TEN LECTURES ON
THE BASICS OF
COGNITIVE GRAMMAR

..-*"‘ﬂ'-

DISTINGUISHED LECTURES in COGNITIVE LINGUISTICS BRILL



Ten Lectures on the Basics of Cognitive Grammar



Distinguished Lectures in
Cognitive Linguistics

Edited by
Fuyin (Thomas) Li (Beihang University, Beijing)

Guest Editors
Yan Ding (Beijing Jiaotong University)
Weiwei Zhang (Shanghai International Studies University)
Yuan Gao (Beihang University, Beijing)

Editorial Assistants

Jing Du, Hongxia Jia and Lin Yu (doctoral students at Beihang University)

Editorial Board
Jiirgen Bohnemeyer (State University of New York at Buffalo) — Alan Cienki
(Vrrije Universiteit (VU ) in Amsterdam, Netherlands and Moscow State
Linguistic University, Russia) — William Croft (University of New Mexico at
Albuquerque, usa) — Ewa Dabrowska (Northumbria University, UK) —
Gilles Fauconnier (University of California at San Diego, usA) — Dirk Geeraerts
(University of Leuven, Belgium) — Nikolas Gisborne (The University of
Edinburgh, uk) — Cliff Goddard (Griffith University, Australia) — Stefan Gries
(University of California, Santa Barbara, usA) — Laura A. Janda
(University of Tromse, Norway) — Zoltan Kovecses (Edtvos Lordnd University,
Hungary) — George Lakoff (University of California at Berkeley, usa) -
Ronald W. Langacker (University of California at San Diego, usA) — Chris Sinha
(University of Portsmouth, UK) — Leonard Talmy (State University of New York
at Buffalo, usA) — John R. Taylor (University of Otago, New Zealand) -
Mark Turner (Case Western Reserve University, UsA) — Sherman Wilcox
(University of New Mexico, UusA) — Phillip Wolff (Emory University, USA)

Distinguished Lectures in Cognitive Linguistics publishes the keynote lectures series given by
prominent international scholars at the China International Forum on Cognitive Linguistics
since 2004. Each volume contains the transcripts of 10 lectures under one theme given by an
acknowledged expert on a subject and readers have access to the audio recordings of the lectures
through links in the e-book and QR codes in the printed volume. This series provides a unique
course on the broad subject of Cognitive Linguistics. Speakers include George Lakoff, Ronald
Langacker, Leonard Talmy, Laura Janda, Dirk Geeraerts, Ewa Dagbrowska and many others.

The titles published in this series are listed at brill.com/dlcl


http://brill.com/dlcl

Ten Lectures on the Basics of
Cognitive Grammar

by

Ronald W. Langacker

LEIDEN | BOSTON



The Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data is available online at http://catalog.loc.gov
LC record available at http://lccn.loc.gov/2017014461

Typeface for the Latin, Greek, and Cyrillic scripts: “Brill”. See and download: brill.com/brill-typeface.

ISSN 2468-4872
ISBN 978-90-04-34744-1 (hardback)
ISBN 978-90-04-34745-8 (e-book)

Copyright 2017 by Ronald W. Langacker. Reproduced with kind permission from the author by Koninklijke
Brill Nv, Leiden, The Netherlands.

Koninklijke Brill NV incorporates the imprints Brill, Brill Hes & De Graaf, Brill Nijhoff, Brill Rodopi

and Hotei Publishing.

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, translated, stored in a retrieval system,
or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording or otherwise,
without prior written permission from the publisher.

Authorization to photocopy items for internal or personal use is granted by Koninklijke Brill Nv provided
that the appropriate fees are paid directly to The Copyright Clearance Center, 222 Rosewood Drive,

Suite 910, Danvers, MA 01923, USA. Fees are subject to change.

This book is printed on acid-free paper and produced in a sustainable manner.


http://catalog.loc.gov
http://lccn.loc.gov/2017014461
http://brill.com/brill-typeface

Contents
Note on Supplementary Material vII
Preface viII
1 Conceptual Semantics 1
2 Dynamicity, Fictivity, and Scanning 45
3 Symbolic Grammar and Constructions 87
4 Constructional Integration and Grammaticization 135
5  Topic, Subject, and Possessor 173
6  Double Subject Constructions 213
7 Locatives 247
8 Possession, Location, and Existence 295
9 Voice 339
10 Impersonals 383

Publications by Ronald Langacker 425
Important Resources for Cognitive Linguistics 447
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All original audio-recordings and other supplementary material such as any
hand-outs and powerpoint presentations for the lecture series, have been
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site www.figshare.com. They may be accessed via a QR code for the print ver-
sion of this book, in the e-book both the Qr code and dynamic links will be
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scanner and audio player should be installed on these devices. Alternatively,
for the e-book version, one can simply click on the QR code provided to be
redirected to the appropriate website.

This book has been made with the intent that the book and the audio are
both available and usable as separate entities. Both are complemented by
the availability of the actual files of the presentations and material provided
as hand-outs at the time these lectures have been given. All rights and per-
mission remain with the authors of the respective works, the audio-record-
ing and supplementary material are made available in Open Access via a
CC-BY-NC license and are reproduced with kind permission from the authors.
The recordings are courtesy of the China International Forum on Cognitive
Linguistics (http://cifcl.buaa.edu.cn/), funded by the Beihang University Grant
for International Outstanding Scholars.
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Preface

The present text, titled Ten Lectures on the Basics of Cognitive Grammar, is a
transcribed version of lectures given by Ronald Langacker in Beijing in April
2006. Prof. Langacker’s lectures are part of a lecture series hosted by the English
Department and the Research Institute of Foreign Languages of Beihang
University. The series lectures were cosponsored by the English Departments
of Tsinghua University, Beijing Normal University, Beijing Foreign Studies
University, and Beijing Language University. Also, this book belongs to the
Beihang Linguistics Lecture Series, edited by us. It is our hope that the publi-
cation of this book—accompanied by its videodisc counterpart—will boost
cognitive linguistic studies in the Chinese mainland.

