the trend in all versions of generative gram-
mar has been towards greater emphasis on surface form and lesser reliance on
transformational derivations from abstract underlying representations; some
versions, for instance generalized phrase-structure grammar (Gazdar, Pullum,
and Sag 1982), agree with cognitive grammar in doing away with such deriva-
tions altogether. Various people have noticed a similarity between cognitive
grammar and Montague grammar (Partee 1975; Cooper 1980), particularly in
the latter’s association of a semantic rule with cach syntactic rule: the two the-
ories differ significantly in how this correlation is cxplicated, however, and
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quite drastically in their conception of linguistic semantics. The emphasis on
lexicon in cognitive grammar parallels that of certain generative approaches,
e.g. lexical-functional grammar (Bresnan 1982), and its treatment is similar
in various respects to Jackendoff’s full-entry proposal employing lexical re-
dundancy rules (1975). There is some resemblance to X-bar syntax (Jacken-
doff 1977), including a means (namely schemas) for capturing cross-category
generalizations. Cognitive grammar also agrees with Bresnan (1978) in seek-
ing a psychologically realistic account of language structure that relates it di-
rectly to cognitive processing, and with Jackendoff (1978, 1983) in equating
semantic structure with conceptual structure; it disagrees with both scholars
on the existence of an autonomous syntactic component.

In its position on certain fundamental issues, cognitive grammar reflects a
growing intellectual trend in the analysis of language and mind, away from a
mechanistic conception and towards a conception more appropriate for bio-
logical systems. There are in fact a number of respects (e.g. its treatment of
composition, discussed in Ch. 12) in which cognitive grammar can properly
be regarded as an application to linguistics of general systems theory (cf.
Laszlo 1972). Further, it considers discrete categorization based on necessary
and sufficient conditions to be cognitively unrealistic, and emphasizes instead
a prototype or “central tendencies” model (Rosch 1975, 1978; Hawkins 1984;
Lakoff 1982). It also rejects the distinction between literal and figurative lan-
guage (cf. Lindner 1981; Rumelhart 1979) and the adequacy of formal logic
to model either thought in general or semantic structure in particular; more
specifically, it holds that imagery and metaphor are not peripheral aspects of
our mental life, but are in large measure constitutive of it (cf. Kosslyn 1980;
Block 1981; Lakoff and Johnson 1980; Lakoff and Kévecses 1983; Ortony
1979). Finally, its emphasis on language use and its view of lexical meaning
show many parallels to the later Wittgenstein (1953).

The most fundamental issue in linguistic theory is the nature of meaning
and how to deal with it. I take it as self-evident that meaning is a cognitive
phenomenon and must eventually be analyzed as such. Cognitive grammar
therefore equates meaning with conceptualization (explicated as cognitive
processing). In doing so, it conflicts with major traditions of semantic theory
(much of which can be read as an elaborate attempt to avoid this conclusion),
in particular with the many varieties of formal semantics based on truth con-
ditions, as well as the newer “‘situation semantics” (Barwise and Perry 1983).
Other approaches that identify meaning with conceptualization or cognitive
processing include those of Chafe (1970), Miller and Johnson-Laird (1976),
and Jackendoff (1983); but despite this similarity, cognitive grammar re-
sembles these approaches very little at the level of specific detail.

Given its basic orientation, the framework shares many basic concerns with
cognitive psychology and artificial intelligence. Quite a number of its ideas
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and assumptions have analogs in these other disciplines, and even greater con-
vergence can be anticipated for the future. I should emphasize, though, that
the origins and motivation of cognitive grammar are primarily linguistic; this
reflects both my own background and my conviction that linguistic analysis
provides the only solid basis for determining what is needed for a revealing
- account of language structure. Linguists cannot expect to walk into a psychol-
ogy shop or an Al emporium and find an adequate model sitting on the shelf.
They can, however, expect to find there a great many useful concepts and in-
sights about language behavior and cognitive processes in general, and are
well advised to design their own models for maximal compatibility with the
findings of cognitive scientists.

Some portions of the present work can be regarded as an exercise in specu-
lative psychology. I speak unabashedly about cognitive events, and sometimes
go into considerable detail about their architecture and their relationships. All
of this must be accepted in the proper spirit. Since I claim no privileged ac-
cess to the operation of the human mind, there is obviously a substantial
(some might say intolerable) element of speculation in any such proposals
concerning the specifics of cognitive activity. Still, a cognitively grounded
linguistic analysis must at some point receive a serious cognitive interpreta-
tion. My suggestions about specific cognitive events may well be off the mark,
but it is not too early to start contemplating what a viable analysis at this level
might look like. Two considerations induce me to use the term “speculation”
for these proposals (as opposed to “sheer guesswork,” “‘pure fiction,”” or “utter
fantasy”). First, I have adhered rather strictly, in developing my proposals, to
the dictates of both psychological plausibility and linguistic necessity; I have
relied almost exclusively on seemingly indisputable cognitive abilities (e.g.
the ability to compare two events and register a discrepancy between them),
and I invoke them for linguistic constructs that must somehow be accommo-
dated in any comprehensive and explicit analysis. Second, the overall system
that emerges offers a certain coherence, which encourages me to think that it
may be valid in many respects. At the very least we might learn something
from its shortcomings.

Relative to more familiar linguistic theories, cognitive grammar is broad in
scope and radically divergent in conception. A careful, comprehensive, and
intelligible presentation of even its foundations (let alone the entire edifice)
has therefore required a work of substantial heft, and a second volume is
projected. The two volumes are conceived as mutually dependent components
of a single work. Though there is considerable overlap in function, Volume ]
can be roughly characterized as mapping out the major theoretical proposals
of a framework for cognitive grammar, and Volume Il as applying them to the
description of representative grammatical phenomena. Volume 1 can certainly
be read and understood independently, but the notions advanced derive much
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of their support from their overall descriptive utility, which Volume II will
attempt to demonstrate. I do not expect Volume I alone to provide a detailed
understanding of how the model accommodates the many domains and inter-
acting dimensions of language structure (though it does give many limited il-
lustrations). Its function is rather to establish the philosophy of cognitive
grammar; to lay out its conception of linguistic organization and the nature of
grammatical structure; and to fashion the theoretical and descriptive tools re-
quired for the insightful characterization of linguistic structure.

Volume I has three parts. Part I addresses itself to organizing assumptions
and basic concepts. The orientation it provides is critical because cognitive
grammar runs counter to mainstream theory in many fundamental respects.
Part II outlines cognitive grammar’s notion of linguistic semantics. Semantic
structure is characterized with reference to cognitive processing and consid-
ered to be encyclopedic in scope; and specific proposals are made for the se-
mantic definition of basic grammatical categories, nouns and verbs in particu-
lar. Part I1I presents the general approach to grammatical structure, discussing
in turn the nature of grammatical constructions, the symbolic elements that
participate in these constructions, and questions relating to well-formedness
and distribution. As presently conceived, Volume I will also have three parts:
nominal structure will be dealt with in Part 1V, verbal structure in Part V, and a
variety of additional topics in Part VI.



—1 Part] —

ORIENTATION

BECAUSE THE OUTLOOK of cognitive grammar diverges so greatly from the
current theoretical consensus, it is necessary to begin our exposition at the
level of organizing assumptions and basic concepts. These are the topics of
Chs. 1 and 2, respectively. Collectively, the notions advanced in these chap-
ters amount to a fundamental revision in our view of language and its mode of
description. I believe that such a revision is essential if we hope to achieve a
natural and revealing account of linguistic structure.

Presented in Ch. 1 are the underlying assumptions that have guided the evo-
lution of the conceptual framework. Some of them are very general assump-
tions about the nature of language and the various aspects of naturalness in -
linguistic description. Other assumptions pertain to linguistic methodology.
There is considerable agreement about the general principles of scientific in-
quiry, but very little concerning the appropriate way of applying these prin-
ciples to the particular problems of linguistic analysis.

Ch. 2 then outlines some fundamental concepts of cognitive grammar. The
chapter first discusses the nature of a grammar; of particular importance are
its nongenerative character and the indeterminacy of its scope. Next to be
considered are symbolization and the sense in which grammar is said to be



CHAPTER 1

Guiding Assumptions

WHAT ONE FINDS in language depends in large measure on what one expects
to find. Too often these expectations are taken for granted, becoming so
deeply ingrained in certain instances that their status as assumptions is not
even recognized. 1 believe that many of the tacit assumptions underlying con-
temporary linguistic research are gratuitous at best, and very probably false.
In this initial chapter I outline the basis for this belief, and also make as ex-
plicit as possible the assumptions that have guided my own work.

I1.1. General Assumptions

I begin with some very general remarks concerning the nature of language
and the way I propose to think about it. Even at this basic level of discussion,
there are many vital issues to consider, some of them quite controversial.

1.1.1. Symbolization

Language is symbolic in nature. It makes available to the speaker—for ei-
ther personal or communicative use—an open-ended set of linguistic signs or
expressions, each of which associates a semantic representation of some kind
with a phonological representation. I therefore embrace the spirit of classic

G

tree

Fig. 1.1

Saussurean diagrams like Fig. 1.1, with the understanding that explicit, sub-
stantive characterization is required for the elements they depict.

I1




12 ORIENTATION

My thinking, however, departs in certain ways from this classic conception.
First, the arbitrary character of linguistic signs is easily overstated, despite the
important kernel of truth in the principle of I’ arbitraire du signe. An obvious
but seldom-made observation is that any polymorphemic linguistic sign (this
includes the vast majority of expressions) is nonarbitrary to the extent that it is
analyzable. For example, given that staple means what it does, and that -er
means what it does, it is anything but arbitrary that stapler is the form used in
English for a stapling device.' The principle is therefore limited largely to in-
dividual morphemes, but even here it must be significantly qualified. I refer
not only to obvious cases of onomatopoeia, but more broadly to the pervasive
influence of analogy and subtle forms of sound symbolism as constant con-
tributory (though seldom determinative) factors in the gradual evolution of
our lexical stock (cf. Rhodes and Lawler 1981; Samuels 1972; Haiman 1983).
Second, and more important, my conception of language as symbolic in na-
ture extends beyond lexicon to grammar. I will argue that morphological and
syntactic structures themselves are inherently symbolic, above and beyond the
symbolic relations embodied in the lexical items they employ (see 2.2 and
Langacker 1982a).

From the symbolic nature of language follows the centrality of meaning to
virtually all linguistic concerns. Meaning is what language is all about; the

analyst who ignores it to concentrate solely on matters of form severely im-
poverishes the natural and necessary subject matter of the discipline and ulti-
mately distorts the character of the phenomena described. But it is not enough
to agree that meaning is important if this results. say, merely in positing a
scparate semantic “component,” treating grammar separately as an autono-
mous entity. I contend that grammar itself, i.e. patterns for grouping mor-
phemes into progressively larger configurations. is inherently symbolic and
hence meaningful.? Thus it makes no more sense to posit separate gram-
matical and semantic components than it does to divide a dictionary into two
components, one listing lexical forms and the other listing lexical meanings.
Grammar is simply the structuring and symbolization of semantic content; for
a linguistic theory to be regarded as natural and illuminating, it must handle
meaning organically rather than prosthetically.

1.1.2. Cognition

Language is an integral part of human cognition. An account of linguistic
structure should therefore articulate with what is known about cognitive pro-
cessing in general, regardless of whether one posits a special language “mod-

" The form is conventional, inasmuch as another for
for this concept, but it is not arbitrary in the sense of
other signs.

?For instance, the phonological integration of staple and -er 1o form a single word symbolizeg
their semantic integration to yicld a composite semantic structure.

m could perfectly well have been chosen
being unmotivated, given the existence of
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ule” (Fodor 1983), or an innate faculté de langage. If such a faculty exists, it
is nevertheless embedded in the general psychological matrix, for it repre-
sents the evolution and fixation of structures having a less specialized origin.
Even if the blueprints for language are wired genetically into the human orga-
nism, their elaboration into a fully specified linguistic system during language
acquisition, and their implementation in everyday language use, are clearly
dependent on experiential factors and inextricably bound up with psychologi-
cal phenomena that are not specifically linguistic in character. Thus we have
no valid reason to anticipate a sharp dichotomy between linguistic ability and
other aspects of cognitive processing. Instead of grasping at any apparent ra-
tionale for asserting the uniqueness and insularity of language, we should try
more seriously to integrate the findings of linguistics and cognitive psychology.

There is of course no question that people have the capacity to learn a lan-
guage, and that this involves innate structures and abilities. What is contro-
versial is whether some of these structures and abilities are unique to lan guage,
possibly constituting a separate modular package with special properties not
reflective or derivative of other, more general cognitive functions. In my opin-
ion a convincing case has not yet been made for a unique linguistic faculty. To
put it contentiously, language has appeared special and unassimilable to
broader psychological phenomena mainly because linguists have insisted on
analyzing it in an inappropriate and highly unnatural fashion; once the many
layers of artifact are removed, language starts to look much more natuaral and
learnable in terms of what we know about other facets of human cognitive
ability. Certainly cognitive grammar offers a conception of linguistic structure
that makes it possible at least to entertain the notion that a special faculté de
langage can be dispensed with. I hasten to add, though, that I take no position
on the matter at present, nor does the question appear to have any overriding
significance in assessing the viability of the proposed framework. I have some
doubt that either linguistic or cognitive studies have advanced to the point
where the issue can be addressed in truly substantive terms.

1.1.3. Naturalness

It is common for linguists (myself included) to describe their own analyses
as -natural, reserving the term unnatural for the analyses of other inves-
tigators. From this one deduces that naturalness is something to be desired in
a linguistic description. Yet the term natural is elusive and largely unexpli-
cated, having so little intrinsic content that in practice it easily comes to mean
simply “‘in accordance with my own ideas.” Because I take naturalness to
be an essential criterion for evaluating linguistic theories and analyses, I feel
obliged to give the notion some substance, if only quite informally.

I regard a description as natural to the extent that it deals with data in their
own terms, with full regard for the richness, subtlety, and complexity charac-
teristic of linguistic phenomena. I regard a description as unnatural, or ar-
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tifactual, to the extent that it deals with data in a way that does violence to
their intrinsic organization, however convenient this may be for the analyst.
Artifactuality can be a sin of omission, done by the linguist when he extracts a
phenomenon from its supporting matrix and treats it in isolation as an autono-
mous entity, or when he focuses on one of its dimensions to the exclusion of
all others. It can also be a sin of commission, done by imposing on the data
various constructs or boundaries that have no analog in reality. In practice, of
course, every linguistic description is a mixture of naturalness and artifac-
tuality, and there is certainly some truth in the view that analysis and descrip-
tion inevitably distort their subject matter, since they cannot be their subject
matter. But from the fact that nothing is perfect it does not follow that every-
thing is equal. We will do well to resist the prevalent tendency for artifactual
devices to be accepted by virtue of familiarity alone.

Being abstract, the foregoing comments are probably uncontroversial. The
problem arises in evaluating specific descriptive claims; assessing the natu-
ralness of a description presupposes some preliminary conception of the phe-
nomenon described, and linguists are bound to disagree on this score. I leave
to others the philosophical question of whether such disagreements can be re-
solved. My only concern will be to articulate my own assumptions about what
constitutes naturalness in linguistic descriptions. To do this, I will organize
the discussion under the general rubrics of discreteness, substance, and
complexity.

1.1.4. Discreteness

Much in language is a matter of degree. Linguistic relationships are not
invariably all-or-nothing affairs, nor are linguistic categories always sharply
defined and never fuzzy around the edges. This is perhaps unfortunate from
the analytical standpoint—discrete entities are easier to manipulate, require
simpler descriptive tools, lend themselves to stronger claims, and yield es-
thetically more pleasing analyses—but it is true nonetheless. Eventually the
predjlections of the analyst must give way to the actual complexity of the em-
pirical data. Nondiscrete aspects of language structure must be accommo-
dated organically in the basic design of an adequate linguistic theory.

The 1ssue of discreteness has a number of interrelated dimensions. Four
merit a closer look here. The first of these is the adequacy of simple, cate-
gorical judgments. The second is whether the criterial-attribute model or
the prototype model offers a better account of linguistic categorization. The
third dimension is the appropriateness of imposing a sharply dichotomous or-
ganization on gradient phenomena. The final dimension is whether an inte-
grated system is adequately described componentially (as a bundle of fea-
tures), or whether some type of holistic representation might also be required.
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1.1.4.1. Simple Categorical Judgments. A simple plus/minus value or
yes/no answer is not always sufficient in specifying whether a linguistic struc-
ture has a certain property, belongs to a particular category, or participates in
a given relationship. These conditions are often matters of degree, and we
must devise some means of accommodating the complete range of possibil-
ities. A few examples will suffice at present. A familiar one is the generally
recognized inadequacy of the simple grammatical/ungrammatical dichotomy
for dealing with the well-formedness of sentences. For the most part linguists
merely note this inadequacy through a variety of ad hoc and ill-defined nota-
tions, e.g. the following, to indicate progressively greater degrees of de-
viance: ?, 77, 777, ¥, *, *¥ **x ] will use such notations myself for ex-
pository purposes. More to be desired, however, is a unified conception of
linguistic organization that intrinsically accommodates assessments of well-
formedness along a continuous scale of valués.

A second example pertains to the relatedness of lexical items. Almost
everyone would agree that the drive of drive a nail and drive a golf ball are
related, but what about drive a car? Is the use of cat to designate a small, furry
domesticated mammal connected in any significant way to its use in referring
to a spiteful woman or a type of whip? Is there any relation between ear, a
body part, and ear, a corn cob?’ What about ring as a sound, as a boxing
arena, and as a piece of jewelry? Intuition argues strongly that a simple yes/no
answer would drastically oversimplify matters. The expressions in each of
these sets are related to different degrees and in different ways, with the con-
nections between the various uses of cat, for instance, being more tenuous
and more metaphorical than those uniting the different uses of drive. We need
straightforward constructs for dealing with the full spectrum of possibilities.

As a final example, consider the relation between a complex lexical item,
e.g. stapler, and a productive derivational pattern that it apparently instanti-
ates, in this case the V (verb) + -er (suffix) pattern for subject nominaliza-
tion. The question is simple—is stapler derived by the V + -er rule?—but
~ certain commonly made assumptions prevent a fully satisfactory answer. Sta-
pler cannot be rule-derived, it might be argued, since the meaning of this
form is far more specific and elaborate than just ‘something that staples’; yet
merely listing stapler in the lexicon stretches credibility in failing to accord it
any relation at all to the V + -er pattern. One of the erroneous assumptions
leading to this dilemma is that a form either is or is not derived by rule, that it
either does or does not instantiate a given pattern. This is simplistic. What we
want to say instead is that stapler does instantiate the V + -er pattern, i.e. that
its organization and meaning are determined in large measure by the rule,
even though it has properties above and beyond those the rule itself specifies.

*It is not etymological relationship that is at issue here, but rather the connections established
- by contemporary speakers.
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1.1.4.2. Models for Categorization. A related issue is the choice between
the standard criterial-attribute model of linguistic categorization and a con-
ception based on prototypes. The criterial-attribute model characterizes a
class by means of a list of defining features; in its strict form, it requires that
every member of the class fully possess every property on this list, and that no
nonmember possess all of the listed properties. Class membership is thus an
all-or-nothing affair; a sharp distinction is presumed between those entities
that are in the class and those that are not.

This conception leads to a number of well-known problems. It often hap-
pens, for example, that certain class members lack a property so fundamental
(on intuitive grounds) that it can hardly be denied criterial status: flightless
birds and egg-laying mammals are familiar illustrations.* Another difficulty is
that a set of properties sufficient to pick out all and only the members of a
class might still be incomplete and inadequate as a characterization of that
class. Thus, if the semantic specifications [FEATHERLESS] and [BIPED]
were in fact adequate as criterial features for defining the class of humans, we
would nevertheless hesitate to accept these two features as a comprehensive or
revealing description of our species. Yet another problem is that speakers do
not adhere rigidly to criterial attributes in judging class membership. Con-
sider the sentences in (1).

(1)(@) I've never seen an orange baseball before!
(b) Look at that giant baseball!
(¢) This tennis ball is a good baseball.
(d) Who tore the cover off my baseball?
(e} My baseball just exploded’

A speaker will not hesitate to call something a baseball even if it happens to be
(a) the wrong color, (b) the wrong size, or (c) wrong in virtually all criterial
properties. He will also use the term to designate (d) a baseball that has been
drastically deformed, or even (e) a baseball that has ceased to exist. Unless
one alters its basic character, the criterial-attribute model is not equipped to
handle such expressions. It can do so only if one loosens the defining criteria,
but then there is no nonarbitrary stopping point, and the relaxed criteria will
hardly serve to distinguish class members from other entities.

The cognitive validity of the criterial-attribute model can therefore be
doubted, despite its entrenchment in our intellectual tradition, and the proto-
type model suggests itself as a viable alternative. Experimental work in cog-
nitive psychology (pioneered by Rosch, e.g. 1973, 1975, 1977, 1978) has

* For an example from another domain, consider voiceless vowels and syllabic resonants. Both
are classed as vowels for many purposes, but an adequate description of this category must surely
refer to properties they lack (voicing; absence of a significant obstruction in the oral tract).
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demonstrated that categories are often organized around prototypical in-
stances. These are the instances people accept as common, run-of-the-mill,
garden-variety members of the category. They generally occur the most fre-
quently in our experience, tend to be learned the earliest, and can be identified
experimentally in a variety of ways (e.g. respondents accept them as class
members with the shortest response latencies). Nonprototypical instances are
assimilated to a class or category to the extent that they can be construed as
matching or approximating the prototype. Membership is therefore a matter
of degree: prototypical instances are full, central members of the category,
whereas other instances form a gradation from central to peripheral depend-
ing on how far and in what ways they deviate from the prototype. Moreover,
the members are not necessarily a uniquely defined set, since there is no spe-
cific degree of departure from the prototype beyond which a person is abso-
lutely incapable of perceiving a similarity. The best we can say, as a general
matter, is that substantial dissimilarity to the prototype greatly diminishes the
probability that a person will make that categorization.

The prototype model thus avoids the problems inherent in the criterial-
attribute model. First, it does not require that every member of a category
possess a given feature (or even that there be any salient property shared by all
members). Flightless birds, egg-laying mammals, and voiceless vowels are
thus unproblematic; the absence of an obviously essential property does not
force their removal from a category, but merely renders them nonprototypical.
Second, the characterization problem 1s avoided because the prototype model
is not inherently minimalist in spirit; instead it encourages the fullest possible
characterization of prototypical instances, if only to specify the basis for as-
similating the full range of nonprototypical instances to the category. Finally,
the prototype model allows an entity to be assimilated to a category if a per-
son finds any plausible rationale for relating it to prototypical members; the
term baseball can therefore be applied to a ball that is orange, a tennis ball hit
with a bat, a ball that has lost its cover, or even a ball that has ceased to exist.

I conclude, then, that the prototype model has considerable linguistic and
cognitive plausibility. Its acceptance permits a revealing account of certain
linguistic phenomena and the avoidance of descriptive and conceptual diffi-
culties (cf. Brugman 1981; Lakoff 1982; Hawkins 1984). In adopting it over
the more discrete criterial-attribute model, we do not forsake the possibility
of either precise description or strong empirical claims.® The choice is not an
a priori matter of preference or scientific rigor, but a factual one pertaining to
the organization and complexity of the linguistic data.

3There are, however, consequences for the nature of descriptions and the types of predictions
they afford. For instance, the prototype model allows statistical predictions to the effect that a
class member is more likely to behave in a particular way the more central it is to the category.
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1.1.4.3. Dichotomous Organization. A third dimension of the discreteness
issue concerns the propriety of positing sharp distinctions between certain
broad classes of linguistic phenomena, thereby implying that the classes are
fundamentally different in character and in large measure separately describ-
able. The nondiscrete alternative regards these classes as grading into one an-
other along various parameters. They form a continuous spectrum (or field) of
possibilities, whose segregation into distinct blocks is necessarily artifactual.

Linguists are particularly fond of positing sharp dichotomies. Sometimes
the practice serves well initially, allowing the analyst to differentiate a com-
plex mass of data and fix attention on certain variable features. It may even be
descriptively appropriate. Not infrequently, though, it leads to the reification
of working distinctions into disjoint categories, which are then taken as “‘es-
tablished” and accorded a theoretical status quite unjustified by the facts.
Among the many distinctions commonly treated by investigators as rigid di-
chotomies are the following: synchrony vs. diachrony, competence vs. perfor-
mance, grammar vs. lexicon, morphology vs. syntax, semantics vs. pragmat-
ics, rule vs. analogy, grammatical vs. ungrammatical sentences, homonymy
vs. polysemy, connotation vs. denotation, morphophonemic vs. phonological
(or phonological vs. phonetic) rules, derivational vs. inflectional morphology,
vagueness vs. ambiguity, and literal vs. figurative language. I regard all of
these as false dichotomies (most will be examined later). Strict adherence to
them results in conceptual problems and the neglect of transitional examples.

One way to produce a false dichotomy is to focus solely on representative
examples from the two extremes of a continuum: by overlooking intermediate
cases, one readily observes discrete classes with sharply contrasting proper-
ties. A good illustration is the traditional distinction between lexical and
grammatical morphemes (or content words vs. function words). If we restrict
our attention to forms like giraffe, encyclopedia, upholster, inquisitive, and
fastidiously on the one hand, and on the other hand to forms like -ing, of, be,
it (e.g. It’s raining), and that (e.g. I know that she left), the differences are of
course striking. The lexical vs. grammatical distinction seems clear on the
basis of concreteness of sense, amount of semantic content, whether the
choice of a particular form is free or is determined by the grammatical en-
vironment, and whether or not a subclass accepts new members.

All these differences are nevertheless matters of degree, and intermediate
examples are easily found. Content words vary enormously in concreteness of
meaning (as in the ordered sequence kick > talk > think > live > exist) and also
in semantic specificity (giraffe >mammal > animal> organism > thing). 1
will argue that most (if not all) grammatical morphemes are meaningful, and
some are at least as elaborate semantically as numerous content words. It
would be hard to claim that modals, quantifiers, and prepositions have less
semantic content than such lexical morphemes as thing or kave, nor are they
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obviously more abstract than entity, exist, proximity, etc. 1 will further argue
that grammatical morphemes contribute semantically to the constructions
they appear in, and that their occurrence has a semantic rationale even when
conventionally determined (cf. Langacker 1982a). Moreover, the speaker is
often free to choose from among grammatical morphemes that structure the
conceived situation through alternate images (e.g. try to complain vs. try
complaining; surprised at vs. surprised by). At the same time, the choice
among lexical morphemes is often highly constrained (consider idioms, stan-
dard collocations, and formulaic expressions). Finally, certain classes of
function words readily accept new members. Quantifiers, prepositions/
postpositions, conjunctions, and subordinators are commonly innovated, and
in some languages are essentially open-ended classes. It is doubtful that any
class, even personal pronouns, is ever definitively closed.®

But to posit a continuum is not to abandon the goal of rigorous description:
we must still describe the individual structures in explicit detail, even as we
articulate their parameters of gradation. Nor does recognizing a continuum
render us impotent to make valid distinctions or interesting claims. It is per-
fectly reasonable, for instance, to speak of lexical morphemes or grammatical
morphemes as a group, so long as we avoid pointless questions deriving from
the erroneous presupposition that they constitute disjoint sets (e.g. whether
prepositions are lexical or grammatical). Rules and generalizations can per-
fectly well refer to such categories; we need only realize that predictions in-
spired by representative instances of a category, found near one pole of a con-
tinuum, hold with progressively less force as one moves away from that pole
towards the opposite extreme.

1.1.4.4. Integrated Systems. Most linguistic units are highly integrated
structural complexes, or systems, which are more than just the sum of their
recognizable parts. It is nevertheless common for linguists to impose a com-
ponential analysis on these systems, representing them as unordered bundles
of discrete features. The vowel sound [1], for instance, is a phonological struc-
ture resolvable into the features [ —~CONSONANTAL, +VOCALIC, +HIGH,
+FRONT, —ROUNDEDY], and the concept [UNCLE] is resolvable into the
semantic components [MALE, COLLATERAL, ASCENDING GENERA.-
TION]. We are not concerned here with the choice of features, nor with the
nature of their values (binary or multivalued, discrete or continuous, etc.); we
will consider instead the implications of the feature conception per se. I sug-
gest that a feature representation is perfectly legitimate (if properly inter-
preted), but does not in itself fully reconstruct the systemic nature of the ac-

¢ Witness the innovation and spread of youall as the plural of you, which I sometimes find even
in my own non-Southern speech.
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tual phenomenon. For a description to be complete, the feature representation
of a structural complex must be supplemented by a more holistic account that
accommodates its integrated nature. Such an account is in fact essential to a
substantive characterization of the features themselves.

What do I have in mind in saying that a sound such as [i] constitutes an
integrated system not reducible to its parts? After all, we can decompose its
articulation into a number of components, as reflected in a typical feature
analysis: vibration of the vocal cords, raising of the tongue towards the palate
(without contact or constriction sufficient to cause turbulence), advancement
of the tongue towards the front of the palate, spreading and retraction of the
lips, and so on. If [i] were merely the sum of these components, I could pro-
nounce it by carrying out these articulatory gestures sequentially: first vibrat-
ing my vocal cords, then raising my tongue, then fronting my tongue, and so
on. But of course I cannot. The sound is not the mere sum of these compo-
nents, but rather a matter of blending them into a smooth, coordinated articula-
tory routine. A complete description of the sound therefore requires more than
a separate account of each individual component. It must additionally—and
crucially-——specify such matters as their relative timing and how they influence
and accommodate one another. These are the specifications of the sound’s es-
sential systemic character.

Similar remarks hold for concepts. In its narrowest genealogical construal,
[UNCLE] makes internal reference to three conceived persons: ego, a linking
relative, and the person referred to by the notion. It also invokes (among
others) the sibling and offspring relationships. But if the notion were only the
sum of these persons and relationships, there would be no difference between,
say, [UNCLE] and [NEPHEW]. We must further specify how these entities
are connected to form a coherent, integrated structure. More precisely, par-
ticular persons are assigned to particular roles in the relationships: the person
identified as the uncle is joined through the sibling relationship to the linking
relative, and the latter is joined to ego as the parent in a parent/offspring rela-
tionship. Normally, of course, we do not focus our attention on these separate
specifications; when employing the concept [UNCLE] we generally manipu-
late the configuration holistically, as a kind of gestalt.

If it is admitted that a sound or a concept must be characterized as an
integrated system at some level of description, what is the function of a fea-
ture representation? Its motivation is primarily classificatory: a feature like
[-+HIGH] is posited to group together a set of sounds on the basis of a system-
atically exploited property that they share; in the same manner, the feature
[MALE] unites a set of concepts. The utility and essential correctness of this
type of classification is beyond dispute. We can justify the phonological fea-
ture [+HIGH] by showing that the class of sounds function alike in various
ways to the exclusion of other sounds. Similarly, we can show that the seman-
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tic feature [MALE] is not arbitrary, but rather a property of systematic rele-
vance to the language, by citing the numerous contrastive pairs that depend on
it: uncle/aunt, boy/girl, man/woman, stallion/mare, buck/doe, etc.

The features used to represent a sound or a concept can therefore be re-
garded as diacritics specifying class co-membership with other units. How-
ever, a list of class memberships is not per se a full characterization of the
categorized entities, and is only minimally revealing if the defining properties
are left unexplicated. Moreover, few analysts would accept the claim that the
phonological or semantic features they postulate have only a diacritic func-
tion. For a feature analysis to be truly substantive, the features must be at-
tributed intrinsic phonological or semantic content, described as precisely
and explicitly as possible.”

If these points are accepted, how do we characterize the intrinsic pho-
nological or semantic content of the features we postulate? I suggest that au-
tonomous descriptions of individual features will generally prove inadequate,
precisely because sounds and concepts are systemic in nature. Features corre-
spond to properties discernible within an integrated system, and are properly
describable only in the context of that system.

Consider the articulatory feature [+HIGH]. We cannot characterize it with
full precision as an isolated entity, for its specific value depends on other prop-
erties of the sound it occurs in. For example, a different region of the tongue is
raised depending on whether the vowel is front or back. More crucially, the
height specification can only be understood relative to the matrix of a vocalic
articulation. If, while I am eating, my tongue accidentally assumes the shape
and position that would be appropriate for the sound [i], I cannot claim to
have thereby implemented the phonological feature [+HIGH] (or [+ FRONTY)
in the sense that linguists understand the term. I can properly be said to have
implemented the [+HIGH] feature only when my tongue achieves the requi-
site configuration by virtue of specific neuromuscular actions synergistically
related to those of other speech organs as an integral part of a coordinated
articulatory gesture. The feature exists only in the context of a system provid-
ing the conditions for its manifestation, where it serves a specific function.®

The same is true for semantic structure. The componential analysis of
[UNCLE] into [MALE], [COLLATERAL], and [ASCENDING GENERA.-
TION] does not eliminate its systemic character, for these features must them-
selves be defined configurationally. [COLLATERAL] and [ASCENDING

71t would be pointless for linguists to abjure responsibility for describing linguistic constructs
as integrated systems, or for specifying the content of classificatory features. We will not solve
these problems by bequeathing them to other disciplines (e.g. experimental phonetics or cog-
nitive psychology) whose separation from our own is essentially arbitrary. Moreover, the systemic
character of linguistic units is fundamental to understanding their behavior.

8Relevant here are Sapit’s remarks (1925) on the difference between the speech sound {W] and
the sound made in blowing out a candle.
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GENERATION] indicate relative position within a kinship network, hence
presuppose the conception of such an entity. The feature [MALE] perhaps
does not, but its value must nevertheless be construed in systemic terms: the
collection of properties subsumed by [MALE] do not float about unattached
within the confines of the [UNCLE] concept; instead they are understood as
pertaining to a specific person, who occupies a particular place within the sys-
tem of relationships. The unstructured feature bundle [MALE, COLLAT-
ERAL, ASCENDING GENERATION] therefore conceals behind its digital
facade a highly integrated conceptualization providing a necessary context for
the interpretation of each component.

The program I advocate is not reductionist. In arguing for the necessity and
priority of a systemic view of semantic and phonological units I am not
thereby denying either the descriptive utility or the cognitive reality of classi-
ficatory features. I contend that speakers extract these features to embody the
commonality they perceive in arrays of fully specified, integrated units, and
that these features consequently make intrinsic (though schematic) reference
to the overall systemic units relative to which they are characterized. But the
features do not obviate the need for a systemic representation; they coexist
with it as an additional dimension of linguistic organization.

1.1.5. Substance

Because language is abstract and complicated, its characterization de-
mands a multitude of abstract notions. A proliferation of theoretical con-
structs thus accompanies our growing knowledge of language and reflects our
ever greater sophistication in grappling with its subtleties and intricacies. Ob-
viously, though, we would like some assurance that the constructs we propose
actually contribute to linguistic understanding. There are two facets to this
problem. First, a construct has little value unless the investigator’s conception
of it is sufficiently clear to permit its elucidation with a certain amount of
precision and detail.’ Second, positing a construct will likely prove counter-
productive unless it corresponds to something “real,” i.e. some actual feature
of linguistic organization. To qualify as substantive, a construct must be sat-
isfactory on both counts. Substance is an important aspect of naturalness in
linguistic description.

Unfortunately there is no reliable, recognized authority to appeal to in de-
termining whether a linguistic construct is substantive. A notion that seems
perfectly clear and straightforward to its proponents strikes other observers as
vague and mysterious; what is self-evidently real in the context of one theory

?1 do not refer to a completely formal, mathematically precise definition; few if any linguistic
constructs (among those that prove valid) are ever blessed with such rigorous formulation. We are
perfectly capable of grasping and articulating concepts at a preformal level and wielding them to
good effect in linguistic analysis (cf. 1.2.4).
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is pure fiction from the standpoint of another. When even the most basic ques-
tions about the nature and structure of language are subject to wildly divergent
opinions, we have no basis for achieving a consensus on the substantivity of
particular constructs. The best I can do, then, is to offer some personal obser-
vations concerning the problem.

We are destined by our station in life (as investigators of language rather
than its designers) to refer to entities that are not rigorously defined or fully
understood. For instance, all linguists employ traditional concepts (e.g. noun,
subject, modifier, subordination) that few if any can rigorously define. This is
inevitable and not in itself a matter of great concern; the broad utility of these
notions makes it reasonably evident that they correspond to something real,
and there 1s little point in decreeing a priori formal definitions that are precise
but arbitrary. It goes without saying that serious investigators continually seek
to deepen their understanding of linguistic phenomena and sharpen their char-
acterizations of descriptive constructs. The analyst is nevertheless forced to
wrestle with phenomena that are only dimly comprehended, and to do so with
constructs requiring substantial elaboration. This circumstance is perhaps re-
grettable, but it is certainly inevitable.

My one exhortation in this regard is to minimize crucial reliance on unex-
plicated notions. If our understanding of a notion is only preliminary and su-
perficial, we must be wary of strong conclusions that ultimately depend on
highly specific assumptions about that notion. This is no idle admonition. The
linguistic literature is replete with claims, analyses, and controversies hinging
crucially on specific assumptions (often implicit) concerning entities that no
one really knows very much about. I will offer just two examples.

One example 1s the use of idioms by generative linguists to justify move-
ment rules. Sentences like (2)(a) and (3)(a), for instance, are commonly cited
as evidence for the transformations Passive and Subject-to-Subject Raising.

(2)(a) Headway seems to have been steadily made.
(b) [A PAST steadily make headway] PRES seem
(c) *Headway is always desirable.

(3)(a) Umbrage is likely 1o be taken at those remarks.
(b) [A will take umbrage at those remarks] PRES be likely
(¢c) *Umbrage depresses me,

Headway and umbrage cannot be the respective deep-structure subjects of
seemn and be likely, it is argued, because the two words are generally not per-
mitted in subject position (note the deviance of the (c) examples); they occur
instead only as part of the idioms make headway and take umbrage at, which
are listed in the lexicon as fixed, unanalyzable expressions. The deep struc-
tures in (b), where A indicates an unspecified subject, are therefore required
to account for the surface forms in (a); only with such a deep structure can the
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idioms be inserted as integral units. The rules of Passive (in the subordinate
clause) and then Subject-to-Subject Raising are thus necessary to derive the
surface forms,

The correctness of this analysis is not at issue here (cf. 12.2.3; Langacker
1982a, 1984). What does concern us is the crucial reliance of this classic ar-
gument on specific assumptions about the nature of idioms, a phenomenon
that transformational grammarians have hardly investigated at all and cer-
tainly have not extensively or revealingly characterized. One assumption is
that of unanalyzability; the meaning of an idiom is assigned to the expression
as a whole, and an “idiom chunk” such as headway or umbrage does not cor-
respond to any particular facet of this meaning. Under this assumption it
would be incoherent to say that headway is responsible for a judgment, or that
umbrage is the basis for an assessment of probability, as would be implied if
we posited a relation between the deep-structure subject headway and seem or
between umbrage and be likely. The second assumption is that idioms have a
single, fixed form: that they are stored in the lexicon with their parts arranged
in a specific linear order, so that any deviation from this order in surface struc-
ture must result from transformational operations subsequent to lexical inser-
tion. These assumptions make the conclusion of a transformational derivation
inescapable. "’

Yet both assumptions are highly questionable. Most speakers would be sur-
prised to be told that, counter to intuition, the headway of make headway
does not mean something akin to progress, or that the umbrage of take um-
brage at does not mean roughly the same as offense (cf. make progress, take
offense af). Though some idioms may be fully opaque, I submit that the vast
majority are analyzable to some degree, with particular facets of the overall
meaning attributed to particular words or morphemes (2.3). Gorbet (1973)
has strongly corroborated this view by showing that many idiom chunks par-
ticipate quite freely in anaphoric relations—involving both pronominalization
and ellipsis—provided that the normal conditions for anaphora are fully satis-
fied."" Note the examples in (4):

(4)(a) Anthony stole her heart and then he broke ir.
(b) First he broke her heart and then her spirit.
(¢) After making no headway all morning we finally made some in the
afternoon.

" Both assumptions are made (with virtually no discussion or justification) in Fraser (1970),
the best-known transformational treatment of idioms. Considering how central this argument for
movement rules is to the whole edifice of transformational grammar, it is strange that this tradi-
tion has not made idioms the focus of intensive study.

"'In particular, the anaphor and its antecedent must be used with approximately the same se-
mantic value; * The surgeon operated on her heart and then he broke it is peculiar because hearr
is used in its literal sense in the first clause but figuratively in the second. (I make no claim that
anaphora is always possible with idiom chunks, since analyzability is a matter of degree and may
fall below the threshold required for exploitation in a particular grammatical construction.)
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To regard an idiom as opaque or as primarily a fixed phrase is therefore sim-
plistic. It is more accurately seen as a complex of semantic and symbolic re-
lationships that have become conventionalized and have coalesced into an
established configuration. We can plausibly suppose that this configuration of
relationships might be recognizable even when anaphora disrupts the normal
shape of an idiom, or when its component words are split up and used in
grammatical constructions such that they do not form a contiguous linear se-
quence: an idiom may be recognized as a unit that is to some degree indepen-
dent of a specific overt morphemic arrangement, even if one such arrange-
ment is far more familiar and hence more “‘usual’ than the others. Bresnan and
Grimshaw have also concluded, from sentences like those in (5), that an idiom
cannot be equated with a particular linear sequence of morphemes: “In short,
the assumption that idiomatic verb-object constructions must always be base-
generated together is false. The separation of idiom chunks from their verbs
cannot be a function of movement transformations alone” (1978, p. 388).

(5)(a) We didn’t make the amount of headway that was expected of us.
(b) Unfortunately, we made what the president considered to be insufficient
headway on that problem.

One of the arguments providing crucial support for certain transformations
therefore relies quite heavily on unexamined assumptions about a phenome-
non that transformationalists have largely ignored; the validity of these as-
sumptions is rendered doubtful by even a very limited amount of open-minded
investigation. Clearly such a circumstance has little to recommend it.

In practice, of course, we must often deal with entities that are poorly
understood, and make certain assumptions about them if we are to get any
investigative enterprise off the ground. But we can reasonably be expected to
recognize the limitations of our knowledge, and to refrain in particular from
accepting as empirically established fact any properties that we attribute to
mysterious phenomena on an a priori basis.

A second instance of reliance on unexplicated notions, considered only
briefly, is the distinction in the transformational tradition between syntax and
lexicon, together with the recurrent issue—still regarded as important—of
whether a given construction is to be handled “‘in the syntax” or “in the lexi-
con.” T have never viewed this as a substantive question, since those con-
cerned with it have not thoroughly examined lexicon in its own terms, and
since the entire discussion appears to rest on certain dubious assumptions
about the necessary character of syntax.

The notion of lexicon as ‘‘an appendix of the grammar, a list of basic irregu-
larities”’ is not a new one (see Bloomfield 1933, p. 274). It is fair to say that
this conception was adopted by transformational theorists who were not expe-
rienced lexicographers, and who thus lacked an independent, fine-grained,
empirically grounded appreciation of the problems posed by lexical phenom-
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ena and the devices needed to deal with them. The lexical component was
dedicated for use (Chomsky 1965) as a repository for recalcitrant phenomena
that were originally considered syntactic but refused to obey certain precon-
ceived ideas about what syntax should be like. Syntax was thought of as the
domain of generality and regularity, of productive rules with fully predictable
outputs; anything falling short of these standards was relegated to the pur-
gatory of lexicon—the domain of irregularity, idiosyncrasy, and lists. But this
deeply ingrained, almost archetypal conception of syntax has very little em-
pirical foundation. I am aware of no a priori or factual grounds for believing
that grammatical constructions divide neatly into two groups on the basis of
generality, or that the regular aspects of language structure can be segregated
in any meaningful way from the irregular ones. Focusing our attention solely
on constructions that pass the litmus test of generality and regularity does not
promise to leave us with a coherent body of phenomena constituting a natural
grouping on any other grounds. Indeed, the history of transformational gram-
mar has seen an ever greater number of constructions exiled from the syntax to
be handled by other, rather ill-defined grammatical components.'? Unfortu-
nately, moving these phenomena from one box to another has singularly failed
to illuminate them.

Certain types of constructs automatically raise questions about their sub-
stantive character. Since language is symbolic, the reality of semantic and
phonological structure is hardly subject to dispute, but the status of constructs
having neither semantic nor phonological content is on the face of it less se-
cure, and cognitive grammar claims that such constructs are never valid. Cog-
nitive grammar could not, for instance, follow Perlmutter (1978) in positing
a syntactic ““dummy”—Ilacking both semantic value and phonological mani-
festation—to handle passive and impersonal expressions. Even though this
device has internal motivation from the standpoint of driving the formal ma-
chinery of relational grammar, considerations of naturalness force the cog-
nitive grammarian to seek an alternative account of the facts.

Intrinsically suspicious in a somewhat different way are the central con-
structs of transformational grammar, namely the notions of deep structure
and syntactic transformations. In essence, these constructs imply that things
are not really what they appear to be: that surface structure conceals a more
fundamental level of grammatical organization—deep structure— which
transformations distort systematically and often drastically. Here I intend nei-
ther to review nor to critique the many arguments advanced to support this
conception, but simply to raise the question of whether comparable insights

'2Nominalizations were among the first to be consigned to the lexicon (Chomsky 1970), and
eventually even classic transformations like Passive were nominated for this fate (Freidin 1975).
Today, what may be the sole surviving transformation (the inherently suspicious Move Category)
is being eyed for possible elimination (Lightfoot 1980).
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might also be achieved in a model that does not rely on constructs with such
tenuous claims to reality. Cognitive grammar is not alone in suggesting that
they can. It claims that grammatical structure is almost entirely overt: things
really are what they appear to be, provided we know how to interpret them

properly.

1.1.6. Complexity

In any empirical science, the investigator is forced by the complexity of
natural systems to make simplifying assumptions about the scope, autonomy,
and character of the phenomena he chooses to deal with. It is both necessary
and legitimate for linguists to focus selectively on certain problems, extract
them from a broader fabric of interrelated concerns, and handle them in an
idealized manner. Inherent in this situation is a tendency for the investigator to
lose sight of the actual complexity of his subject matter; simplifying assump-
tions made to facilitate research are sometimes raised without justification to
the level of assertions about the actual character of the investigated phenome-
non. Idealizations that significantly distort the object of investigation are per-
nicious, and their avoidance is critical to the goal of naturalness in linguistic
analysis.

Certain idealizations commonly made in linguistics seem to me quite rea-
sonable if not pushed too far. It makes sense for generative grammarians to
exclude from their data expressions that occur but are recognized by speakers
as pure mistakes——slips of the mind or tongue, that is—since speakers clearly
do have some conception of what does or does not accord with linguistic con-
vention. Nor am I particularly bothered by the practice of restricting one’s at-
tention to a single dialect, provided that its special but unprivileged position
in a sea of variation is kept in mind, and that nothing crucial is allowed to
hang on its idiosyncrasies. ’

Quite the opposite is true of certain simplifying assumptions that lie at the
core of many theories. One of these is the aforementioned assumption that a
sharp and valid distinction can be made between lexical and grammatical
morphemes. Because lexical morphemes are clearly meaningful, whereas
grammatical morphemes are often less obviously so, this presumed dichot-
omy encourages the investigator to believe that the meanings of grammatical
morphemes—if they are meaningful at all—can safely be ignored for pur-
poses of grammatical analysis. Therefore, since the semantic difference be-
tween an active/passive pair like the sentences in (6) is considered slight
enough to overlook, it is thought that a passive sentence is adequately de-
scribed without regard for the possible semantic contribution of be, by, or the
past-participial inflection on the verb.

(6)(a) The Chinese invented gunpowder.
(b)Y Gunpowder was invented by the Chinese.
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The presumed dichotomy also makes it seem plausible to handle lexical and
grammatical morphemes in different components of the grammar (the former
listed in the lexicon, the latter introduced by syntactic rules). The classic
transformational analysis (Chomsky 1957) therefore inserts the grammatical
morphemes of the passive construction as an incidental part of the transfor-
mation deriving passives from underlying active structures.

The original assumption thus engenders (or reinforces) a certain conception
of syntax: because grammatical morphemes and syntactic relationships are
nonsemantic in character, and because sentences can therefore differ in gram-
matical form without semantic consequences, it follows that syntax is autono-
mous. My overall objective is to demonstrate that this conception is erroneous
on all three counts. If I am correct, then the simplifying assumptions leading
to the autonomous-syntax hypothesis are pernicious, inasmuch as they dras-
tically misrepresent the object of investigation and encourage one to ask the
wrong questions about it.

One particular simplifying assumption is commonly made that merits spe-
cial scrutiny; I will call it the exclusionary fallacy. The gist of this fallacy is
that one analysis, motivation, categorization, cause, function, or explanation
for a linguistic phenomenon necessarily precludes another. From a broad, pre-
theoretical perspective, this assumption is gratuitous and in fact rather dubious,
in view of what we know about the multiplicity of interacting synchronic and
diachronic factors that determine the shape and import of linguistic expres-
sions. Though pervasive, the assumption is usually tacit; illustrations are thus
in order.

Consider a previous example, namely the problem of how to deal with
forms like stapler in certain versions of the generative framework. There is an
apparent dilemma: if the form is derived by rule, one cannot account for its
special properties, i.e. the fact that it means more than just ‘something that
staples’; if it is simply listed in the lexicon, on the other hand, it cannot be
assimilated to the productive V + -er derivational pattern, which it certainly
seems to instantiate. The mistake is to assume that it has to be one and not the
other. There is nothing intrinsically implausible about a position combining
the central features of both analyses. That position would allow the claim that
stapler is in fact an instance—but not solely an instance—of the V + -er deri-
vational rule; beyond its status as an exemplar of this pattern, stapler consti-
tutes an established lexical item whose semantic value is specialized in ways
the pattern itself does not specify. The source of the apparent problem is the
exclusionary fallacy, together with certain artifactual properties of the genera-
tive model (e.g. the process metaphor—it is hard to conceptualize an expres-

I’ Langacker (1982a) details an alternative analysis. The grammatical morphemes are at-
tributed semantic values compatible with their other uses, and active/passive pairs are seen to
differ semantically despite their truth-value equivalence.
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sion that is “derived” or “constructed” by a rule being simultaneously listed
in the lexicon as a fixed unit).

This example represents an important version -of the exclusionary fallacy
that I will call the rule/list fallacy: the assumption, on grounds of simplicity,
that particular statements (i.e. lists) must be excised from the grammar of a
language if general statements (i.e. rules) that subsume them can be estab-
lished. Given the general N + -5 noun-pluralizing rule of English, for in-
stance, specific plural forms following that rule (beads, shoes, toes, walls)
would not be listed in an optimal grammar. 1 have argued (Langacker 1982a)
that this is a specious kind of simplicity for anyone taking seriously the goal of
“psychological reality” in linguistic description. It is gratuitous to assume
that mastery of a rule like N + -s, and mastery of forms like beads that accord
with this rule, are mutually exclusive facets of a speaker’s knowledge of his
language; it is perfectly plausible that the two might sometimes coexist. We do
not lose a generalization by including both the rule and specific plural forms
in the grammar of English, since the rule itself expresses the generalization.
To claim on an a priori basis that the rule precludes the list, or conversely, is
simply to embrace the exclusionary fallacy.

A different type of illustration is provided by a common analysis for certain
auxiliary-like verbs, particularly do (Chomsky 1957) but also including be,
have, and their counterparts in other languages (Bach 1967). It is observed
that the distribution of these verbs is predictable from their syntactic environ-
ment. It is well known that do, for instance, occurs in particular constructions
where (given certain assumptions) it bears a tense morpheme that would
otherwise be stranded, as in (7).

(7)(@) Do you like children?
(b) They do not sound serious.
(¢) [Idid warn you.
(d) Kinens like pizza, don’t they?

On the basis of this predictability, it is concluded that do is transformationally
inserted (hence the classic rule of Do Support). It is a prototypical gram-
matical morpheme, being semantically empty and serving a purely gram-
matical function.

A number of issues are involved here (cf. 9.2.2; Langacker 1975, 1981c,
- 1982a), but 1 want to focus on the tacit role of the exclusionary fallacy in
making this analysis seem plausible. The fact that do (similarly be, have,
etc.) has a specifiable grammatical function is taken implicitly as prima facie
evidence that it is meaningless. The fact that rules can be given to predict its
distribution in grammatical terms is taken as supporting an insertion analysis
that sets it apart from other verbal elements. But in neither case does the con-
clusion actually follow. Linguistic convention might perfectly well adopt a
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morpheme with limited semantic content for particular grammatical purposes;
serving a specifiable grammatical function is not inherently incompatible with
being a meaningful element. By the same token, the predictability of its distri-
bution is not inherently inconsistent with the claim that do is a true verb
and should be treated as such at all levels of structure. It is fallacious to as-
sume that grammatical motivation and lexical status are necessarily mutually
exclusive.

Let me mention in passing a few other instances of the exclusionary fallacy.

1. Hankamer (1977, p. 583) correctly observes that “our methodological
assumption (and tacitly our underlying theory of the nature of linguistic
knowledge) tells us that we must choose between two competing analyses” for
a grammatical construction. He argues, however, that in some cases no single
correct analysis can be found, and that two or more distinct analyses, each of
which explains a portion of the facts, can be motivated.

2. Many linguists have been wary of functional explanations for linguistic
phenomena. One reason, I believe, is the assumption that a functional account
and an explicit description of the facts in nonfunctional terms are somehow
competing alternatives rather than complementary facets of an overall charac-
terization. Because functional analyses do not themselves amount to a full de-
scription, their value is insufficiently recognized; cf. my review of Givon
19779 (Langacker 1981a).

3. Phonologists have sometimes been troubled by the need to state the same
generalization twice, once as a morpheme-structure condition and once as a
phonological rule that applies to the output of other rules. However, nothing
inherently requires that the two functions be mutually exclusive.

4. Finally, it can be noted that diachronic questions are often posed in di-
chotomous terms: Should language X be grouped with subfamily Y or sub-
family Z? Did sound change A precede sound change B, or the converse? Did
construction C arise internally or was it borrowed from a neighboring lan-
guage? By now most scholars recognize that questions like these are sim-
plistic, for one alternative does not intrinsically exclude the other.

Linguists are driven by esthetic considerations and by the dictates of scien-
tific method to look for simple, elegant solutions to complex problems. This
is proper and necessary, but only to the extent that such analyses are consis-
tent with the reality of language. Linguistic phenomena are extraordinarily
complex and interdependent. There are limits to the neatness and simplicity of
linguistic descriptions that seek to account for these phenomena with any
semblance of completeness and accuracy. Whatever our predilections, it is
crucial that the conceptual and descriptive tools we fashion for analyzing lan-
guage be in fact appropriate for the task. More simply put, we must strive for
naturalness in linguistic theory and description.

e e er— o



Guiding Assumptions : 31

1.2. Methodological Assumptions

In all honesty, I would greatly prefer not having to discuss methodological
issues, for a number of reasons. First, [ profess little expertise in method-
ological concerns or the philosophy of science. A second reason is an oft-
noted tendency for the amount of attention an author devotes to methodologi-
cal questions to correlate inversely with the extent of his actual descriptive
contribution. A third factor is the consistently inconclusive nature of method-
ological disputes, which remind me very much of legal disputes. It is not un-
common to find two linguists arguing opposite sides of an issue, each support-
ing his position on supposedly unimpeachable methodological grounds.*

Nevertheless, 1 feel compelled to discuss the methodological assumptions
that have guided me in my work. I fully expect the ideas presented here to be
attacked on methodological grounds, not (I like to think) because they lack
scientific validity, but because I make very different assumptions from most
linguists about the appropriate adaptation of scientific methodology to lin-
guistic investigation. I therefore consider it essential to take an explicit posi-
tion on methodological issues at the very outset.

1.2.1. The Role of Methodology

A scientific discipline evolves through many phases and comprises numer-
ous kinds of interacting activities. One phase is characterized by curiosity,
informal observation, and an emerging awareness that a body of phenomena
may be susceptible to analytical investigation. Another phase consists in the
systematic collection of basic data about these phenomena; even if this enter-
prise is only taxonomic, it furnishes the empirical basis for theoretical devel-
opment. Conceptualization follows: the investigator experiments with various
metaphors and preliminary theoretical models, searching for revealing for-
mulations and promising lines of attack. He must then elaborate and articulate
a theoretical model capable of accounting for the initially available data and
enabling further empirical predictions. In the validation phase, a theory’s pre-
dictions are matched against additional data, and refinements are made to en-
hance its observational adequacy. A further endeavor is the comparison of al-
ternate models, to determine their points of divergence and the nature of the
evidence that will distinguish them empirically. One final endeavor is for-
malization, in which appropriate mathematical expression is sought for the
model.

These phases are not rigidly sequenced, nor are they sharply discrete; in

14 Similarly, no matter how morally reprehensible and blatantly illegal a person’s actions may

be, he will have no trouble hiring a lawyer to represent these actions as the epitome of virtue and
legal rectitude. I need not comment on the parallels between legalese and methodologese.
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practice the investigator finds himself engaged in several -simultaneously.
Moreover, an evolving discipline may cycle through certain phases a number
of times before an adequate theoretical formulation is achieved. The concerns
of the investigator naturally differ from one phase to another, as does the
mode of discourse most appropriate for discussing those concerns. For ex-
ample, it is unreasonable to demand rigorous formalization for an emergent
theory still in the process of conceptualization, and it is pointless—as shown
by the sorry history of the controversy between generative and interpretive
semantics—to seek definitive evidence for the choice between two competing
theories when both remain largely programmatic.

Present-day linguistics would appear to be quite advanced. There are well-
articulated theories, whose validation, comparison, and formalization have
recetved considerable attention. However, it must also be admitted that cur-
rent theories achieve precise formalization only by excluding from their
domain many important aspects of linguistic organization; one does not ask,
for instance, how Montague grammar handles phonology, or how relational
grammar deals with lexicon (or even the syntactic structure of noun phrases).
We can also note the striking lack of consensus about the proper characteriza-
tion of even the simplest or most fundamental linguistic phenomena. Little in
the way of established descriptions, basic concepts, analytical techniques, or
general theory commands anything even approaching the unanimous assent of
serious investigators (compare this with the situation in, say, chemistry).'* A
central reason for these shortcomings, I contend, is that linguistic theory has
been built on inadequate conceptual foundations. Surprisingly little effort
goes into the critical examination of deeply rooted assumptions, into uncover-
ing the source of apparent dilemmas (which are usually indicative of underly-
ing conceptual confusion), or into cultivating fundamentally new modes of
thought. While our factual knowledge of language proliferates, and the scope
of linguistic investigation continues to expand, current theoretical attitudes
encourage narrowness and fragmentation, offering little hope for a compre-
hensive synthesis.

My own prescription calls not for theoretical fine-tuning, but for radical
conceptual reformulation. The primary need of the discipline, as I see it, is
for a comprehensive, integrative, and cognitively realistic conceptual frame-
work—one in which everything fits, and everything fits together. In formulat-
ing cognitive grammar, I have therefore concentrated on the conceptualization

- If the foundations of linguistic theory were really secure, we might expect that by now there
would be general agreement about the proper description of something as intensively studied as
the English passive or auxiliary system, yet conflicting analyses continue to proliferate. Com-
parison of the twelve theories of syntax outlined in Moravcsik and Wirth (1980) will leave the
reader hard-pressed to find any substantial point of general agreement among the authors, even on
the most basic matters (e.g. whether the notion subject is an important construct for linguistic
theory and, if so, what kind of notion it is).
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phase of scientific inquiry, and am now attempting to elaborate and articulate
a coherent theoretical model. Rigorous formalization is an unreasonable ex-
pectation at this early stage, and systematic comparison with other theories is
probably premature. Inasmuch as the model diverges greatly from others at
the level of basic concepts and organizing principles, care must be taken not to
simply presuppose standard doctrines in evaluating it: the conceptual founda-
tions of linguistic thought are themselves very much at issue.

There are several reasons to avoid becoming obsessed with any particular
set of methodological strictures when evaluating alternative theories. First,
the philosophy of science is not conspicuous for its unanimity of opinion, and
no one body of methodological assumptions can be considered definitive.
Second, as Feyerabend (1978) so forcefully observes, every methodology has
its limitations; moreover, methodologies tend to reinforce the theoretical
status quo—often one must violate generally accepted methodological tenets
to uncover the evidence that will call a theory into question.' A third rea-
son—quite important here, since I agree with most linguists at the level of
abstract principles—is the substantial difficulty of interpreting these general
principles in a way that is appropriate for a given discipline at a particular
stage of its development.

There is a wide gap between general methodological principles on the one
hand, and on the other hand the specific procedural, analytical, descriptive,
and theoretical decisions one faces in conducting the daily affairs of a particu-
lar field. To pattern linguistic methodology after the model of other disciplines
is hazardous at best. For one thing, different subject matter may require differ-
ent approaches. What is possible in physics (e.g. precise quantitative predic-
tions) may not be possible in linguistics, which deals with aspects of the
human mind. Moreover, if two disciplines are at different phases of their evo-
lution, the major methodological concerns of one may be of little immediate
relevance to the other. Even if one decides to base the methodology of one
discipline on that of another, there is the problem of establishing the proper
correspondences between the two fields and drawing the proper conclusions
(consider the problems that result from equating sound “laws” with the laws
of physics).

Comparable problems arise even if we do not look to other disciplines for
instruction. A methodological principle stated abstractly enough to achieve

' Supposedly neutral methodological principles can be used to insulate a theory from possible
challenge. Recall the great concern of many transformational theorists for restricting the gen-
erative capacity of a grammar. Innovative theoretical devices, e.g. the use of global rules in syn-
tax, were deemed intrinsically suspect because they supposedly increased a grammar’s power.
McCawley (1980) correctly points out the spurious nature of this debate: a transformational
grammar already had the power of a Turing machine, and those rejecting global rules in syntax
simply put equivalent rules in their ill-defined semantic component.
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universal agreement does not necessarily translate easily or uncontroversially
into guidance on how to approach specific problems. Linguists generally
agree, for example, that formalization is a necessary objective in theory and
description, but the stage at which formalization becomes possible, useful, or
obligatory is subject to continued debate—e. g. Bach (1977, p. 651) criticizes
Postal (1974) for his decision not to provide fully explicit rules in his discus-
sion of Subject Raising. Furthermore, different methodological principles are
sometimes invoked that lead to conflicting conclusions when applied to lin-
guistic practice. Graphic illustration is furnished by two of the papers in
Peters (1972): Postal argues that the principle of generality lends support to a
model seeking a unified account of several facets of grammatical organiza-
tion; by contrast, Chomsky cites the principle of restrictiveness to back up his
claim that grammar is best described in terms of separate components, each
more highly restricted than would be possible in a “monolithic” framework.

I therefore contend that methodological arguments in linguistics deserve to
be used with great caution. An argument that appeals to a general method-
ological principle commanding universal assent may nevertheless be invalid
because it applies the principle to linguistic inquiry in a nonoptimal or even
fully inappropriate way. Interpreting methodological canons and applying
them to linguistic problems in a revealing and appropriate manner is a difficult
but crucial task inextricably bound up with one’s conception of the object
under investigation. Because my own view of linguistic organization is quite
different from the currently predominant one, so is my conception of how
methodological principles should be interpreted and applied. In discussing
these differences of interpretation and adaptation, I will organize the discus-
sion under the headings of factuality, economy, explicitness, generality,
and predictiveness.

1.2.2. Factuality

A fundamental requirement in any empirical science is that a theory be in
substantial accordance with known facts. Other things being equal (as if they
ever werel), it is considered desirable that a theory account for more data
rather than less. It is further required that a theory describe phenomena with
some degree of accuracy. A major difficulty of applying these truisms in ac-
tual practice stems from the nonautonomy of “facts.” Facts are perceived as
such only in the context of some theory, if only a very rudimentary one. They
are a matter of interpretation and preliminary analysis, inevitably deriving
from a set of underlying assumptions and preconceptions about the object of
study and the proper way to investigate it.

Contemporary linguistic theory generally views language as being orga-
nized into discrete components. In particular, syntax is seen as sharply dis-
tinct from both lexicon and semantics, constituting an autonomous set of for-
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mal relationships. Cognitive grammar, by contrast, claims that lexicon,
morphology, and syntax form a continuum of symbolic units serving to struc-
ture conceptual content for expressive purposes. It is incoherent in this view to
speak of grammar in isolation from meaning, and the segmentation of gram-
matical structure into discrete components is rejected. It is hardly surprising
that these two positions carry with them very different conceptions of the data
to be accounted for, both quantitatively and qualitatively. Let us briefly ex-
plore a few of the differences.

A conception of grammatical structure emphasizing discrete components
naturally encourages the investigator to focus his attention on phenomena
consistent with this type of organization. He concentrates primarily on pro-
totypical instances from each component, where the distinctions seem readily
apparent, and tends to overlook any data that do not fit neatly into the pre-
established boxes. Thus selected, the data under investigation of course ap-
pear to reinforce the original componential arrangement. A case in point is
the putative distinction between syntax and lexicon. In the classic conception
(now considerably modified), syntax was thought to deal with novel, multi-
word expressions (phrases, clauses, and sentences) assembled in accordance
with general rules. Lexicon was the province of fixed expressions, most no
larger than single words; not predictable by rules of any generality, they had to
be listed individually. The two classes of phenomena thus stood sharply op-
posed with respect to novelty, generality, and size.

This dichotomous perspective made it inevitable that a large body of data
fitting neither category would be mostly ignored. I refer here to the huge set of
stock phrases, familiar collocations, formulaic expressions, and standard
usages that can be found in any language and thoroughly permeate its use.
Here is a small, random sample from English: take it for granted that, hold

. responsible for, express an interest in, great idea, tough competitor,
have a lot of class, I don’t care, kill two birds with one stone, good to see
you, mow the lawn, turn the page, let the cat out, have great respect for,
ready to go, play fair, I'll do the best I can, answer the phone, and never
want to see . . . again. Or consider these examples from the opening para-
graph of this section (1.2.2): fundamental requirement, empirical science,
known facts, other things being equal, as if, theory account for . . . data,
more . . . rather than less, in actual practice, as such, in the context of, if
only, very rudimentary, a matter of interpretation, preliminary analysis, de-
riving from, a set of, underlying assumptions, and object of study.

There are literally thousands of these conventional expressions in a given
language, and knowing them is essential to speaking it well. This is why a
seemingly perfect knowledge of the grammar of a language (in the narrow
sense) does not guarantee fluency in it; learning its full complement of con-
ventional expressions is probably by far the largest task involved in mastering
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it. Yet conventional expressions have received so little attention that I found it
necessary to invent this term for the class as a whole.

We can speculate on the reasons for the almost universal neglect of conven-
tional expressions, but one is surely that they do not conform to the stereotype
of either lexicon or syntax. They are excluded from the lexicon because they
are larger than prototypical lexical items, and also because many are ob-
viously compositional (even fully regular). They are exiled from the syntax
because syntacticians are concerned with general rules rather than specific
combinations of lexical items. Being neither lexical nor syntactic as these no-
tions are generally understood, the vast inventory of conventional expressions
is for the most part simply omitted from the scope of linguistic description."

Cognitive grammar takes a different perspective on this matter. It posits
that the grammar of a language represents a speaker’s knowledge of linguistic
convention, and much of this knowledge resides in his mastery of conven-
tional expressions. Hence these expressions are listed explicitly in the gram-
mar of a language, even those that are regular compositional functions of
simpler lexical items and general syntactic rules. Moreover, cognitive gram-
mar posits a gradation uniting lexicon, morphology, and syntax. Any strict
dichotomy based on novelty, generality, and size of expressions is rejected;
these parameters do tend to correlate in natural ways, but all of them are
matters of degree and (with qualifications) are independently variable. There
1s nothing anomalous about novel words or stems on this view, nor about fixed
multiword expressions (though it is prototypical for words and stems to be
fixed and for longer expressions to have some element of novelty). Conven-
tional expressions are therefore quite expected, pose no special descriptive
problems, and in fact constitute a central and explicitly recognized kind of
data to be accounted for.

The sclection and interpretation of data prompted by generative theory has
had certain striking and well-known consequences. The presumption of gen-
erality for syntactic rules has tended to discourage the systematic collection of
fine-grained data revealing the actual distribution of grammatical phenomena
and the factors that influence them (cf. Gross 1979). The notion of syntax as
an autonomous formal system has encouraged the expectation that speakers
should be capable of simple categorical judgments (grammatical/ungrammati-
cal) on the well-formedness of sentences, out of context and without regard
for semantic considerations: either a sentence meets all the formal specifi-
cations or it does not. This is of course not what has been found. Degrees
of well-formedness are now generally acknowledged. Typically, moreover,
graded judgments correlate with subtle semantic differences. For example,

"1t would obviously be vacuous to treat conventional expressions as a matter of performance
rather than competence, or to posit a special “usage component”; these constructs are
nonsubstantive.
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the acceptability of passive sentences is influenced by various factors, includ-
ing the degree to which (1) the (surface) subject is definite or individuated; (2)
the by-phrase object is indefinite or unindividuated; and (3) the process de-
scribed by the verb approximates a prototypical physical action. These re-
spective factors are illustrated in (8)—(10)."

(8Y(a)  This view was enjoyed by George Washington.
(b) ?A view was enjoyed by George Washington.
(c) 7?Views were enjoyed by George Washington.

(9)(@)  Dan Fouts is liked by everybody.
(b) ?Dan Fouts is liked by the fan.
(€) 7?Dan Fouts is liked by me.

(10)(a)  Sheila was kicked by her mother.

(b) ?Sheila was wanted by her mother.
(¢) M Sheila was resembled by her mother.

There is also reason to doubt the context-independent nature of gram-
maticality judgments. In his analysis of presupposition, Dinsmore (1979) has
argued cogently that judgments about sentences are always made relative to
real or imagined contexts. Certainly speaker reactions to a string of words—
even to a string of words with a particular syntactic analysis—are sometimes
influenced by contextual factors. For instance, linguists have normally judged
sentences like (11)(a) to be ungrammatical; this assessment has figured in the
argument for Equi-NP Deletion, a rule reducing (11)(a) to (11)(b).

(11)(a) *I want me to be elected.
(b) I want 10 be elected.

Note, however, that the status of (1 1)(a) is vastly improved when it is used as
an answer to (12): '

(12)  Who do you want 1o be elected?

In fact, (11)(a) is notably better than (11)(b) in this context, even if it remains
somewhat marginal.*

Facts like these are no doubt describable in a framework embracing the au-
tonomous-syntax hypothesis. However, they are not really anticipated in such

"* Lakoff (1977) offers a characterization of prototypical actions. Note that English is generous
in its tolerance of the passive; most transitives permit it, and the factors mentioned are generally
subtle in their effect. Their import is more readily observable in other languages (cf. Givén 1979).

1 Me takes normal focus stress when (11)(a) is used in response to (12): I want me to be
elected (cf. I want Ted 1o be elected in the same context). There are also contexts where (11)a) is
acceptable even when me remains unstressed: Senator, when You contemplate your future qnd
envisage your life for the next few years should you win the presidency, how would you really like
to see yourself fare in the coming election? I want me to be elected. The sentence becomes felici-
tous to the extent that the context attributes to the subject of want an “external® perspective on
his role in the event described by the lower clause. (Observe that coreference is still supposed.)
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a theory, and are consequently downplayed, ignored, or left for other compo-
nents to handle in unspecified ways.? Here I offer no detailed analysis of the
cases cited, but simply note that the data are quite in line with the expecta-
tions engendered by cognitive grammar. It does not assert that syntactic rules
are necessarily general; often they are fully established for a class of proto-
typical examples, and become less firmly entrenched as one deviates from the
prototype along various parameters. Because a grammatical construction in-
herently serves to structure semantic content, it is to be expected that the
felicity of a sentence is affected by the degree of compatibility between a
construction and other semantic specifications. Finally, it is a premise of cog-
nitive grammar that all linguistic units are defined, and all linguistic expres-
sions assessed, relative to some context.

A theory of autonomous syntax cannot be expected to deal with figurative
language as part of the syntactic component, for it is obviously a semantic
phenomenon. Generative grammarians have in fact left it to be handled by
other components, which means in practice that it has hardly been considered
at all. Nor would proponents of autonomous syntax be expected to show much
interest in the semantic composition of idioms, or to examine their ana-
lyzability in the belief that their grammatical behavior might be determined in
part by the degree to which semantic content is imputed to individual mor-
phemes (cf. 1.1; Chafe 1968; Gorbet 1973). It is not surprising, then, that
Fraser (1970) falsely and gratuitously assumes that idioms are fully un-
analyzable, i.e. that their meaning is associated solely with the sequence as a
whole. Cognitive grammarians, on the other hand, regard figurative language
to be a prime concern, and assume no clear distinction between literal and
figurative language, between idioms and conventional expressions of a non-
idiomatic sort, or between lexical and grammatical structure; figurative lan-
guage is accommodated as an integral facet of linguistic organization, one
that can be expected to interact with grammatical processes. The two ap-
proaches therefore reflect very different qualitative views of the data used for
grammatical analysis.

But cognitive grammar goes even further, and makes a claim that strikes at
the very heart of the autonomous-syntax hypothesis: it claims that grammar

2 perlmutter (1980, p. 203) is singularly explicit on this point: A particular construction in a
given language may be restricted to a particular mood or aspect, governed by particular predi-
cates or classes of predicates, or possible only in certain syntactic environments. Similarly, a
particular construction may be linked in individual languages with semantic, pragmatic, or pre-
suppositional effects, with constraints on definiteness or specificity of reference of nominals,
with the organization of the sentence into old and new information, and so on. The general strat-
egy of RG {relational grammar] in all such cases is to separate the syntactic nature of a particular
construction from the semantic, pragmatic, etc. factors with which it interacts.” While this is
certainly a coherent research strategy, it drastically impoverishes the domain of the theory. One
can argue whether such idealization is justified or pernicious.
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itself serves an “imagic” function and that much of it has a figurative charac-
ter. Grammar (like lexicon) embodies conventional imagery. By this I mean
that it structures a scene in a particular way for purposes of linguistic expres-
sion, emphasizing certain facets of it at the expense of others, viewing it from
a certain perspective, or construing it in terms of a certain metaphor. Two
roughly synonymous sentences with the same content words but different
grammatical structures—including, in particular, sentences generally ana-
lyzed as being transformationally related—are claimed instead to be seman-
tically distinct by virtue of their different grammatical organization per se.?'

Consider the rule of Dative Shift, which supposedly derives sentences like
(13)(b) from underlying structures like (13)(a).

(13)(a) He sent a letter to Susan.
(b) He sent Susan a letter.

These sentences have the same truth value and can be used interchangeably to
describe the same event, but I suggest that they nevertheless differ seman-
tically (cf. Goldsmith 1980). Because (13)(a) employs the preposition o, it
emphasizes the path traversed by the letter with Susan as goal. By contrast,
(13)(b) emphasizes the resulting state in which Susan possesses the letter; I
will assume that this possessive relationship is symbolized by the juxtaposi-
tion and linear order of Susan and a letter. 1 do not claim that the notion of a
path is lacking in (13)(b), or the notion of possession in (13)(a): both are
present to some degree in each sentence. Instead I claim that the relative sali-
ence of these notions differs in the two examples owing to their respective
symbolization by to and by the juxtaposition of nominals. The differences in
grammatical structure therefore highlight one facet of the conceived situation
at the expense of another; I will say that the two sentences present the scene
through different images (cf. Langacker 1976, 1979).

I think the contrast between (13)(a) and (13)(b) is apparent on an intuitive
basis, but there are also supporting data. If sentences of the form X VERB Y
to Z emphasize the path Y traverses, while those of the form X VERB Z Y
highlight the resulting state where Z controls Y, there should be cases where
one construction is preferred over the other on grounds of semantic com-
patibility. It is of course well known that this is so. For instance, (14)(a) is
much more felicitous than (14)(b), since a fence is more easily construed as
the endpoint of a path than as the possessor of a ball.

*' Langacker (1982a) explicates the semantic difference between English actives and passives
in relatively full detail. Tuggy (1980) shows convincingly that Spanish sentences with datives
(e.g. Le ensuciaron el coche “They got his car dirty”) are quite different semantically from the
corresponding sentences with possessives (Ensuciaron su coche) despite their identical transla-
tions: the first construes the situation with respect to *‘affectedness” or “interest,” the second with
respect to possession. Tuggy argues strongly for an imagic (as opposed to truth-value) conception
of linguistic semantics.
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(14)(a) The shortstop threw a ball to the fence.
(b) *The shortstop threw the fence a ball.

(15)(a) ?Your cousin gave a new coat of paint to the fence.
(b) Your cousin gave the fence a new coat of paint.

The judgments are reversed in (15), for though there is a sense in which a
fence possesses a coat of paint (this is akin to a part/whole relation), the no-
tion of a path is inherently far less salient in paint than in throw. In an analysis
based on relative salience, and on the felicity of construing a situation in terms
of a particular image, graded judgments such as these are to be expected.