It was due to Professor Langacker’s pioneering and seminal contribution to
Cognitive Linguistics that a large audience was attracted to Beijing from vari-
ous parts of China as well as from a number of neighboring countries. Professor
Langacker has done a great deal to establish Cognitive Linguistics as a seri-
ous academic approach to language. He was one of the main initiators of the
Cognitive Linguistics Research series and the journal Cognitive Linguistics, both
started in 1990 and published by Mouton de Gruyter. Professor Langacker has
published 16 books and over 100 articles, supervised 31 doctoral students, and
sponsored 48 visiting scholars. He is the originator of the theory of Cognitive
Grammar, which is presented most fully in the two-volume monograph
Foundations of Cognitive Grammar (1987, 1991).

As editors of the Beihang Linguistics Lecture Series, we express our truest
gratitude to Professor Langacker for his line-by-line proofreading of the tran-
scripts. However, any errors and discrepancies between the printed version
and the video remain our responsibility.

Gao Yuan

gao-yuan@vip.sina.com

Thomas Fuyin Li
thomasli@alumni.cuhk.net
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LECTURE 1

Conceptual Semantics

I'm very happy to be here. I'm grateful for the opportunity, the chance to come
back to this great city in this great country, representing a great culture and
the most unique language, and a strong linguistic tradition. It’s a real pleasure
to be here. My only regret is that I can not be speaking to you in Chinese. My
parents were not very thoughtful in that regard. I also want to thank Thomas
for the nice introduction. There will be a series of ten lectures if I survive this.
Each lecture, I hope, will be self-contained so that people will be able to un-
derstand it by itself, but there will also be progression from one to the next, so
things will get more complex and more interesting. Also we'll start out with
semantics because a cognitive view of grammar has to be based on a concep-
tual view of meaning, and that has to be in place first before we can start to
talk about grammar in a motivated way. So these first two presentations in
particular will be about conceptual meaning, then with three and four tomor-
row, we'll get into the basics of grammar, and then in five and six on the next
day into more advanced things in grammar, including some things that are of
interest to Chinese although it will not be focused on Chinese specifically. So
this first presentation on conceptual semantics is quite introductory. Things
will get less so with each successive talk. And Thope everyone has this handout
called conceptual semantics.

(Now let’s see. It must be on. OK, got all our technology in order here? Yes,
OK. Somewhere there was also a pointer, a laser pointer. Ah, that ... Now we
are all arranged.) Right, as I said to begin, a cognitive view of grammar has to be
based on meaning. I think any sensible approach to grammar has to be based
on meaning. A basic claim of cognitive grammar is that grammar is symbolic
in nature, and by symbolic I mean that it symbolizes meaning. So we have to
start with semantics, and in cognitive linguistics, meaning is identified with a
kind of conceptualization. But conceptualization in a very broad sense of that
term as I spell it out in No. (1) on the handout. Any aspect of our mental experi-
ence can be called conceptualization, not just the most abstract kinds of con-
cepts, but also immediate experience: sensory experience, motor experience,
emotive experience. Also, apprehension of the context in all these dimensions:
the physical, linguistic, social, and cultural context. And semantic structures
will be those conceptualizations which function as the meanings of linguistic
elements. So semantics is a sub-part of conceptualization. Semantics is con-
ceptualization adapted for purposes of speech and language. I emphasize this
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2 LECTURE 1

because the position has been drastically misrepresented by prominent people
like Levinson who say that I do not distinguish between conceptualization in
general and linguistic meaning. Levinson apparently had never read my books
before making these claims in print. I say very clearly “linguistic meanings are
conceptualizations adapted for expressive purposes in accordance with the
conventions of the language.”

Now, how do we describe meanings? Well, first of all, a complete and defini-
tive description of meaning is not really possible, short of a complete descrip-
tion of human psychology and cognitive processing. I've given some reasons for
that in No. (2) on the handout. First of all, semantic structures have too many
different aspects or dimensions of different natures for them all to be reducible
to a single formalism. You might think of the formalism of, say, symbolic logic,
or something of that sort or, say, formal semantics of other sorts. There is an ex-
pectation very often in linguistics that semantics should be reducible to some
discrete set of symbols arranged in a certain way on a page, and there should
be a formal account of it, that this is possible. And also we want to be precise,
and I often use formulas for these purposes. I never think of these as being
complete or definitive or as necessarily faithfully capturing the nature of the
phenomenon. We have to try to characterize conceptualization. For instance,
part of the meaning of many words is some kind of visual image or auditory
image or motor image. Part of the meaning of a word, like, say, trumpet, is an
auditory image of what a trumpet sounds like and also, what one looks like,
a visual image of what it looks like. Part of the meaning of a verb like walk is
what it feels like to walk—sensory motor images. And it’s hard to imagine that
these would be expressible in the same kind of formalism in any realistic way
as other aspects of meaning. So, we have to have realistic expectations about
what linguistic meaning is like, what an account of linguistic meaning could
look like, it has to be diverse and accommodate different kinds of phenomena.
Also, linguistic meanings are not self-contained or well delimited. They are not
sharply divided from other kinds of knowledge. I'll be talking about this a little
bit later. So linguistic meanings are built upon our conceptualizations, our
knowledge of the world, rather than being separate, and there is no particular
dividing line, no specific dividing line between what is linguistic and what'’s
extra-linguistic. Also, meanings are variable and context-dependent, they are
always shifting in use even though there is a stable and conventional basis. So
it's probably true that an expression is never used twice with exactly the same
conceptual import—exactly the same. I'll talk about all these things as we go
on today.