This discussion is only intended to show that cognitive grammar and theo-
ries of autonomous syntax have very different qualitative conceptions of the
data to be accounted for. To that extent, they are incommensurable. An autono-
mous syntactician judges (13)(a)—(b) to have the same meaning and thinks
nothing of deriving them from the same source. A cognitive grammarian sees
the same two sentences as contrasting semantically because of the symbolic
import of their grammatical structures; to ignore this imagery (and treat the
sentences as simple grammatical variants) would be to overlook an essential
aspect of the data.

Theories of autonomous syntax have a natural affinity for truth-value se-
mantics. A truth-value account of meaning and semantic equivalence makes it
plausible to derive sentence pairs like (13)(a)—(b) from the same source, ig-
noring the semantic contribution of grammatical morphemes and syntactic
constructions. But for cognitive grammar, meaning resides in hierarchies of
conventional imagery. The semantic contribution of a grammatical morpheme
like to therefore cannot be ignored, even if it represents a figurative extension
of the spatial fo into more abstract domains. A grammatical construction im-
poses and symbolizes a particular structuring of conceptual content, and in
this perspective it makes no sense to speak of autonomous syntax. Conse-
quently it would be a mistake to regard the two approaches as alternate ac-
counts of the same data: they embody substantially different conceptions of
what those data are and what has to be said about them.

1.2.3. Economy

Let us take as an established methodological principle that economy is to be
sought in linguistic description as in any scientific enterprise. Simplicity of
description has been an overriding concern of generative theory, and its im-
portance can be acknowledged for cognitive grammar as well. The two frame-
works differ substantially, however, in their interpretations of how the prin-
ciple of economy should be applied in linguistic practice. As illustration,
consider two matters touched on previously: conventional expressions and the
rule/list fallacy.
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Inasmuch as it characterizes a speaker’s knowledge of linguistic conven-
tion, the grammar of a language is responsible for listing its full set of conven-
tional expressions (such as go for a walk, absolutely incredible, have a good
time, corporate greed, keep an eye out for, mind your own business, rise and
shine, cheap imitation, the seconds are ticking away, and so on, and so on).
To furnish such a list would obviously be a vast undertaking, for there are
many thousands of such expressions, and new ones are always forming; the
question might therefore be raised whether it is actually necessary or desirable
to do so.” A grammar listing all conventional expressions would be massively
complex, and it might be objected that such a list would contribute nothing in
the way of insight or general principles.

The reluctance of generative grammarians to concern themselves seriously
with conventional expressions is largely inspired by their abhorrence of lists.
Obviously their talents are better devoted to the pursuit of general rules and
principles, which have broader import than the statement of idiosyncrasies. It
would be fallacious, however, to invoke the principle of economy to argue that
conventional expressions should not be listed in a grammar—one could just
as well argue that phonology should be excluded from a linguistic description
because a gi‘ammar containing a phonological component is more complex
than a grammar without one. The principle of economy must be interpreted in
relation to other considerations, in particular the requirement of factuality:
true simplicity is not achieved just by omitting relevant facts. Questions of
economy are meaningfully raised only with reference to a particular body of
data.

The issue of whether conventional expressions should be included in a
grammar is factual rather than methodological in a framework taking seri-
ously the goal of psychological reality in linguistic description. If a speaker
does in fact learn a large set of conventional expressions as fixed units, it is
incumbent on the grammar of a language to represent this fact by providing an
inventory of these expressions. The simplest description that accurately ac-
commodates all the data must by definition include such a list.”

In generative grammar the goal of economy has often been equated with the
goal of capturing significant linguistic generalizations (hence the early em-
phasis on abbreviatory notational devices and the “evaluation metric”). By
capturing such generalizations, particular statements can be eliminated from
the grammar in favor of a far smaller number of general statements, i.e. lists

22 This issue is addressed on the theoretical level, not in terms of what a linguist will actually
be expected to do when he gets up tomorrow. No one is presently capable of writing the cognitive
grammar of a language, just as no one is about to write a full generative grammar. It is important,
however, to reach some understanding of what a grammar would consist of were we really able to
write one.

ZWith apologies to Sapir, we can say that not only do all grammars leak, they also list
(massively).
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can be replaced by rules. To return to a previous example (1.1.6), specific
forms like beads, shoes, toes, and walls can be omitted from the grammar of
English if one provides a general rule of plural formation that accounts for
them. Listing regular forms thus implies lost generalizations and failure to
achieve an optimal analysis.

This line of thought illustrates the rule/list fallacy. It is fallacious because it
assumes that one is forced to choose between rules and lists: the options are
posed as rules alone vs. lists alone. If these are the only two options, it can
be argued that the rules must be chosen, for lists by themselves do not express
generalizations. There is in reality a third choice, however, namely both rules
and lists. It is plausible to suppose that speakers of English master many
regular plural forms as fixed units in addition to learning the general rule of
plural formation. Similarly, it is clear that speakers learn as fixed units a large
number of conventional expressions that are nevertheless fully analyzable and
regular in formation (absolutely incredible, cheap imitation, great idea, turn
the page, let the cat out, and so forth). General statements and particular .
statements can perfectly well coexist in the cognitive representation of lin-
guistic phenomena, just as we learn certain products by rote in addition to
mastering general procedures for multiplication.* To the extent that this is so,
an accurate linguistic description claiming psychological reality must contain
both rules expressing generalizations and specific forms learned as fixed
units, even if the specific forms accord fully with the rules. When the prin-
ciple of economy is appropriately applied to linguistics, simplicity cannot be
sought at the expense of factuality, nor can brevity be equated with the captur-
ing of significant generalizations.

1.2.4. Explicitness

We can agree that a linguist should make his description as precise and ex-
plicit as possible at every stage of analysis. We can further agree that at some
point in its evolution a linguistic theory must receive appropriate mathe-
matical expression. Recent linguistic history has shown, however, that con-
sensus on these basic methodological principles does not readily translate into
agreement on the proper role of formalization in linguistic practice, nor on the
nature of an optimal formalism. Let me outline my position on a few of the
issues that arise.

Certain truths about formalization are self-evident. The first is that there is
no necessary correlation between insight and empirical adequacy on the one
hand, and degree of formalization on the other. Ideas concerning the structure
of language that are expressed in preliminary, informal terms may neverthe-

1 have learned that 12 X 12 = 144, but I can also use the principles of multiplication to com-
pute this product. Conversely, my ability to compute the product is consistent with my having
mastered it as a fixed unit.
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less be valuable and essentially correct. Conversely, it is possible to construct
a totally rigorous formal system that makes blatantly false claims about lan-
guage, or that bears no nontrivial relation whatever to linguistic organization.
A linguist can never legitimately proclaim the worthiness or superiority of a
theory on grounds of mathematical rigor alone. Formalization is not per se a
virtue, nor the lack of it a mortal sin.*

A second self-evident truth is that formalization is not an end in itself, but
rather a means to understanding. From the standpoint of linguistic investiga-
tion, a formal systermn holds no intrinsic interest unless we have reason to be-
lieve that it correctly models certain aspects of language. Some would argue
that we achieve full and definitive understanding of a linguistic phenomenon
only when we represent it explicitly and precisely in the context of a rigorous
mathematical system. We will accept this contention for sake of discussion
(though it is not beyond dispute), but our acceptance leaves more specific
methodological issues unresolved. The question still remains of what consti-
tutes the optimal path towards this goal of complete understanding and formal
expression.

One school of thought holds that attempts at formalization are never pre-
mature (Dougherty 1973), and emphasizes their heuristic value. Chomsky
(1957, p. 5) puts it quite eloquently: “Precisely constructed models for lin-
guistic structure can play an important role, both negative and positive, in the
process of discovery itself. By pushing a precise but inadequate formulation
to an unacceptable conclusion, we can often expose the exact source of this
inadequacy and, consequently, gain a deeper understanding of the linguistic
data. More positively, a formalized theory may automatically provide solu-
tions for many problems other than those for which it was explicitly de-
signed.” Stated abstractly, this position is unimpeachable. One can, however,
question how cffective the strategy has actually been in advancing our under-
standing of language. One might argue, for example, that the basic formalisms
of generative linguistics so drastically misrepresent the actual structure of lan-
guage that the observed shortcomings fail to be truly revelatory; arriving at an
adequate theory may not be possible through successive modifications that
leave its basic orientation and premises untouched, but only by starting anew
from a totally different perspective. Or one might contend that substantial
progress in linguistics generally comes about by conceptual breakthroughs
that are widely recognized as such irrespective of how precisely they are

3 An analogous point holds for the current emphasis on linguistic argumentation (e.g. Soames
and Perlmutter 1979). First it must be realized that argumentation is only a single mode of dis-
course; it is not the optimal mode for every phase in the evolution of a scientific discipline. Be-
yond this, it must be admitted that an argument is no stronger than its weakest premise. Contem-
porary linguistic discourse is permeated by a host of implicit assumptions that fare rather poorly
once they are recognized and subjected to critical scrutiny.
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stated or how they relate to previous formalisms. I think a case can be made
for both these responses, but their validity is a matter of judgment that need
not detain us here. The potential heuristic value of formalism can hardly be
questioned, and we should exploit it to whatever extent proves feasible.

Our actual concern is with a somewhat stronger position, namely the view
that rigorous formalization is prerequisite to any substantial achievement in
linguistics. On this view, concepts, analyses, hypotheses, preliminary models,
and programmatic suggestions count for nothing and fail to advance our
knowledge and understanding until they are formulated with great precision in
the context of a well-articulated mathematical system. Only by constructing
successive generations of formal models can we ever hope to approximate our
ultimate goal: a fully adequate, completely formalized grammar. I do not
know if any linguist would subscribe to so rigid a position—perhaps we
should regard it as a straw man. It will nevertheless serve as a convenient ref-
erence point for some brief observations.

Taken to its logical conclusion, this position is obviously extreme and un-
workable. Strictly enforced, it would wipe out virtually all of linguistics (and
not a few other disciplines). Even the most meticulous linguistic expositions
fall short of complete formalization in the strictest mathematical sense, in-
cluding those that bristle with imposing symbols and complicated formulas.
Linguists normally express themselves in a natural rather than mathematical
language, and the notations they employ are at most semiformal. Formaliza-
tion in linguistics is thus not an absolute but a matter of degree. Then how
formal is formal enough?

Common sense tells us that there is no fixed answer to this question. All we
can reasonably demand is that a linguist be as clear and precise as possible
consistent with his objectives and his present understanding of the subject
matter. During preliminary phases of investigation, when general organizing
principles and optimal ways of conceptualizing central phenomena are not yet
apparent, there is virtue in avoiding arbitrary formalizations that tend to limit
one’s perspectives and freeze one’s mode of thought. It may prove helpful at
later stages to pursue the course Chomsky suggests, pushing a formal model
as far as it will go to see where it leads and where it breaks down. Science
comprises many distinct, complementary kinds of activity, and linguists work
on different levels with a variety of techniques and approaches; it would be
misguided to insist on a single modus operandi or a specific degree of formal
precision for all types and phases of investigation. All linguistic constructs
evolve from initially vague proposals or sketchily defined concepts that are
gradually refined and rendered more precise. Only at the endpoint of the pro-
cess can they be given revealing, nonarbitrary formal expression.

That brings us to the third and final self-evident truth: it is not impossible
for a formal description to be counterproductive by giving a false or dras-
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tically distorted account of its subject matter. The demands of formalization
tend to impose on the analyst their own constraints and expectations about the
nature of the material being described. A particular mathematical device (e.g.
truth-value semantics based on formal logic) may be used simply because it is
available, not because the facts of language cry out for this approach as op-
posed to others. Moreover, properties may be falsely ascribed to language just
because they facilitate formal description. The analytical convenience of as-
suming that everything in language is discrete encourages linguists to develop
discrete formalizations, resulting in general neglect for the many aspects of
linguistic structure not amenable to such treatment. Convenience for the ana-
lyst is not a valid criterion in determining whether language manifests certain
properties, and we should be aware of the subtle pressures it exerts.?

The reader would be mistaken to read into these remarks any antipathy to
formalization on my part, or to conclude that the concepts of cognitive gram-
mar are hopelessly vague and incapable of precise formulation; in fact I would
argue that quite the opposite is true. I do however believe that the practical
virtues of formalization have commonly been overstated and its potential pit-
falls overlooked. I further believe it misguided, and wholly gratuitous at our
present level of understanding, to use a ‘“more formal than thou” attitude to
bludgeon one’s opponents into submission. If it is not to be counterproductive,
the ‘application of formal methods to linguistic analysis must be thoughtful,
Judicious, and appropriate.

1.2.5. Generality

Generality is a virtue. Linguists properly seek general rules and universal
principles. They merit our plaudits in stating obvious regularities, and our en-
couragement in finding others that are less readily apparent. And counting
heavily in favor of a theory or description is its ability to capture nonobvious
generalizations or to unify seemingly diverse phenomena.

It must nevertheless be admitted that linguistics is an empirical discipline.
We must recognize that language is a mixture of regularity and irregularity,
and deal with this fact in a natural, appropriate way. Linguistic practice has
sometimes been questionable in this regard. For instance, I find it arbitrary
and unrealistic to posit a fundamental distinction between fully general rules
on the one hand and statements involving some measure of idiosyncrasy on
the other, and to isolate the former in a separate component of the grammar
(syntax). Linguists have occasionally invoked suspicious devices to make
things appear more regular than they really are. One example is the invention

26The notion that language constitutes an autonomous formal system is another instance of
analytical convenience leading to a priori claims. 1 will argue that a generative grammar is not a
realistic goal, if by this one means a self-contained formal description that enumerates all and
only the well-formed sentences of a language (including a full account of their meaning).
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of rule features (Lakoff 1970), which preserved the apparent generality of
syntactic rules by concealing in the lexicon the actual limitations on their
applicability.”

Generative grammarians have always operated with an archetypal concep-
tion of language as a system of general rules, and have therefore not accom-
modated irregular and idiosyncratic phenomena in a natural or convincing
manner; there has been a tendency to ignore these phenomena in the quest for
generalizations. Cognitive grammar, by contrast, is a usage-based theory.
The grammar lists the full set of particular statements representing a speaker’s
grasp of linguistic convention, including those subsumed by general state-
ments. Rather than thinking them an embarrassment, cognitive grammarians
regard particular statements as the matrix from which general statements
(rules) are extracted. For example, the N + -s rule of English plural formation
is extracted by speakers from an array of specific plural forms (roes, beads,
walls, etc.), including some learned previously as fixed units; in fact the rule
is viewed simply as a schematic characterization of such units. Speakers do
not necessarily forget the forms they already know once the rule is extracted,
nor does the rule preclude their learning additional forms as established units.
Consequently, particular statements (specific forms) coexist with general
statements (rules accounting for those forms) in a speaker’s representation of
linguistic convention, which incorporates a huge inventory of specific forms
learned as units (conventional expressions). Out of this sea of particularity
speakers extract whatever generalizations they can. Most of these are of lim-
ited scope, and some forms cannot be assimilated to any general patterns at
all. Fully general rules are not the expected case in this perspective, but rather
a special, limiting case along a continuum that also embraces totally idio-
syncratic forms and patterns of all intermediate degrees of generality. The ar-
chetypal conception is thus seen as a matter of false expectations.

Linguists have also been known to harbor false expectations at a higher
level of generality—that of language universals. An example from an earlier
phase of generative theory is the notion that the apparent grammatical diver-
sity of languages is largely superficial: that as we penetrate beneath the sur-
face to more abstract levels of representation, languages begin to appear much
more similar, perhaps even identical. According to this view, the underlying
syntactic uniformity of languages is obscured at the surface level by the opera-
tion of grammatical rules, so it is at the level of underlying structures that we
find the most extensive grammatical universals. In contrast, cognitive gram-
mar claims that grammatical structure is almost entirely overt. Surface gram-

%7 Another example is the analysis of impersonal sentences presented in Perlmutter (1978); the
ostensibly universal passive rule wherein a direct object becomes a subject (i.e. 2 advances to 1} is
generalized to impersonals, so that a “dummy” 2 is introduced and advances to 1 even when the
verb is intransitive.
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matical form does not conceal a “truer,” deeper level of grammatical organi-
zation; rather, it itself embodies the conventional means a language employs
for the structuring and symbolization of semantic content. Grammatical di-
versity is real instead of only apparent, and although grammatical universals
can still be sought and formulated, they must be limited and flexible enough
to accommodate the variability actually encountered.

A closely related issue is whether semantic structure is universal. I admit to
assuming so in the distant past, but I had not yet taken into account the per-
vasive importance of imagery, i.e. our ability to construe a conceived situa-
tion in many different ways (seeing it from different perspectives, emphasiz-
ing certain facets over others, approaching it at different levels of abstraction,
and so on). Lexicon and grammar are storechouses of conventional imagery,
which differs substantially from language to language. If one language says
I am cold, a second I have cold, and a third It is cold to me, these expressions
differ semantically even though they refer to the same experience, for they
employ different images to structure the same basic conceptual content. It is
therefore a central claim of cognitive grammar that meaning is language-
specific to a considerable extent. Full universality of semantic structure can-
not be presumed even on the assumption that human cogmtmvc ability and ex-
perience are quite comparable across cultures.>

These remarks do not imply a lack of concern for language universals or the

“inability of cognitive grammar to reveal universal facets of linguistic organiza-
tion. To the contrary, certain properties of the model (e.g. the notions of sche-
maticity and prototypes) especially suit it to the statement of both absolute
universals and universal tendencies, and I would argue that it clarifies the na-
ture and status of universal constructs. Because it rests on different conceptual
foundations, however, cognitive grammar differs from other frameworks in
where it looks for universals, how it expresses them, and how extensive they
are judged to be.

1.2.6. Predictiveness

Linguistic theorists place much emphasis on the importance of making
strong empirical claims. Several related factors determine whether a theory or

281t is thus fallacious to assume that a phenomenon is purely “syntactic™ just because it is
nonuniversal. For instance, it is a matter of convention (not cognitive necessity) that scissors,
pants, glasses, binoculars, etc. are plural in form (and largely in behavior), but contra Hudson
{1976, p. 6), this does not imply that “*syntactic number” is distinct from semantic number or that
syntax constitutes an autonomous component of grammar. The plurality of these expressions re-
flects conventional imagery: they highlight the bipartite character of the objects named, so the
assumption that they are semantically singular is incorrect. Contrasting forms like nostrils vs.
nose, buns/butiocks vs. ass/bottom, stars vs. constellation, etc. similarly construe the conceived
entity by emphasizing either internal multiplicity or overall unity. The existence of an autono-
mous syntactic component hardly follows from the conventionality of such images.
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description satisfies this requirement. For one thing, it should make clear pre-
dictions: the nature of supporting or disconfirming evidence should be readily
apparent. A theory must also be restrictive, by limiting descriptive options to
a narrowly specified range that rules out many conceivable alternatives. It
should further provide a principled means of choosing among competing
analyses.

It is once again possible to accept these abstract methodological principles
while disagreeing about their proper interpretation and application in lin-
guistic practice. The discussion that follows is organized in two parts: we will
first consider the level of predictability that can reasonably be expected in lin-
guistic analysis; and then consider the optimal means for achieving restric-
tiveness in a linguistic theory.

1.2.6.1. Level of Predictability. It is common for linguists to demand of a
rule, principle, or definition what might be called absolute predictability.
What this means, roughly, is that a statement pertaining to a certain class must
be valid for all and only the members of that class if it is to be accepted as
having any predictive value at all. Statements that achieve this level of predict-
ability are obviously desirable, for they make the strongest and most precise
empirical claims. Yet it cannot simply be assumed that language invariably or
even typically lends itself to statements of this kind. In fact it does not. Expec-
tations of absolute predictability are sometimes unreasonable for natural
language and commonly lead to erroneous conclusions, dubious claims, or
conceptual confusion. We must scale our expectations down to a level of pre-
dictability that is appropriate and realistic for the subject matter.

The expectation of absolute predictability has been prominent in diachronic
and typological studies, and has not fared well. The most famous example is
the neogrammarian doctrine that valid sound laws have no “‘true” exceptions:
apparent exceptions can always be explained by analogy or by the operation
of another sound law yet to be discovered, or in some other manner. Today it is
generally agreed that this doctrine is wrong, whatever its heuristic merits; cer-
tain types of changes spread by lexical diffusion, typically leaving residues, so
at no stage does a sound law necessarily hold true for all eligible forms (see
Labov 1981 for a general review). In rather more oblique fashion, language
typologists manifest an expectation of absolute predictability when they dis-
tinguish between a stable, typologically consistent language and a language
that is changing from one consistent type to another.” The properties defining
a typological class are thus expected to correlate fully, with qualifications

* “Just as we have determined the typological consistency of a given language from the degree
to which it observes the ideal patterns in the proposition, we may begin to do so for the qualifier
component of the sentence. When languages show patterns other than those expected, we may
assume that they are undergoing change” (Lehmann 1973, p. 55).
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made only for languages supposedly caught in transition. Smith (1981) does a
good job of exposing the inadequacies of this outlook. Few if any languages
can be considered fully consistent, to the extent that we understand what full
consistency actually is. Although certain clusters of properties show some
tendency to correlate diachronically and cross-linguistically, straightforward
interpretation of the empirical evidence runs directly counter to any claim that
these correlations are absolute.

The standard criterial-attribute model of categorization also exemplifies an
expectation of absolute predictability. If the model is interpreted strictly, all
and only the members of a class or category will possess the entire list of
criterial properties, which thereby achieves absolute predictability with re-
spect to class membership. We have already questioned the appropriateness of
this model for linguistic categorization (1.1.4.2). The prototype model offers
a more realistic account in many instances, but adopting it implies that class
membership is not predictable in absolute terms: it is a matter of degree, de-
creasing as an entity deviates from the prototype, with no specific cutoff point
beyond which speakers abruptly become incapable of perceiving a similarity
and thus assimilating an entity to the category. One would be wrong to claim
that the prototype model is nonpredictive—it is founded on the prediction that
entities are more readily accepted as members of a category the more closely
they approximate the prototype—but its predictions are statistical rather than
absolute.

An expectation of absolute predictability is also apparent in the requirement
that certain rules (syntactic rules in particular) be fully productive. The valid-
ity of a grammatical generalization is often denied unless one can predict ex-
actly which forms it does and does not apply to. For example, Fraser (1976) is
amenable to deriving at least some verb-particle combinations by transforma-
tion from a more elaborate underlying structure, but he rejects this type of
analysis for any set of forms for which the required rule is less than fully pro-
ductive. Thus the pattern exemplified by give out, hand out, lend out, pass
out, pay out, rent out, and so on cannot be derived by syntactic rule because
not all combinations predicted by such a rule actually occur (grant out, offer
out, show out, and proffer out are ostensibly nonoccurrent and unaccept-
able); consequently Fraser simply lists them in the lexicon as semantically un-
analyzable expressions.™ Oehrle (1977) makes a similar assumption in his re-
view of Green (1974). Concerned with predicting on semantic grounds the
possible occurrence of Dative Shift, Green posits a number of semantically
based verb classes that supposedly govern the operation. Among Oehrle’s
criticisms is the fact that not all verbs meeting her semantic criteria actually
undergo the rule: “A significant number of verbs fall into one (or more) of G’s

3 Gee Lindner (1981) for a penetrating critique of Fraser’s analysis and theoretical assump-
tions, as well as for her own highly revealing analysis of verb-particle constructions.
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classes, yet do not manifest the syntactic properties which she would require
of them. . . . Thus they are all counterexamples . . . to her analysis of the
dative alternation” (Oehrle 1977, p. 207). Oehrle suggests that any semantic
regularities that might be found can be handled in the lexicon by redundancy
rules.

It should be apparent by now that cognitive grammar is at odds with certain
assumptions implicit in such arguments. For one thing, it rejects the supposi-
tion that full generality is criterial for syntax or that it isolates a natural, co-
herently describable body of phenomena. Because it rejects the rule/list fal-
lacy, moreover, the ability to predict exactly which forms a rule applies to is
not seen as an overriding concern; the grammar specifies a rule’s range of ap-
plicability directly and explicitly, by listing established expressions (even if
regular) together with whatever generalizations they support (i.e. patterns and
subpatterns described at different levels of abstraction—cf. Ch. 11). Beyond
this, cognitive grammar emphasizes the importance of factors that make it
unreasonable to expect rule applicability to be predictable in absolute terms.

One such factor is the relevance of prototypes in determining the conven-
tional range of a construction. I have already noted that the English passive
construction, though quite general, is organized around the core of proto-
typical action verbs. We therefore predict the relative infelicity of passives at
the fringes of the conventionally permitted range. A nonaction verb like want,
for instance, is marginal in the passive, so its acceptability hinges on such
matters as the nature of the accompanying nominals: '

(16)(a) 7*A bicycle is wanted by me.
(b) ??That bicycle is wanted by my brother.
(¢) 7?That bicycle is wanted by every kid on the block.
(d) That bicycle must be wanted by somebody.

We further predict that verbs not passivizing at all should cluster at the op-
posite extreme from the prototype on the activity scale, as they in fact do.*
There is, however, no claim to the effect that distance from the prototype
allows us to predict exactly which forms will and will not passivize—quite
the contrary. To the extent that language employs prototypes rather than crite-
rial attributes for purposes of categorization, such absolute predictability con-
stitutes an unreasonable expectation.

A second factor militating against absolute predictability in rule application

3 Have, resemble, suit, cost, etc., are quite far from the prototype of overt physical actions
showing a clear agent/patient asymmetry between subject and object. Consider also the non-
passivizability of a sentence like Tuesday saw the arrival of a new ser of challenges. One ap-
proach claims that the passive is ungrammatical because Tuesday is not the true (underlying) sub-
ject of see. I would say instead that see is used here in an extended sense (something akin to ‘be
the setting for'), which is much further from the action-verb prototype than its basic sense.
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is the importance of conventional imagery, which is inherently variable and
nonpredictable. Speakers have the conceptual freedom to construe a given sit-
uation in many different ways, and we cannot predict in absolute terms which
particular images might be chosen and conventionalized. I suggested previ-
ously that the constructions in (17) embody different images: expressions of

~ the form X VERB Y 1o Z highlight the path (with Z as goal) that Y traverses,

whereas those of the form X VERB Z Y highlight instead the resulting state
where Z possesses Y.

(17)(a) [ sent a book to the library.
(b) [ sent the library a book.

Although (17)(a) 1s well formed, the status of (17)(b) depends on how one
interprets the term library. If the speaker construes a library as merely a
building or location, (a) is felicitous (for a building or location readily serves
as the goal of a path), but (b) is questionable, for it is difficult to conceptualize
a location as the possessor of an object. There is no such difficulty if the
speaker—emphasizing other facets of this complex notion—construes the
library as an institution, since English incorporates the conventional meta-
phor that institutions are peoplelike and hence conceivable possessors. The
existence of this conventional metaphor thus determines the possible well-
formedness of (b), and how a speaker views things determines its well-
formedness on a given occasion. But nothing dictates in absolute terms either
the conventionality of the metaphor or a speaker’s momentary intention.

As a third and final factor, we must recognize the role of conventionality
per se, reflecting the vicissitudes of language use and change. For instance, if
it is accepted that the passive construction extends outwards from prototypical
action verbs as its distributional core, precisely how far and in what directions
it extends from this core depend on a variety of unpredictable matters: ana-
logical pressures, the existence of competing constructions with comparable
function, the exploitation and conventionalization of alternative images, the
day-to-day exigencies of language use, and so on. The precise extension of the
passive construction can thus be expected to change through time for a given
language and to differ from one language to another. English, in extending the
construction to the vast majority of transitive verbs, approaches one extreme;
in other languages we can expect to find comparable constructions that
are considerably more limited in distribution, even restricted to the proto-
typical core.

Any kind of diachronic perspective should cast severe doubt on expecta-
tions of absolute predictability in linguistic structure. It is a matter of general
agreement that the path of language change cannot be predicted in absolute
terms; at best we can cite general tendencies and common types of innova-
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tion. Since a language at any historical stage is the cumulative result of in-
numerable specific changes, themselves not subject to absolute predictability,
it would be strange indeed if such predictability were characteristic of the syn-
chronic system.

1.2.6.2. Restrictiveness. Absolute predictability is also relevant to the for-
mulation of a restrictive linguistic theory, i.e. one that specifies universal
properties of language as well as its range of possible variation, In discussions
of restrictiveness the criterial-attribute model is generally assumed; the class
of possible languages is thought to be describable by fully predictive state-
ments, which may be positive (“every language has property X’), negative
(“‘no language has property X'’), or implicational (“‘every language with prop-
erty X also has property Y””). Checking a putative linguistic system against
this list of statements yields a definitive decision about whether it is a possible
natural language. A clear yes/no verdict can always be arrived at.

The appropriateness of this scheme cannot be granted a priori. Central con-
cepts of cognitive grammar suggest an alternative, where linguistic theory
consists in the substantive characterization of prototypical structures, graded
with respect to their degree of prototypicality and cognitive entrenchment;
higher degrees of prototypicality and entrenchment translate into greater like-
lihood that a structure will be implemented among the conventions defining a
given language. This conception gives rise to expectations that differ from
those suggested by the scheme based on criterial attributes. For one thing, we
are led to anticipate not only absolute universals, i.e. properties characteris-
tic of every human language without exception, but also universal tendencies
of varying strength, which are reflected in the cross-linguistic frequency of
properties. Secondly, no abrupt transition is expected between what is pos-
sible linguistically and what is impossible. The farther something deviates
from the prototypical, deeply ingrained structures specified in linguistic the-
ory, the less chance it has of being adopted as part of any particular language;
but we cannot necessarily assume any specific cutoff point prior to which a
structure is nonproblematic and beyond which it is totally impossible. Finally,
absolute predictability may in general be unattainable. For many structural
properties, we can only hope to estimate the relative probability of finding
them in an arbitrarily chosen language, and should not expect to be able to
predict their presence or absence in absolute terms.

Restrictiveness in linguistic theory is commonly thought to demand a bat-
tery of explicit prohibitions: for example, that no language can have more
than four contrastive nasal consonants; that OVS is never permitted as a basic
word order; or that no syntactic rule, in any language, can involve structures X
and Y where X is external, and Y internal, to a tensed sentence (cf. Chomsky
1973). Although valid generalizations along these lines are worth noting, the
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necessity and ultimate legitimacy of fully predictive negative statements is
open to question. In the first place, even a very large number of prohibitions
would probably not completely delimit the range of linguistic potentiality, and
they would certainly not offer a positive characterization of language struc-
ture. (Recall the old joke about how to sculpt an elephant: get a huge block of
marble; then take your hammer and chisel and knock off everything that
doesn’t look like an elephant.) Moreover, language has proved itself generally
reluctant to adhere to the strictures linguists would impose on it. Not untypical
is Pullum’s recent experience in having to revoke a previous claim that OVS is
impossible as a basic word order (Derbyshire and Pullum 19871).

Stating these restrictions in absolute terms also forces arbitrary limits in
what should be matters of degree. If languages can have four contrastive nasal
consonants, might there not be a few that have five? (There apparently are
some in Australia.) And if five is possible, is it really out of the question that
some language might develop six, or even seven? Rather than specify a rigid
upper bound, it would seem more reasonable for linguistic theory to identify
two-nasal- and possibly three-nasal-consonant systems as prototypical and to
rank particular nasal-segment types by prototypicality, reflecting their differ-
ential expectation of being found in a given language. A truly impossible lin-
guistic system (e.g. one with two dozen simple nasal consonants in its pho-
nemic inventory) should not be precluded by any specific statement to that
effect in linguistic theory, but rather by the extremity of its deviation (includ-
ing, in this example, its use of many highly marked—i.e. nonprototypical—
nasal segments) from anything directly sanctioned.?

A substantive characterization of prototypical linguistic structures can
therefore in principle be highly restrictive, even without explicit negative
statements or the presumption of absolute predictability. A substantive theory
of this kind would be easily falsifiable. The widespread occurrence of struc-
tures extremely distant from the supposed prototype would constitute evi-
dence against it, as would a totally random cross-linguistic distribution of lin-
guistic traits, or any distribution where structures predicted to be marginal
predominate over those nearer the prototype.

Beyond this, cognitive grammar is so defined that it completely rules out
arbitrary formal devices. More specifically, I adopt the content requirement:
the only structures permitted in the grammar of a language (or among the sub-
stantive specifications of universal grammar) are (1) phonological, semantic,
or symbolic structures that actually occur in linguistic expressions; (2) sche-

32Morreall (1979) exemplifies this type of approach, arguing convincingly against the genera-
tive semantic claim that certain kinds of words are universally impossible because they require
prelexical syntactic rules that violate general constraints. Morreall establishes that such words
can indeed occur and are unusual only because they stand for concepts that would be useful only
under very special circumstances: “There are improbable words, some more improbable than
others; but there are no impossible words™ (1979, p. 727).
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mas for such structures; and (3) categorizing relationships involving the ele-
ments in (1) and (2). Hence no descriptive constructs are permitted that lack
both phonological and semantic content. Furthermore, overt structures cannot
be derived from hypothetical “underlying™ structures having a substantially
different character. Although the full import of this restriction may not be im-
mediately apparent, I believe it inherently places far more stringent limita-
tions on the descriptive options available to the analyst than are found in any
established theory. -

It is commonly asserted that a unified account of the various facets of lin-
guistic structure is inconsistent with the overriding goal of restrictiveness, at-
tainable only by dividing language structure into numerous separate compo-
nents, each characterized individually and specified in exceedingly narrow
terms (cf. Chomsky 1972). I believe that precisely the opposite is true. For
one thing, positing a continuum—e.g. the continuum of symbolic structures
uniting lexicon, morphology, and syntax—does not prevent the recognition of
qualitative distinctions between different regions of it (though it does discour-
age simplistic claims couched in terms of absolute predictability). But more
significantly, characterizing one ‘““‘component” in essential isolation as an au-
tonomous entity frees it from restrictions inherently imposed by other aspects
of linguistic structure in the context of an integrated account. Theories of au-
tonomous syntax, for instance, allow the disregard of all semantic constraints
in syntactic analysis: syntactic constructs can be invented with no thought for
their possible semantic content or implications, and syntactic structures can
be related (e.g. by transformational derivation from a common deep struc-
ture) despite appreciable differences in meaning; no matter what the analyst
does in the syntax, special rules of semantic interpretation can always be in-
voked to patch things up.® Theories that fragment linguistic structure into nu-
merous self-contained components give the investigator enormous freedom to
disguise the arbitrariness or shortcomings of an analysis by assigning respon-
sibility for the problems that arise to some other, as yet ill-defined, compo-
nent, or to the special provisions that must be made for the articulation of the
components with one another. Thus it is hard to take seriously any claims of
restrictiveness for such theories, at least as they presently stand.

Finally, we can ask whether the type of linguistic theory I have outlined
(admittedly in sketchy terms) can furnish a principled means of choosing
among competing analyses. I must first deny the assumption that a single
analysis is necessarily valid to the exclusion of all others (this assumption is
one manifestation of the exclusionary fallacy). Consider the examples in (18).

*The content requirement rules out many such shenanigans. A cognitive grammar analysis
must show how the meaning of an expression results from integrating the semantic values of its
overt lexical and grammatical morphemes, each being attributed a meaning that can either be
observed in other uses or considered a natural extension from such a meaning.
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Analyzing the out in (a) as pertaining to the removal of wrinkles from the
fabric, parallel to its interpretation in (b), is not considered incompatible with
the claim that it also expresses the lengthening of the fabric, as in (c), and
possibly even the motion of the girl’s hand away from her body, on the model
of (d).

(18)(a) The girl smoothed out the fabric.
(b) The detergent got out all the spots.
(c) We stretched out the carpet.
(d) [ reached out my hand.

Each interpretation represents an established pattern of English grammar, and
there is no evident reason for contending that one necessarily holds sway to
the total exclusion of the others (cf. Lindner 1981).

Nevertheless, the possibility of multiple analyses does not require that all
conceivable analyses be seriously entertained. Suppose we can achieve a
substantive linguistic theory, i.e. one that enumerates prototypical linguistic
structures with indications of their degree of prototypicality and entrench-
ment. Because it constitutes a statement of natural linguistic tendencies, a the-
ory of this sort will serve without additional apparatus to indicate the relative
likelihood with which speakers will adopt different analyses of a given phe-
nomenon. The general principle is straightforward: unless there is evidence to
the contrary, the preferred analysis is that which minimizes the deviation from
these natural tendencies. For instance, one substantive universal specified in
linguistic theory is the tendency for a consonant to assimilate to an adjacent
vowel, and as a special case of this, the tendency for [n] to palatalize before
[i], vielding [fi]. Because [n] is probably the most prototypical of the nasal
consonants, the obvious analysis for a language showing this alternation be-
tween [n] and [f] is to treat {n] as the basic allophone (or category prototype)
and [fi] as a contextually determined variant. The alternative of making []
the basic allophone runs afoul of natural tendencies with respect to both cate-
gory prototype and assimilatory behavior.



CHAPTER 2

- Fundamental Concepts

How 1S LANGUAGE ORGANIZED? What are the objectives of linguistic de-
scription? These are the focal concerns of the present chapter, which begins
by discussing the nature of a grammar. It is claimed in particular that a gram-
mar is nongenerative, and that a rigid distinction between linguistic and non-
linguistic elements is arbitrary. A central notion of cognitive grammar, namely
the idea that grammatical structure is inherently symbolic, is subsequently ex-
plicated. Examined in conclusion are componentiality and correspondence,
two basic and pervasive phenomena.

2.1. The Nature of a Grammar

Cognitive grammar takes seriously the goal of psychological reality in lin-
guistic description. The word “goal” must be emphasized. It is not suggested
that a strong claim of psychological reality can be made for any particular
linguistic analysis as currently constituted. The description of a language is
nevertheless a substantive hypothesis about its actual cognitive representa-
tion, and linguistic investigation is an empirical enterprise, its claims to be
tested against the facts of cognitive structure. OQur present inability to observe
these facts directly does not render them forever inaccessible in principle.

The grammar of a language is a comprehensive description of its struc-
ture. There are two broad classes of grammars. The first comprises grammars
that are actually written. Subject as they are to the limitations of their authors
(including mortality and the lack of omniscience), the grammars in this cate-
gory are inexplicit in various ways and necessarily selective in coverage, de-
spite their great practical utility. The second class consists of the grammars
envisaged by linguistic theorists. These are exhaustive in coverage, fully ex-
plicit, and psychologically accurate. In light of their many virtues, it is unfor-
tunate that no such grammars exist. Still, it is useful for theoretical purposes
to consider what a grammar of this sort would look like were it possible to
formulate one, and in this spirit I speak of the cognitive grammar of a lan-

56
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guage. The unfeasibility of actually writing such a grammar is not a cause for
despair, nor is this shortcoming unique to the present framework.