So I'm talking about some basic notions of semantics. And the next one
here is No. (3) polysemy. A common claim in cognitive linguistics is that most
common expressions have multiple established meanings, not just a single
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meaning, a family of related meanings. These are sometimes called senses, and
among these are some senses that are prototypical relative to others, or some
are schematic relative to others. This is an example I've often used, the noun
ring in English. And these are some senses of the noun ring in English today.
If you use the noun ring out of context, someone would probably think that
is a piece of jewelry, a circular piece of jewelry you wear on the finger, that’s
the basic sense, the prototypical sense which I've shown with a thick box. But
more abstractly, a ring can be a circular piece of jewelry regardless of where
you wear it, maybe not on the finger, it might be an earring or a navel ring or
nowadays rings go all sorts of places. More abstractly still, it could be a circular
object of any sort, not necessarily a piece of jewelry. It doesn’'t even have to
be an object. It can be a mark. When you drain the water from a bathtub and
there is dirt around the bathtub we call that a ring. So that’s a circular entity,
it's a mark. I use the solid lines for relations of schematicity or elaboration.
So a circular entity is the schema that circular mark and circular object both
instantiate. And circular piece of jewelry is a special case of circular object
and circular piece of jewelry for the finger is a special case of circular piece of
jewelry. So, these are all different senses, different conventional ways we can
understand ring. And there are others still. Metaphorically, a ring can be a
group of people who operate together secretly, like a smuggling ring or a spy
ring. That’s a kind of metaphor. That’s sort of seeing it as, somehow, circular
with an interior, which goes along with the notion of secret. But we also talk
about an arena, a circular arena as a ring. So bull fights are in a bull ring, which
is circular. But once that gets established, that gets extended to rectangular
arenas, so we talk about boxing arenas, wrestling rings, usually these are rect-
angular, not circles, but they are still rings. And the schema which these share
would be just the notion of arena.

So, we have at least these senses just for the noun ring. They are all closely
related to one another. Everyone feels that they are related, but it’s all con-
ventional. You have to know what these conventional senses are. You can not
predict a priori what will be the conventional meanings. Some are schematic.
There is not necessarily a schema for all of them because there can be exten-
sions in different directions and there might not be anything that all the uses
share. There may or may not be, it depends on the case.

In No. (5) on the handout, I just explain these arrows, the two kinds of cat-
egorizing relationships. The solid arrow for elaboration, the dashed arrow for
extension. These are types of categorization we all talk about. With the solid
arrow—A arrow B—A is schematic for B. A is schematic, B is specific; B elabo-
rates A; B is an instance of A. This implies compatibility between A and B. It’s
just that B is specified in more detail, a finer-grained description. In the case of
extension, which I use the dashed arrow for, as in the metaphorical extension
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I give up there, A is a more central or prototypical sense. B is more peripheral.
In this case, there is some conflict in meaning. B does not completely match
A, it suspends certain features of A. It changes A in some way. These are just
aspects of a single broader phenomenon. I would want to give a unified ac-
count of these, but for rough purposes we at least have to recognize these two
possibilities.

I already indicated that semantic extension, marked by the dashed arrow,
often involves metaphor, as with a smuggling ring, a spy ring; but it can also
involve metonymy, like the word church, which can either designate a building
or something associated with the building, namely, a religious group. Those
are not related by similarity, but by association, so that’s called metonymy,
as opposed to metaphor. Since we have at least one person here from Japan,
I have some Japanese examples. Again a standard example, I think Lakoff has
written about this in Women, Fire and Dangerous Things. This is the classifier
hon in Japanese, which prototypically is used with LONG THIN OBJECTS.
I assume with this group I don't have to explain what a classifier is (for an
American audience I might have to). But LONG THIN OBJECTS like the
first ones listed in (8): sticks, canes, pencils, candles, trees, ropes, hair and so
forth (I don’t know about snakes). But then, around this are all sorts of asso-
ciated meanings, where the association typically is metonymy, so MARTIAL
ARTS CONTEST WITH STAFF/SWORD. So staff or sword is the LONG
THIN OBJECT, and the fon is used not to name that object or not to clas-
sify that object, but rather the contest, the combat. Once the classifier gets
applied to MARTIAL ARTS contests of that sort, it can be generalized and
used for things like aJUDO MATCH which don’t use LONG THIN OBJECTS.
That’s a natural path of extension. Or MEDICAL INJECTION, where the
LONG THIN OBJECT is a needle, associated by metonymy. Or a ROLL OF
TAPE, which is rolled up, but could be stretched out to be a LONG THIN
OBJECT. Or a film or a movie, or a wire as a special case, and then a tele-
phone call, by metonymical extension from a wire. Or a HIT in baseball, that
could either be metonymy or metaphor. Since you hit with a bat, which is a
long thin object, that could be by metonymy or by metaphor. A hit, usually
the ball goes along a trajectory, which is usually a line drive which has a flat
trajectory and that resembles a long thin object. So those are more examples
of this.

So we have to describe families of related meanings for many items. So
how do you describe meanings? What are they made of? Traditional seman-
tics very often says we can’t even talk about conceptualization because it is
so mysterious. Semantics textbooks, especially written by the British, do this
even today. They do not talk about conceptual meaning, and say you can not,
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it's unscientific, which is not true. You have to talk about conceptual meaning,
because that’s what meaning consists of, conceptualization, and you can do
that in a rigorous way, in a motivated way, but how?