The psychological representation of a linguistic system is also referred to
by linguists as the grammar of a language. The present model identifies this
“internal” grammar as its object of description, conceiving it dynamically, as
a constantly evolving set of cognitive routines that are shaped, maintained,
and modified by language use. A speaker’s “knowledge” of his language is
therefore procedural rather than declarative, and the grammar of a language is
equated with certain linguistic abilities (mental, perceptual, and physical),
which do not necessarily constitute an autonomous or well-delimited psycho-
logical entity. More specifically, the grammar of a language is defined as those
aspects of cognitive organization in which resides a speaker’s grasp of estab-
lished linguistic convention.' It can be characterized as a structured in-
ventory of conventional linguistic units. The purpose of the present section
is to explore the intended import of this definition.

2.1.1. Units

A unit is a structure that a speaker has mastered quite thoroughly, to the
extent that he can employ it in largely automatic fashion, without having to
focus his attention specifically on its individual parts or their arrangement.
Despite its internal complexity, a unit constitutes for the speaker a “pre-
packaged” assembly; because he has no need to reflect on how to put it to-
gether, he can manipulate it with ease as a unitary entity. It is effectively
simple, since it does not demand the constructive effort required for the crea-
tion of novel structures. Psychologists would speak of a “habit,” or say that
‘““‘automatization” has occurred.

The basic sounds of a language are clearly units for fluent speakers. A na-
tive speaker of French, for example, pronounces the i (the vowel of tu) quite
effortlessly, with no conscious regard for requisite articulatory gestures or
their coordination. The situation is quite different for a speaker of English
who tries to pronounce this vowel for the very first time. Suppose a French
instructor tells him to pronounce a vowel like i, but with the lips rounded as
for u. Following these instructions, our English speaker may pronounce &
more or less correctly on the first attempt, but doing so requires a constructive
effort on his part. That is, he must focus his attention specifically on position-
ing the tongue correctly, on rounding the lips, and on integrating these two
gestures in a coordinated articulation. With a certain amount of practice, of
course, the articulation of i attains the status of a unit even for a speaker of
English; once a sound or a segment has unit status, and constitutes a well-

"Except in contexts where the speaker/hearer contrast is clearly at issue, I use speaker as a
general term for somebody who knows a language, normally capable of acting in either capacity.
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rehearsed, thoroughly familiar routine, its articulation no longer requires con-
structive effort.? _

Phonological structures much larger than segments also achieve unit status,
including syllables, words, familiar phrases, and even longer sequences. We
can probably assume that any word in everyday use constitutes an articulatory
unit for typical speakers. In addition to phonological units of various sizes, we
can posit semantic units, i.e. established concepts. A novel concept requires a
constructive effort, just as a novel phonological structure does. In learning
what a unicorn is, for example, a person pays explicit attention to its horselike
character, to the fact that it has just a single horn, and to the location of this
horn on its head. Once the notion has the status of a unit, he evokes these
specifications as a familiar gestalt, and need not attend to them individually.

The symbolic association between a semantic and a phonological structure
or unit can also gain unit status. The result is a symbolic unit, the construct
deployed in cognitive grammar for the representation of both lexical and
grammatical structure. The simplest kind of symbolic unit is a morpheme, in
which a semantic and a phonological structure participate as unanalyzable
wholes in a symbolic relationship. Basic symbolic units combine to form pro-
gressively larger symbolic structures, which are themselves often mastered as
units; the grammar thus contains a large inventory of conventional expres-
sions (not restricted to those traditionally recognized as complex lexical
items—cf. 1.2.2). Grammatical patterns are analyzed as schematic symbolic
units, which differ from other symbolic structures not in kind, but only in de-
gree of specificity.

Symbolic units provide the means for expressing ideas in linguistic form.
No substantial constructive effort is required if the idea to be expressed hap-
pens to coincide (at least approximately) with the semantic structure of a
conventional symbolic unit; the semantic structure automatically calls the
phonological structure to mind, and conversely, since the symbolic relation
between them has unit status. When no appropriate unit is available, the task
of finding a novel expression to do the job demands a kind of linguistic cre-
ativity, or problem-solving activity. Typically the speaker assembles the de-
sired expression out of smaller symbolic units; he must then direct specific
attention to each of the component units chosen, and must also be sure to
combine them correctly. Of course, owing to the vast number of conventional
expressions a speaker controls, the actual amount of constructive effort re-
quired for a novel sentence is easily overstated. Speech is often so interlarded

2 These concepts render quite pointless the debate over whether sound segments should be ana-
lyzed as unitary phonemes or as bundles of phonological features (cf. Householder 1965;
Chomsky and Halle 1965). The assumption that the unitary character of phonemes is inconsistent
with their participation in classificatory relationships is an instance of the exclusionary fallacy.
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with overlapping conventional expressions of all sizes that even complex sen-
tences are put together with minimal effort and creativity.

When the distinction is pertinent, I use square brackets or polygons (espe-
cially squares and rectangles) to enclose structures having unit status; paren-
theses or closed curves (especially circles and ellipses) are then employed for
nonunit structures. The sound i, for example, is given as [ii] in a description
of French, where it constitutes a unit for fluent speakers; it is given as (ii) in
referring to the linguistic ability of an English speaker unfamiliar with the
sound.

Despite their internal complexity, units are effectively simple for purposes
of manipulation and combination with other structures. Suppose a speaker
has mastered the combination of [A], [B], and [C] to form the higher-order
unit [[A]-[B]-[C]], as well as the combination of [D}] and [E] to form the
higher-order unit [[D]-[E]]. Integrating the complex units [[A]-[B]-[C]] and
[[D]-[E]] to yield the larger but novel structure ([[A]-[B]-[C1}-[[D]-[E]1]) then
demands no more constructive effort from the speaker than does integrating
the simple units [F] and [G] to form the novel structure ([F]-[G]): each task
involves the combination of just two units, by definition manipulable as pre-
assembled wholes. On the other hand, putting together the complex structure
(([H)-(1)-(I71-[K])) requires substantial constructive effort, since the speaker
must first assemble the nonunit structures ([H]-[I]) and ([J]-[K]) from their
components, and then combine the composite structures so obtained. It is im-
portant to observe that when a complex structure coalesces into a unit, its sub-
parts do not thereby cease to exist or be identifiable as substructures (the
speaker of French, for instance, still rounds his lips and puts his tongue in the
high-front position when articulating [ii]). Its components do become less sa-
lient, however, precisely because the speaker no longer has to attend to them
individually.

It is also important to recognize that automatization is a matter of degree.
In distinguishing notationally between units and nonunits, I imply neither a
sharp dichotomy nor homogeneity among the structures in either group. Lin-
guistic structures are more realistically conceived as falling along a continu-
ous scale of entrenchment in cognitive organization. Every use of a structure
has a positive impact on its degree of entrenchment, whereas extended peri-
ods of disuse have a negative impact. With repeated use, a novel structure
becomes progressively entrenched, to the point of becoming a unit; moreover,
units are variably entrenched depending on.the frequency of their occurrence
(driven, for example, is more entrenched than thriven). Is there some particu-
lar level of entrenchment, with special behavioral significance, that can serve
as a nonarbitrary cutoff point in defining units? There are no obvious lin-
guistic grounds for believing so. Provisionally, then, 1 assume a gradation,
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with greater entrenchment implying greater centrality and linguistic signifi-
cance. The absence of a sharp division between units and nonunits has the
consequence that the scope of a grammar is not precisely delimited. I find this
conclusion both acceptable and realistic.

2.1.2. Linguistic Units

As defined, the notion of a unit is so general that it applies to any cognitive
or cognitively directed activity. For the grammar of a language we must ob-
viously restrict our attention to units that can be considered linguistic in na-
ture. However, it is not at all straightforward to characterize the difference
between linguistic and nonlinguistic units. If arbitrary distinctions are to be
avoided, we must recognize a core of prototypical linguistic units, and a gra-
dation that leads from this core to structures so distant from it that no practical
purpose is served by regarding them as linguistic. This conception has the
consequence, once again, that a sharp delimitation fails to emerge between
what is to be included in the grammar and what is to be excluded; the lin-
guistic character of a unit is sometimes a matter of degree. I find this conclu-
sion intrinsically plausible and highly natural, despite the problems it raises
for the standard, aprioristic conception of a language as an autonomous for-
mal system.

Linguistic units include both semantic and phonological structures, but nei-
ther conceptual ability nor the capacity to produce and recognize sounds is
specifically or exclusively linguistic in character. Much thought is clearly
nonverbal (consider the task of working a jigsaw puzzle), and many estab-
lished concepts have no conventional linguistic symbolization (an example is
the area above the upper lip and below the nose, where a moustache belongs).
A conceptual unit becomes a proper candidate for linguistic description only
when it functions in a symbolic unit, as either its entire semantic structure or a
significant component thereof. By the same token, we recognize and produce
many sounds other than the sounds of human speech, and we employ for non-
linguistic objectives many of the same phonetic capabilities used for talking
(voicing, rhythm, and pitch control all figure in humming a tune). Sound units
fall in the domain of linguistic description only by virtue of symbolizing se-
mantic structures, either individually or in larger combinations.

Evidently, only symbolic units, or parts of such units, qualify as linguistic.
But while this condition is necessary, it is hardly sufficient. For example, nu-
merous gestures become conventional in a given culture and convey a definite
meaning, but most linguists would balk at including gestures in the grammar
of a language, despite their symbolic character. The obvious remedy is to dis-
tinguish between a linguistic and a nonlinguistic symbol, specifying that the
former has a phonological structure of some kind as its symbolic realization.
But what is a phonological structure? Interpreting it broadly enough to include
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any kind of sound implies that even the ringing of a dinner bell is a linguistic
symbol to be described in the grammar of a language. To avoid this anomaly,
we can require that the sounds in question be produced by the human vocal
apparatus. That still leaves meaningful noises like wolf whistles in the gram-
mar of a language, so we can further specify that the phonological structure of
a linguistic symbol has to be segmental in character. But even here our prob-
lems do not end: what about the clicks some people use to direct a horse or
call a cat?

We can continue adding restrictions, but already we may have gone too far
and excluded from consideration certain phenomena that are generally thought
of as linguistic. Intonation contours surely fall within the purview of linguistic
description despite their nonsegmental character. Sign languages of the deaf
are ruled nonlinguistic by the above criteria, and the same is true of language
in its written form.> Also excluded quite arbitrarily from the linguist’s domain
are certain phenomena that interact with linguistic structure in conventional
(and highly significant) ways, as illustrated in (1):

(1){(a) This one is much better than that one.
(b)Y When she saw the snake, she went [SCREAM].

Seldom could (a) be uttered felicitously without some kind of accompanying
gestures to clarify the intended referents of the two nominals. One might ar-
gue that these gestures are extraneous to the sentence, but this would be
harder to maintain in cases like (b), where a directly imitative vocalization or
gesture, of any sort whatever, Is incorporated as an apparent constituent. Such
data suggest that the description of certain linguistic structures is divorced
only artifactually from an account of “extralinguistic’” matters.*

These difficulties suggest the inappropriateness of the strict criterial-
attribute model for delimiting the scope of linguistic analysis. The problems
largely disappear if we shift to the prototype model. Prototypical linguistic
symbols have for their realization a segmentally organized sound sequence
produced by the human vocal apparatus, whereas other kinds of symbols and
symbolic systems that we would hesitate to call nonlinguistic depart from this
prototype in various ways. American Sign Language is thus recognized as lin-
guistic in nature, but as nonprototypical because it occurs in the visual mode.

?See Householder (1971, ch. 13) for a defense of the autonomy, if not the “primacy,” of the
written form of language in literate communities.

4 See the recent work of McNeill (e.g. 1981; McNeill and Levy 1982) for important dependen-
cies between speech and gestures, and that of Bolinger (e.g. 1982a, 1982b) for the close relation-
ship among intonation, gestures, and more central aspects of linguistic structure. Partee (1973)
has insightfully discussed sentences like (1)(b). Her conclusion that the incorporated material “is
not syntactically or semantically a part of the sentence that contains it” (p. 418) probably repre-
sents the optimal “‘solution” in a highly compartmentalized view of linguistic ability. Shifting re-
sponsibility from one compartment to another hardly constitutes an analysis, however.
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Intonation contours are nonprototypical both in their nonsegmental character
and in the abstractness of the meanings they convey. Jabberwocky deviates
from prototypical linguistic symbolization because its content words have no
established semantic value. |

2.1.3. Conventional Linguistic Units

The grammar of a language is a characterization of established linguistic
convention. Conventionality implies that something is shared—and further,
that it is recognized as being shared—by a substantial number of individuals.
If I make up a new word and learn it thoroughly, so that for me it constitutes
an entrenched linguistic unit, it does not thereby enter the English lexicon.
Only as a unit spreads through the speech community does it become a serious
candidate for inclusion in the grammar of a language. _

It goes without saying that conventionality is a matter of degree. A lin-
guistic unit may be shared by an entire speech community, by a substantial
subgroup (e.g. the speakers within a dialect area, or the members of a profes-
sion), or by a mere handful of people. It is further apparent that no two speak-
ers control precisely the same set of units (e.g. the same set of lexical items
and conventional expressions), even if their speech patterns appear to be iden-
tical. Conceivably, the set of units mastered by all members of a speech com-
munity might be a rather small proportion of the units constituting the lin-
guistic ability of any given speaker. In view of all this, just what is a grammar
to encompass?

There is no pat answer to this question, for the scope of a grammatical de-
scription depends on one’s objectives. Theoretically, an exhaustive description
of a language in its full structural and social complexity entails a complete
characterization of the linguistic system of each and every speaker, but ob-
viously this is neither a realistic nor a terribly interesting goal. If one’s con-
cern is the speech of some particular group, taken as a whole, the optimal
strategy is to concentrate primarily on those units that all or most members of
the group can be presumed to share; the centrality of a given unit and the im-
portance of including it in the description consequently vary depending on the
proportion of speakers familiar with it. Alternatively, as a means of inves-
tigating language as an aspect of cognitive organization, one can seek a rea-
sonably comprehensive account of the linguistic system of a single, presum-
ably representative speaker.

The objectively given distribution of units across a speech community is,
however, only one facet of linguistic conventionality: equally important is the
speaker’s conception of their sociolinguistic status. It is part of my knowledge
of English, for example, that ain'r is stigmatized, that sir indicates the rela-
tive social status of speaker and addressee, that déjd vu is a borrowing from
French, and that the terms subjacency and Move Alpha are largely restricted




Fundamental Concepts 63

to a particular occupational subgroup. To the extent that speakers learn the
sociolinguistic status of conventional units, it constitutes an aspect of their
linguistic value and is thus a proper concern of linguistic description.* To ex-
haustively characterize a speaker’s conventional knowledge of a language, a
grammar must not only include the restriction of individual units to particular
circumstances (e.g. to a particular register, group, or social setting), but also
describe his control of different varieties of speech. A comprehensive gram-
mar therefore provides a polylectal account of linguistic ability (Bailey 1973),
and associates with many conventional units (perhaps all) a specification of
their sociolinguistic value.

My suggestions along these lines are only programmatic, but cognitive
grammar is so conceived and formulated that the sociolinguistic status of lin-
guistic units is readily accommodated. Several basic features of the model
combine to offer an integral solution. One is its claim (Ch. 4) that semantic
units are characterized relative to cognitive domains, and that any concept or
knowledge system can function as a domain for this purpose. Included as pos-
sible domains, consequently, are the conception of a social relationship, of the
speech situation, of the existence of various dialects, and so on. Second, lin-
guistic semantics is held to be encyclopedic (4.2). The meaning of an expres-
sion typically involves specifications in many cognitive domains, some of
which are far more central to its value than others. Third, language is often
self-referential. An expression’s sociolinguistic status—i.e. its role in various
domains pertaining to language use—can therefore be regarded as a periph-
eral aspect of its semantic value. Finally, units are acquired through a process
of decontextualization (10.4.1). If a property (e.g. the relative social status
of speaker and hearer) is constant to the context whenever an expression is
used, the property may survive the decontextualization process and remain a
semantic specification of the resultant unit.

2.1.4. An Inventory of Conventional Linguistic Units

As conceived in the present framework, the grammar of a language is
simply an inventory of linguistic units. A grammar is not a “generative” de-
scription, providing a formal enumeration of all and only the well-formed
sentences of a language. Nor do I employ the process metaphor and speak
of the grammar as a device that carries out a series of operations and gives
well-formed sentences as its output. These decisions are not arbitrary, but re-

5 Relevant here is the sociolinguistic status that speakers impute to a form, not its actual distri-
bution. If I believe that the plural pronoun youall is diagnostic for Southern speech, that charac-
terization—factually correct or not—constitutes for me an aspect of the expression’s linguistic
value, and is properly included in the description of my idiolect. Observe that conceptions (or
misconceptions) such as these are often widespread in a culture and thereby constitute part of
linguistic convention for large groups of speakers.
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flect a specific, substantive conception of what constitutes linguistic well-
formedness, and of the relation between language structure and language use.

2.1.4.1. Generativity. The process metaphor is not a neutral mode of
thought and description whose appropriateness for language can be taken for
granted. Others have pointed out the formal liabilities of descriptions phrased
in process terms (cf. McCawley 1968; Stanley 1967); I will simply add that
the process metaphor leads to conceptual difficulties that are artifacts of the
metaphor itself and vanish when the same phenomena are thought about
differently.® Nor can one assume without question that generativity is a rea-
sonable requirement to impose on linguistic descriptions, or that explicitness
and rigor demand it. For example, if generativity is interpreted to mean that
the grammar itself must fully and explicitly enumerate all and only the well-
formed expressions of a language, including their semantic structures, then an
encyclopedic conception of linguistic semantics will necessarily (but incor-
rectly) be ruled out, for a grammar of restricted scope cannot be responsible
for enumerating an essentially open-ended range of knowledge. Moreover, the
requirement of generativity entails the exclusion from the grammar (and
hence omission from serious consideration) of both usage and figurative lan-
guage, which are pivotal to an understanding of linguistic structure. Rather
than ensuring explicitness, generativity has had the unfortunate effect of im-
poverishing the natural domain of linguistic inquiry, leading to maximal inex-
plicitness (i.e. silence) with respect to fundamental matters.

These problems stem from the erroneous view that language is an autono-
mous formal system. Cognitive grammar, by contrast, asserts that linguistic
structure can only be understood and characterized in the context of a broader
account of cognitive functioning. This has the theoretical consequence (which
I find neither unnatural nor disturbing) that an exhaustive description of lan-
guage cannot be achieved without a full description of human cognition. But
theoretical consequences are not necessarily practical limitations. Recogniz-
ing this dependency of language on cognition does not make linguistic de-
scription vague and mysterious, nor does it postpone serious linguistic analy-
sis until cognition is fully understood. The concepts of cognitive grammar
make it possible even at present, given minimal and largely uncontroversial
claims about cognitive ability, to arrive at precise, explicit, linguistically
motivated analyses of grammatical structure.

In a sense, cognitive grammar contrasts with generative theories by placing
a lesser descriptive burden on the grammar of a language per se; it does not
consider the grammar a constructive device—i.e. the grammar is not respon-

®Recall our discussion of the rule/list fallacy (1.1.6): the process metaphor makes it hard to
conceive of a form like stapler being simultaneously the product of a derivational rule and a fixed
unit listed in the lexicon.
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sible for assembling novel expressions out of their component parts and giving
them as ““output,” either in the active sense suggested by the process metaphor
or in the mathematical sense of recursive enumeration. Motivating this non-
constructive conception of a grammar is the fact that the set of novel expres-
sions available to the speaker of a language is neither predetermined nor well
defined given a view of linguistic structure that accommodates both figurative
language and usage. Such a view is not only intrinsically desirable but actu-
ally necessary for understanding even the more limited range of phenomena
that generative models attempt to deal with.

2.1.4.2. Convention and Usage. Putting together novel expressions is
something that speakers do, not grammars. It is a problem-solving activity
that demands a constructive effort and occurs when linguistic convention is
put to use in specific circumstances. Creating a novel expression 1s not neces-
sarily different in fundamental character from problem-solving activity in
general, and the speaker’s knowledge of linguistic convention is but one of the
many resources he brings to bear in finding a solution; others include memory,
the capacity to plan and organize, the ability to compare two structures and
judge their degree of similarity, and so forth. We must examine this interface
between convention and usage in some detail, for it is the source of language
change and the crucible of linguistic structure.

Let us consider abstractly the various factors involved in a particular in-
stance of language use. It is prompted when a speaker, assessing the total con-
text, perceives the need to find linguistic expression for a conceptualization.’
The need for such expression constitutes a problem to be solved, and the over-
all situation places a variety of constraints on what counts as an acceptable
solution. We need not dwell on these constraints, which include such factors
as the following: how much detail the speaker considers relevant; which as-
pects of the conceptualization he wishes to emphasize; his social relationship
to the hearer; his assessment of how much the hearer already knows about the
context and the notion to be conveyed; how the expression is to be integrated
with previous and anticipated discourse; the effect he wants to have on the
hearer; his estimation of the hearer’s linguistic ability; and how far he is will-
ing to deviate from linguistic convention.

The task of finding appropriate linguistic expression for a conceptualization
can be referred to as the problem of coding; its solution is a target structure

7This need is not always communicative, for it also arises in verbal thought. In communicative
events, the task of finding appropriate linguistic expressions is faced by both the speaker and the
hearer: the speaker puts together a linguistic symbol giving phonological expression to the con-
ceptualization prompting his utterance, and the hearer creates a linguistic symbel constituting his
hypothesis about the one employed by the speaker. For expository convenience, I generally dis-

cuss usage from the standpoint of the speaker, but adjustments are easily made to accommodate
thinkers and listeners.
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(the term is used later in a more inclusive sense). The target is therefore a
usage event, i.e. a symbolic expression assembled by a speaker in a particu-
lar set of circumstances for a particular purpose: this symbolic relationship
holds between a detailed, context-dependent conceptualization and some type
of phonological structure (in the case of speech, it is the actual vocalization).
As such, the target structure is not directly given by the grammar of a lan-
guage. Nevertheless, linguistic convention does afford the speaker a wealth of
symbolic resources to choose from in putting it together. Conventional units
provide an essentially unlimited range of symbolic potential, but it is left for
the speaker to recognize this potential and exploit it in a fashion that responds
to all the varied constraints inherent in the situation.

The symbolic resources furnished by the grammar are of two basic kinds:
(1) specified symbolic units (including morphemes, polymorphemic lexical
items, and larger conventional expressions); and (2) established patterns, rep-
resented as schematic symbolic units, for assembling complex symbolic struc-
tures out of simpler ones. To the extent that a target structure accords with the
conventional units in the grammar, these units are said to sanction this usage.
It is crucial to realize that sanction is a matter of degree and speaker judg-
ment. It is a measure of an expression’s well-formedness, i.e. how closely it
conforms to linguistic convention, in all its aspects and dimensions. In prefer-
ence to the standard term “grammaticality” (which is both narrow and prob-
lematic), I will refer to an expression’s degree of conventionality.

2.1.4.3. Full Sanction. In the simplest case, the speaker has only to select
a symbolic unit from the inventory of units in the grammar. This is so when a
conventionally established unit is judged to be fully adequate as it stands to
serve as the target. If an English speaker, engaged in verbal thought, requires
a term for the general category of three-sided polygons, the lexical unit tri-
angle most likely satisfies all the constraints imposed on the projected target
and is thus an optimal solution to the coding problem. The relation between
the sanctioning structure and the target structure is one of identity, and the
speaker solves the coding problem merely by perceiving this identity. The
target accords fully with the conventions of the language, for it is a symbolic
unit of the grammar and therefore part of the very definition of linguistic
convention.

Typically, however, the speaker is unable to find any symbolic unit that
meets the full, detailed specifications laid down for the desired target struc-
ture, even in what would be considered straightforward instances of language
use. As others have noted (e.g. Lakoff 1977), linguistic expressions almost
invariably underspecify the conceptualizations they code. Suppose, for ex-
ample, that I use the term triangle not as the name of a general class, but as
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the complete description of a particular figure; let us say that I point at a draw-
ing in a geometry textbook and declaim This is a triangle. The specific con-
ceptualization prompting my vocalization in this situation is obviously more
detailed and elaborate than the conventionalized semantic value of the lin-
guistic unit. The triangle I have in mind has an exact size and shape, is drawn
with lines having a specific color and thickness, and is found in a particular
setting, but nothing about the conventions of English allows a person to de-
duce, from these conventions alone, that the entity I call a triangle has pre-
cisely these specifications as opposed to many other conceivable ones. Simi-
larly, my vocalization is far more specific and elaborate in its articulatory and
auditory details than is given by the phonological representation of triangle in
the grammar of English. It is clear, then, that the sanctioning structure (the
linguistic unit triangle) substantially underspecifies the target structure (the
usage event wherein my vocalization symbolizes my conceptualization).

The major elements in this typical instance of language use are summarized
in Fig. 2.1. Linguistic convention is embodied in the grammar, which com-
prises an inventory of conventional units. Among these units is the lexical

Grammar (linguistic convention)

Categorizing | Judgment

l I : [Aﬂ l

! triangle [> triangle’ :IJ
‘ R ]

Sancticoning Target

Structure Structure
N e
Fig. 2.1

item triangle, which we can represent as follows: [[TRIANGLE]/[triangle]].
It consists of the semantic unit [TRIANGLE], the phonological unit [triangle],
and the established symbolic relationship between the two. Several points of
notation should be observed. (1) I follow standard practice here in using capi-
talized words as abbreviations for semantic structures, and lower case or-
thographic representations for phonological structures. (2) In the formula
[[TRIANGLE}/[triangle]], the slash indicates a symbolic relationship be-
tween the semantic and phonological structures; it corresponds to a horizontal
line in the diagram. (3) In this same formula, the inner sets of square brackets
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mark [TRIANGLE] and {triangle] as units, and the outer set specifies the unit
status of their symbolic association. Fig. 2.1 employs rectangles for this
purpose. ‘

The target structure in Fig. 2.1 is not a conventional unit. It is created by
the speaker as a specific usage event in a particular context, and resides in the
symbolic relationship between his detailed conceptualization and his actual
vocalization. The semantic, phonological, and symbolic structures are all
bounded by closed curves to indicate their nonunit status. Using parentheses
for this same purpose, we can represent the target formulaically in this man-
ner: ((TRIANGLE')/(triangle")). Observe that any structure X' is a variant of
X; in the present example, (TRIANGLE') and (triangle') are more specific
than the corresponding units [TRIANGLE] and [triangle]. The formulaic
(TRIANGLE’) is replaced in Fig. 2.1 by a mnemonic shape specification.

Sanction reduces to categorization. A conventional unit defines a category,
and sanctions a target structure to the extent that the latter is judged by a
speaker to be a member of the category. Categorization, in turn, depends on
the relation of schematicity, which I represent with a solid arrow. The arrow
in Fig. 2.1 thus indicates that the sanctioning structure bears a relation of
schematicity to the target structure; the target is therefore sanctioned as a
well-formed extrapolation from linguistic convention by virtue of this cate-
gorizing judgment. The categorizing judgment has the following formula-
ic representation: ([[TRIANGLE]/[triangle]]— ((TRIANGLE')/(triangle'))).
The outer parentheses mark its nonunit character.

Schematicity can be equated with the relation between a superordinate node
and a subordinate node in a taxonomic hierarchy; the concept [TREE], for
instance, is schematic with respect to the concept [OAK]: [[TREE]— [OAK]].
In such relationships I call the superordinate structure a schema, and the sub-
ordinate structure an elaboration or instantiation of the schema. The con-
ceptual import of this relationship, I suggest, is that an instantiation is fully
compatible with the specifications of its schema, but is characterized in finer
detail (cf. 3.3.3). The schema [TREE], for example, defines a category that is
instantiated by a variety of more specific concepts, all of them compatible
with its specifications ([OAK], [MAPLE], [ELM], and so on). These in-
stantiations elaborate the schema in different ways along various parameters,
to yield more precisely articulated notions.

2.1.4.4. Partial Sanction. Like categorization in general, sanction is a
matter of degree and speaker judgment. The previous examples both involved
full schematicity, and consequently full sanction: the target is compatible
with the sanctioning unit, and is therefore judged by a speaker to be an un-
problematic instantiation of the category it defines. In one of the examples,
the sanctioning and target structures were identical. Identity can be regarded
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as the limiting case of schematicity, where the degree to which the schema is
elaborated by its instantiation happens to be zero. Hence every conventional
unit in the grammar is self-sanctioning, being schematic for itself at the mini-
mal possible elaborative distance.

But usage is not always so well behaved with respect to the canons of estab-
lished convention. Often there is some conflict between the specifications of
the sanctioning and target structures, so that the former can be construed as
schematic for the latter only with a certain amount of strain. When this is so
the relation between the sanctioning and the target structures is one of only
partial schematicity, and the relation provides only partial sanction. Partial
sanction can be equated with deviance or ill-formedness, but it should be em-
phasized that a considerable amount of nonconventionality is tolerated (and
often expected) as a normal feature of language use.

When sanction 1s based on full schematicity, the specifications of the sanc-
tioning and target structures are fully compatible, and the relation between
them is purely elaborative, equivalent to that between superordinate and sub-
ordinate nodes in a taxonomic hierarchy. On the other hand, categorization
based on partial sanction is the kind described in the prototype model, where
a category is defined in terms of prototypical instances. Here a speaker judges
class membership through a perception of similarity that permits him to con-
strue a structure as an extension from the prototype. Full compatibility is not
required: the more a structure deviates from the specifications of the proto-
type, the less likely is its assimilation to the category, but there is no specific
cutoff point beyond which a categorizing judgment is ruled out in absolute
terms.®

Consider, then, an instance of usage based on only partial sanction. Sup-
pose I present you with a conical piece of wood; its tip is made of pencil lead,
and obviously it is intended as a writing implement. Suppose further that you
react by exclaiming Look at this pencil! Your choice of the term pencil to des-
ignate this object implies the categorizing judgment represented in Fig. 2.2.
The sanctioning unit is the established lexical item pencil, and the target con-
sists of your use of the vocalization (pencil’) to symbolize your novel concep-
tualization (PENCIL’). The sanctioning structure is only partially schematic
for the target, because their semantic specifications conflict to a certain de-
gree. In particular, the semantic unit [PENCIL] specifies that the object it des-
ignates is roughly cylindrical, whereas the novel conceptualization (PEN-
CIL’) specifies a conical shape for the corresponding entity. Despite this
strain, the two structures are similar enough that the target structure is easily
seen as an extension from the sanctioning unit. This judgment of extension or
partial schematicity is indicated by a broken-line arrow.

® These two types of categorization are intimately connected; a unified account is offered in
Ch. 10.
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The categorization ([[PENCIL]/[pencil]]——- ((PENCIL')/(pencil’)})) con-
stitutes a semantic extension that is not at all atypical of language use, and is
indicative of our normal flexibility in solving the coding problem. Moreover,
this example differs only in degree from the figurative use of language. Sup-
pose I call someone an ostrich (because of his peculiar figure and the funny
way he walks). The lexical unit ostrich is used to sanction a novel usage event
where the same phonological sequence symbolizes the conception of a par-
ticular type of person: ([[OSTRICH]/[ostrich]]——~> ((PERSON")/(ostrich’))).
The sanctioning unit represents the lexical item in its literal sense, whereas the
target structure corresponds to its novel figurative value. The categorizing
judgment is far more tenuous than in the previous example, for the two se-
mantic structures are incompatible in the great majority of their specifica-
tions. But it is precisely this greater amount of strain that renders the cate-
gorization nonobvious and leads us to consider the usage figurative.

Apparent now is the reason for referring to the interface between conven-
tion and usage as the source of language change and the crucible of linguistic
structure: particular usages, as well as the categorizing judgments that sanc-
tion them, often acquire both unit status and some measure of conventionality;
to the extent that this occurs, the structures in question fall by definition
within the confines of a grammar and count as part of the characterization of
linguistic convention. If I use the term ostrich to designate a certain type of
person not just once but on repeated occasions, I soon master this figura-
tive expression as a fixed unit: [[[OSTRICH]/[ostrich]]—~—->{[PERSON']/
[ostrich’']]].” Moreover, this usage can readily spread to other speakers and
even become conventional for the entire speech community (note the exten-

?Strictly speaking, every usage event is unique. The extension of ostrich that achieves unit
status represents a schematization of the targets invoked on different occasions.
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sions to people of pig, dog, rat, fox, tiger, and other animal terms). The con-
ventionalization of what originates as a novel usage thus constitutes a change
in the linguistic system, whether the innovative unit simply elaborates pre-
existing structures or, by violating certain specifications, represents a more
substantial departure from the previous definition of conventionality. I have
explicitly discussed only the semantic specialization and extension of single
morphemes, but the mechanisms are quite general. All of linguistic structure
reduces to conventionalized usages, generalizations (schemas) that speakers
extract from such usages, and categorizing relationships involving such
elements.

2.1.4.5. Linguistic Creativity. A fairly sharp distinction is customarily
made between two kinds of creativity: (1) rule-governed creativity, consisting
in the computation of novel expressions by the correct application of gram-
matical rules; and (2) creativity in a more general sense of the term, mani-
fested in such phenomena as figurative language, the adaptation of lexical
items to new situations, and the willful violation of grammatical rules. The
former 1s considered a proper concern of linguistic description, whereas the
latter is generally left to be treated in a theory of performance or an account
of overall cognitive ability.

Cognitive grammar sees this distinction as neither clear-cut nor particularly
useful. For one thing, the contrast between full and partial sanction, though it
is helpful and probably significant for theoretical purposes, proves hard to
maintain in practice. Often the relation between a sanctioning and a target
structure involves both elaboration and extension. Moreover, whether the
structures are incompatible in certain features depends on precisely how the
sanctioning structure is construed. Consider the adaptation of tube to mean
‘subway’. Elaboration is clearly involved, for a subway has very special prop-
ertics beyond those of tubes in general. But the extent of conflict with the
basic meaning depends on a matter of substantial conceptual flexibility, namely
the relative salience of certain specifications—in particular, how prominent
are the specifications of discreteness and manipulability in the basic sense of
tube? The difficulty in deciding is not really bothersome, for nothing in the
present framework requires a sharp distinction between full and partial sche-
maticity. Suppose we think of conventionality as a measure of how drastically
the sanctioning structure must be transformed to make it coincide with the
target. In this perspective, elaboration is simply a special (though perhaps
privileged) type of transformation: an adjustment in the level of specificity at
which a structure is characterized.

The decision not to regard the grammar as a constructive device further
erodes the distinction between the two kinds of creativity. Applying gram-
matical rules to compute novel expressions is something that speakers (not
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grammars) do in response to a coding problem, and the concepts of cognitive
grammar reveal it to have the same basic character as the adaptation of lexical
items to novel literal and figurative uses. Let us take just one illustration.

I have observed a child sample a piece of pie and complain that he didn’t
like it because it was too apricoty. The form apricoty was a novel poly-
morphemic expression created in reponse to the demands of usage in accor-
dance with a reasonably productive derivational pattern of English. Like any
morphological or syntactic “‘rule,” this pattern is represented in the grammar
as a schematic symbolic unit; it embodies the generalization a speaker has
extracted from an array of previously encountered instantiations, and coexists
in the grammar with those of its instantiations that have unit status (e.g. salty,
spicy, nutty, pepperminty). Since we are not too concerned at present with the
internal structure of these polymorphemic units, the subsuming schema can
be abbreviated as follows: [[N/...]-[Y/y]]; [N/...] is to be interpreted here as a
schematically characterized noun stem, and [Y/y] is the derivational suffix.
The schematic noun stem has no particular phonological shape (hence the
three dots), and is specified semantically only as designating something
edible. The suffix has both a specific form and a specific meaning (though the
latter is fairly abstract). Instantiations of the schema can be given in a compa-
rable notation, ¢.g. [[SALT/salt]-[Y/y]]."

The crucial observation is that relations of schematicity hold not only be-
tween simple symbolic structures, but also between complex ones. An illus-
tration for simple structures is the schematic relationship between [N/...] and
[SALT/salt], that is, [[N/...]—{SALT/salt]]; this categorizing judgment is
presumed to have unit status. But if [N/...] is schematic for [SALT/salt], 1t
follows that [[N/...]-[Y/y]] is schematic for [[SALT/salt]-[Y/y]], since they
are assembled in parallel fashion out of their component elements, and each
element of one participates in a relationship of either schematicity or identity
with the corresponding element of the other. We can therefore posit the com-
plex unit [[[N/...]-[Y/y]]— [[SALT/salt]-[Y/y]]], which represents the estab-
lished categorization of salty as a member of the class defined by the deriva-
tional pattern in question.

With the novel expression apricoty the situation 1s quite analogous, except
that the composite form and the categorizing judgment lack unit status when
the word is first coined. The morphemes [APRICOT/apricot] and [Y/y]
are units, but the composite expression is not: ([APRICOT/apricot}-[Y/y]).
Spawned by the demands of usage, this symbol can be regarded as a target
structure. Its sanction by the [[N/...]-[Y/y]] schema in the categorizing judg-
ment ([[N/...}-[Y/y]]— (JAPRICOT/apricot]-[Y/y])) amounts to the recog-

% Internal brackets will often be suppressed for abbreviatory purposes. For example, [SALT/
salt] abbreviates [[SALT]/[salt]], where the semantic and phonological structures are individually
shown as units.
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nition that apricoty is a well-formed extrapolation from an established mor-
phological pattern." The potential for this novel form is obvious, given the
schema [[N/...]-[Y/y]] and the classificatory unit [[N/...]— [APRICOT/
apricot]], but actually noting and exploiting this potential in a way that re-
sponds to immediate communicative objectives amounts to a problem-solving
activity on the part of the speaker.

The example is simple, but the approach generalizes to cases of any desired
degree of complexity. Cognitive grammar accommodates the projection of
grammatical rules to novel expressions through the same basic devices re-
quired to handle the specialized use and figurative extension of lexical items.
The framework thus offers a unified account of grammatical productivity, lexi-
cal extension, usage, and figurative language. This unification would not be
achievable if the requirement of generativity were imposed on a grammar. A
generative grammar accommodating figurative language and usage would
have to enumerate the entire set of target structures potentially receiving full
or partial sanction from the conventions of a language. However, this set can-
not be algorithmically derived from a list of established rules and lexical
items; the set is not well defined, for it depends on the total range of conceiv-
able human experience. Linguistic creativity is best examined not within the
confines of a restricted, self-contained grammar, but rather in the overall con-
text of human knowledge, judgment, and problem-solving ability.