Well, there are various proposals. A well-known proposal in cognitive lin-
guistics is the notion of image-schemas. This is from Lakoff, although Lakoff
has attributed the term to me actually, but the term is his, and it is not really
my idea, in fact I have quibbles with it.

Image schemas, I try to define them in No. (10), and the people who talk
about them most really don't usually bother to define them. But they are sche-
matic and imagistic concepts which are abstracted from pre-conceptual bodily
experience, function as constituents of more complex notions and provide the
structure projected metaphorically to more abstract domains. That’s the kind
of thing image schema has been claimed to be. And examples are given in (11).
The longest list of examples was provided by Mark Johnson in his book The
Body in the Mind. That list is taken from his book. Things like container; block-
age; enablement; source-path-goal; cycle; part-whole; full-empty; counterforce;
link; near-far; merging; contact; compulsion; restraint-removal; count-mass;
superimposition; process; collection. I'm not going to talk much about image
schemas, the notion has been rather vague. I think the list that’s given is very
diverse. There are different kinds of notions there. I'm very happy to recognize
all those as very fundamental conceptual notions and I'm happy to use them
in semantic descriptions. I think that’s legitimate. But you want to ask what is
the most fundamental aspect of meaning, what do you have to talk about to
talk about conceptual structure? I tend to think about it in another way as I try
to spell it out in No. (12) on the handout.

I find it more helpful myself to divide things into, first of all, cognitive do-
mains, which provide conceptual content, and I'll talk about that in the next
section this morning. Secondly, various kinds of cognitive abilities, and these
go into the phenomena that I call construal, which I'll also talk about this
morning. And then, there are different kinds of concepts which are basic, but
there are different ways in which things can be basic. So the term basic is not
self-explanatory. There are different kinds of basicness. Image schemas are
basic in one way, conceptual archetypes are basic in another way.

So let me give you a sketch of that, then we'll go into more detail about
things.

What do I mean by cognitive domain? I made up the term domain, because
I needed a very general term. It’s any area or product of conceptualization,
relative to which semantic structures can be characterized. So I'm going to ul-
timately say that the meaning of any expression takes as its basis some set
of cognitive domains. So cognitive domains give you the content on which



6 LECTURE 1

meanings are established. There are at least two general sorts, which I call
basic domain and non-basic domain. A basic domain is cognitively irreducible.
It is something that can not be reduced to something more fundamental con-
ceptually, so things like time and space and color and pitch and smell, things
associated with senses, maybe there are some basic emotive experiences that
are not reducible to anything more fundamental. By color, I mean the color
sensations we can experience, OK?

Now we talk about these things metaphorically. We use space for meta-
phorical expressions for time, we use metaphors to talk about different sen-
sory expressions and so on. I'm not talking about things at that level. We can
talk about basic domains in many different ways, using concepts from other
domains to talk about them metaphorically, but I'm talking about just the fun-
damental experience itself, it is not reducible to anything more basic.

Now, basic domains are not concepts. They are regions of conceptual po-
tential. They give you the possibility of concepts. So take color space, the range
of color sensations we are capable of experiencing. That’s just cognitive po-
tential that I'm talking about there. That’s the basic domain of color space. A
particular color concept, like red or green, that’s a concept which realizes that
potential in a certain way, and that will be a non-basic domain. As soon as
you talk about actual concepts or conceptualization or knowledge or knowl-
edge systems, all of those are non-basic domains. Whether any kind of con-
cept or conceptualization or product of conceptualization, their metaphorical
construal, anything—I use the term quite generally, and they range from very
simple to extremely complex, from something simple, like the notion red or to
something as complex as your knowledge of Chinese history. OK.

And the point is that the meaning of a linguistic expression is going to rely
on some set of cognitive domains. Those domains might be anywhere in that
hierarchy. They might be very simple notions or they might be elaborate sys-
tems of knowledge or combinations of these. And some set of domains give
you the basis for meaning, but they do not constitute the meanings of linguis-
tic expressions because that also involves how we construe these domains,
what do we do with this content. So meaning is a function of both the content
and the construal. The domains give us the content, then cognitive abilities
give us the construal.

Some types of basic conceptual entities are listed in (14). These are things I
find it useful to think about as types of basic entities. First of all, minimal con-
cepts in particular basic domains. So the notion of a line would be a minimal
concept in the domain of space; or angle or curvature, other minimal notions
in the domain of space; or particular focal colors, like focal red, focal blue; or
the notion of temporal sequencing, a minimal notion in time; or the exertion
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of muscular force, OK, in the kinesthetic domain. Secondly, basic in another
way are what I call conceptual archetypes. These are rather complex notions
but psychologically they are very basic and fundamental despite their com-
plexity. These have a lot of content to them. These are notions like physical
object, the spatial motion of a physical object, the conception of the human
face, the conception of the human body, a physical container and its contents,
a whole and its parts, the experience of seeing something, holding something,
handing something to someone, exerting force to make a change. OK. These
are experientially grounded. With these things we learned through experi-
ence, although some of these may have an innate basis, but certainly they are
grounded in experience. They are rather elaborate. There is a lot that goes into
our conception of the human face, and they are very hard to define—try to
characterize what a physical object is. It's not easy to say conceptually what
a physical object is. But obviously we come into this world expecting to find
physical objects, we are equipped to deal with them, conceptually these things
are like minimal notions even though they conceal a lot of complexity within
them. These give us prototypes. These are the kinds of notions that function as
prototypes for linguistic categories, like physical object as prototype for nouns
or part-whole as one of the prototypes for possession or exerting a force to
make a change as the prototype perhaps for verbs.