2.1.5. Structured Inventory of Conventional Linguistic Units

The term inventory is meant to convey the nonconstructive nature of a
grammar; it should not be interpreted to mean that the units in a grammar are
discrete and unrelated entities like a row of boxes on a shelf. The inventory
must be seen instead as structured, in the sense that some units function as
components of others. For example, the phonological units [d], [2], and [g]
function as components of the higher-order phonological unit [[d]-[0]-[g]].
This in turn combines with the semantic unit [DOG] to form the symbolic unit
[[DOG]/[[d]-[2]-[g]]], to which we can add the plural morpheme to obtain a
higher-order symbolic unit, and so on. It should be clear that the same unit
typically serves as a component of numerous higher-order structures (consider
all the phonological and lexical units contamning [d], for instance). The gram-
mar of a language is thus a vast inventory of units structured in hierarchies
that overlap and intersect on a massive scale.

Three basic kinds of relations are recognized between the components of a
complex structure. The first is symbolization, where a correspondence is es-

'""When the schema defining a grammatical pattern is only partially schematic for the tar-
get, the resulting strain constitutes what is generally called “ungrammaticality.” For instance,
([Y/y]-[APRICOT/apricot]) receives only partial sanction from the schema [[N/...]-[Y/y]] be-
cause the linear ordering of its components conflicts with that specified by the schema.
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tablished between a semantic structure and a phonological structure. Sym-
bolization is indicated by a slash or a line separating the two components,
standing for the boundary between semantic and phonological space, as in
[[DOG]/[dag]].

The second kind of relation between components is categorization, which
I analyze in terms of schematicity. As indicated earlier, full schematicity is
indicated by a solid arrow; a broken-line arrow is employed for partial sche-
maticity (extension), and also for categorization in general. The elements that
participate in a categorizing relationship can be of any sort: semantic, pho-
nological, or symbolic. Fig. 2.3 shows my judgments for a set of semantic
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Fig. 2.3

units. [APPLE], [BANANA], and [PEAR] are unproblematic instantiations
of the category defined by the schema [FRUIT]. However, [TOMATO] is as-
similated to this category only through extension; I have learned that a tomato
is “technically” a fruit, but its properties conflict with my informal under-
standing of the notion (primarily in regard to sweetness). [FRUIT'] is a more
abstract conception (a higher-order schema) having both [FRUIT] and
[TOMATO] as elaborations. If this umnit in fact exists, it represents what
tomatoes have in common with prototypical fruits.'

I refer to such an assembly of categorizing units as a schematic network.
Schematic networks are conveniently represented in diagrams like Fig. 2.3(a),
which often resemble standard taxonomic hierarchies. However, there are no
intrinsic restrictions on the configuration of these networks, and diagrams
like Fig. 2.3(a) can be regarded as summary abbreviations for sets of individ-
val categorizing relationships, as shown in Fig. 2.3(b). Categorizations like
these define a schematic plane of relationships, which are fundamental to lin-

12 These categorizations are in some measure specific to a given culture, and even to a given
speaker. They are not determined solely by objective factors, nor are they fully predictable from
the properties of two structures. Categorizing relationships are not automatically specified for
every pair of units that are potentially subject to comparison; every categorization results from
specific acts of judgment (at some level of cognitive processing). Which particular judgments a
person makes depends on a host of factors, e.g. imagination, intellectual precision, access to
expert opinion, and the accidents of personal experience.
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guistic organization. Structures in this plane serve three crucial functions,
which are often considered distinct but receive a unified account in cognitive
grammar: (1) categorization; (2) the capture of generalizations (expressed by
schemas); and (3) the sanction of novel structures (the categorization of
nonunits).

Orthogonal to the schematic plane of relationships is the syntagmatic
plane, where two or more structures in a given domain—semantic, phonologi-
cal, or symbolic—combine to form a composite structure of greater size. For
example, the symbolic units [[DOG]/[dog]] and [[PL]/[z]] (the plural mor-
pheme) are joined syntagmatically in the plural dogs, i.e. [[[DOG]/ [dog]]-
[[PL}/[z]]].The basis for syntagmatic combination is integration, the third
type of relation between the components in a complex structure. Integration is
marked by a dash or line connecting the components.

Structures in the syntagmatic plane can reach any desired size through the
successive integration of components to form larger and larger composite
structures. We thus encounter componential hierarchies, where the composite
structure at one level of organization functions as a component at the next
higher level. Fig. 2.4 illustrates two equivalent notations for a componential

(a) ()
l

Fig. 2.4

hierarchy. In this abstract example, [ABC] and [DE] are composite structures
at the first (lower) level of organization, whereas at the second level they serve
as components integrated to form the higher-order composite structure
[ABCDE]. Fig. 2.4(a) is a compacted representation of the hierarchy; ob-
serve that the content of the composite structures is given only implicitly, as a
function of their components and the lines of integration connecting them. By
contrast, the exploded representation in Fig. 2.4(b) shows each composite
structure separately from its components.

It must be emphasized that syntagmatic combination involves more than the
simple addition of components. A composite structure is an integrated system
formed by coordinating its components in a specific, often elaborate manner.
In fact it often has properties that go beyond what one might expect from its
components alone. Two brief observations should make it clear why this is
so. First, composite structures originate as targets in specific usage events. As
such they are often characterized relative to particular contexts with proper-
ties not predictable from the specifications of their components as manifested
in other environments. A related point is that one component may need to be
adjusted in certain details when integrated with another to form a composite
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structure; I refer to this as accommodation. For example, the meaning of run
as applied to humans must be adjusted in certain respects when extended to
four-legged animals such as horses, dogs, and cats (since the bodily motion
observed in two-legged running is not identical to that in four-legged run-
ning); in a technical sense, this extension creates a new semantic variant of
the lexical item. Accommodation is one of the primary forces driving the
growth of schematic networks.

2.2. The Nature of Grammatical Structure

Grammatical structure is claimed to be symbolic in character: it consists in
the conventional symbolization of semantic structure and forms a continuum
with lexicon. But what does it mean, precisely, to say that grammar is sym-
bolic? Some general discussion of the notion of linguistic symbolization in
cognitive grammar will preface our examination of grammatical construc-
tions as symbolic entities.

2.2.1. Semantic and Phonological Space

Cognitive grammar posits just three basic types of structures: semantic,
phonological, and symbolic. Symbolic structures are obviously not distinct
from the others, but rather combine the two. A symbolic structure is bipolar,
consisting of a semantic pole, a phonological pole, and the association be-
tween them.

I will assume that one can validly postulate semantic space and pho-
nological space as two broad aspects of human cognitive organization. We
can think of semantic space as the multifaceted field of conceptual potential
within which thought and conceptualization unfold; a semantic structure can
then be characterized as a location or a configuration in semantic space. Map-
ping out the various domains of semantic space and their interrelationships, at
least in rudimentary terms, is clearly prerequisite to any kind of definitive se-
mantic analysis. Ch. 4 offers some programmatic suggestions along these
lines.

Phonological space, similarly, is our range of phonic potential, i.e. our ca-
pacity to deal with sounds, and with speech sounds as a special case. Lin-
guists are not at all unaccustomed to thinking about phonic potential in spatial
terms. For example, a vowel chart showing the high—low and front—back pa-
rameters represents an attempt to map out one domain of phonological space;
it characterizes a range of articulatory potential, and a vowel articulation can
be defined (at least in part) as a location within this range. A speech spec-
trogram, plotting energy distribution along the parameters of time and fre-
quency, is a graphic display of sounds from the acoustic standpoint; a sound
can be defined acoustically as a configuration (e.g. a particular formant struc-
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ture) in this spatially conceived domain. Though semantic space is far more
complex and harder to elucidate, I see no reason to doubt that it can in prin-
ciple be handled in similar fashion. The notions of semantic and phonological
space may not yet be fully substantive, but neither are they inherently myste-
rious; it will be more profitable to work towards explicating these notions than
to reject them out of hand.

Granted the existence of semantic and phonological space, we can proceed
to define a bipolar symbolic space, obtained by coordinating the two. A sym-
bolic structure can then be characterized as a configuration in symbolic space.
To be more specific, a symbolic structure consists of a semantic structure at
one pole, a phonological structure at the other pole, and a correspondence
linking them together. I have indicated correspondences with dotted lines in
Fig. 2.5, which summarizes a number of the concepts presented so far. It
is important to distinguish between symbolization (sym) and coding (cod),
though both depend on correspondences (as does syntagmatic combination).
Symbolization is the relation between a structure in semantic space and one in
phonological space, whether this relationship constitutes a unit in the gram-
mar of a language or is created on the spot as a specific usage event. Coding,
on the other hand, takes place across the boundary between convention and
usage. It is a matter of finding an appropriate target structure that “fits” a
sanctioning unit within some expected range of tolerance. Note that a toler-
ably good fit must be achieved at both poles in a typical instance of use: the
conceptualization must be plausibly categorized by the semantic unit to which

Fig. 2.5
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it corresponds, and similarly, the vocalization, by the corresponding pho-
nological unit (which must symbolize the semantic unit). The overall coding
relation between the sanctioning symbolic unit and the target is therefore de-
rivative of the individual coding relations at the semantic and phonological
poles."

At this juncture, some points of clarification are necessary concerning the
nature of phonological structure. They center on the seemingly contradictory
but ultimately rather obvious proposition that sounds (at least for many lin-
guistic purposes) are really concepts. We can begin by noting that usage
events are often purely conceptual, with no overt physical manifestation. This
is so whenever language is used for silent verbal thought: conceptualizations
are coded linguistically and associated with phonetic structures, but though
we mentally “hear” a sequence of vocalizations, no actual sounds are physi-
cally emitted. Even when vocalizations are physically realized, the acoustic
signal per se is not the primary concern of linguistic analysis. Because lan-
guage is a cognitive entity, the speech signal must be regarded not just in
physical but rather in psychophysical terms; the cognitive representation of
linguistic expressions derives most directly from auditory impressions, and
only indirectly from the sound waves that give rise to these impressions.

Our knowledge of speech sounds is clearly multifaceted. Because sounds
are perceptual entities, one facet of their cognitive representation consists of
auditory impressions or perceptual routines. We also know sounds from an
articulatory standpoint; cognitively directed motor routines therefore consti-
tute a second dimension of their mental representation. Other dimensions,
which appear to be of less significance, include the Kinesthetic sensations that
accompany an articulatory event, as well as the auditory feedback a speaker
receives from his own utterances (this contrasts in both quality and mode of
transmission with auditory impressions from external sources). A complete
linguistic description of phonological units must accommodate all of these di-
mensions, and thus requires a series of parallel (but coordinated) specifica-
tions. In this respect sounds are like other concepts, which normally involve
coordinated specifications in various domains of semantic space (cf. Ch. 4).

Even the articulatory facets of speech sounds are properly regarded as con-
ceptual, in the broad sense in which I understand this term. Consider the seg-
ment [i]. From the perceptual standpoint, speakers can deal with this sound in
either of two ways: they can actually hear the sound as a stimulus-driven per-
ceptual event, or they can simply imagine hearing it, i.e. they can activate an

" The coding relation is neutral with respect to the distinction between speaker and hearer:
both interlocutors must find an adequate bipolar target, whether the conceptualization or the vo-
calization is taken as the starting point. It would be simplistic to attribute any strict directionality
to the roles of speaking and hearing (e.g. the hearer often has a strong hypothesis about the con-
ceptualization even before the vocalization is emitted).
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auditory image of it (as in silent verbal thought). Moreover, the auditory im-
age is plausibly taken as primary, in the sense that it is used to categorize
acoustic input as an instance of this particular sound. Exactly analogous ob-
servations can be made about the articulatory representation of [i]. A speaker
can actually implement the articulatory routine and produce the sound, or he
can simply imagine implementing it, i.e. he can mentally run through the
motor routine without this mental activity being translated into muscular ges-
tures. Once again the cognitive representation is primary, in the sense that it
directs the motor sequence but can also occur autonomously. "

If sounds are conceptual entities, our previous characterization of symbolic
space was oversimplified in treating semantic and phonological space as dis-
joint fields of cognitive potential; phonological space should instead be re-
garded as a subregion of semantic space. Diagrams in the style of Figs. 2.5
and 2.6(a) are thus more accurately given in the format of Fig. 2.6(b). That
is, a linguistic symbol is defined by a correspondence between two structures
in semantic space (broadly conceived), where one of the two occupies the
phonological subregion in particular.”

Locating phonological space within semantic space is more than a termi-
nological nicety, for it resolves certain actual or potential conceptual prob-
lems. One problem is that of characterizing the meaning of onomatopoetic
expressions. If a linguistic symbol implies a correspondence between a pho-
nological structure and another structure in semantic space, we can expect to
find—as a special case—symbols that consist of a correspondence between
two phonological structures. A word like clang is therefore unproblematic as
a symbolic unit. The semantic pole of every symbolic unit is a conceptualiza-
tion situated in one or more domains of semantic space, so there is nothing at
all odd about claiming that the meaning of clang is the conception (or au-
ditory image) of a particular type of sound, as shown in Fig. 2.6(c). Indeed, it
would require special provisions to preclude this kind of symbolic unit.

But we can go even further, for nothing in the definition of a linguistic sym-
bol—a correspondence between two structures in semantic space, one of
them phonological—inherently rules out the possibility that the two structures
might happen to be identical, i.e. that a phonological structure might sym-
bolize itself, as shown in Fig. 2.6(d). Given the present framework, self-

14 Observe that a speaker who is temporarily deafened nevertheless retains full knowledge of
the sounds of his language and is capable of silent speech. Similarly, a speaker who is temporarily
paralyzed, so that nothing happens at the muscular level when he sends the neural commands to
produce a speech sound, can still be said to possess the requisite motor routines. See 3.2 for
further discussion of imagery and autonomous processing.

15 ontext should make it clear whether the term semantic space is used in the narrow sense (as
the region complementary to phonological space) or the broad sense (to include phonological
space). Note that Fig. 2.6 and certain later diagrams are simplified by omission of the box sur-
rounding a symbolic unit as a whole.
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symbolization is an expected limiting case in the spectrum of conceivable
symbolic relationships, and 1 would suggest that it provides at least a partial
solution to a previously noted problem (2.1.2). It is posed by sentences like
(2), in which [NOISE] stands for any sound the speaker can create, linguistic
or otherwise:

(2) The boy went [NOISE].

What is the semantic value of the [NOISE] constituent, and of the sentence as
a whole? Does [NOISE] have a meaning at all? If [NOISE] is not attributed a
meaning, how can we account for the semantic distinctness of two sentences
incorporating different noises?

Sentences like these do have special properties, but the present model
handles them straightforwardly. Meanings are conceptual entities, so the con-
ceptualization of a sound can be considered a meaning. In sentences like (2),
then, [NOISE] 1s a meaningful, self-symbolizing constituent; moreover, two
sentences of this type differ semantically if they incorporate different noises.
Self-symbolization contrasts with onomatopoeia (compare (¢) and (d) in Fig.
2.6), but they are not drastically distinct (there is in fact a gradation between
them). In an onomatopoetic expression like clang, the signifier and signified
are similar but not identical, and the signifier is formed from speech sounds
conventionally employed in the language. On the other hand, the whole point
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of sentences like (2) is to allow direct imitation of the signified; hence the
signifier symbolizes itself and is not restricted to sounds regularly used in the
language. Because the [NOISE] constituent is fully imitative and not limited
to conventionally established phonological sequences, these sentences are not
prototypical linguistic expressions. They are nevertheless sanctioned by the
grammar of English, which has evolved a construction (with go) specifically
designed to accommodate them.'

2.2.2. Grammar as Symbolization

A linguistic symbol is bipolar, defined by a semantic structure standing in
correspondence to a phonological structure. Most linguists would probably
accept this characterization for the great majority of lexical items, which in
general have both a form and an obvious meaning. But grammar is another
matter. The position that grammar is inherently symbolic is rather unorthodox
in contemporary linguistic thought-—so much so that it is necessary to elabo-
rate on what this means. Let us consider three kinds of entities in this connec-
tion: grammatical morphemes, grammatical classes, and grammatical con-
structions. It is claimed that all are represented in the grammar as symbolic
units.

I will say little about so-called grammatical morphemes at this juncture.
Their status as symbolic units hinges on whether they are meaningful, and I
have already suggested that they almost invariably are. The only way to dem-
onstrate this is by analyzing a substantial and representative class of ex-
amples, including cases generally agreed to be void of semantic content, and
showing that a coherent and revealing account of linguistic phenomena emerges
just in case they are attributed specific meanings. This is one objective of the
present work, and of cognitive-grammar research generally (e.g. Casad and
Langacker 1985; Langacker 1981c¢, 1982a; Lindner 1981, 1982). A number of
grammatical morphemes are analyzed in reasonably explicit detail in later
chapters. '

Basic grammatical classes are defined by schematic symbolic units. The
class of nouns, for example, is defined by a schema that we can represent as
[[THINGJ/[...]}, where [THING] is a schematic semantic unit (cf. Ch. 5) and
[...] a schematic phonological unit. The categorization of a specific form as a
noun is then given by a classificatory unit of the sort previously discussed, for
example, [[[THINGV/[...]1— [[TREEJ/[tree]]]; observe that the schematic re-
lation between the two symbolic units overall depends on schematic relations
at each pole: [[THING]— [TREE]] at the semantic pole, and [[...] = [tree]]

16 The construction also allows a gesture instead of a noise, or a noise-gesture combination.
We must therefore generalize the notion of a symbol to include cases where the signifier belongs
to the visual rather than the auditory region of semantic space. This is necessary in any event to
handle writing and sign language.
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at the phonological pole. Though a number of basic classes are characterized
in this manner with reference to their intrinsic semantic properties (cf. Part
II), we must also accommodate grammatical classes identified on the basis
of distribution (e.g. the class of verb stems that nominalize in a particular
fashion). These require a somewhat different (though related) approach, pre-
sented in Ch. 11. For now I simply note that only symbolic units figure in the
description.

Grammar involves the syntagmatic combination of morphemes and larger
expressions to form progressively more elaborate symbolic structures. These
structures are called grammatical constructions. Constructions are therefore
symbolically complex, in the sense of containing two or more symbolic struc-
tures as components. There is no fundamental distinction between morpho-
logical and syntactic constructions, which are fully parallel in all immediately
relevant respects.

When the formation of grammatical constructions is regular to any sub-
stantial degree, this regularity is expressed in the grammar by a schematic
symbolic unit. This schematic unit is itself symbolically complex in the same
way that its instantiations are;’i.e. it is a schematic representation of the pat-
tern of integration observed in the formation of particular expressions. The
noun pins, for example, is a symbolically complex expression formed by inte-
grating the two symbolic units pin and -s: [[[PIN}/[pin]]-[[PL)/{z]]]. This ex-
pression instantiates a pattern of plural noun formation embodied in the sche-
matic unit [[[THINGJ/...]]-[[PL)/[z]]]," where the integration between the
two components is exactly analogous to that between the components of pins
(and of other plural nouns). The schema therefore captures whatever gener-
alization can be made about the nature of the syntagmatic combination defin-
ing the grammatical construction.

We must probe more deeply into the complicated set of relationships that
are characteristic of a symbolically complex form, be it schematic or specific.
Formulaic representations in the fashion of [[[PIN)/[pin]]-[[PL]/[z]]] are con-
venient but highly abbreviatory, for they show directly only a few of the struc-
tures and relations required 1n an explicit, fully articulated account of syntag-
matic combination.

Four of the structures that figure in this example are the semantic units
[PIN] and [PL] and the phonological units [pin] and [z]. These elements com-
bine in various ways to form higher-order units in semantic, phonological,
and symbolic space. Most obvious are the component morphemes [[PIN}/
[pin]] and [[PL}/[z]]. Pins results from the syntagmatic combination of these
simple symbolic units. What does the integration of two symbolic structures
entail? Let us examine the integrative relation at each pole. First, a complete

'7] simplify in various respects, notably by ignoring the distinction between count nouns and
mass nouns. Note that thing is a technical term, not limited to physical objects.
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analysis of pins must include a description of how the phonological compo-
nents [pin] and [z] are integrated to give the composite structure [pin-z]; it
specifies, roughly, that [z] is attached as the outermost consonant in the clus-
ter functioning as coda to the syllable having [1] for its nucleus. Second, a full
analysis must similarly describe how the semantic components [PIN] and
[PL] integrate to give the composite structure [PIN-PL]; [PL] designates a
mass consisting of an indefinite number of replications (in type) of a discrete
entity; the entity designated by [PIN] corresponds to each of those implied by
[PL], so the composite structure designates a mass consisting of an indefinite
number of discrete entities each attributed the specifications of [PIN].

So far we have isolated no fewer than eight units that figure in a simple
expression like pins. These are the simple semantic units [PIN] and [PL}; the
composite semantic unit [PIN-PL]; the simple phonological units [pin] and
[z]; the composite phonological unit [pin-z]; and the simple symbolic units
[[PINY/[pin]] and [[PL]/[z]]. It might seem that eight should be sufficient, but
in fact they are not. One can demonstrate their insufficiency by observing that
a characterization of pins consisting of these eight units alone would not pre-
clude a blatantly erroneous analysis for sentences like (3), in which there are
two plural nouns:

(3) The boys lost my pins.

In the erroneous analysis, sketched in Fig. 2.7, the suffix -5 on boy 1s taken as
symbolizing the plurality of pin, and the suffix -s on pin as symbolizing the
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Fig. 2.7

plurality of boy. Note that all eight units cited above for pins are represented
in the diagram. Nothing said so far about pins is inconsistent with the analysis.

What is missing, obviously, is a specification that the composite semantic
structure [PIN-PL], as a whole, is symbolized by the integrated phonological
unit [pin-z] specifically, rather than the mere occurrence of [pin] and [z]
somewhere in the same sentence. This is equivalent to saying that the integra-
tion of [pin] and [z] has symbolic import: that [z] occurs as a suffix on [pin]
symbolizes the fact that the notion of plurality conveyed by [z] pertains to
[PIN] in particular rather than some other discrete entity. Otherwise phrased,
the semantic integration between [PIN] and [PL] is symbolized by the integra-
tion of their respective phonological manifestations. We have thus encoun-
tered a new kind of symbolic relationship, slightly more abstract than those
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previously considered; instead of holding between a semantic and a pho-
nological structure, it holds between two relations, one associating two se-
mantic structures, and the other two phonological structures.

Fig. 2.8 summarizes the various structures and relations we have found to
be necessary for a full and explicit account of the internal structure of pins.
Diagram (a) is a compacted representation (cf. Fig. 2.4). Integration is
marked by horizontal lines of linkage: the overall integration of the symbolic
units [[PIN]/[pin]] and [[PL]/[z]] implies an integrative relation at each
pole—that is, [[PIN]-[PL]] and [[pin]-[z]]. Symbolic relations are marked by
dotted correspondence lines. Observe that the symbolic correspondence be-
tween the composite semantic structure [PIN-PL] and the composite pho-
nological structure [pin-z] stems from three more-basic symbolic relations:
those internal to [[PIN]/[pin]] and [[PL]/[z]], and the one between the in-
tegrative relations at the two poles. Diagram (b) shows the same structures
and relations in the format of an exploded diagram. Certain boxes have been
omitted for the sake of clarity, and lines have been labeled to identify the rela-
tionships of symbolization (sym), integration (inf), and composition (com).
The representations in Fig. 2.8 are complex, but only because all the essential
elements are made fully explicit (usually they are swept under the proverbial
rug, or into other components of the grammar). Every box and line of the
figure is there for a specific purpose and indicates one of the structures or
relations that are undeniably present in this construction. The sense in which
grammatical constructions are symbolic entities should now be quite clear.
We have seen that the integrative relation between two morphemes (or larger
expressions) is resolvable into separate integrative relations between their se-
mantic and their phonological poles; syntagmatic combination is thus bipolar.
But it is also symbolic, for the integration of components at the semantic pole
corresponds to, and is symbolized by, the integration of components at the
phonological pole. This is true of grammatical constructions in general.

Consider now the relation between a particular composite symbolic struc-
ture, such as pins, and the schema it instantiates. The internal structure of the
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schema is exactly parallel to that of its instantiations, and specifies how the
component morphemes are integrated at the two poles. The schema describ-
ing this pattern of plural noun formation is therefore identical to Fig. 2.8,
except that the count-noun schema replaces the morpheme pin as the first
component. The schema for the construction is depicted in compacted form
on the left in Fig. 2.9. Recall that a schema coexists in the grammar with
those of its instantiations having unit status, which is a reasonable assumption
in the case of pins. The elaborative relationship between pins and the cate-
gorizing schema is itself a unit, as Fig. 2.9 shows.

[(remc } PL  [ex {F]
Semantic Space
Phonological Space
[E : z | ] In — 2 I ‘
Fig. 2.9

Everything said above about pins, a morphological construction, is equally
valid (with appropriate adjustments) for a syntactic construction. Consider
the syntactic phrase tall boy. The symbolic components [[TALL]/[tol]] and
[[BOY]/[boy]] must be integrated at both the semantic and the phonological
poles. Semantically, [TALL] designates the relation between a thing and the
region beyond the norm on a certain scale, whereas [BOY] designates a type
of person; they are integrated through two correspondences: (1) between the
thing referred to by [TALL] and the person designated by [BOY], and (2) be-
tween the norm on the scale referred to by [TALL] and the category norm in
the height specification of [BOY]. The two components are integrated pho-
nologically by being grouped as contiguous words in a phrase arranged in a
specific linear order. Most crucially once again, the semantic integration
stands in a symbolic relation with the phonological integration: the contiguity
and linear ordering of the phonological structures [tol] and [boy] symbolize
the fact that the height specification of [TALL] pertains to [BOY] in particular
rather than some other entity. The case of tall boy differs from that of pins in
specifics (e.g. the phonological integration is at the phrase level rather than
the word level) but is quite parallel in its overall character.

It is simply incoherent in this perspective to speak of syntax as being “‘au-
tonomous” from semantics. If the semantic pole is suppressed, then symbolic
relationships cease to exist, and what remains is nothing but undifferentiated
phonological structure. In that circumstance there can be no basis for even
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recognizing morphemes (or larger lexical units), let alone assigning them to
grammatical classes.

2.3. Componentiality and Correspondence

Componentiality and correspondence are notions that have already figured
very prominently in our discussion. The notions are quite general, and are not
at all restricted to linguistic phenomena. They are nevertheless fundamental to
linguistic structure and ubiquitous in their applicability within this domain.

2.3.1. Componentiality

The idea of componentiality is seemingly straightforward: complex struc-
tures are assembled out of simpler ones (or have them as components). The
linguistic application of this notion nevertheless requires several points of
clarification. Some of them relate to its cognitive interpretation. Others per-
tain to the distinction between “natural” conceptual or phonological units and
those established on the basis of symbolic relationships.

2.3.1.1. fts Cognitive Basis. The grammar of a language is intended as a
set of claims about the cognitive structures constituting a linguistic system,
claims that could in principle be proved right or wrong given sufficient inde-
pendent evidence about human cognition. The notion of componentiality
must be understood in this context. Certain conceptions of componentiality
and what it entails must be resisted, even though they seem quite natural in a
priori terms, because there is reason to think that speakers handle things
otherwise.

The concept [CIRCLE] provides a simple example. Anyone who has stud-
ied geometry is familiar with its definition as the set of points in a plane that
lie at a specified distance from a reference point. The fact that this definition
refers to a “specified distance™ and a “reference point” might be taken as sug-
gesting that [CIRCLE] has [RADIUS] and [CENTER] as semantic compo-
nents, i.e. that [RADIUS] and [CENTER] are among the cognitive routines
coordinated to form the higher-order routine whose execution constitutes the
conceptualization of a circle. But despite the mathematical elegance of this
characterization, it is doubtful that it reflects a person’s naive or primary
understanding of [CIRCLE]. Many people (e.g. young children) acquire
[CIRCLE] as a salient and deeply entrenched concept without ever being ex-
posed to the mathematical definition or focusing their attention specifically on
the length of line segments from the center to the circumference. [CIRCLE] is
probably first learned as a shape gestalt: it is the simplest or minimal closed
curve, lacking any dimensional asymmetries or any departures from a smooth
trajectory as one traces along its perimeter. [RADIUS] is then learned and
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characterized with respect to [CIRCLE] (and so is [CENTER], at least as ap-
plied to circles); hence [CIRCLE] is a component of [RADIUS] rather than
the converse. '

The idea of componentiality suggests that structures might be decomposed
successively into smaller and smaller subcomponents until no further decom-
position is possible, yielding a set of “primitives.” Can one posit, for ex-
ample, a set of semantic primitives in the fashion of generative semantics?
Cognitive grammar is essentially neutral on this question. No specific claim is
made to the effect that the smallest units of linguistic significance are neces-
sarily primitives. Despite the effective simplicity of a unit (in the sense of
requiring no constructive effort), it is explicitly conceived as an integrated
system, possibly very complex internally. Semantic units are defined relative
to knowledge structures, which can be extremely complicated, even for units
that are minimal for most linguistic purposes (e.g. in one of its senses balk
presupposes extensive knowledge of baseball, but it is a minimal unit from the
standpoint of symbolic relationships). Analysis of knowledge structures can
be carried out to whatever delicacy is required by linguistic considerations,
but the fundamental units uncovered in this way need not be specifically lin-
guistic, nor is it necessary to assume that they ultimately reduce to a specified
list of primitives.

The systemic nature of higher-order linguistic structures is a point of some
significance. The fact that components can be recognized within a complex
structure does not entail that these components exhaust its characterization: it
may have properties above and beyond those of its components, which may in
turn be manifested in it only imperfectly (cf. Ch. 12). A variety of considera-
tions dictate a nonreductive approach to linguistic structure, meaning that a
complex structure must be treated as a separate entity in its own right re-
gardless of componentiality. Returning to an earlier example, we certainly
want to acknowledge staple and -er as components of stapler, yet this com-
plex lexical unit has semantic properties more specific than those predictable
from these components alone. Stapler—specified in full detail—therefore co-
exists in the grammar of English with its components staple and -er as well as
the schema for the V + -er derivational pattern. Stapler is sanctioned and cat-
egorized by this schema, and motivated by its components, but it is nonethe-
less a distinct unit not algorithmically deducible from these other structures.

In the final analysis, the componentiality we are concerned with pertains to
the order in which cognitive routines are coordinated to form progressively
more elaborate routines. This type of componentiality must not be confused
with part/whole relationships in a conceived entity; the former pertains to the

'8In short, the mathematical definition may be irrelevant to how the concept [CIRCLE] is
learned and represented by the geometrically naive. Once a person has been exposed to this char-
acterization, however, it enriches his encyclopedic understanding of the notion.
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structure of a conceptualization, and the latter to the structure of what is con-
ceptualized, which is a very different matter. This contrast can be illustrated
by how we conceptualize the human body. We know that there are typically
five fingers on a hand, one hand on an arm, and two arms on a body. With
respect to the conceived entity (the object of conceptualization), there is con-
sequently a part/whole relation between finger and hand, between hand and
arm, and between arm and body. It does not follow, however, that the concept
[FINGER] is a component of the concept [HAND], that [HAND] is a compo-
nent of [ARM], or [ARM] a component of [BODY]. It seems rather dubious,
in a case like this, that the concept of a whole is derivative of the concepts for
its parts; instead, a crucial specification of [ARM] is its position relative to
the larger configuration of the overall body, and similarly for the other pairs of
concepts. I suggest, then, that [BODY] is a conceptual component of [ARM],
[ARM] a conceptual component of [HAND], and [HAND] of [FINGER]: in
each case the first conceptualization provides a frame of reference relative to
which the second is located and identified."

2.3.1.2. Unipolar vs. Bipolar Componentialiry. Grammar is the suc-
cessive combination of symbolic structures to form increasingly elaborate
symbolic expressions. The components in a grammatical construction are
thus symbolic, with both a semantic pole and a phonological pole. It is essen-
tial to realize that the structures most directly relevant to grammar derive their
status as semantic or phonological components from the very fact that they
participate in symbolic relationships. Components established on the basis of
bipolar considerations often fail to coincide with the “natural” components
defined by semantic or phonological considerations alone. Both unipolar
and bipolar componentiality must be accommodated in a full linguistic
description. .

The distinction between the two kinds of componentiality is most easily il-
lustrated in the phonological domain. When symbolic considerations are put
aside, we observe a natural, unipolar hierarchy of phonological structures,
where segments function as components of syllables, syllables as components
of words, words as components of minimal phrases, and so on. If we focus on
the organization of syllabic sequences into words, for example, we see that
tables has two (unipolar) components: [[tey]-[blz]]. (Note that [ 1] stands for
an [1] which functions as a syllabic nucleus.) This componential organization
18 of course quite different from the one required for grammatical purposes,
namely [[teybl]-[z]]. It is clear that the components [teybl] and [z] are estab-
lished on symbolic rather than purely phonological grounds, i.c. we recognize

*Explicit knowledge of a part/whole relationship is then seen as a higher-order conceptual
structure. For instance, both [BODY] and [ARM)] function as components of the more complex
notion [BODY-HAS-ARM] (or [ARM-PART-OF-BODY]).
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[teybl] and [z] as constituents precisely because they symbolize the respective
concepts [TABLE] and [PL]. The description of a morphological construction
therefore has to specify how its phonological components—defined in bipolar
terms—Integrate with respect to the unipolar phonological hierarchy. In the
case of the plural morpheme, it is specified that {z] attaches as the last conso-
nant in the coda of the noun stem’s final syllable.

The discrepancy between unipolar and bipolar componentiality is equally
important in the semantic domain, though perhaps more subtle. A good way
to approach it is by examining the contrast between a pair of expressions like
peas and corn (cf. Langacker 1982a). If we consider in purely conceptual
terms the notions they convey, leaving aside how these notions are symbol-
ized, we find that they are quite analogous: each involves the conception of a
small discrete object (of comparable size in the two instances) replicated to
form a mass. We can plausibly suggest that in each case the notion of a repli-
cate mass is a higher-order concept having for (unipolar) components the con-
cept of replication and the concept of a particular type of discrete object.

Despite this conceptual parallelism, the symbolic conventions of English
treat these notions differently. They contrast in their level of initial lexicaliza-
tion, i.e. the place in the conceptual hierarchy occupied by the semantic pole
of the root morpheme. Peas makes its initial lexicalization at the level of the
individual discrete object: [[PEA]/{pea]]. It is only by virtue of syntagmatic
combination with [PL] that we obtain the composite structure [[PEA]-[PL]]
designating the replicate mass, so in this instance the bipolar componentiality
mirrors what we have assumed to be the unipolar constituency. Corn, how-
ever, makes its initial lexicalization at the level of the mass: [[CORN]/{corn]].
The minimal semantic component defined by a symbolic relationship coin-
cides with the whole; the expression is unanalyzable, the notions of replica-
tion and of a particular kind of discrete object remaining sublexical instead of
being individually symbolized.* Explicit symbolization naturally enhances
the salience of a conceptual component, so the notions of replication and of
individual discrete objects are more salient within peas than in corn. This
contrast in bipolar semantic constituency has grammatical consequences, for
example in verb agreement (peas are vs. corn is) and quantifier selection
(many peas vs. much corn).

A comprehensive linguistic description necessarily encompasses unipolar
structures: phonological and conceptual hierarchies of complexity, each de-
fined in its own terms. The basic units of grammar are nevertheless bipolar, as

*0To designate an individual member of the mass, we resort to periphrastic expressions like
kernel of corn. This expression is complex in terms of bipolar semantic units (it requires the
integration of [KERNEL], {OF], and [CORN]), but the composite semantic structure is analo-
gous to [PEA]. Hence the number of bipolar semantic units in an expression need not reflect its
nenlinguistic conceptual complexity; a complex notion can be put succinctly, or a simple notion
laid out in laborious, cumbersome fashion.
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they are delineated by symbolic considerations. It is the discrepancy between
unipolar and bipolar componentiality that makes grammar so variable and
gives it the superficial appearance of being autonomous from semantics. The
grammatical complexity of an expression, and the specifics of its composi-
tion, depend on the symbolic resources a language provides (in particular, its
array of bipolar semantic components). Both factors are consequently vari-
able, even for the expression of a specific (unipolar) conceptualization.

2.3.2. Correspondence

Essential to cognitive processes is our ability to establish correspondences
between conceived entities. The entities may be quite distinct or belong to
different domains—as exemplified by the correspondences established be-
tween seats and guests by the host of a dinner party. But we can also establish
correspondences between two representations or occurrences of the same en-
tity, as we do in reading a road map, or recognizing a person as ‘“‘the same”
when seen on different occasions. Whether they are purely mental or are given
some physical implementation, correspondences are crucial to the compari-
son of entities to ascertain their identity or degree of similarity. In working a
jigsaw puzzle, for instance, I establish provisional correspondences between
particular pieces and vacant spots, and then check the correspondents for
identity of shape (and other specifications). I can effect this comparison
physically, by moving the piece and putting it down in the vacant spot, but
often I can judge the fit by visual inspection alone. When I do the latter I
nevertheless carry out a mental act of transportation and superposition, decid-
ing the matter on the basis of the imagined configuration that results.

The comparison of two complex structures requires more than just a global
correspondence between them. The global correspondence must be resolved
into local correspondences between particular subparts of the structures, with
the local correspondents then being assessed for degree of similarity. In the
Jigsaw-puzzle example, each knob, depression, corner, and side of the piece
must be compatible with the corresponding subpart of the vacant spot. Clearly
we have the ability to test alternate sets of correspondences between the sub-
parts of two structures (e.g. alternate orientations of a puzzle piece relative to
a vacant spot) to find the set that maximizes their compatibility. How finely we
analyze complex structures into subparts (the “delicacy” of our analysis) de-
pends on specific objectives. Global correspondences suffice for some pur-
poses, but other cases demand local correspondences between subparts of
variable size. At the extreme, two structures may be associated through indefi-
nitely many local correspondences connecting individual points.

These general observations prove relevant in appreciating how correspon-
dences function in grammar. They are significant in all three types of relations
between the components in a complex structure: symbolization, categoriza-
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tion, and syntagmatic combination. Let us examine these in turn for their de-
pendence on correspondences.

2.3.2.1. Symbolic Relations. Symbolization is dealt with here only by way
of summary (cf. 2.2). A linguistic symbol involves a correspondence between
two structures in semantic space (broadly construed), one of them in the pho-
nological subdomain. When the two poles of ‘a symbolic structure occupy
vastly different regions of semantic space, their comparison for similarity or
identity is severely limited; this incommensurability underlies the basic ar-
bitrariness of simple linguistic signs. However, when the semantic pole of a
linguistic symbol is itself situated in phonological space, comparison of the
corresponding structures is feasible, and we recognize the expression as
onomatopoetic when the structures show an appreciable degree of similarity.
As a limiting case, moreover, a phonological structure can be put in corre-
spondence with itself and hence be self-symbolizing, as in sentences like (2):
The boy went [NOISE].

In a grammatical construction, the global correspondence between seman-
tic and phonological structures is resolvable into a number of more specific
correspondences. In the lexical unit pins, for example, we can note local sym-
bolic relationships between (1) [PIN] and {pin]; (2) [PL] and [z]; (3) the com-
posite structures [PIN-PL] and [pin-z]; and (4) the integration of [PIN] and
[PL] at the semantic pole, and of [pin] and [z] at the phonological pole (cf.
Fig. 2.8).

2.3.2.2. Categorizing Relations. In a relationship of full schematicity, the
participating structures are fully compatible in their specifications; hence they
must occupy the same general region of semantic space. The schema and its
instantiation represent the same entity at contrasting levels of specificity: the
schema is a coarse-grained representation showing only gross organizational
features, whereas its instantiation delineates the entity in precise, fine-grained
detail.

A schematic relationship reflects a categorizing judgment based on com-
parison. The overall comparison between a schema and its instantiation summa-
rizes over an indefinite number of local comparisons between correspond-
ing substructures. Consider the categorizing unit [[SNAKE]— [RATTLE-
SNAKE]]. Focusing on shape specifications, we observe that [RATTLE-
SNAKE] is more specific than [SNAKE] in certain respects: [RATTLESNAKE]
characterizes the head more precisely (as being roughly triangular), and it
specifies a particular appendage in the tail region ([SNAKE] must be neutral
about any such possibility). The overall elaborative relationship is thus deriv-
ative of local elaborations. Note, however, that elaborative distance can vary
. from one pair of correspondents to the next: [RATTLESNAKE)] is not sub-
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stantially more precise than [SNAKE] in its shape specification for the body
(exclusive of head and tail).

The same basic observations apply to instantiations of grammatical con-
structions. Recall that the complex symbolic unit pins instantiates the schema
describing a pattern of plural noun formation: [[[THING/...]-[PL/z]]—
[[PIN/pin]-[PL/z]]] (cf. Fig. 2.9). Clearly this global schematic relationship
reduces to local relations between corresponding subparts. The locus of non-
null elaboration is the noun stem, where pin is far more specific than its corre-
spondent in the schema: [[THINGY/...]— [PIN/pin]]; this categorizing rela-
tionship can itself be resolved into elaborative relations at each pole, i.e.
[[THING]— [PIN]] and [[...J— [pin]]. In addition, [PL/z) occurs in both the
schema and the instantiation, and its bipolar integration with the stem is par-
allel in the two structures. For each local correspondence, then, there is a rela-
tion of full schematicity, including instances of identity (zero elaboration).
The global judgment constitutes a summary over these local relationships.

Full and partial schematicity are treated as aspects of a unified phenome-
non. Both reflect categorizing judgments based on the comparison of a sanc-
tioning structure and a target, and in both instances a global categorization
summarizes over the local comparisons of corresponding subparts. The differ-
ence lies in whether the sanctioning and target structures are fully compatible;
partial schematicity involves some conflict in specifications. Experientially,
there is a qualitative contrast. The mental operation of shifting from a schema
to its instantiation is analogous to bringing a picture into sharper focus: details
emerge, and uncertainty is confined to a narrower range. When schematicity
is partial, the parallel mental operation amounts to the transformation of one
structure into another whose character may be drastically different.

In view of this qualitative difference, one might question the wisdom of
analyzing extension as a type of categorization. It might be argued that figura-
tive language, which I treat as extension, involves the interplay between a lit-
eral sense and a figurative sense, and is therefore intrinsically more complex
than categorization, which appears to involve nothing of the kind. But far
from being problematic, this observation is actually supportive of the analy-
sis, for it is precisely what one expects from the characterization of full and
partial schematicity. Because partial schematicity involves conflicting specifi-
cations, the sanctioning and target structures cannot merge into a single, con-
sistent conceptualization; in a categorizing judgment of the form [[SS]——-»
[75]], the discrepancy between SS and TS keeps them at least partially dis-
tinct. The result is a bipartite conceptualization including what we recognize
as a literal sense (SS) and a figurative sense (7'S). On the other hand, nothing
prevents the sanctioning and target structures from merging into a unified con-
ceptualization when there is full consistency between their specifications. In
the schematic relationship [[SS]—[TS]], SS is in effect “*swallowed up”’ by
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TS, since all of the specifications of the former are implicit in the latter, which
simply carries them down to a greater level of precision (cf. 3.3.3). T will
refer to this tendency for an instantiation to “‘absorb’ its schema (i.e. the
effective equivalence of [[A]— [B]] and [B]) as the schematic-transparency
principle.

With this background, we can now provide a preliminary account of the
many factors at work in a typical idiomatic expression. Let us choose the
idiom the cat . . . out of the bag (found in both let the cat out of the bag and
the cat is out of the bag). We can simplify by ignoring such matters as the
definite articles, the analyzability of out of into component morphemes, and
the possible discontinuity of the idiom at the phonological pole. The essential
components and relations within this idiom are outlined in Fig. 2.10.

Because this idiom 1s a well-entrenched lexical item, the entire categorizing
structure has unit status, as do all of its components. The sanctioning struc-
ture, given on the left, represents the expression with its literal semantic value
(pertaining to a feline escaped from a sack). It is assembled by the syntag-
matic combination of three symbolic units, namely cat, out of, and bag, each
defined by a correspondence between a semantic and a phonological struc-
ture. This sanctioning structure bears an overall relation of partial sche-
maticity to the target, representing the expression construed in its figurative
sense. The target structure is also syntagmatically complex, assembled out of
symbolic components; the idiom, in other words, is to some degree analyz-
able, with cat attributed a meaning roughly equivalent to ‘information’, out
of taken in one of its normal senses, and bag '‘conveying some notion akin to
‘concealment’.”’

The overall relationship of partial schematicity between $S and TS decom-
poses into a sanctioning relation at each pole. At the phonological pole, the

21 Nothing in the present model requires that cat and bag have these values outside the context
of the idiom.
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relationship is one of identity; I have symbolized this with a solid double-
headed arrow (since identity is equivalent to bidirectional full schematicity).
This identity relation is further resolvable into identity relations between the
individual phonological components of SS and TS, as well as identity in their
mode of integration. The incompatibility of specifications responsible for
making the relation of $S and TS one of only partial schematicity is localized
to the semantic pole (the expression illustrates semantic extension). This
global relationship is also decomposable into local relations, all of partial
schematicity, between corresponding semantic components. The extent of the
discrepancy is quite variable: the conflict in specifications between [CAT] and
[INFORMATION] is blatant—-it is hard to perceive any similarities; [BAG],
however, bears a natural and salient relation to [CONCEALMENT]; and the
difference between [OUT-OF] and [OUT-OF’] is minor (spatial vs. abstract
domain). The integration of semantic units is parallel in SS and 7§S.

Contrast this analysis with the doctrine that an idiom is semantically un-
analyzable and constitutes a fixed phonological sequence (cf. Ch. 1). In gen-
eral idioms are not phonologically invariable (though there may be a proto-
typical linear ordering), and the great majority are analyzable to some degree.
The essence of an idiom is a complex set of correspondences, both symbolic
correspondences and those between components of the literal and figurative
senses. This elaborate set of interconnections permits the identification of an
idiom despite a considerable amount of phonological variability (cf. 12.2.3).

2.3.2.3. Syntagmatic Relations. Syntagmatic combination is the integra-
tion of two or more component structures in semantic, phonological, or
symbolic space to form a composite structure of greater size in the same
domain. The integration of two symbolic structures involves their integration
at both the semantic and the phonological poles. Here we focus on integration
at the semantic pole (phonological integration is quite analogous).

Integration depends on correspondences. For two semantic structures to
combine syntagmatically, they must have some point of overlap; more pre-
cisely, a substructure of one is placed in correspondence with a substructure of
the other, and these two substructures are construed as designating the same
conceived entity. It is by virtue of having one or more such entities in common
that two component structures can be integrated to form a coherent, more
elaborate conceptualization.

Consider The cat is out of the bag, taken in its literal sense. To simplify
matters and avoid tangential issues, we will once again restrict attention to
cat, out of, and bag.” Fig. 2.11 diagrams the integration of their semantic

22'C-:)matitue:ncy is also ignored: out of combines with bag at the first level of constituency, and
cat then combines with the composite structure so derived (cf. 8.4).
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poles in two equivalent notations. Diagram (a) is a compacted representation:
the composite structure is given only implicitly, through its components and
their specified mode of integration. In diagram (b), an exploded representa-
tion, the composite structure is depicted separately, above the components, as
an integrated whole.

The semantic units [CAT] and [BAG] designate particular types of physical
obijects, which for present purposes are adequately represented by mnemonic
sketches standing for their shape specifications. [OUT-OF], by contrast, is a
relational predication. It describes a spatial configuration involving two ob-
jects; the configuration results from one of the objects following a trajectory
that leads from an ‘in’ relation to an ‘out’ relation with respect to the other.
[OUT-OF] thus makes inherent reference to two objects as part of its own
characterization, but within this semantic unit itself these objects are specified
only in highly schematic terms (one must be able to function as some kind of
container, and the other to follow a spatial trajectory). I have used a circle and
an ellipse to represent these schematically characterized objects, and an arrow
for the presupposed trajectory.

Dotted lines indicate the correspondences that integrate the three semantic
units to form a coherent composite structure. [OUT-OF] organizes the con-
ceptual scene, setting up a relation between two schematically characterized
objects. The more precisely specified object designated by [CAT] corresponds
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to one of these schematic entities, and the one designated by [BAG] to the
other. Because there is in each case a relation of full schematicity between
the corresponding substructures, the superimposition of their specifications
produces a fully consistent composite conceptualization, shown at the top in
Fig. 2.11(b).

When correspondence lines are used for syntagmatic combination, we can
refer to them as lines of integration. They can be regarded as instructions for
fitting two structures together, in particular as instructions for superimposing
the specifications of the corresponding entities.* Conversely, the lines can be
thought of as a record of the distortion that occurs when a unified concep-
tualization is fragmented for coding purposes into overlapping components,
so that a single conceived entity is represented more than once. In addition to
these horizontal correspondences, there are vertical correspondences equat-
ing elements of the composite structure and each of the component structures,
as illustrated in Fig. 2.711(b). Vertical correspondence lines will often be omit-
ted here to simplify diagrams, but they are nonetheless essential to gram-
matical structure.

* When these specifications conflict (i.e. when the relation between the corresponding sub-
structures is one of partial rather than full schematicity), they engender a discord referred to by
linguists as a *“‘violation of sclectional restrictions.”
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SEMANTIC
STRUCTURE

GRAMMAR CONSISTS in the successive combination of symbolic structures to
form progressively larger symbolic expressions. It therefore cannot be ade-
quately described or understood without a reasonably detailed and explicit
account of the semantic pole of symbolic structures. Part II outlines the con-
ception of linguistic semantics inherent in cognitive grammar. While pro-
grammatic, this conception is sufficiently well articulated to serve as founda-
tion for the later discussion of grammatical organization.

The building blocks of grammar are minimal symbolic units, i.e. mor-
phemes. I refer to the semantic pole of a morpheme as a predicate, and to the
semantic pole of any linguistic expression as a predication. All predicates are
therefore predications, but the converse is not so. Moreover, all predicates
(but not all predications) have unit status (since morphemes do), and while
they may be quite complex internally, they constitute minimal “‘chunks” of
semantic content for symbolic and grammatical purposes. Our primary con-
cern in Part 1 is limited to the internal structure of individual predicates, but
the concepts and descriptive devices required for their characterization prove
equally appropriate for describing predications in general.

Meaning is a mental phenomenon that must eventually be described with
reference to cognitive processing. I therefore side with Chafe (1970, p. 74—76)
by adopting a “conceptual” or ‘“‘ideational”” view of meaning, in opposition to
such scholars as Palmer (1976, p.26—30) and Lyons (1977, p. 113). As
Chafe points out, criticisms of this view of meaning are often based on spu-
rious assumptions, e.g. the assumption that a concept is necessarily a “mental
picture” (in the most simplistic sense), that cognitive entities are necessarily
beyond the pale of empirical inquiry, or that an ideational account would
simply posit unanalyzed concepts without saying anything about their internal
structure. I assume it is possible at least in theory (if not yet in practice) to
describe in a principled, coherent, and explicit manner the internal structure
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of such phenomena as thoughts, concepts, perceptions, images, and mental
experience in general. The term conceptual structure will be applied indis-
criminately to any such entity, whether linguistic or nonlinguistic. A semantic
structure is then defined as a conceptual structure that functions as the se-
mantic pole of a linguistic expression. Hence semantic structures are regarded
as conceptualizations shaped for symbolic purposes according to the dictates
of linguistic convention.

Part II begins with a discussion of certain cognitive abilities and phenom-
ena that I take as self-evident and important to the description of linguistic
structures (Ch. 3). All predications are characterized relative to one or more
cognitive domains, the subject of Ch. 4. The profile/base organization they
impose on domains is examined in Ch. 5, which also proposes a semantic
analysis of things. Two classes of relational notions, atemporal relations
and processes, are the respective topics of Chs. 6 and 7.




CHAPTER 3

Cognitive Abilities

SEMANTIC STRUCTURE is conceptualization tailored to the specifications of
linguistic convention. Semantic analysis therefore requires the explicit char-
acterization of conceptual structure. Possibly this goal is quixotic. Neverthe-
less, I believe that mental experience is real, that it is susceptible to empirical
investigation and principled description, and that it constitutes the natural
subject matter of semantics. If we do not accept the challenge of elucidating
our “‘cognitive map of the universe” (Givén 1979, p. 313), we forfeit any
chance of attacking meaning on its home ground, and condemn ourselves to
an endless succession of strategically inessential skirmishes.

Omniscience about psychological processes is fortunately not prerequisite
to initiating a cognitively grounded investigation of language (helpful though
it would be). In particular, linguistic entities generally pertain to higher levels
of cognitive organization: the functional and phenomenological characteriza-
tion of mental experience is consequently more directly relevant to linguistic
analysis than descriptions that refer to the firing of specific neurons. For lin-
guistic purposes it is often sufficient merely to establish the existence of a
higher-order cognitive entity, regardless of how it might arise from more basic
processes (just as for many purposes it is useful to speak of atoms as funda-
mental units, even if it is known that they are not the ultimate constituents of
matter). I should emphasize that the following discussion of cognitive abilities
derives from linguistic concerns, and is not tied to any particular psychologi-
cal theory. The phenomena I call attention to are mostly self-evident, and
must somehow be accommodated in any comprehensive model of cognitive
processing.

3.1. Mental Experience

Having asserted that conceptualization, mental experience, and cognitive
processing are proper concerns of semantic analysis, 1 must offer some pre-
liminary clarification of these notions. This section also introduces a con-
struct that is fundamental to their proposed characterization, namely an act
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(or event) of comparison. It is suggested that the ability to effect comparisons
underlies the detection of regularity and the imposition of structure on cog-
nitive activity.

3.1.1. The Mind as Process

Though it is customary—and I think innocuous—to use nominal expres-
sions to designate mental phenomena (e.g. mind, thought, concept, percep-
tion, etc.), such terms must always be understood as convenient reifications.
Mind is the same as mental processing; what I call a thought is the occurrence
of a complex neurological, ultimately electrochemical event; and to say that I
have formed a concept is merely to note that a particular pattern of neu-
rological activity has become established, so that functionally equivalent
events can be evoked and repeated with relative ease.

I will use the term event to designate a cognitive occurrence of any degree
of complexity, be it the firing of a single neuron or a massive happening of
intricate structure and large-scale architecture. We can assume that the occur-
rence of any such event leaves some kind of neurochemical trace that facili-
tates recurrence. If the event fails to recur, its trace decays; recurrence has a
progressive reinforcing effect, however, so an event (or more properly, event-
type) becomes more and more deeply entrenched through continued repeti-
tion." An event-type is said to have unit status when it is sufficiently well
entrenched that it is easily evoked as an integrated whole, i.e. when it consti-
tutes an established routine that can be carried out more or less automatically
once it is initiated. I will refer to the execution of such a routine as its activa-
tion. The activation of a routine is of course itself a cognitive event.

Mental experience is thus a flow of events: it is what the brain does. As
recurrent events become entrenched to form established routines, and coacti-
vated routines are coordinated into higher-order routines, the nature of this
experience becomes more and more elaborately structured. At any given mo-
ment a brain is the locus of countless ongoing events of great complexity and
diversity, but typically they are sufficiently patterned and integrated that many
facets of this welter of activity constitute a coherent body of interpreted expe-
rience rather than a flux of unfamiliar and unrelated sensations. By now it is a

"t is strictly possible only for event-types to recur, but for convenience I will talk of the recur-
rence of events. The requisite notion of event-types requires some kind of functional equivalence,
but need not specify that different tokens of a type involve the firing of precisely the same neurons
across the same synaptic junctions. A coherent notion of functional equivalence is certainly pos-
sible in principle. Suppose there are three bundles of neurons, labeled A, B, and C, such that
each of the neurons in bundle A has multiple connections to neurons in B, and each of those in B
to neurons in C. The event-type A-B-C can then be defined as the coordinated activation of A, B,
and C, 1.¢. the firing of sufficiently many neurons in A to trigger the firing of enough neurons in B
to trigger the firing of a certain number of neurons in C. Different tokens of A-8-C might consti-
tute the same mental experience or have the same role in higher-order cognitive phenomena even
if no two tokens ever involve the firing of exactly the same set of neurons in the three bundles,
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truism that this active, structuring character of mental processing extends
even to perception. The quality of our perceptual experience depends only in
part on the stimuli that impinge on our sense organs and the signals directly
induced by these stimuli. Equally important is the structure imposed on these
peripheral events at more central levels of processing in accordance with cur-
rent expectations and the available inventory of perceptual and interpretive
routines. Perception is not a passive phenomenon, but an active process that is
reasonably regarded as a kind of problem-solving activity (cf. Arnheim 1969).

3.1.2. Comparison

Fundamental to cognitive processing and the structuring of experience is
our ability to compare events and register any contrast or discrepancy between
them. Such comparison is at work when we perceive a spot of light against a
dark background, for example, or when we catch a spelling error. 1 assume
that this ability to compare two events is both generalized and ubiquitous: acts
of comparison continually occur in all active cognitive domains, and at vari-
ous levels of abstraction and complexity; regardless of domain and level,
moreover, they are manifestations of the same basic capacity (or at least are
functionally parallel). Some nontrivial commonality is thus attributed to the
perception of a spot of light against a dark background and the observation
that one student in a class is more intelligent than the others, even though the
specific processes of comparison must be quite different in the two cases. To
account for highly complex experiences, e.g. hearing an orchestra or observ-
ing a typical visual scene, we must assume that many acts of comparison are
carried out more or less simultaneously within a domain and that these indi-
vidual acts are coordinated to form progressively more complex events, in
ways that I can only hint at here.

Consider the judgment that two pure tones differ in pitch. Presentation of
one tone elicits from the perceiver a cognitive event—event A-—which consti-
tutes his auditory experience of this sound. Presentation of the second tone
induces event B. Now it is conceivable that the perceiver will establish no re-
lation whatever between the two events (especially if the interval between
them is quite long, or if he is otherwise occupied); he may treat the two tones
as isolated auditory experiences and make no comparison at all. The mere
occurrence of events A and B therefore does not constitute a comparison of
the two tones or the recognition that they differ in pitch: such comparison im-
plies some cognitive event transcending those induced by the two tones indi-
vidually as separate experiences. Let the notation A > B symbolize the com-
plex event in which the two tones are perceived in relation to one another and
Jjudged to be of different pitch. Clearly this complex event contains events A
and B as components. The symbol > then stands for the mental operation—
whatever its character—that relates the two and registers the discrepancy be-



102 SEMANTIC STRUCTURE

tween them. This operation is itself a mental event distinct (though not inde-
pendent) from A and B, and A > B is a higher-order event coordinating these
three components.

From this example we can isolate three functional components required for
any act of comparison. Such an act has the general schematic form S§>T,
where S can be called the standard of comparison and 7 the target.? As these
terms 1mply, the relation is asymmetrical: the standard serves as a baseline
event or point of reference, relative to which the target is evaluated. The opera-
tion connecting them, >, will be called scanning. The term “scanning” re-
flects the directionality of the operation: there is in some sense a “movement”
from S to 7, with the value of T depending on its degree of “departure” from
S. One should be careful not to read into the term more than is implied by the
characterization just given. In particular, it does not imply a homunculus who
sits in a control room observing the operation of the brain and moves his gaze
from event S to event 7. Nor is scanning equated with shifts in attention (or in
the focal area of the visual field). As defined, it is not required that scanning
(or an overall act of comparison) be limited to the focus of attention, or even
that it be subject to conscious awareness.

A slightly more complicated example will serve to clarify these notions and
how they can be invoked to explicate the structuring of experience. Fig. 3.1

L4

L)

PITCH
.m

TIME

Fig. 3.1

represents a sequence of sounds, perhaps a minute fragment of the great cas-
cade of sounds perceived and processed in listening to an orchestral perfor-
mance. Suppose the listener succeeds in perceiving this sound sequence as an
essentially regular structure, such that each successive pair of sounds, begin-
ning with A and B, differ in pitch by the same amount and are shifted down-

*Coding requires an act of comparison. The relation between a sanctioning structure and a
target structure (Ch. 2) is therefore a special case of the general § > T schema.
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ward on the pitch scale by a constant amount from the location of the preced-
ing pair. What are the events that constitute this perception of regularity??

As before, we can assume that each note, taken individually, elicits from
the listener a cognitive event constituting an auditory sensation; we will call
these events A, B, C, etc. No doubt the listener scans and compares this clus-
ter of events in many ways, but a minimal inventory of the acts of comparison
needed for the judgment of regularity must include the following. First, event
A provides a standard for evaluating B with respect to the pitch parameter,
resulting in the comparison event A >B, the perception that B deviates from A
along this parameter by a certain amount. We must also posit the analogous
comparisons C>D, E>F, and G>H. Observe next that each of these acts
of comparison is itself a complex cognitive event and as such is capable of
participating as either standard or target in further comparisons. Higher-order
comparisons are obviously necessary to account for the attribution of essen-
tial regularity to the tone sequence. As a first approximation, we can say that
event A> B provides a standard for evaluating the target event C> D, result-
ing in the higher-order comparison (A > B)>(C > D); by assumption, the
components A >B and C > D are judged identical; or, otherwise phrased, the
magnitude of the discrepancy registered between them is zero (the limiting
case). Similar higher-order comparisons are of course needed to complete the
string, for example (C>D)> (E>F)and (E > F)> (G > H). Finally, we must
posit other first- and second-order comparisons to account for the second facet
of perceived regularity, namely the steady downdrift from pair to pair. Needed
are first-order comparisons such as A>C, C>E, and E>G for the higher
notes, each with a nonzero value, and the zero-valued second-order com-
parisons (A>C)>(C>E) and (C>E) > (E>G), together with a parallel set
of comparisons for the lower notes. Also pertinent are second-order com-
parisons such as (A > C) > (B > D), the observation that for each two pairs the
difference in pitch between the higher notes is equal to that between the lower
notes.

Obviously these brief remarks are not intended as a thorough analysis of the
musical experience in question; however, they may indicate the complexity of
even minor and commonplace instances of cognitive processing and suggest
the possibility of an explicit model of how a structured mental experience
emerges from the coordination of more fundamental events. Moreover, by ob-
serving the need for certain refinements we can draw some additional conclu-
sions about basic cognitive abilities.

?1 simplify by ignoring the quality of the sounds as well as the regularity of their time intervals
(both of which involve acts of comparison analogous to those discussed). 1 emphasize once more
that the judgments in question need not occupy the center of attention. Even if 1 concentrate on
following the trumpet part, I am capable of experiencing a sequence of notes from the oboe, also,
as a structured event.
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Note first that even at this low level of processing we must speak of the
ability to establish correspondences between distinct entities (the grammatical
significance of this ability has already been commented on—cf. 2.3.2). The
second-order comparison (A > B) > (C > D), for example, presupposes a cor-
respondence between A and C (both are standards) and between B and D (tar-
gets). If correspondences were established instead between, say, A and D as
well as B and E, the resulting comparison (A > B) > (D > E) would register a
discrepancy and fail to contribute to the perception of regularity. We can plau-
sibly suppose that large numbers of comparisons are continually made, more
or less at random, but that structured experience starts to emerge only when
comparisons yielding judgments of identity happen to occur.

A second observation is that the comparison of two events need not involve
them as unanalyzed wholes; it may instead pertain only to certain facets of
them or their manifestation in particular domains. Our discussion has focused
on the comparison of sounds with respect to their pitch, but comparisons can
also be made with respect to quality, duration, steadiness, location in time,
and so on. In large measure these judgments are independent of one another;
for example, I can determine that two sounds are quite similar in quality even
though they differ markedly in pitch and duration (this allows me to follow the
trumpet part in an orchestral performance and distinguish it from other instru-
ments). This capacity for selection is also quite important for understanding
semantic and grammatical structure.

Related to selection is abstraction. Recall that the higher-order comparison
(A>B)>(C>D) was taken as yielding a value of zero, i.e. a perception of
identity (similarly for other second-order comparisons). But obviously this
cannot be so if A > B and C > D are compared with respect to all of their spec-
ifications, even limiting our attention to the pitch domain. The complex event
A>B has A and B as components, whereas C>D incorporates C and D,
therefore, since A is not identical in pitch to C, nor B to D, a comparison of
A > B and C > D embracing all of their specifications would necessarily result
in the registration of a discrepancy. Clearly the second-order comparisons we
rely on in ascertaining the regularity of the tone sequence must abstract away
from the absolute location of the individual tones on the pitch scale and per-
tain only to the direction and the magnitude of scanning operations in the two
components. What is actually selected for comparison between A>B and
C > D, then, are the two vectors representing the degree of divergence be-
tween A and B on the one hand and C and D on the other. Let us use the
notation Vg to indicate the vector value of the comparison §>T; that is, the
magnitude and direction of the scanning operation relating S and T irrespec-
tive of their absolute location in a domain. The actual second-order com-
parison of concern is thus not (A > B) > (C > D), but rather V,;>V,,,, and its
value is zero.
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Yet another refinement is necessary. Even for a basic comparison like A > B
it is evident that A and B cannot per se be directly compared, for the simple
reason that they occur at different times. Each was defined as the cognitive
event immediately elicited by one sound and constituting the perception of
that sound; by assumption the sounds are nonsimultaneous, and in fact we can
easily judge the relative pitch of two sounds even when they are separated by a
very substantial time interval. What is needed, obviously, is some notion of
recall (or short-term memory), a well-established phenomenon describable as
follows in the present framework. When a cognitive event occurs, it leaves a
trace that—prior to its decay—permits its recurrence (i.e. the occurrence of
another event of the same event-type). Recall is thus reactivation of a cog-
nitive process, and to the extent that the second occurrence is the same as the
first it constitutes another instance of the same mental experience. Note, how-
ever, that in perceptual events there is a nontrivial difference between the two
occurrences. Intuitively, the recall of a perceptual experience is substantially
less intense or “vivid” than the original experience; we can reasonably sup-
pose that the reactivation involves a lower energy level than the original per-
ception owing to the absence of concurrent sensory stimulation. But even in
its attenuated form, the recurrence can function as a component of other cog-
nitive events, including acts of comparison. Using a capital letter to designate
an actual perceptual event, we can employ the corresponding lowercase sym-
bol for the attenuated reactivation constituting recall of that event. Returning
to our example, then, the comparison previously represented as A > B is now
seen to be more properly given as a>> B, or perhaps even a>b. Similarly,
the second-order comparison V,;> V., might be more accurately shown as
Vab = Vcd S

3.1.3. The Imposition of Structure

Our mental experience is coherent by virtue of the structure we impose on
it. A pivotal aspect of this structuring capacity is the interpretation of novel
experience with reference to previous experience, which I relate to the inher-
ent asymmetry between standard and target in acts of comparison. The previ-
ous experience can be an immediately preceding cognitive event (as in the
perception that two nonsimultaneous tones differ in pitch); since the occur-
rence of an event leaves a temporary trace that facilitates its repetition, one
event naturally tends to be adopted as a standard for evaluating a directly sub-
sequent one. The previous experience in question can also take the form of a
well-entrenched routine activated for the structuring of current sensations (as
in the recognition of a familiar shape).

* A great deal of cognitive processing can be carried out on reactivations of a perceptual occur-
rence after the original perception is completed. We have all had the experience, for example, of

asking someone to repeat a statement we failed to understand, only to figure out what was said
before the repetition could be supplied.
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An act of comparison has the general form S>T =V, where V is a value
for the vector of scanning in some domain. Recognition, in the present
scheme, is simply the limiting case in which no discrepancy is registered be-
tween S and T; that is, S>T = o. For perceptual recognition (such as the rec-
ognition of a familiar shape or sound) the act of comparison has the form
a>A =o0: the target A is a stimulus-induced sensation evaluated relative to a
standard a that consists of an established routine whose activation constitutes
an experience equivalent to the target (apart from its lesser intensity). Recog-
nition thus has the same basic character as the observation of change or con-
trast; its qualitative distinctness resides in the degenerate nature of the scan-
ning operation relating § and 7.

Qur proclivity for interpreting new experience by means of previous expe-
rience is such that it is very difficult not to observe obvious regularities or to
recognize a familiar entity. The reader will find it hard to avoid perceiving a
sequence of dots (........... ) as forming a line, or to see the marks on this page
as uninterpreted visual impressions instead of familiar orthographic represen-
tations. A well-known consequence of this proclivity is the closure phenome-
non, where a degraded input is nevertheless recognized and gaps or minor
discrepancies may not even be noticed (note the frequent failure to catch er-
rors while proofreading). Closure is easily described in the present account of
recognition. The recognition event involves, as roughly simultaneous compo-
nents, the activation of an established routine (a) and the occurrence of a
stimulus-induced event (A) essentially equivalent to this routine. The act of
recognition thus implies the occurrence of an event-token (a) of the event-type
in question as the standard of comparison. The full mental experience is thus
elicited despite the imperfections of the input, and irrespective of whether
they are specifically noted.

Even perception thus depends on previous experience and expectations as
well as the actual input. How the input is processed and interpreted is deter-
mined by such factors as the entrenchment of applicable routines, facilitation
by recent occurrences of the same or related events, or simply random selec-
tion from the myriad comparisons possible for any complex stimulus event.
Often the same input supports alternate interpretations each constituting a co-
herent experience. In the example illustrated in Fig. 3.1, we assumed the
comparison of A and B, of C and D, and so on, as seen in Fig. 3.2(a). This
results in a regular array of four two-note events, within each of which the
‘pitch drops by a certain amount from the first note to the second. However the
alternative structuring in Fig. 3.2(b) could also arise should the listener hap-
pen instead to effect the comparison of B and C, D and E, and F and G (along
with higher-order comparisons of the resulting vectors). Here the listener per-
ceives a regular array of three two-note events, with the pitch rising within
each by a constant amount. Either processing pattern constitutes a structured



Cognitive Abilities 107

(a) A
.\
\ .
\\ \ .
\p \\ “
®
\ \ G
\D \ ‘\
e
\ \
\F \
. \
\H
.
(b) A
.
C
-
// E
B// /.
L ) // G
g ya
E
&
K
.
Fig. 3.2

mental experience involving the perception of regularity, but the two experi-
ences are qualitatively different despite being prompted by the same stimulus
events.’

The broader significance of this observation cannot be overestimated, for it
can be extended from perception to conception in general, with direct conse-
quences for the proper understanding of semantic and grammatical structure.
Most crucially, it implies that the meaning of an expression is not determined
in any unique or mechanical way from the nature of the objective situation it
describes. The same situation can be described by a variety of semantically
distinct expressions that embody different ways of construing or structuring it.
Our ability to impose alternate structurings on a conceived phenomenon is
fundamental to lexical and grammatical variability.

3.1.4. Scanning Chains

Finally, let us consider how notions of scanning might be extended to ac-
commodate the perception of basic configurations in a field of representation,
e.g. patterns defined by contrasts in brightness in the visual field. Suppose, to
begin, that the same degree of brightness is registered throughout, so that the
field is perceived as a uniform, featureless expanse of white. This is perhaps

Hofstadter (1982) describes a more elaborate instance of this type of phenomenon: “After a
couple of months of practice my fingers had built up enough stamina to play the piece fairly
evenly and softly. This was very satisfying until one day an acquaintance . . . commented . . .
that I was stressing every second note rather than every third. Bewildered, I looked at the score,
and . . . as she had pointed out, the melody was written in triplets. . . . [ tricd playing it in
threes. It sounded strange and unfamiliar. . . . 1 went home and took out my parents’ old
record. . . . [ found I could hear it either way. . . . All of a sudden I saw that | knew rwo melo-
dies composed of the same sequence of notes!” (p. 22).
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not very interesting, but it is a perceptual experience nonetheless, and the ob-
servation of uniformity is itself something that requires explication in terms
of comparison and scanning. We have been assuming the ubiquity of the com-
parison process, positing the continued occurrence of countless comparison
events in all domains and at all levels of active cognitive functioning. The per-
ception of uniform brightness throughout the visual field can thus be taken as
consisting of indefinitely many, essentially random events in which the com-
parison of brightness between contiguous points yields a value of zero.

Consider next a visual field that is uniformly white with the exception of a
single point within it, which is dark.® Let us use the letter A to label both this
point and the cognitive event that constitutes the brightness sensation associ-
ated with it; B through G will similarly represent immediately surrounding
points and their associated events. Most of the many comparisons within the
largely white ficld still yield a value of zero (no discrepancy), but all of those
involving point A now register a contrast, a uniform nonzero value. Each of
the events B>A, C>A, D>A, ..., G>A, constitutes the perception that
point A contrasts in brightness with one of its immediate neighbors. Because
the target is identical in all of these individual acts of comparison, we can
treat (B>A, C>A, ..., G>A) as a complex act of comparison that amounts
to the observation of A as a contrastive entity sharply delineated from its
environment.

How might we handle the perception of a dark line against a white back-
ground? Suppose we label the dark points constituting this line (and the asso-
ciated cognitive events) A, B, C, and so forth. If A, and A, are the back-
ground points immediately adjacent to A, the complex comparison (A, >4,
A,>A) represents the discrimination in brightness between A and its sur-
roundings on either side; similarly, we can posit (B,>B, B,>B), (C,>C,
C,>C), etc. as complex acts of comparison delineating other points from
their background neighbors. These events are certainly necessary, but they
hardly amount to the experience of perceiving a line: the integrated nature of
this experience requires that these events further be related to one another in
some fashion. Clearly, then, we must consider comparisons between adjacent
dark points, such as A>B. What might be their character?

The overall comparison of two events is resolvable into more fundamental
comparisons along different parameters. Two parameters are relevant here,
namely brightness and spatial location. The value of A > B thus has two com-
ponents: a scanning vector for brightness, with a zero value (since A and B
are both dark); and a vector registering the positional discrepancy between

®“Point” is not to be understood in the mathematical sense, which would imply zero extension
and infinitely many immediately contiguous points. Instead it is taken as whatever minimal area
functions as a quantum of cognitive processing at a given level of organization.

s epe
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them, including both magnitude (minimal, since A and B are adjacent) and
direction. Recall now that a scanning operation is an event in its own right
distinguishable from the standard and target (though it cannot occur indepen-
dently); hence its occurrence leaves a momentary trace that facilitates its
recurrence. As a consequence, the comparison A> B facilitates the imme-
diately subsequent occurrence of B> C: (1) the standard B of B> C is already
activated (as the target of A > B); (2) its scanning operation is the same as that
of A> B (if we abstract away from absolute location in the visual field); and
(3) the trace left by the occurrence of this operation in A > B primes its recur-
rence as part of B> C. In similar fashion B> C facilitates C> D, and so on
along the extension of the line. The shared components allow us to speak of
an integrated event of the form (A>B, B>C, C>D, ...), or in a more re-
vealing notation (A>B>C>D ...), which constitutes the perception of the
line as a unitary entity.

We see, then, that the constructs already introduced accommodate a special
type of complex scanning event. It consists in a chain of scanning operations,
each facilitated by the preceding and equivalent to it in vector value; the chain
defines a path through some field of representation that continues so long as
this value suffices for the comparison of lower-order events. We can say, in a
manner of speaking, that the perceiver scans through a field in a constant di-
rection until a contrast is registered. In the present example, where a single
dark line is perceived against an otherwise uniformly white background, the
perceiver can be thought of as scanning through this background along mul-
tiple and more or less randomly chosen paths, the result being the perception
of general homogeneity throughout the visual field in regard to brightness;
however, some of these paths terminate with the registration of a contrast in
brightness, and an additional scanning path (A >B>C>D ...) then serves to
unite those points standing out against the background by virtue of this con-
trast. It must be reemphasized that this conception of scanning has nothing
very directly to do with attention, either in the general sense or in the special-
ized sense of shifts in focal area within the visual field. Rather it is a type of
cognitive processing that occurs both ubiquitously and automatically in a vari-
ety of domains, requiring neither the spotlight of attention nor the postulation
of an attending homunculus.

3.2. Autonomous Processing

Perceptual examples are convenient and have thus been highlighted in the
preceding discussion, but much of our mental life is related only indirectly to
perception and objective reality. The linguistic significance of this obvious

fact is explored in this section, and relevant constructs are introduced. Atten- -

tion is also briefly discussed.
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3.2.1. Imagery

The term imagery has been used for several distinct though not unrelated
phenomena. All of them figure prominently in the cognitive-grammar concep-
tion of semantic structure, but to forestall erroneous notions of what this con-
ception entails it is crucial that we distinguish them clearly. The term imagery
is often employed as an equivalent of metaphor (or figurative language),
which I also consider an inherent and fundamental aspect of semantic and
grammatical structure. To minimize confusion I will avoid using the terms
image and imagery in this sense.

Image and imagery also describe the occurrence of a perceptual sensation
in the absence of the corresponding perceptual input. If I close my eyes, I can
nevertheless evoke a kind of visual sensation by imagining or visualizing a
scene. Similarly, I can evoke a kind of auditory sensation even when sur-
rounded by total silence, for instance by imagining the sound of a barking dog
or recalling a certain passage from the performance of a symphony. This type
of imagery has attracted considerable interest from cognitive psychologists in
recent years, and such scholars as Shepard (1978) and Kosslyn (1980) have
demonstrated both its reality as a phenomenon and its status as a valid object
of rigorous empirical inquiry. We will return shortly to this kind of imagery,
for which I employ such terms as sensory imagery, visual imagery, au-
ditory imagery, etc. when there is any possibility of confusion.