There are also highly schematic notions that are independent of particular
domains. They can be manifested in many different domains. Notions in (14)
¢, like point vs. extension, contrast, boundary, change, continuity, contact, in-
clusion, separation, proximity, group, these we can apply to space or to more
abstract domains or to time or to colors, anything. So those are basic in still
another sense.

Image schemas as Lakoff and Johnson and others use the term are some-
where between b and ¢, their image schemas seem to be a mixture of these
different kinds of notions. But I find it useful to try to sort out the different
kinds of basicness.

So I have this working hypothesis in (15). It won't be an emphasis in this
particular series of lectures, but you'll see it in my works. I think some funda-
mental and basic and universal grammatical notions like noun and verb and
subject and object and possessive, maybe count and mass noun, and the cor-
respondents for verbs, I think those are some universal and fundamental no-
tions. I think these have two kinds of semantic characterizations that are both
basic. On the one hand, they have prototypes, and their prototypes are concep-
tual archetypes, like physical object for nouns and force dynamic interaction
causing a change for verbs. But the same notions also have schematic charac-
terizations, abstract meanings which apply to all members of the categories
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like to all nouns or to all verbs or to all possessives. Those have to be far more
schematic and independent of any particular content. Those are described in
terms of basic cognitive abilities, like in the case of nouns, I talk about the
ability to mentally group things and to reify a group by treating it as a single
thing for higher level cognitive purposes. I can’'t go into details here, but that’s
a cognitive ability, and that ability is first manifested in the prototypical cases,
and then is later extended to other cases. So it is that ability which gives us the
ability to perceive physical objects in the first place. It is sort of automatic in
the case of physical objects. We don't even notice we are doing anything be-
cause it's so obvious and automatic that we treat a physical object as a unitary
entity conceptually. But the same ability that lets us to do that can later in de-
velopment be applied to other cases like when I talk about everyone being here
as an audience and use a count noun for what are obviously discrete things. I
have to group you all and treat you as one thing for some higher level cognitive
purpose. It is the same ability that lets me perceive a physical object in the first
place, but it's now applied in a place where it wasn't originally applied, and
that, I think, is a key to grammar, to see things happening at those two levels: a
schema level which gives us general definitions and the prototype level which
sort of motivates the categories in the first place. A lot of people in linguistics
would accept the prototype level characterization, but even in cognitive lin-
guistics there are people who would not accept the schematic characterization
which I think is equally critical.

OK. Now there you see the organization of this talk. That is one section.
We have three more sections. First, I'll talk about cognitive domains, provid-
ing conceptual content; then, construal; and then depending on how much
time there is left, I'll talk about dynamicity and fictivity, which will be fore-
shadowing what we will do in this afternoon. So it doesn’t matter whether we
get through it or not. And we will see about things like questions and discus-
sion. I'll try to save some time at the end for a certain amount of questions and
discussion. Certain talks in this series will be longer than the others, so there
might be longer question periods in some cases than other cases. Let’s see how
things go.

All right. I'm starting section B, No. (16). The meaning of a linguistic expres-
sion consists of both conceptual content and a particular way of construing or
viewing that content. And I often use this example as a convenient example to
illustrate that—an initial example of content vs. construal. There are 4 expres-
sions in (17) which correspond to diagrams (a), (b), (c), and (d). The expres-
sions are: the glass with water in it; the water in the glass; the glass is half-full;
the glass is half-empty. All of these have very much the same conceptual con-
tent. All of them evoke this situation. There is a physical container of a certain
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sort, there is liquid inside and the liquid doesn't fill the container. That much is
pretty much shared by all of those four expressions. And the four expressions
don’'t have much additional content, ignoring things like the definite article
and the word be. All the essential content is shared, but those expressions are
both grammatically very different and semantically very different. The ques-
tion is, where do these differences come from since they are all describing the
same situation, the same content. They are describing, they are construing
that content in different ways however, so they are not the same in meaning.
So construal No. (1) corresponds to the expression the glass with water in it.
Obviously, that expression refers to the container, so the dark lines, what I call
profiling, that's what the expression designates, what it refers to, and that ex-
pression refers to the container. On the other hand, the water in the glass pro-
files or refers to the liquid, and not the container. The container is still part of
the meaning of the expression. All right? the water in the glass, the notion
of the glass holding the water. That’s all part of the meaning of the expression,
but what the expression refers to, is the liquid, whereas it refers to the con-
tainer in the first example. Those two expressions are nominal, the other two
are clauses, the glass is half-full and the glass is half-empty, and you all know
about half-full and half-empty glasses. These profile relationships. So the glass
is half-full takes as its basis the concept of filling, so it has the notion of a con-
tainer and then something going and reaching the top of the container so that
the container is completely full, but when you describe something half-full,
you are saying that the actual extent of the filling only reaches the half-way
point, so that’s a particular way of construing that content. It contrasts with
half-empty, which gives you the potential for there not being anything in the
container, the notion of emptying or taking something out. How much? It
could be just vacant, and the potential is represented by the long arrow again,
but what is actual is that the extent is only half of that. So, those are four dif-
ferent construals on the same content and you can see these correspond to
different linguistic expressions. The elements that profile entities or things are
nouns; the ones that profile relationships are clauses. So you see a connection
with grammar right away. That's not an accident.

OK. So we have content and construal. How do we get the content? The
content consists of cognitive domains. Some set of cognitive domains. These
can represent any degree of complexity or any level of cognitive organization.
I said they can be very simple like the notion of a body part or the notion of a
point or a line or the notion of liquid; or they can be extremely complex, like a
whole body of knowledge of some sort. Typically, an expression has a lot of do-
mains as the basis for its meaning, not just one, and these domains, collectively,
I call them the matrix. That’s not a term I've used a lot. But in each of these
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domains, the profiled entity, the referent has some role. Importantly, the do-
mains are related to one another in various ways. The domains are not like
separate discrete objects. They are not like beads on a string or they are not
like jars on a shelf. They are related to one another, they overlap with one an-
other. They are sometimes contained in others. They intersect or they can be
connected by correspondences. That's what happens in, say, metaphor and
mental space configurations. This is where metaphor or mental space configu-
rations come in, through cognitive domains. That is, mental spaces or source
domain and target domain which correspond in various ways to one another.
I won't be talking a lot about those, but this is where they enter the picture.

I find it helpful to go through one example in a lot of detail, and so I took the
example glass. And in (21), to give you an idea what I mean by a set of cogni-
tive domains, I just try to list some of the domains for glass. This is the thing
you drink out of. So one domain is the domain of space. That's a basic domain.
Space, a glass obviously exists in space. Next, shape. There is the concept of a
glass-like shape, the shape that a glass has typically, and that’s something like
a cylinder, and the cylinder is closed at one end. OK. So that’s a shape concept,
it is a non-basic domain. However, this builds on the previous domain. It pre-
supposes space. A physical shape is a shape in space. Then there is a notion
of orientation, how a glass is oriented in space. So this brings in the picture of
horizontal versus vertical dimensions and we define it in part by gravity. And
the orientation of the glass is that, typically, the long dimension of the cylinder
is oriented in the vertical dimension, and the closed end of the cylinder is at
the bottom, not the top, you know it very well if you are going to use a glass to
drink out of, that’s the way you want to hold it, or you are going to have trouble.
So there is a third conception, typical orientation in space. That incorporates
the previous two. That requires the shape conception and also the notion of
space. Then we come to the functions. Function No. 1. A glass is a container for
liquid as in those diagrams. OK. So this brings in previous domains like orien-
tation, but also presupposes liquid, the notion of spatial inclusion, then there
is the notion of potential motion. The liquid could move and it would move
unless the glass held it, so there is potential motion. And there is the notion of
force because of potential motion and the glass blocking it. Those are force dy-
namic notions. There is constancy through time because if a container is suc-
cessful the water is not moving, the situation is stable through time. So there’s
a lot of additional concepts being brought in. All of those concepts contribute
to the notion of function No. 1.

Now function No.1 is one of the domains that’s incorporated in function
No. 2: the role in the process of drinking. So in addition to function No.1,
which incorporates all those previous domains, in addition to that, you have
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the conception of the human body and of grasping with the hand, and motion
with the arm to bring the glass up to the face, the notion of ingestion. All those
things go into function No. 2.

Then other domains. The material that a glass is made of. It’s usually the
material we call glass. The size of glass, something easily held in one hand—if
we had a glass the size of this room, it will be very hard to drink out of, OK, at
least in the usual way. Other domains, how much a glass costs, how you wash
it, notions of storing it, the possibility of breaking, where you put a glass on the
table at a meal, how you manufacture it, and coming in matching sets, and no
doubt others. OK.

So all of these notions come into play as part of the meaning of the term
glass, to say a single lexical item. So a large set of cognitive domains illustrated
there. Now in this diagram I simply try to show graphically what I just said. The
ellipses stand for cognitive domains. And the point of this diagram is simply
that the domains are not separate, they overlap, many are included in others
as I just show without an example. The profiled entity, what the entity refers
to, is shown by this thick line circle. That’s the profile. It plays some role in all
of these domains and thus ties them all together.

Now, a basic question then arises. Given that all of those domains are part
of what we know about glasses, how much of all that knowledge I just went
through, how much of that is linguistic and how much is general knowledge,
extra-linguistic knowledge? What part of that is language and what part of that
is just general knowledge? And that’s a fundamental question. It’s a controver-
sial question. Linguists usually assume that, say, lexical items like glass have
meanings and those meanings are limited. So I'd give you some kind of for-
mula or some definition, and that’s the linguistic meaning of the expression.
Obviously when we talk about glasses, all sorts of other knowledge comes into
play, but only some small portion of our total knowledge of these entities, I'm
using glass of course as an example, but it could be anylexical item. Only a small
portion of our knowledge is considered the linguistic meaning, and the rest
is extra-linguistic or general knowledge. That’s metaphorically called the dic-
tionary view of linguistic semantics. It suggests that linguistic meanings are
the sorts of things you would find in a dictionary entry, so a few lines of de-
scription is sufficient for the capture of the linguistic meaning. The problem
is that nobody really knows how to draw a line around what is linguistic and
separate it from what is non-linguistic. The boundary seems arbitrary from a
linguistic standpoint or from any other standpoint. I'm not going to argue this.
I'm going to illustrate it a little bit, but I won't argue it. It's been argued else-
where. It’s still a controversial issue. But there is an alternative which I think
matches the linguistic facts much better, and that is metaphorically called the
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encyclopedic view of linguistic semantics, which says that the meaning of an
expression is more like an encyclopedia entry than a dictionary entry, that is, a
list of all sorts of things, essentially anything we know about the type of entity
in question. So that on the encyclopedia view, all of these aspects of meaning
that I talked about for glass would be part or at least available for the linguistic
meaning of glass.