Unless otherwise indicated, I understand the term image and its derivatives
in 2 third (and somewhat idiosyncratic) manner: they describe our ability to
construe a conceived situation in alternate ways—by means of alternate im-
ages—for purposes of thought or expression. Two images of the same situa-
tion may differ as to which features of it are selected for explicit attention, the
relative salience of these features, the level of abstractness or specificity
at which it is treated, the perspective from which it is viewed, and so on
(cf. 3.3). The sentences in (1), for instance, embody substantially different
images (and hence are semantically distinct) even though they could all be
used to describe the same objective situation.

(1)(a) The clock is on the table.
(b} The clock is lying on the table.
(c) The clock is resting on the table.
(d) The table is supporting the clock.

The first sentence is the most neutral. It is essentially schematic for the other
three, each of which chooses some facet of the scene for further, individual
symbolization, thereby rendering this facet more prominent and characteriz-
ing it in finer detail. The verb lie in (1)(b) calls attention to the alignment ‘of
the clock along the horizontal axis of the table; rest in (c), on the other hand,
emphasizes the static character of the locative relationship, whereas support
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in (d) highlights the resistance of the table to the gravitational force exerted on
the clock. This is a typical example of how the lexical and grammatical con-
ventions of a Janguage provide an array of alternative expressions for coding a
conceptualization: expressions that are often functionally equivalent but none-
theless different in meaning by virtue of the contrasting images they convey.

My position that semantic structure is based on conventional imagery per-
tains primarily to imagery in this third sense. It does not imply any necessary
commitment to sensory imagery as an exclusive or essential facet of the
meaning of linguistic expressions. Nor should my frequent use of quasi-
pictorial diagrams be construed as an implicit claim that all meaning is based
on visual imagery.” How and to what extent sensory imagery figures in con-
ceptual and semantic structure is an empirical question, the answer to which
is by no means pivotal to the formulation or evaluation of the cognitive-
grammar model.

I am nevertheless convinced that sensory imagery is a real phenomenon
whose role in conceptual structure is substantial. We can plausibly suppose
that a visual image (or a family of such images presupposing different orienta-
tions and levels of specificity) figures in our knowledge of the shape of an
object; and certainly one aspect of our conception of a trumpet assumes the
form of an auditory image representing the sound it makes. The long-standing
prejudice against sensory images rests largely on erroneous and gratuitous as-
sumptions about their necessary character (e.g. the notion that a visual image
is analogous to a picture and requires the postulation of a homunculus to exam-
ine it). Sensory images are in fact nonmysterious, subject to empirical investi-
gation, and straightforwardly accounted for in terms of cognitive processing.®

What, then, is a sensory image? Actually we have already dealt with the
matter (cf. 3.1). Mental experience is merely the occurrence of cognitive
events. A primary sensory experience is a cognitive event evoked directly by
the stimulation of a sensory organ. The corresponding sensory image is then
nothing but the occurrence of an equivalent cognitive event in the absence of
external stimulation. Though a stimulus-induced sensation is typically more
intense than the corresponding image, the two constitute mental experiences
that are qualitatively similar to the extent that they represent different tokens
" of the same event-type. Understood in this way, sensory images are in fact an

"These diagrams are to be interpreted as informal attempts to graph the relationships among
certain entities in a domain, much as a vowel chart diagrams the location of vocalic articulations
along the parameters of height and frontness. (Note that a vowel chart is never taken as indicating
an implicit claim to the effect that vowel articulations are based on visual imagery.)

8 Kosslyn (1980, ch. 2) does a good job of exposing the standard misconceptions and counter-
ing the usual criticisms. His idea of the basic character of sensory images is quite compatible with
my own: “Image representations are like those that underlie the actual experience of seeing some-
thing, but in the case of mental imagery these representations are retrieved or formed from mem-
ory, not from immediate sensory stimulation” (p. 18). I take no position on the specific features
of his model, however. :
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expected phenomenon granted the general freedom of cognitive processing
from direct stimulus control (cf. Chomsky 1959). Though sensory stimula-
tion lays the foundation and provides the raw material for the construction of
our conceptual world, often we do not attend to it, and vast portions of our
mental experience are connected only tenuously and indirectly at best to spe-
cific perceptual input. Cognitive functioning is largely autonomous; it pro-
ceeds in the absence of sensory input, follows paths where such input can
never take it, and even serves to structure (and in some instances, to override)
this input.

I will make a general distinction between autonomous and peripherally
connected cognitive events. The sensation directly induced by stimulating a
sense organ is an instance of a peripherally connected event; the correspond-
ing sensory image, evoked in the absence of such stimulation, is an autono-
mous but equivalent event. For large classes of autonomous events, of course,
there are no equivalent events that are peripherally connected (consider emo-
tions or abstract concepts). Moreover, peripherally connected events are not
necessarily perceptual, for I include in this class those cognitive events di-
rectly responsible for eliciting motor actions (i.e. motor signals). A serious
parallel is thus drawn between, on the one hand, the activity of the receptor
organs and the cognitive events directly induced by this activity, and on the
other hand the activity of the effector organs and the cognitive events that
directly induce it. Having made this analogy, we can reasonably speak of a
motor image, an event equivalent to one that elicits a motor response but
which in actuality fails to do so. By virtue of this failure such an event remains
peripherally unconnected and is therefore autonomous.

Motor 1images are real. Often while typing, for example, though I am cog-
nizant of “sending out the signal” to type a certain letter, I fail in fact to im-
plement the motor routine and the letter remains untyped. I can imagine the
experience of mentally directing and executing the act of throwing a ball or
articulating a certain speech sound, running through each successive phase of
the action in my mind without actually translating these autonomous events
into motor gestures.” I suggest, moreover, that motor images are important for
the proper characterization of both semantic and phonological structure. Just
as an auditory image is one facet of our conception of a trumpet—and thus
part of the meaning of zrumpet granted the encyclopedic view of linguistic
semantics—so0 the motor images corresponding to walking, kicking, or
throwing figure prominently in our conceptions of these activities and are con-
sequently included in the meanings of the verbs walk, kick, and throw. As for

® Athletes sometimes rehearse their moves mentally in this way, seeking to further entrench the
desired sequence of motor commands and muscular gestures even in the absence of their physical
implementation. “Silent speech” (to whatever extent it actually occurs) can also be assimilated to
motor imagery. Observe that the ““visualization™ of a motor activity involves both kinesthetic and
motor images; the two are inherently difficult to separate, since motor signals and kinesthetic
sensations occur together and form a feedback loop.
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phonology, I have already argued (2.2.1) that sounds are best regarded as con-
ceptual entities for purposes of linguistic analysis. An auditory routine is one
aspect of a speaker’s knowledge of a speech sound, whereas motor and kin-
esthetic routines constitute his knowledge of a speech sound from the articula-
tory standpoint. These routines can be activated as either autonomous or pe-
ripherally connected events. A speaker who becomes deaf or paralyzed and is
no longer able to implement these routines peripherally can nonetheless be
said to have auditory or articulatory knowledge of a sound if he can activate
them autonomously (as images).

3.2.2. Imagination and Reality

A large portion of our mental experience is autonomous. Some of this, for
example emotive experience, 15 inherently autonomous and has no periph-
erally connected equivalent. Much of it, however, derives from peripherally
connected events through some chain of mental processes that may be quite
long and complex. The most direct mechanism is recall: a routine established
through the recurrence of a peripherally connected event is activated autono-
mously and thereby constitutes an imagic experience equivalent to this event.
Somewhat less direct is the coordination of autonomous events (possibly the
imagic equivalents of peripherally connected routines) to form a more com-
plex autonomous event that has never occurred nonautonomously. I have seen
golf balls, for instance, and I have seen cubes, so it is easy for me to imagine
what a cube-shaped golf ball would look like, though I cannot remember ever
seeing one. Yet another mechanism is the extraction from peripherally
grounded notions of schemas that are too abstract to/be manifested periph-
erally in unelaborated form. For example, a speaker can grasp the com-
monality of sounds like [i], [a], and [u], extracting the schema [VOWEL] (un-
specified for such properties as frontness, height, and rounding), but our
physical makeup is such that the peripheral implementation of this schema
per se is impossible: the articulation (and probably even the audition) of an
actual vowel must have some specific value with respect to each of these
parameters.

Through these mental operations and others, we are capable of constructing
conceptual worlds of arbitrary complexity involving entities and phenomena

the worlds of dreams, stories, mythology, mathematics, predictions about the
future, flights of the imagination, and linguistic theories. All of us have con-
structed many conceptual worlds that differ in genre, complexity, conven-
tionality, abstractness, degree of entrenchment, and so on. For many lin-
guistic purposes all of these worlds are on a par with the one we distinguish as
“reality.” In particular, any conceptualization, regardless of its level of com-
plexity or the indirectness of its relation to peripherally connected experience,
can function as the context (or domain) for the characterization of a semantic
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structure. So far as language is concerned, expressions like unicorn, phlo-
giston, Donald Duck, and Do Support are equivalent in status to nouns like
Ronald Reagan, dog, blood, and bicycle. It seems apparent, then, that any
linguistically appropriate notion of reference must resemble the cognitive-
grammar notion of designation (4.1, 5.1) in being applicable to any of these
conceptual worlds.

A person’s conception of reality is itself a conceptual world that is built up
from peripherally connected experience through complex sequences of men-
tal operations. We construct our conception of the “real world” bit by bit,
stage by stage, from myriad and multifarious sensory and motor experiences.
It consists of the organization we impose, through the progressive and interac-
tive application of interpretive procedures, on both primary experience and
the higher-order cognitive structures that derive from previous processing.
The conceptual world we recognize as reality is nevertheless distinguished
from others and accorded a privileged status. We can speculate on the grounds
for this distinction: likely factors include the greater intensity of peripherally
connected events vis-a-vis their autonomous counterparts; the persistence of
certain types of sensory experience (in contrast to the freedom of autonomous
processing to follow random and highly variegated paths); and the fact that
peripherally connected events constitute the ultimate foundation for a sub-
stantial portion of our autonomous experience.

It is our conception of reality (not the real world per se) that is relevant to
linguistic semantics. When reality is at odds with a speaker’s view of it, the
latter obviously prevails in determining his use of any grammatical markers
serving to indicate the status of a situation as real or unreal. Linguistically it is
important that speakers believe in the existence of a “real world” and distin-
guish it from worlds they regard as purely conceptual, but the validity of this
belief is of no direct concern. Reality, of course, is not restricted to the physi-
cal. Part of a person’s conception of reality is the recognition of his own mental
activity, including the fact that he has a conception of reality. Part of this con-
ception as well is the recognition that other people have conceptions of reality
that differ in some respects from each other and from one’s own. It is further
realized that any of these reality conceptions, including one’s own, may be
inconsistent and in error on many points. Convoluted though they are, consid-
erations of this sort are crucial for the semantic analysis of certain predicates
and grammatical constructions (cf. Fauconnier 1985).

3.2.3. Attention

Mental experience 1s the flow of cognitive events. Conscious experience
proceeds concurrently in numerous domains. Typically it is a partially inte-
grated blend of perceptual sensations (visual, auditory, tactile, etc.), kin-
esthetic and motor events, emotive factors, and autonomous processes that
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may be quite distinct from all of these (i.e. thought directed elsewhere). Ob-
viously we do not attend equally to all of these simultaneous strands of our
conscious experience. If I am lost in thought, I may be quite oblivious to all
perceptual input, even though such input continues to be registered by my sen-
sory organs and processed cognitively at the margins of my awareness. If I
concentrate on one sensory domain, input from the others may similarly be
ignored. Within a single domain, moreover, attention can be highly selective,
as when I follow the trumpet part while listening to the performance of a
symphony.

The reality and importance of attention as a mental phenomenon are be-
yond dispute. Agreement is also easily reached on certain aspects of a phe-
nomenological account of attention: 1t shifts quite readily from one domain to
another and from one entity to another within a domain; to some extent, it is
subject to volitional control (hence we can direct our attention or concentrate
on something); and it lends itself, on introspective grounds, to characteriza-
tion in terms of a central or focal area fading off into a periphery of indefinite
extension (thus we speak of the center or focus of attention). The neurological
and psychological mechanisms responsible for the existence, control, and
specific properties of attention are anything but well understood, however
(cf. Norman 1976). Fortunately the precise nature of these mechanisms is less
important for most of our concerns than the existence of attention and some of
its more evident characteristics.

What kind of thing is attention? Clearly we must avoid the image of a ho-
munculus shining a spotlight about or shifting his gaze from one domain to
another. We can more realistically assume that the relative level of intensity
is a significant (though possibly a concomitant) factor. When attention is
focused on auditory input, for example, there may well be an overall rise in
the general energy level of processing in the auditory domain, with the effect
that the thresholds for auditory events are lowered and their intensity aug-
mented. Similarly, if I concentrate on following the trumpet part in an or-
chestral performance, I tend to perceive the trumpet sounds as being louder
(relative to other instruments) than I do if I am attending to the music holisti-
cally. Note further that the sudden intrusion of a highly intense sensation into
our conscious experience—e.g. a sharp pain, a loud noise, or a bright flash in
the visual field—almost invariably attracts our momentary attention.

I assume, then, that attention is intrinsically associated with the intensity or
energy level of cognitive processes, which translates experientially into
greater prominence or salience. Out of the many ongoing cognitive processes
that constitute the rich diversity of mental experience at a given time, some
are of augmented intensity and stand out from the rest as the focus of atten-
tion. The higher energy level in the focal area facilitates the activation within
it of a more elaborate and richly articulated set of cognitive events; the result
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is greater acuity, i.e. a fuller, finer-grained, more precisely specified mental
experience. Clearly, I am far more likely to solve a problem that I focus my
attention on than one that remains at the periphery of my awareness. In simi-
lar fashion, by attending specifically to the trumpet part in a symphony I per-
ceive and recall this part in finer detail.

I have generally avoided visual examples in this section (3.2) in order to
emphasize that the processes in question are not peculiar to the visual domain.
As I have characterized them, it is perfectly coherent (and obviously neces-
sary) to speak of scanning, recognition, imagery, attention, focal areas, sali-
ence, acuity, etc. as general phenomena whose visual instantiations represent
special (though perhaps privileged) cases. Vision of course provides a para-
digm example for attention and related notions: the field of vision is centered
on a focal area, defining the locus of “‘visual attention,” which has far greater
acuity than the periphery. But as we have seen, functional parallels exist even
for domains that lack a hard-wired equivalent of the retinal fovea, and the vi-
sual domain must compete for overall attention with many others. If I concen-
trate on looking at something carefully, the focus of my visual attention coin-
cides with my overall focus of attention. However, if I shift my primary
attention to another domain (for example if I try to compose a limerick), I
may be quite oblivious to whatever happens to occupy the center of my visual
field. -

Finally, I return to the difference between attention and scanning. The latter
was defined. as a ubiquitous process of comparison and registration of contrast
that occurs continuously throughout the various domains of active cognitive
functioning. Highly complex events of comparison and recognition occur, and
contribute to the richness of our ongoing mental experience, even in domains
to which we are not specifically attending, and at the periphery of those to
which we are. When I focus on the trumpet part in a symphony, I nevertheless
continue to hear the oboe part and all the others as well, though I process them
in less depth and detail. In short, attention is superimposed on the intricately
woven fabric of our mental experience and selectively augments its salience; it
is not prerequisite for such experience.

3.3. Focal Adjustments

Linguistic expressions pertain to conceived situations, or ‘““scenes.” How-
ever, the meaning of an expression is not adequately characterized just by
identifying or describing the situation in question. For one thing, expressions
differ in meaning depending on which entities within the situation they desig-
nate (cf. Ch. 5). Relative to the same scene, for example, I can form such
expressions as the lamp on the table, the table with the lamp on it, or The
lamp is on the table, respectively designating the lamp, the table, and the lo-
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cative relationship between them. Our present concern is with a broader phe-
nomenon of which variable designation is only a special case: the ability of
speakers to construe the same basic situation in many different ways, i.e. to
structure it by means of alternate images. The contrasting images imposed on
a scene amount to qualitatively different mental experiences. Consequently,
the image embodied by a linguistic expression—the conventionally estab-
lished way in which it structures a situation—constitutes a crucial facet of its
meaning.

The images employed to structure conceived situations vary with respect to
a number of parameters. I will refer to such variation as focal adjustments
(permitting myself a visual metaphor). The discussion is organized under
three broad headings. Focal adjustments of selection determine which facets
of a scene are being dealt with. Perspective relates to the position from which
a scene is viewed, with consequences for the relative prominence of its partici-
pants. Finally, abstraction pertains to the level of specificity at which a situa-
tion is portrayed.

3.3.1. Selection

Predications are made relative to specific cognitive domains (Ch. 4). Con-
sider, for example, the nominal expression in (2):

(2) the big blue plastic cup

A full semantic characterization of cup requires numerous specifications (e.g.
shape, function, material, size), which invoke a variety of cognitive domains.
Moreover, each modifier in (2) selects a particular domain with respect to
which it specifies more precisely the properties of the designated entity: mate-
rial (plastic), color (blue), a comparison scale for spatial extension ( big), and
identification by speech-act participants (the). An indication of the domain(s)
a predicate selects is a fundamental aspect of its description.

" Related senses of a lexical item are commonly quite similar apart from their
domain specifications, as exemplified by close (10) in (3) and near in (4):

(3)(a) The tree is quite close to the garage.
(b) It's already close to Christmas.
(c) That paint is close to the blue we want for the dining room.
(d) Steve and his sister are very close to one another.

(4)(a) The tree is quite near the garage.
(b) If's already near Christmas.
(c) ?That paint is near the blue we want for the dining room.
(d) *Steve and his sister are very near one another.

Close pertains to the spatial domain in (3)(a), an abstract temporal domain
(involving the calendar year) in (b), the color domain in (c), and an emotive
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domain in (d). The judgments in (4) show a different distribution for near: it
is established in the spatial and abstract temporal domains, but its use in the
color domain seems marginal, and (4)(d) is ill formed when interpreted
emotively parallel to (3)(d). Because close and near are such close (near?)
paraphrases, the data suggest quite strongly that one cannot hope to predict in
absolute terms, from its basic semantic value, precisely which set of domains
an extendable expression will occupy. This is a conventional matter dependent
on the vicissitudes of usage and change.

Predications in a given domain are often quite comparable except that they
differ in scale:

(5)(@) The two galaxies are very close to one another.
(b) San Jose is close to Berkeley.
(c) The runner is staying close to first base.
(d) The sulfur and oxygen atoms are quite close to one another in this type of
molecule.

All the instances of close in (5) pertain to the spatial domain, and their seman-
tic values are essentially identical if one abstracts away from the absolute
distances involved. The spatial close permits apparently unlimited focal ad-
justments with respect to scale. One might suppose that variation in scale is
always freely permitted with relational predications and requires no special
statements. This is too simple, however, for it is easy to conceive of predicates
conventionally restricted to relationships whose scale falls within a certain
range. A possible example is minute, which seems progressively less felici-
tous as the scale of predication increases: minute molecule, minute diamond,
minute nation, 1?minute galaxy (observe that there is no such infelicity with
tiny). In the case of nominal predications, restrictions in scale are common-
place. For instance, a difference in scale of predication weighs heavily in the
contrast between cove and bay.

A third aspect of selection is the scope of a predication, defined as those
portions of a scene that it specifically includes. The entity designated by a
predication—what I will later (5.1) call its profile—is maximally prominent
and can be thought of as a kind of focal point; the scope of a predication (or
base) is then describable as the context necessary for the characterization of
the profile. The scope of predication need not be sharply defined. Instead the
salience and relevance of elements within a scene may gradually diminish as
one proceeds from the focal point to the periphery. Sometimes this diminution
is quantized; i.e. it occurs in discrete steps. In this event we can identify the
innermost region within the scope of predication (that with the highest degree
of salience and relevance) as the immediate scope. The immediate scope of
predication always contains the profile.

Consider some examples. The predicate [UNCLE] is defined over an ab-
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stract domain consisting of the conception of a network of kinship relations.
(This conception is itself based on more-fundamental notions, e.g. gender,
mating, and birth, as well as parent/child and sibling relationships.) Starting
from ego, this network extends arbitrarily far in any direction, but only a
small segment of it figures in any direct or essential way in the characteriza-
tion of [UNCLE]: this restricted region, which includes at least ego, the link-
ing parent, and the designated person, constitutes the scope of predication. It
provides the context relative to which the profiled entity is identified and
characterized. 7

Illustrating a quantized scope of predication are many terms designating
parts of the human body. These terms differ in scale as well as immediate
scope. The body as a whole functions as the immediate scope of predication
for such terms as head, arm, leg, and forso, since their position within the
overall configuration of the body constitutes an essential aspect of their mean-
ing. On a smaller scale we find such terms as hand, elbow, upper arm, and
forearm, all of which take the conception of an arm for their immediate scope
of predication, as well as foot, knee, thigh, and calf, relating to the leg. Cer-
tainly a speaker is aware of the location of these entities within the entire body
(whose conception is in any case evoked by that of the arm or leg). But there
is a clear sense in which, for instance, the concept e/lbow more directly and
saliently presupposes the conception of an arm than that of the body as an
undifferentiated whole. In similar fashion, the notion hand furnishes the im-
mediate scope of predication for palm, finger, and thumb; finger for knuckle
and fingernail; and so on.

Linguistic evidence for these constructs is provided by the relative felicity
of sentences with have (cf. Bever and Rosenbaum 1970; Cruse 1979), as ex-
emplified in (6) and (7):

(6)(a) A body has two arms.

(b)  An arm has an elbow and a hand.

(¢) A hand has five fingers.

(d) A finger has three knuckles and a fingernail.
(7))  ?A body has two elbows.

(b) ?An arm has five fingers.

(c) ??An arm has five fingernails and fourteen knuckles.

(d) 7?77A body has twenty-eight knuckles.

Sentences of this type are most felicitous when the subject designates the re-
gion of the body that serves as immediate scope of predication for the direct-
object noun, as illustrated in (6). The examples in (7) show that the accept-
ability of such sentences declines as the distance between the subject and
object increases with respect to the conceptual hierarchy described above (if
other factors—e.g. the intrinsic cognitive salience of the subject—are held
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constant). It is not that these sentences are ill formed in any structural sense,
only that special effort or motivation is required to focus on the relation be-
tween a large region of the body and a small part within it when the latter is
more easily or conventionally conceptualized in the context of a region of in-
termediate size.

3.3.2. Perspective

Numerous scholars (e.g. Talmy 1978; DeLancey 1981) have noted the im-
portance to semantic and grammatical structure of the perspective taken on
a scene. The requisite notions are difficult to formulate in rigorous and con-
vincing fashion, but it is crucial that we make a serious effort along these
lines. The present section is an initial attempt at erecting a workable concep-
tual framework to handle the problems of perspective. Considered in turn are
figure/ground alignment, viewpoint, and the related problems of deixis and
subjectivity/objectivity .

3.3.2.1. Figure and Ground. ] take it as established that figure/ground or-
ganization is a valid and fundamental feature of cognitive functioning. By the
assumptions of cognitive grammar, the prevalence of figure/ground organiza-
tion in conceptual structure entails its importance for semantic and gram-
matical structure as well. Indeed I will make extensive use of this notion. The
profile/base, subject/object, and head/modifier distinctions are among those
to be analyzed wholly or partially in these terms.

Impressionistically, the figure within a scene is a substructure perceived as
“standing out” from the remainder (the ground) and accorded special promi-
nence as the pivotal entity around which the scene is organized and for which
it provides a setting. Figure/ground organization is not in general automati-
cally determined for a given scene; it is normally possible to structure the
same scene with alternate choices of figure. However, various factors do con- -
tribute to the naturalness and likelihood of a particular choice. A relatively
compact region that contrasts sharply with its surroundings shows a strong
tendency to be selected as the figure. Therefore, given a white dot in an other-
wise black field, the dot is almost invariably chosen as the figure; only with
difficulty can one interpret the scene as a black figure (with a hole in it) viewed
against a white background. Motion is a highly influential factor. If it is pos-
sible to construe one entity in a scene as changing position vis-a-vis the rest
(which have constant relationships to one another), that entity is normally
chosen as the figure and interpreted as moving against the backdrop provided
by the others. These natural tendencies are occasionally overridden, however,
and often a scene lacks the striking contrasts or asymmetries that make a par-
ticular substructure the obvious choice.
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The importance of contrast in determining figure/ground alignment sug-
gests an affinity to the scheme outlined in 3.1 for acts of comparison. It is
tempting to relate figure/ground alignment to the inherent asymmetry be-
tween target and standard in an act of comparison, and more specifically to
analyze the target as a kind of local figure relative to the ground provided by
the standard. Or to turn things around, phenomena generally recognized as
instances of figure/ground alignment might be regarded as special cases of the
more general and pervasive process of comparison. It would then be possible
to characterize a figure as the target of scanning at some level of organization.
This approach is speculative (and possibly nonsubstantive), but it does afford
a unified treatment of some tantalizingly similar kinds of relations and permit
us to start fitting various pieces together in a promising way. For the moment a
single example will suffice.

If a white dot appears in an otherwise black field, the dot is chosen as a
figure unless special circumstances force the opposite alignment. Why should
this be so? The answer becomes apparent when we characterize a figure as a
target of scanning. Recall from 3.1.4 the notion of a scanning chain, i.e.
a comparison-event sequence of the form (A>B>C>D ...), where each
link (A>B, B> C, etc.) involves a scanning operation that is constant in vec-
tor value from one to the next; propagating through a uniform field, such a
chain defines a path that terminates whenever a contrast is registered with re-
spect to one of the vector components (e.g. brightness). Perceiving a uni-

large number of essentially random scanning chains of this kind. A white dot
is perceived in such a field when a number of such chains all terminate at a
single point owing to its contrastive brightness; as the overall target of a con-
siderable number of scanning paths, the dot then constitutes the figure in the
scene. For the white dot to be construed as the ground (and the surrounding
black area as the figure), a substantial number of scanning operations would
have to be executed within the small white region, each defining a path termi-
nating with the registration of a contrast when the black area is reached. This
is quite unlikely on statistical grounds given the presumed disparity between
the sizes of the black and white regions. Most of the randomly occurring scan-
ning paths originate in the black field, so the white dot is the target of scan-
ning in the great preponderance of instances. Only expectations or special
effort will cause the oppositely aligned scanning paths to predominate.'

I have treated comparison as a ubiquitous phenomenon that occurs simulta-
neously in different domains and at different levels of cognitive complexity.

'OThis analysis makes the empirical prediction that the white region should be progressively
easier to construe as the ground as it becomes larger and occupies a greater portion of the total
field.
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We should therefore expect to find simultaneous and hierarchically arranged
instances of figure/ground alignment. Video games provide a ready example
of concurrent figure/ground organization in multiple domains: while tracking
a moving dot (the visual figure) across the screen, I can perfectly well perceive
an occasional beep that stands out as a figure in the auditory domain against
the background of silence. Hierarchies of figure/ground organization in a
single domain are equally commonplace. If I observe a group of trees standing
out as a figure against the background of the sky, I can easily focus my atten-
tion on one particular tree within the group, and make it the figure, while still
perceiving the group as a whole outlined against the sky.

Although an entity receiving the focus of attention is normally perceived as
a figure, various factors suggest the need to distinguish these two notions. For
one thing, figure/ground contrasts are registered even in domains one is not
attending to. While playing a video game, I operate primarily in the visual
mode (tracking the moving dots, or whatever), but though the auditory effects
are very much at the periphery of my awareness, I nevertheless impose
figure/ground alignment on this input and, for example, perceive beeps
against a background of silence (as opposed to observing noiseless intervals
interrupting a background tone). Figure and focus of attention are sometimes
dissociable even within a single domain. If I sit in a dark room and see nothing
but blackness throughout my visual field, the lack of contrast eliminates the
potentiality for figure/ground alignment, but the center of my visual field
nevertheless defines the focus of visual attention (owing to intrinsic properties
of the visual apparatus). If someone now turns on a flashlight, so that I see a
dot of light at the periphery of my visual field, this dot stands out as the figure
against the otherwise dark field even though (by definition) it is not at the cen-
ter of my visual attention. Probably I will quickly shift my gaze to the flash-
light, bringing the figure into the focus of visual attention, but the need
for this shift indicates that figure and focus of attention do not inherently
coincide. "

3.3.2.2. Viewpoint. For many types of conception—particularly those
grounded in visual experience—the importance of viewpoint is self-evident.
We can look at a physical object from different sides (front/back, top/bottom,
etc.), and what we actually see varies accordingly. In observing a complex
scene with multiple participants, we can assume different positions in relation
to them, with direct consequences for their perceived proximity and salience.

"'If a trumpet solo is performed with piano accompaniment, so that the trumpet part is the
figure and the piano part the ground, I can focus attention on the piano part even while recogniz-
ing it as an accompaniment (ground). To go beyond this and achieve figure/ground reversal
(thereby making figure and focus of attention coincide once more), I would have to construe the
performance as a piano solo with trumpet accompaniment.
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The effects of variable viewpoint on actual (peripherally connected) visual ex-
perience are duplicated in autonomous processing (i.e. visual imagery); thus I
can close my eyes and visualize what an object looks like when seen from
different angles.

I will understand the general term viewpoint as subsuming the two more
specific notions vantage point and orientation. These latter terms are largely
self-explanatory. A vantage point is the position from which a scene is
viewed: as I walk along the sidewalk looking at a house my vantage point with
respect to the house gradually shifts. From a given vantage point, different
orientations are possible for the scene observed: I will see a house differently
depending on whether I am upright or standing on my head. Orientation thus
pertains to alignment with respect to the axes of the visual field (or some com-
parable coordinate system). I note in passing that linguistic predications relat-
ing to orientation can be based on either the actual orientation of a scene in the
visual field at the time of speaking or else its canonical orientation. For ex-
ample, if I stand on my head and look at a kite flying over a house, I can
appropriately use either (8)(a) or (8)(b) to describe what I see.

(8)(a) The kite is above the house.
(b) The house is above the kite.

The first sentence presupposes the normal horizontal/vertical dimensional
grid we calculate in relation to the surface of the earth; this in turn reflects the
orientation of our visual field when we assume our canonical upright viewing
position. The second sentence ignores this conventional coordinate system
and locates the house and kite directly in terms of their relative position in the
visual field at the moment of speaking.

We are accustomed to seeing most of the objects in our experience from a
canonical viewpoint and in a canonical alignment with respect to their sur-
roundings. This is reflected in conventional pictorial representations, like
those in Fig. 3.3(a); the corresponding diagrams in (b) are in some cases not
even interpretable without explanation, as they presuppose an unorthodox
viewpoint or contextual alignment. To the extent that our conception of such
objects includes a canonical viewpoint or alignment, this information is nec-
essarily a part of an encyclopedic characterization of the predicates designat-
ing them. Note further that a shape specification implies a viewpoint. If
snakes were always straight and rigid and we only saw them head on, our
conception of their shape would be that of Fig. 3.3(b) instead of diagram (a).
It is not claimed, however, that a single shape/viewpoint specification is suffi-
cient to characterize an object. A family of such specifications (and the trans-
formations relating them) is probably necessary.

Specifications of vantage point and orientation are central to the meaning
of many relational expressions. Some of these make explicit reference to the
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canonical contextual alignment of the objects they situate. For instance, up-
right and upside down presuppose a standard orientation for their subjects
along the vertical axis and describe their actual orientation relative to that
norm. Other relational expressions, such as those in (9), directly involve a
viewer and a vantage point.

(9)(a) 1 was about 1o take a picture of the house when a blimp landed right in
Jront of it.
(b) My father can’t take a picture of the house because there’s a blimp in front
of it.

(c) A blimp just landed in the street in front of the house.

One sense of in front of predicates a tripartite relation involving its subject
(blimp), its object (house), and a viewer, such that the subject occupies the
path (perceptual or other) that leads from the viewer’s vantage point to the ob-
ject. In (9)(a) the viewer is the speaker, and the sentence is appropriate even if
the blimp landed behind the house, provided that the speaker was going to
photograph the house from the rear. Though the viewer is often identified as
the speaker (especially when left implicit), (b) shows that other entities can
play this role; (b) is possible even if the speaker is inside the house. It might
appear that (c) requires no viewer or vantage point for in front of, but such a
conclusion would be imprecise. The reason that one face of a house is conven-
tionally regarded as its front is that this side provides canonical access to the
house, either physical or visual. This sense of in front of differs from the
others only in that the viewer and vantage point it presupposes are generalized
and canonical rather than specific.

A scene can generally be viewed from different vantage points. A particular
choice of vantage point imposes on the scene an alignment into foreground
and background, where the foreground is an area of indeterminate size ex-
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tending from the portion of the scene most nearly adjacent to the vantage
point. A participant in the foreground is typically more prominent and easily
perceived than one in the background, simply because of greater proximity to
the viewer. Hence there is a tendency for a foreground object to be perceived
as the figure within a scene and to occupy the focus of attention.

Despite these correlations, it is crucial that we maintain the subtle distinc-
tions among closely related notions. For one thing, vantage point cannot be
equated with foreground. The vantage point determines which facets of the
scene constitute the foreground, but the vantage point itself is part of neither
the foreground nor the background of an externally viewed scene. It is also
essential not to confuse the notion foreground with either figure or focus of
attention. I can perfectly well ignore what is immediately in front of me and
focus attention on an object in the background, making it the figure in the
scene I am observing. Fig. 3.4 is an interesting case. This ambiguous cube

*

Fig. 3.4

diagram is a paradigm example of figure/ground reversal, but I suggest that it
might better be regarded as illustrating reversal of foreground/background
alignment. Let us construe the square drawn with heavy lines as the face of
the cube closest to the observer, i.e. as the foreground side. Holding this inter-
pretation of the diagram constant, it is quite possible to focus attention on the
spider and to see it as crawling along the opposite face of the cube, in the rear.
The spider can therefore be the figure, even when construed as located in the
background. The notions figure, foreground, and focus of attention do not
always coincide, despite the naturalness of their association.’

Attention and figure/ground organization are clearly relevant to both spatial
(especially visual) and nonspatial domains. To what extent is this true for such
notions as viewpoint and foreground/background alignment? Recent work
suggests that appropriate generalizations of these constructs are critical for

12 All three can be dissociated in Fig. 3.4. Keeping the same face of the cube in the fore-
ground, I can focus my visval attention on the upper right-hand corner of the rear panel in the

background, while still perceiving the spider, towards the periphery of my visual field, standing
out as figure against the ground of the otherwise uniform surface of this panel.
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the revealing description of many nonspatial phenomena. DeLancey (1981)
has profitably applied his own concept of viewpoint to problems of aspect,
voice, and grammatical relations; I will comment no further at this juncture,
other than to note that this seminal paper has been important to the evolution
of my own ideas about these topics (Part V). Vandeloise (1984) has insightfully
discussed the extension of French spatial expressions into other domains. In
some instances (notably for avant/aprés), a unified account of their meaning
emerges if the vantage point in a perceptual relationship is treated as func-
tionally equivalent to the point of origin for both physical motion through
space and also for more abstract, nonspatial motion. We will examine this

matter more carefully in 4.3. '

3.3.2.3. Deixis. I will use the term ground to indicate the speech event, its
participants, and its setting."* A deictic expression can then be defined as one
that includes some reference to a ground element within its scope of predica-
tion. Straightforward though it is, this definition conceals several dimensions
of complexity. First, the level of analysis (constituency) must be taken into
account. We must next consider various types of deictic expressions, distin-
guished by the role of the ground element within the overall predication. Fi-
nally, deictic expressions differ with respect to how objectively the ground
element is viewed.

At the level of individual lexical items, a great many expressions are non-
deictic. No intrinsic reference is made to the speech event or its participants
by nouns like pencil, mountain, and raccoon, for example, or by verbs like
stand, calculate, and hear. Composite expressions are also nondeictic pro-
vided that the same is true of all their components; phrases like broken pencil,
tall mountain, standing, and calculate correctly are thus nondeictic as well.
However, most linguistically defined expressions that occur in actual language
use are deictic in one way or another. A full nominal (i.e. noun phrase) invari-
ably incorporates an epistemic predication (not always phonologically overt)
that specifies the relationship of the designated entity to the ground in certain
types of domains. Thus, while pencil and broken pencil are nondeictic, the
nominal this broken pencil is deictic because this contributes predications
of definiteness (identification to speaker and hearer) and proximity to the
speaker. In similar fashion, a tall mountain makes reference to ground ele-
ments through the indefiniteness predicated by a. Finite verbs (hence finite
clauses and sentences) contain epistemic predications that locate the desig-

"> The convenience of ground as a shorthand reference to the speech situation leads me to em-
ploy the term in this sense despite its possible confusion with the sense opposed to figure (the two
are not unrelated). Langacker 1985 provides more extensive discussion of the topics treated here
and in 3.3.2.4.
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nated process relative to the ground, typically with reference to the time of
speaking. Stand, standing, and be are thus nondeictic when considered indi-
vidually, but is and is standing are epistemically grounded (hence deictic).
The composite structure of calculated is similarly rendered deictic by the
past-tense predication.

There are several distinct types of deictic expressions. One type consists of
expressions that specifically designate a ground element. Primary examples
are I and you, which designate speech-act participants; others include here
and now (when used as nouns—e.g. The best place is right here, Now is a
good time), which refer to the place and time of speaking. Here and now are
more commonly used adverbially, in which case the same ground element par-
ticipates in a relational predication. Third-person pronouns, as well as forms
like then and there, are deictic expressions defined negatively: the entity des-
ignated by a third-person pronoun, for example, is specifically characterized
as being other than a speech-act participant.

All these expressions—whether the specification is positive or negative—
involve the conception of a ground element as the entity designated by a
nominal predication or as a major participant in a relational predication. Fre-
quently, however, a ground element figures less prominently in a deictic ex-
pression, functioning only as a secondary point of reference. This is true of
epistemic predications in particular, and is crucial to understanding their spe-
cial grammatical properties. For example, the demonstrative rhis does not
designate the speech-act participants (hence it is not equivalent to we), but it
does take these participants as reference points in its predications of defi-
niteness and proximity. The time of speaking has a similar role in the past-
tense predication, where it functions as the point of reference for the temporal
location of the designated process.