Now, this is crucial. Not all of that knowledge is equal. When we learn a
lexical item like glass, we are not simply labeling a body of knowledge. We
are structuring that body of knowledge in a certain way, providing a conven-
tional way of accessing it, such that certain specifications are by convention
and by learning more central than others. And that’s the point of the second
diagram here, diagram B. In diagram B the domains are actually overlapping,
they include one another, they intersect and so forth. But artificially, for ana-
lytical purposes, I've separated them here and shown them as separate, just
to show that they can be put on a scale, ranging from highly central to highly
peripheral, that is, most essential to the meaning to the least essential to the
meaning, but this is a gradation and may be anywhere in between. And when I
went through the specifications for glass, the early ones were central, the later
ones were peripheral. It’s sort of obvious that’s the case just because you un-
derstand the term. But it’s very flexible, and when we use a term, the term glass
in a particular sentence, for example, in a particular context, we are not going
to activate all of our knowledge about glasses, most of it will be irrelevant on a
particular occasion. We are going to tend to activate the most central specifica-
tions or some subset of the central specifications, and only when need arises
do we access the other specifications. I try to show that in this diagram. In
different uses of the expression, think of glass or it could be any other expres-
sion, these are the domains now ranked for centrality. And in this diagram, the
thickness of the ellipse is in this case the degree of activation, degree of activa-
tion on a particular usage. So, one time you use glass, when you drink out of
a glass, you are activating only the central concepts to any significant degree,
more or less in the order of the centrality, but on another occasion, in another
context, other properties might be more relevant, and it might not activate the
central properties as much or even at all. Other things might be activated to
different degrees. And if you take all the cognitive domains into account and
take degree of activation into account, as influenced by need and by context
and by priming and things of that sort, it may be the case that you do not ever
have exactly the same degree of activation over exactly the same domains on
any two occasions, which is what I mean when I say that it may be the case that
an expression is never used with exactly the same meaning twice. Every usage
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is a little bit unique as shaped by the usage circumstances. So all of these are
part of the encyclopedic view of meaning, and I take it as the right view with-
out trying to argue that in any detail here.

I have one example in (26). The lexical item here is cat. I could have used
glass, but we talk about cats so often that is a very convenient example. So there
are a bunch of sentences here involving cat, and the understanding of cat in
the sense I just described is different from example to example, because each
example makes different domains more or less relevant, so different things are
activated by the context here.

(a) When she picked up the cat, it started purring. There you are pretty much
limited to central specifications of cat, that is, an animal of a certain size, of a
certain shape and covered with fur and so on, makes a certain sound. But all of
the other sentences invoke, as a basis for understanding, more peripheral spec-
ifications of the sort that might not even get into a dictionary. He was saved by
his cat-like reflexes. So you know how cats jump: really quick and respond very
fast. That you might not find in a dictionary, but it's clearly essential to under-
standing this sentence. Or A cat is a mammal. Things about classification. Or
Itwas areal cat-fight. OK, so what we think we know about how cats fight. Watch
out for ladders, black cats, and broken mirrors! This is alluding to the role of
cats in superstition in American culture. All those things are unlucky. If we say
Is this birdcage cat-proof?, how do we understand the word cat-proof? It means
that the cat cannot get in the cage to reach the bird. This relies on a bit of cul-
tural knowledge or cultural belief about cats, they like to catch birds and are
always trying to do that. That’s how you understand cat-proof with respect to a
birdcage. We are putting together cultural knowledge with the lexical meaning
of birdcage and cat-proofto make sense of it all, and cat-proof'is understood in
one particular way—the cat can not get inside something. But if we say Is this
sofa cat-proof, we are not talking about the cat being unable to get inside the
sofa. Here we are invoking another domain of knowledge concerning cats, that
cats like to scratch on furniture and tend to ruin the furniture with their claws.
OK. So cat-proof means something different there. And if we say Is this rug cat-
proof, you are probably talking about different kinds of excretions that cats are
guilty of, so they can get the rug all dirty in various ways.

So if this encyclopedic semantics makes any sense, and I think it is the only
approach that makes sense when you think things through, there is no specific
dividing line between what'’s linguistic and what's extra-linguistic, but linguis-
tic structure tells you what'’s central and what’s more peripheral, it gives you
a particular way of accessing the associated bodies of knowledge. There is a
balance between convention and creativity here, but there isn’t any specific
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boundary. The meaning of the lexical item is based on general knowledge and
uses that knowledge in a certain way, but it’s not that the general knowledge
is contained in the lexical item—that’s the dictionary view, metaphorically,
but the linguistic elements exploit the general knowledge in a certain conven-
tional way.

If this is true, we have the consequences in (27). First of all, semantic struc-
ture can not be exhaustively described. To describe it exhaustively, you'd have
to describe all of human knowledge. Secondly, language including semantics is
not a distinct and self-contained module in the brain, that is, it draws upon, it
incorporates, depends upon encyclopedic knowledge of cat, for example, and
similarly for other lexical items, but it'’s not separate, the linguistic meaning
is not isolated and stored in a different part of the brain. It exploits that in
a certain way and builds on it. And it also means that semantics is not fully
compositional. You can not derive the meaning of the whole from the mean-
ings of the parts by means of regular general rules. That follows immediately
from the fact that the meanings of lexical items are not themselves fixed and
definite. If cat or glass means something a little bit different every time it is
used, then the meaning of a lexical item itself is not even fully compositional,
that is, it'’s context dependent. So the meaning of an entire sentence can not
be fully compositional because it doesn’t even have fixed parts to begin with as
the basis for its meaning.

And of course many other things come into meaning besides conceptual
content: elaborate mental constructions with metaphor and blending and
mental spaces and so on, which show even more forcefully that semantics is
not fully compositional.