Many expressions other than those I recognize as epistemic predications
also take a ground element as the point of reference. In some of these, the
deictic construal appears to be primary, i.e. they presuppose a reference point
that is equated with some facet of the ground unless there is an indication to
the contrary. The basic sense of come, for instance, describes motion towards
a goal, and one basic sense of go describes motion away from a point of ori-
gin; the position of the speaker serves as a default-case reference point in both
instances, albeit one that is easily overridden (contrast Come immediately!
with Sharon asked the repairman to come immediately). With other expres-
sions a deictic construal appears to be secondary, though sanctioned by es-
tablished convention. We do not normally think of prepositions like over
and across as being deictic in character, and in many uses they are not. In
(10)(a) and (b), for instance, they designate nondeictic relations with two
participants:
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(10)(a) There is a picture over the fireplace.
(b) An elderly man walked across the field.
(c) Anold church lies just over that hill.
(d) There is a mailbox across the street.
(e) There is a mailbox across the street from the drugstore.

However, both prepositions also exhibit meanings involving tripartite rela-
tionships, where one participant is conventionally equated with the position
of the speaker unless otherwise indicated. Thus in (c) the church is situated at
the end of a potential path that is anchored by the location of the speech event,
traverses the hill, and terminates on the other side. In (d), similarly, a poten-
tial path leads across the street from the position of the speaker to the mail-
box. Neither example mentions the speaker or the speech event; the role of the
ground as a point of reference is left implicit. It is possible to make this refer-
ence point explicit, however, as in (e), in which case it is normally equated
with something other than a ground element. Over and across are therefore
deictic in (c) and (d), by the definition provided above, but not in the other
sentences. '

3.3.2.4. Subjectivity/ Objectivity. A final dimension of complexity con-
cerns the degree of objectivity at which the ground element is construed in a
deictic predication. The notion of subjectivity/objectivity hinges on the dual
role of ground elements in a deictic expression: they serve both as the source
of the predication, and as participants within the predication. Deixis is thus a
manifestation of the self-referential character of language (cf. Hofstadter
1979), which is of substantial significance for linguistic structure. It is impor-
tant that we seek to clarify the relevant concepts.

Let us begin by considering the role of the speaker and hearer as the source
of a predication. Every linguistic expression, at its semantic pole, structures a
conceived situation (or scene) by means of a particular image. In concep-
tualizing a scene for expressive purposes, the speaker (and secondarily the
hearer, in reconstructing the speaker’s intent) is obliged to make choices with
respect to the various parameters discussed here under the rubric of focal ad-
justments. I will say that the speaker (or hearer), by choosing appropriate
focal “settings” and structuring a scene in a specific manner, establishes a
construal relationship between himself and the scene so structured. The con-
strual relationship therefore holds between the conceptualizer of a linguistic
predication and the conceptualization that constitutes this predication.

With obvious qualifications, the speaker (or hearer) participates in a con-
strual relationship with respect to every linguistic expression. Precisely be-

'*See Hawkins (1984) for discussion of this phenomenon in particular, and for his highly il-
luminating analysis of English prepositions in general.
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cause of this ubiquity, the existence of a construal relationship is irrelevant for
classificatory purposes; in particular, it does not establish an expression as
deictic in character. To qualify as deictic, an expression must involve some
facet of the ground not only as conceptualizer, but also as an object of concep-
tualization; that is, a ground element must be included within the scope of
predication. It is the interplay between these two roles—conceptualizer and
object of conceptualization—that is critical to the problem of subjectivity.
The terms subjective and objective are commonly used in a variety of
senses, but I will understand them in a particular way. It is convenient to char-
acterize them first in perceptual terms, where their import is easiest to grasp.
In order to do this, I will introduce a construct to be called the optimal view-
ing arrangement, sketched in Fig. 3.5(a). § stands for the viewer, or SELF,
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Fig. 3.5

and O for the object being observed, or OTHER; the arrow indicates the per-
ceptual relationship between the two. For a viewing arrangement to be op-
timal, several conditions must be met. First, § and O must be fully distinct.
This condition reflects the obvious limitations on the observation of SELF,
which is more restricted than the observation of an OTHER and different in
character. Second, O must be properly situated relative to S: it must be
sharply differentiated from its surroundings, and located in a region of maximal
perceptual acuity; in general this region is close to the observer, but does not
include the observer himself or the area immediately contiguous to him,
which shares to some degree the limitations on SELF-observation. I will use
the term objective scene for the locus of viewing attention. In optimal cases,
the objective scene coincides with the region of maximal acuity, as indicated
by the broken-line circle in Fig. 3.5(a). Finally, optimal perception requires
that the attention of S be focused solely on O, to the extent that S loses all
awareness of his own role as perceiver. Otherwise phrased, what S observes is
O, not S observing O.

When these conditions are met, the asymmetry in the roles of § and O—as
observer and object of observation respectively—is maximized. The role of S
in the perceptual relationship is then said to be maximally subjective, and that
of O maximally objective. To the extent that these conditions fail to be satis-
fied, the S/O asymmetry is eroded, resulting in a lesser degree of subjectivity
for the observer, and a lesser degree of objectivity for the entity being ob-
served. It should be apparent that deictic expressions do not reflect maximal
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§/0 asymmetry, since ground elements function not only as observers (con-
ceptualizers), but also as objects of observation.

A parallel is thus being drawn between a perceptual relationship on the one
hand, and the construal relationship for a linguistic predication on the other. It
is by no means claimed that predication is necessarily modeled in any direct
way on perception. However, since predication and perception are both spe-
cial instances of conceptualization, it is not unreasonable to suppose that
analogous constructs may prove both useful and appropriate to their descrip-
tion. In terms of the hypothesized analogy, the conceptualizer in the construal
relationship is equated with the perceiver; the maximal scope of predication
in the construal relationship, with the maximal region of perceptual access;
the immediate scope of predication (3.3.1), with the objective scene (general
locus of viewing attention); and the entity designated by a predication, with
the primary object of observation (i.e. the focal point within the objective
scene).

Let us simplify matters by concentrating on the speaker. If all linguistic
predications were structured in the fashion suggested by the optimal viewing
arrangement of Fig. 3.5(a), the role of the speaker would always be maxi-
mally subjective: he would function solely as conceptualizer and not at all as
an object of conceptualization, remaining external to both the immediate
scope of predication (objective scene) and the maximal scope of predication.
It follows that no linguistic expression would ever designate the speaker (since
the designatum [profile] defines the focal point within the objective scene) or
even take the speaker as an implicit point of reference. Obviously, though, the
speaker is commonly an object of predication as well as its source, so his role
is not purely a subjective one. Objectification of the speaker (and other facets
of the ground) occurs in various ways and to various degrees. Two classes of
instances can be noted: those that simply depart from the optimal viewing ar-
rangement, and those that invoke a special mechanism.

In the optimal viewing arrangement, the objective scene— which might
also be called the “onstage” region—coincides with the area of maximal per-
ceptual acuity; the coincidence of the two is largely responsible for the op-
timality of the arrangement. However, not every perceptual or construal rela-
tionship can be expected to attain this sort of optimality. Quite commonly, in
fact, the viewer’s attention is centered on the viewer himself. Because people
are often concerned with themselves and with their own situations, it is un-
surprising to find that a ground element is often put onstage, or at least in-
cluded within the scope of predication as an offstage point of reference.

Fig. 3.5(b) depicts what may be called the egocentric viewing arrange-
ment. It is characterized by an expansion of the objective scene beyond the
region of perceptual optimality to include the observer and his immediate sur-
roundings. This is the arrangement presupposed by deictic expressions that
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designate either a ground element or a relation in which a ground element
functions as a major participant. The pronoun /, for example, designates the
speaker, who thus puts himself on stage as the focal point within the objective
scene. Barring special mechanisms like those discussed below, this represents
the highest degree of objectivity that the speaker can achieve in a linguistic
predication: in addition to being the conceptualizer, he is also the primary ob-
ject of conceptualization. The speaker is objectified to a lesser degree in sen-
tences like (10)(c) and (d), and serves only in the capacity of an implicit point
of reference; though the speaker is necessarily internal to the scope of predi-
cation, he remains offstage.

A high degree of speaker objectification can be achieved through the
mechanism of mental transfer (cf. Vandeloise 1984), which is diagrammed in
Fig. 3.6(a) and exemplified in (11).

(11)(a) The person uttering this sentence is quite intelligent.
(b) Don’t lie to your mother! [said by mother to child]

The speaker mentally transports himself from his actual position, indicated
by G (ground element) in Fig. 3.6(a), to another position, G', that he assumes
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for expressive purposes. From the perspective of G', the speaker views him-
self just as he would observe another individual; hence he employs a third-
person form for self-description. In (11)(a), 1t 1s only by attending to the
contents of the description that one can determine that the subject nominal
actually refers to the speaker. The sentence in (11)}(b) is perhaps more real-
istic. Here the speaker presumably employs a descriptive phrase rather than a
deictic pronoun in order to underscore the gravity of the offense (a mother in
particular should not be lied to)."

The mechanism depicted in Fig. 3.6(b), cross-world identification, is
quite different despite its superficial diagrammatic resemblance to transfer.

15 Observe that this transfer, even thoﬁgh it results in the selection of a third-person form, does
not affect the person of the possessor pronoun: the nominal is your mother rather than his/her

mother. As a general matter, a single vantage point is not necessarily adopted for all aspects of a
clause or even a phrase: cf. I'll come there tomorrow.
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As exemplified in (12), it involves a correspondence established between a
ground element G and some entity G’ in a distinct ““world,” such as the world
of a picture, movie, or novel (cf. Fauconnier 1985).

(12)(a) That's me in the top row. [said when examining a photograph]
(b} In my next movie I play a double agent, and the CIA is trying to kill me.

The designated entity G’ is in fact fully objective in this situation, but its cor-
respondence to G can be regarded as a kind of subjectification. The use of a
first-person form to describe the objective entity marks this shift.

3.3.3. Abstraction

Abstraction is the final type of focal adjustment to be considered. The term
abstract and its derivatives can mean a multiplicity of different things. In one
usage, abstraction is equivalent to what we have called selection and involves
nothing more than the omission from consideration of certain domains or
properties (e.g. we can abstract away from the size, color, material, function,
etc. of physical objects and concentrate solely on their shapes). In another
usage, we can speak of something being abstract to the extent that it departs
from immediate physical reality. Something can be abstract because it is
imaginary (unicorn), inhabits a nonphysical domain (seven), or is not directly
revealed by immediate sensory experience (atom).

Our main interest here is the abstractness of a schema relative to its in-
stantiations, which is distinct from the other types just mentioned (a schema
may cover all the domains and properties of its instantiations, and schematicity
is possible in any kind of domain). The notion of schematicity pertains to
level of specificity, i.e. the fineness of detail with which something is charac-
terized; the notion always pertains, primarily if not solely, to precision of
specification along one or more parameters, hence to the degree of restriction
imposed on possible values along these parameters. A schema is thus abstract
relative to its nonzero elaborations in the sense of providing less information
and being compatible with a broader range of options, even should it cover the
same domains and basic properties as its elaborations. If I say that a person is
tall, this characterization is schematic—abstract—relative to the more pre-
cise specification that he is over six feet tall, for the latter restricts the per-
missible values to a narrower range along the height parameter. The latter ex-
pression is in turn schematic for about six feet five inches tall, and so on, as
illustrated in Fig. 3.7, where the permissible range of values for each expres-
sion-is indicated with heavy lines.

A number of linguistically significant observations follow fairly directly
from this characterization of schematicity. First, linguistic expressions are sel-
dom fully precise. Even an elaboration of a schema typically allows a range of
variation rather than pinning things down to an exact value. Without this in-
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herent imprecision and the flexibility it affords, language could hardly have
become a viable instrument of thought and communication. Second, sche-
maticity is a relative matter, as shown by the examples in Fig. 3.7; this neces-
sitates the postulation of hierarchies of schematicity. Third, the range of val-
ues permitted by a particular schema can be restricted in numerous mutually
inconsistent ways, At a given level of schematicity in a hierarchy, then, it is
typical for the various instantiations to contrast in specifications with one
another, each nevertheless being fully compatible with the superordinate
schema.

Although schematicity is not the same as selection, the distinction is not
absolute, for often an instantiation is specified for domains or properties to
which the schema makes no essential reference. This comes about as a conse-
quence of the very nature of schematicity: elaborating a schema in a particular
way commonly introduces a domain (or realm of potential value) that would
not be expected without the elaboration and is essentially irrelevant at the
more schematic level. In phonology, for example, an obstruent has a range of
possible values pertaining to release of the obstruction (unreleased, delayed
release, etc.), but the question of value along this dimension does not even
arise until the notion of obstruction is introduced. Hence no direct reference
to release is plausibly attributed to the abstract schema [SEGMENT] or even
[CONSONANT]; only when the schema [CONSONANT] is elaborated to
[OBSTRUENT] is the potentiality for a specification of release created. Simi-
larly, the concept [POLYGON] introduces the notion of sides and creates the
potential for a specification of their number, but the more schematic concepts
[THING] and [GEOMETRICAL FIGURE] are too abstract for this parameter
to be highly salient within them.'

By the same token, a focal adjustment from a lower to a higher level of
schematicity often entails the disappearance of minor features. The difference

'S Given the encyclopedic view of meaning, knowledge of the typical members of the class can
be regarded as one facet of a concept like [GEOMETRICAL FIGURE]. Number of sides is then
included at least peripherally in this notion, but not centrally and directly as for [POLYGON)].
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(b)

Fig. 3.8

is akin to that between representing a structure by plotting it on a fine grid
(where even minor features show up) and on a coarse grid (where only gross
features are preserved). In Fig. 3.8, compare the fine-grid representation of
(a) to the coarse-grid representation of (b) (think of them as graphs of stock
market values, partial shape specifications, or whatever). They are the same,
except that five intervals along either axis in (a) count for one in (b), with
specifications rounded off to the nearest integral value in either case. Not only
is (b) less precise than (a), but certain features of (a) are too fine to be cap-
tured by the coarse-grid representation of (b) at all. There is no indication in
the more schematic diagram of the local peaks, valleys, upturns, and down-
turns circled in (a).

Our cognitive ability to conceptualize situations at varying levels of sche-
maticity is undeniable. It is manifested, for instance, in our ability to interpret
schematic diagrams like those in Fig. 3.3, and linguistically in the existence
of terms for superordinate as well as subordinate terms in schematic hier-
archies (tool, hammer, claw hammer, thing, animal, mammal, rodent, squir-
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rel, ground squirrel; move, locomote, run, sprint). The linguistic signifi-
cance of this ability is hard to overstate, and will be dealt with constantly in
the pages that follow. At this point I offer only two additional remarks.

First, a subtle but important distinction must be made between a structure
being specified only schematically for a certain domain and a structure failing
to occupy or interact with that domain at all; i.e. a schematic specification (a
nonspecific value) along a parameter is different from the absence of a value.
Thus, though [CLAW HAMMER] has a fairly precise shape specification, and
[HAMMER] a somewhat less precise one, [TOOL] is quite nonspecific in re-
gard to shape; supposing the notion of shape to be irrelevant would never-
theless be erroneous: [TOOL] is maximally nonrestrictive (schematic) in its
shape specification, but it does imply that there is a shape, introducing this pa-
rameter for more restrictive specifications by its instantiations. In similar
fashion, [POLYGON] is nonspecific about number of sides (except that the
number must be greater than two), but this is quite different from saying that a
polygon has no sides. The schema neutralizing [RED], |[BLUE], [YELLOW],
[GREEN], etc. is [COLORED] rather than [COLORLESS].

The second remark pertains to the viability of the conceptual theory of
meaning and the role within it of visual images. Numerous writers have cor-
rectly pointed out that many concepts pertain to domains with no direct ties to
sensory experience, and that others, which do occupy sensory domains, are
too abstract (schematic) to correspond to any single sensory image (consider
the shape specifications of [TOOL] and [POLYGON]). This is sometimes
taken as invalidating the conceptual theory, but of course it does not: a
conceptual theory of meaning need not rely crucially or exclusively on the
postulation of either visual images in particular or sensory images more
generally.

Although sensory images do not provide a full account of conceptualization
and meaning, it would be wrong to conclude their irrelevance to linguistic
semantics. I would argue that they constitute a substantial part of human con-
ceptual activity and are important to the meaning of many linguistic expres-
sions. More to the point here, the recognition of schematicity as a fundamen-
tal cognitive phenomenon vitiates the standard argument against an imagistic
view of meaning. Kempson (1977, p. 15) conveniently summarizes this argu-
ment. “The problem here is to know what form the images take. The most
obvious point is that these images cannot be visual. For suppose my image of
a triangle is an equilateral. If this is said to constitute for me the meaning of
the word triangle, then either triangle has to mean equilateral triangles only,
or triangle has to be said to be ambiguous according as the image is equi-
lateral, isosceles, or scalene. . . . In a similar vein, an owner of an Alsatian
may have a radically different image of dogs from an owner of a miniature
poodle, but it is not obvious that they thereby speak a different language.
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There is no image corresponding to what is shared between dogs, and none
either which has just those features shared by all triangles.”

Quite a number of responses can be made to this passage from the stand-
point of the present framework. The passage is meant to discredit imagery
altogether in linguistic semantics, but as already noted, imagery can be an
essential aspect of meaning even if it is insufficient by itself. The comment
about owners of different kinds of dogs speaking different languages is par-
ticularly misleading. No two people speak the same language if “a different
language™ is established by a single point of variation, irrespective of one’s
view of meaning. Given an encyclopedic account of meaning,'” two speakers
seldom if ever have precisely identical conceptions of any notion, particularly
one like [DOG]; their conceptions vary with experience, but nevertheless
often have enough in common to permit successful communication. If Alsa-
tians are prototypical for one owner, and poodles for another, the two owners
may nevertheless have basically the same range of conventional knowledge
about dogs, so that for most linguistic purposes their conceptions are func-
tionally equivalent.

But let us focus on the heart of the matter, the claim that a visual image for
[DOG] or for [TRIANGLE] (each as a general category) is impossible. This
claim is simplistic, and hinges on the implicit and erroneous assumption that a
visual image is a ““mental picture™ exactly analogous to a photograph, neces-
sarily precise and fully specific in all details (of course, this is not even true of
photographs, which are often blurry and imprecise about particular features).
A perfectly straightforward conception of visual imagery is available, how-
ever, which does not embrace this assumption (cf. 3.2.1; also ch. 2 of Kosslyn
1980). A visual image, on this account, is an autonomous cognitive event that
is equivalent in certain respects to a peripherally connected event but is not
evoked by actual visual stimulation. Even peripherally connected visual expe-
rience varies in its level of specificity; our view of an object is less precisely
specified (i.e. more schematic) when it lies outside the focal area of the visual
field, when lighting conditions are poor, when it is seen at a distance, when
there are tears in one’s eyes, etc. With autonomous processing the potential is
even greater for focal adjustments in the level of schematicity. We have already
observed (Fig. 3.8) that shifting to a higher level of schematicity (a coarser
grid) results in the disappearance of fine details, without a visual image ceas-
ing thereby to be visual in character. Hence it 1s possible in principle to con-
ceive of a shape specification schematic enough to neutralize the difference
between an Alsatian and a poodle, while still being recognizable as that of a

"7 Presumably Kempson would rule out this alternative, since it precludes the possibility of an

autonomous formal account of semantic structure. However, the assumption of such autonomy
for natural language is gratuitous (cf. Ch. 1).
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dog. In the same way we can recognize the schematic diagrams in Fig. 3.3 as
a face, a snake, and so on."

What about triangles? s it possible to have a visual image of a triangle that
is unspecified in regard to the relative length of its sides? Though nothing cru-
cial hinges on the answer to this question (cf. fn. 18), a realistic assessment of
the nature of sensory images makes this possibility less implausible than one
might suppose. A visual image is not a photograph or a photographic analog,
but rather a series of mental events. We saw in 3.1.4 that the perception of a
straight line against a contrastive background can be treated as the occurrence
of a scanning chain of the form (A>B>C>D ...). Minimally, the perception
of a triangle requires three such chains, integrated in a specific fashion. If we
abbreviate these scanning chains as (X), (Y), and (Z), then ((X)-(¥)-(Z)) rep-
resents the minimal set of cognitive events involved in perceiving a triangle.
This event complex may be peripherally connected (i.¢. it may be induced by
sensory input and constitute an actual perceptual experience), but it can also
occur autonomously, in which case it constitutes a visual image.

We have yet to accommodate the relative length of the sides. Observing the
relative length of two sides clearly requires a cognitive event above and be-
yond those considered so far. It can be analyzed as a higher-order act of com-
parison (cf. 3.1) with respect to the complex scanning events involved in the
perception of individual sides; specifically, it compares the magnitude (length)
of these event chains. For example, perceiving that two sides are the same
length consists in the comparison event X >Y, with no discrepancy registered
for the parameter in question. Three events of this kind are implied by the
perception of a triangle as being equilateral: X>Y=o0, Y>Z=o0, and
Z>X =o0. Nonzero discrepancies are registered when a triangle is perceived
as isosceles or scalene, but whatever the precise judgment, any assessment of
the relative length of sides presupposes some set of cognitive events in addi-
tion to ((X)-(¥)-(Z)). This basic core of events, required for the perception of
any triangle, can be taken as schematic for the more elaborate set of events
involved in the perception of a triangle with a specific shape. Observe, now,
that it is at least coherent to suppose that ((X)-(¥Y)-(Z)) might occur without
the additional events corresponding to length comparison, especially in cases
of autonomous processing. To the extent that this is possible, ((X)-(Y)-(Z))
constitutes the visual image of a schematic triangle unspecified as to the rela-
tive lengths of its sides.

'8 There are other options for an advocate of visual imagery as one aspect of linguistic seman-
tics: a person may rely on the more precise shape specification of a prototypical dog, recognizing
other shapes as extensions from the prototype; or he may have a series of alternative shape speci-
fications as part of his encyclopedic knowledge of the category. 1 think all of these figure in our
understanding of such a concept; to insist on only one option would be to embrace the exclusion-
ary fallacy.
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3.4. Transformation

Mind is mental activity, and a conceptualization is the occurrence of a cog-
nitive event. In this sense the conception of even a simple, static situation
must be considered dynamic and consists in the execution of a complex pat-
tern of neurological processes. Now, though, we turn to conceptualizations
that are inherently complex and dynamic in a different sense pertaining to a
higher level of cognitive organization, namely those which do not reduce to a
single, consistent configuration, but rather involve a number of such configura-
tions integrated in a specific manner. To put it in process terms (since the con-
ceptions are seldom if ever coequal and simultaneous), they involve the trans-
formation of one conceptualization to another, possibly a series of such
transformations. The capacity to carry out such operations is the last of the
basic cognitive abilities to be examined as background for our discussion of
linguistic semantics. First we consider transformations pertaining to how a
scene is construed, particularly with respect to focal settings. Then we turn to
cases where the conceived situation itself is intrinsically complex.

3.4.1. Alternate Construals

Grammatical structure is based on conventional imagery, which reflects our
ability to construe a conceived situation in alternate ways. The full conceptual
or semantic value of a conceived situation is a function of not only its content
(to the extent that one can speak of content apart from construal), but also
how we structure this content with respect to such matters as attention, selec-
tion, figure/ground organization, viewpoint, and level of schematicity. In re-
gard to all of these we are capable of making adjustments, thereby transform-
ing one conceptualization into another that is roughly equivalent in terms of
content but differs in how this content is construed. This is particularly evi-
dent in the case of autonomous processing, but is true for penpheraﬂ]y con-
nected experience as well.

Let us consider a very simple case, namely a shift in visual attention, as
sketched in Fig. 3.9. The box represents a person’s visual field, and the circle
within it is the focal area. In the initial state, at the left, two dark spots are
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perceived against an otherwise uniformly white background; one happens to
fall within the focal area, while the other is in the upper right-hand corner at
the periphery of the field. The perception of each spot (individually) consists
in the occurrence of a complex scanning event of the sort discussed in 3.1.4; it
involves the comparison of contiguous points and the registration of contrast
with respect to brightness. As we have seen, this type of scanning is ubig-
vitous and has nothing directly to do with attention or with the shift of atten-
tion through a domain; it is this latter, higher-order phenomenon that is our
present concern. Fig. 3.9 diagrams a shift in visual attention from one dot to
the other: an eye movement causes an adjustment in the scope of the visual
field and its focal area. As a result the originally peripheral dot is brought into
the focal area, and the other dot is shifted from the focal area to the lower left-
hand corner of the periphery.

Disregarding the slight adjustment in the scope of the visual field, we can
say that the two diagrams in Fig. 3.9 represent alternate construals of the
same conceived (in this case perceived) situation. What concerns us about this
shift in construal is the fact that we are capable of experiencing it as an inte-
grated event. In directing our attention from one dot to the other, we are aware
of the continuous transition and recognize its initial and final states as two
views of the same scene rather than totally separate and unrelated visual ex-
periences. We keep track of the two dots and recognize that the one within
the focal area at the initial stage is the same as the peripheral one at the fi-
nal stage, and conversely. This is the import of the lines of correspondence in
Fig. 3.9. These correspondences derive from the very act of transformation
and constitute in effect a record of the distortions it engenders. Our ability to
establish such correspondences enables the separate stages to be integrated
into a coherent higher-order perceptual experience.

Parallel observations hold for viewpoint. Most physical objects in our ex-
perience can be seen from different directions, at different distances, and with
different orientations. As viewpoint varies along these parameters, the visual
impression we receive of an object also varies in absolute terms (Fig. 3.3). We
are nevertheless able to identify the different impressions as alternate views of
the same object rather than unrelated visual experiences. Given a particular
view of an object, we are capable of transforming this viewpoint either physi-
cally (and hence perceptually) or mentally and interpreting the transformation
as a coherent, integrated experience. Keeping an object in sight while moving
closer to it, for example, we interpret the varying series of visual impressions
as a continuous change in vantage point, not as a set of unconnected sensa-
tions. Or given the canonical front view of an object we can easily transform it
mentally (through visual imagery), imagining what it would look like were it
turned upside down or seen from the side. These abilities involve correspon-
dences established between particular substructures in the contrasting visual
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impressions, just as in our preceding discussion of attention. The mental rota-
tion of a triangle, for example, establishes correspondences between individ-
ual sides and angles, as illustrated in Fig. 3.10."

Fig. 3.10

These phenomena have direct implications for semantic structure. The se-
mantic characterization of a term that designates a physical object must in-
clude some specification of its conceived shape. One aspect of this shape
specification is most probably a cognitive routine whose autonomous activa-
tion constitutes a visual image. But typically there is no single visual image
that is invariably associated with a particular object: our conception of the
appearance of an object involves a family of different visual impressions to-
gether with a grasp of the transformations relating one impression to another.
These images differ not only with respect to the various parameters of view-
point, but also in their level of schematicity; highly schematic images like the
ones in Fig. 3.3 coexist with those of greater specificity (and may even be the
most salient for a category). An encyclopedic account of linguistic semantics
must accommodate this range of images and transformations to whatever ex-
tent they have unit status and represent shared knowledge. Though certain im-
ages are far more important than others (in the sense of being prototypical,
entrenched, or conventional), it cannot be supposed that a single image ade-
quately or accurately reflects our grasp of shape specifications.

Qur ability to effect mental transformations of viewpoint has important
ramifications in another area of semantic structure. In construing a situation
for linguistic purposes, the speaker is able to conceptualize how it would ap-
pear from different vantage points and to portray it accordingly, irrespective
of his actual vantage point. This capacity for mental transfer (studied ex-
tensively in Vandeloise 1984) has numerous linguistic manifestations, the
most obvious involving the use of deictic forms like I/you, come/go, and
left/right. The ability to mentally adopt (or at least perceive and accommo-
date) the vantage point of my interlocutor is one factor in allowing me to avoid

' Intuitively, 1 judge two triangles to be congruent by mentally rotating one of them and then

superimposing the resulting visual image on my direct impression of the other. The judgment is
one of congruence if the two merge into a single, consistent image.
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confusion when the two of us use the terms / and you in referentially contra-
dictory ways. The sentences in (13) can both be employed in the same situa-
tion, e.g. the speaker might be in San Diego talking on the phone to some-
body in Chicago; in (a) the speaker’s actual location then serves as point of
reference for go, whereas in (b) he must in some sense adopt the location of
the listener to motivate the use of come.

(13)(a) I will go to Chicago tomorrow.
(b) I will come to Chicago tomorrow.

(14) Ed Klima is sitting to the left of Sandy Chung.

Sentence (14) is ambiguous depending on whether the left/right alignment is
calculated with respect to an external vantage point (most likely the actual
vantage point of the speaker) or that of Sandy Chung.*® Transfer also figured
significantly in our discussion of subjectivity/objectivity (3.3.2.4).

Our ability to make other types of focal adjustments is also linguistically
important. I will argue, for example, that figure/ground alignment constitutes
the major point of difference between the sentences in (15), and that the se-
mantic effect of passive participial inflection on a verb stem amounts to a kind
of figure/ground reversal (cf. Langacker 1982a).

(15)(a) The cat is under the blanket.
(b) The blanket is over the cat.

Shifts in level of schematicity are especially significant. A language provides
alternate expressions suitable for coding conceived situations at varying levels
of specificity; this enables a speaker to abstract away from details considered
irrelevant on a particular occasion (cf. Fig. 3.7). Obviously the existence of
schematic expressions greatly enhances the flexibility of a linguistic system.
Furthermore, transformations pertaining to level of schematicity are impli-
cated in the process of capturing generalizations, which is analyzed as the
extraction of schemas. Extracting a schema to represent the commonality of
two structures A and B requires finding a structure A’ that is minimally sche-
matic for A, and B’ minimally schematic for B, such that A’ and B’ airc identi-
cal (A'>B' =0).

3.4.2. Complex Scenes

We turn now to instances where two conceptualizations are inconsistent by
virtue of their inherent content (not simply the construal of this content). It is
important to realize that the inconsistency of two conceptualizations does not

21n figuring out who is to Sandy Chung’s left or right from her viewpoint, what I do is
(1) mentally transpose myself to her position and orientation; (2) imagine what the scene would
look like viewed from there; and (3) compute left/right relations in the usual egocentric way with
respect to my imagined perspective on the scene.
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prevent their integration: we are perfectly capable of conceiving situations
that are complex in the sense of not reducing to a single, consistent configura-
tion, and many linguistic expressions have such a conception as their semantic
value. For a conceptual theory of linguistic semantics, an inconsistent concep-
tualization is nevertheless a conceptualization and hence a meaning.
Ilustrating this point are cases of semantic anomaly of the sort produced by
the violation of ‘‘selectional restrictions.” The expression happy child is un-
problematic, for example, whereas * happy molecule and * happy brick are
anomalous (assuming that the component words are interpreted with their nor-
mal value). We must assume that the latter two expressions, despite their in-
consistency, are both meaningful and semantically distinct, if only on intuitive
grounds. This assumption is also necessary to accommodate the fact that the
sentences in (16) are neither anomalous nor paraphrases; similarly for those

in (17).

(16)(a) There is no such thing as a happy molecule.
(b) There is no such thing as a happy brick.

(17)(a) It is meaningless to speak of a happy molecule.
(b) It is meaningless to speak of a happy brick.

The cognitive-grammar analysis of anomalous expressions is straightforward.
All grammatical valence relations depend on correspondences established be-
tween substructures of the elements combined, at both the semantic and the
phonological poles (cf. Fig. 2.11). The semantic pole of happy makes inter-
nal reference to a schematically characterized entity that is presupposed ca-
pable of emotions; when happy combines with a noun in a grammatical va-
lence relation, this entity is put in correspondence with the generally more
precisely specified entity designated by the noun. In the case of happy child,
the corresponding entities are fully compatible, and the two semantic struc-
tures merge into a single, consistent conceptualization in accordance with the
schematic-transparency principle (cf. 2.3.2.2). With * happy molecule and
* happy brick, on the other hand, certain specifications of the noun’s desig-
natum contravene those of its schematic correspondent internal to happy.
This results in a conflict when the specifications of corresponding entities are
superimposed, and renders impossible a fully consistent composite concep-
tualization. But though their component conceptualizations remain disjoint to
some degree, anomalous expressions nevertheless have semantic value, given
by their components together with the correspondences indicating which sub-
structures they supposedly share. Further, because * happy molecule and
* happy brick have a different nominal concept as one of their component se-
mantic structures, they are conceptually and semantically distinct.

Similar remarks were offered previously (2.3.2.2) concerning figurative
language, which also involves a relationship between two semantic structures
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(but one of sanction rather than syntagmatic combination). Recall that seman-
tic incompatibility between corresponding entities is precisely what distin-
guishes an instance of semantic extension or figurative language from normal
cases of unproblematic categorization and full sanction (cf. Fig. 2.10). Only
by attributing to speakers the ability to form complex conceptualizations in-
corporating mutually inconsistent scenes can we account for the interplay be-
tween literal and figurative semantic values that constitutes the very essence
of metaphor and extension. '

Since phonological space is treated as a subregion of semantic space (cf.
2.2.1, and Fig. 2.6), we expect these notions to have phonological analogs.
Parallel to semantic extension is phonological extension, i.e. instances where
a phonological target conflicts with certain specifications of the sanctioning
structure instead of merely elaborating it. Just as the relation between two in-
compatible semantic structures often achieves unit status (e.g. in a standard
idiom), so it is possible for two incompatible phonological structures to be-
come associated in a conventional unit. This unit may constitute a general pat-
tern of the language (a phonological “‘rule’), or else it may be of restricted
scope. In a “process morpheme,” the association of incompatible phonological
structures takes on symbolic import. Let us briefly consider such morphemes
(see Ch. 9 for more precise characterization).

A form like sar poses well-known problems of segmentation if one’s con-
ception of phonological structure is limited to physically manifested sounds:
segmenting [] as the past-tense morpheme leaves the discontinuous residue
[s...t] for the stem, and also suggests that the vowel [®] per se marks the
past tense (the way [d] does in a form like feared). Most analysts would say,
instead, that the past tense is marked by the change of [1] to [&] in sat, or, to
state it in nonprocess terms, by the discrepancy between the vowel of sat and
the vowel [1] that normally appears in the stem for this verb. I attribute to this
past-tense allomorph a two-level phonological structure quite analogous to the
two-level semantic structure in a standard idiom. One level, corresponding to
the literal sense (or sanctioning structure) of an idiom, contains the vowel [1];
the other, corresponding to the figurative sense (target structure) of an idiom,
contains the vowel [&]. It is the latter (as the target) that is actually imple-
mented phonetically, but the full phonological value of the morpheme consists
" of the one in relation to the other and therefore constitutes an internally incon-
sistent phonological conceptualization: [[1]——~[2]].

Our capacity to deal with mutually inconsistent conceptual scenes is further
reflected in our ability to conceive of changes. To qualify as a change at all, a
conceptualization must involve at least two nonidentical configurations that
nevertheless have certain features in common and are integrated to form a co-
herent mental experience. Any verb, I will claim, designates a process, de-
fined as a sequence of configurations (or states) conceived as being dis-
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tributed over a continuous series of points in time. Usually the separate
configurations are distinct, i.e. a verb typically designates a change through
time; a normal verbal predication is therefore highly complex, for it incorpo-
rates as many separate conceptual situations as there are recognizably differ-
ent states in the designated process. That we do not consider a process predi-
cation to be intrinsically anomalous is due to the conflicting states being
conceived as distributed through time (which represents a further increment
of conceptual complexity).

It is useful to distinguish two modes of cognitive processing that may be
invoked for the conceptualization of a complex scene, such as the one in Fig.
3.11. Part (a) diagrams five representative states (abbreviating a continuous
series of such states) in a conceived process, namely the schematic conception
of an object falling onto a flat surface. Consider first just the initial state in (a).
Conceptualizing even this single, relatively simple configuration (whether as a
perceptual experience, a visual image, or something more abstract) requires a
complex array of cognitive events. These include at least the following: (1) a
set of scanning events (acts of comparison) constituting recognition of the top-
most structure as a separate entity (with a particular shape) distinct from its
background; (2) a similar set of scanning events constituting recognition of the
Jower structure as a distinct entity; and (3) a comparison of the two entities so
recognized with respect to their relative position in the field of representation.
Each of these sets of scanning events pertains to a different aspect of the con-
figuration; moreover, they are crucially simultaneous: they proceed roughly in
parallel, and only through their coactivation (and reactivation as necessary)
does one experience them as a coherent gestalt. Let us refer to this mode of

(a)
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cognitive processing as summary scanning. It is basically additive, each set
of events contributing something to a single configuration all facets of which
are conceived as coexistent and simultaneously available.?'

The alternative mode of cognitive processing can be called sequential
scanning. As the term implies, sequential scanning involves the transforma-
tion of one configuration into another, or a continuous series of such transfor-
mations, as in Fig. 3.11(a). For a series of distinct configurations to be per-
ceived as a coherent evolving scene, correspondences must be established
among them, and each configuration serves as standard for an act of com-
parison (possibly quite complex) that constitutes a recognition of disparity be-
tween it and the next. Because the scenes are viewed successively rather than
simultaneously, recognition of disparity amounts to recognition of change. In
contradistinction to summary scanning, the separate components (states) are
conceived as neither coexistent nor simultaneously available; hence there is no
judgment of inconsistency. It is not at all farfetched to compare the difference
between summary and sequential scanning to that between examining a photo-
graph and watching a motion picture (though I have taken pains to charac-
terize the notions independently of this analogy); indeed, our ability to view
both photos and motion pictures nicely exemplifies these respective modes of
processing and argues strongly for their validity.

A brief note about time is necessary in conclusion. The difference between
summary and sequential scanning pertains to the relative timing of process-
ing events—whether the scanning events corresponding to different facets of
a complex scene are activated simultaneously or successively—not to the con-
ceived location of a scene or its components in the flow of objective time.?
Given an ordered sequence of states like those in Fig. 3.11(a), it is natural for
them to be conceived as situated successively in a continuous series of points
in time, and this is indeed the case in a typical process predication. We never-
theless have the mental flexibility to dissociate processing time from our con-
ception of objective time, a fact of considerable import for the analysis of
linguistic structure, particularly in regard to aspect. Thus we are perfectly ca-
pable of carrying out sequential scanning with respect to a situation conceived
as being stable through time; sentences like (18) can be explicated in these
terms (cf. Ch. 7):

X'In a very complex static configuration—for example, a complicated chess position or an
intricate diagram—simultaneous activation of all the requisite cognitive events may surpass the
limits of our processing capacity or what is accessible to conscious attention. We nevertheless
accomplish summary scanning in cases like this by ““fading in” and “fading out” various facets of
the scene, or by directing ocur attention from one facet to another, keeping as many component
events activated simultaneously as possible.

22 Conceiving the locat