All right. So that was section B, and we are doing OK for time here. We are
going to go right on to Section C Construal.

Conceptual content is only half of the story of semantics at best. Some set
of cognitive domains provide this conceptual content, but the meaning of an
expression is not just that, it also includes what we do with that. Construal is our
ability to conceive and portray the same situation in different ways, and there are
many aspects or dimensions of construal. They can be divided up and catego-
rized in many different ways. I've just given three broad classes of construal here,
I call them level of specificity, prominence, and perspective. There are different
ways you could categorize these things, and different things you could include
in each category. That's not important. The important thing is to realize all of the
different kinds of phenomena that are involved, however you group them.

The first one in a sense is the simplest. That’s the level of specificity or
schematicity. It's the same notion that figured in categorization with the solid
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arrow, A arrow B, where A is schematic, B is specific. There is an elaborative
relation between A and B. And that is illustrated by hierarchies like the ones
in (29), starting from the most schematic going down to the most specific. We
have things like thing, creature, animal, mammal, dog, poodle, where the solid
arrow indicates that each term is more specific than the preceding one or each
term elaborates the preceding one, specifies it in finer detail, with more preci-
sion, bringing in more information from more domains perhaps; or going in
the other direction, these expressions from right to left get more and more
schematic, so thing in the most general sense of the term is schematic for all
of the things to the right. This is the sense of thing that we have in words like
something. Something can refer to abstract as well as physical entities, can refer
to count or mass, very general term. And of course it’s not just nouns, similarly
for verbs. Do, act, move, run, sprint in (29)b. Those are successively more spe-
cific, left to right, so sprinting is a particular kind of running, running is a kind
of moving, moving is a kind of acting and acting is a kind of doing, and you
go on even further. That's the main verb do I had in mind there. There is the
auxiliary verb do, which is still more schematic, I'll talk about that tomorrow,
I think.

Now, those are just lexical items. These lexical items show you immediately
that this is a dimension we operate with. Some terms are more specific, others
are more schematic. But it’s not limited to lexical items because when we put
together complex expressions, we can also choose to operate at any level of
specificity or schematicity as I exemplify in (30)a. (We've gone a whole hour
now and I think I'm reaching the point that I know you well enough that I can
take off my jacket.)

I might say something like A dog ran into the room. That would be more like
our normal level of operating in terms of specificity. But if I have reason to,
I could be more abstract, more schematic and simply say An animal moved.
That'’s not too informative, usually, but it tells you something at least, or still
more schematically: Something happened. Sometimes there are just real rea-
sons to be totally vague about things. OK? Obviously, almost always it's true
that something has happened. OK?

So we operate at different levels for different purposes, and of course dif-
ferent parts of the sentence can be specific or schematic. It doesn’t all have to
be equal. So in (30)b I'm being specific about the events, but schematic about
the participants, so An animal sprinted recklessly into the room, or I could do
the opposite, and be schematic about the event and more specific about the
things: A dirty poodle entered the kitchen of our cottage. And of course all de-
pends on the discourse context and our purposes and so on.
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OK, so that’s specificity. I'll talk a while about prominence and then about
perspective. Certain elements in a conceived situation are made prominent
to different degrees in different ways. This is one aspect of construal: same
content, but differences in meaning because of how prominent things are
within the conceived situation, within the conceptual content. So in logical
terms, the situation could be exactly the same, but now the prominence we
accord to things constitutes a linguistic meaning difference. There are many
kinds of prominence. Prominence is one of these terms that is too general to be
useful unless you become more specific about what you intend. I'm not teach-
ing anymore, but I always used to tell a student, if you write a paper, don't just
try to explain something by saying this is prominent. That doesn't say anything.
There are too many kinds of prominence. You start doing something linguisti-
cally interesting only when you separate out the different kinds of prominence
and what function they play linguistically.

For example, things in the physical realm tend to be more prominent for
us than things that are abstract, OK just intuitively. That’s one kind of promi-
nence. Or a prototype is more prominent in a category than peripheral mem-
bers of the category. That’s another kind of prominence. I'm not going to talk
about those things anymore. I'm going to talk about the ones that are most
directly relevant for grammar or in a discourse, notions like topic or focus in-
volve a kind of prominence or different kinds of prominence. Those are not
equivalent notions, but both of them involve kinds of prominence. Those are
all different. And whether they are all properly grouped under the label promi-
nent, whether there is some content to that notion, I don’t really know, I think
there probably is something they all have in common. It’s not important really.
The important thing is to recognize all the phenomena.

Now, two that are specially important for grammar are profiling, which I'll
briefly mention, and then what I call trajector/landmark organization, that’s
the prominence of participants in a relationship. So I need these to talk about
grammar. These are the ones I spend most time on.

First, profiling. An expression evokes a certain body of conceptual content
as the basis for its meaning. I've said that before, but I describe this content as
a set of cognitive domains. I sometimes call that the conceptual base. It's the
basis for meaning. Conceptual content is the basis for an expression’s meaning,
but it’s not the meaning. The meaning involves how you construe that con-
tent and one kind of construal is profiling. An expression’s profile is what it
designates or refers to within its conceptual base. And I have some standard
examples here. One of them is the term hypotenuse, a term from geometry or
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trigonometry. And what is Aypotenuse? Well, you start with a right triangle.
That's a triangle with one of the angles a right angle. And the hypotenuse of a
right triangle is the line that’s opposite the right angle. So that’s the technical
definition. The thick line here indicates profiling. The term hypotenuse profiles
one side of a right triangle, a particular side of a right triangle. The conceptual
base is the concept of a right triangle, and without that concept as its base,
you could not characterize hypotenuse. This line by itself will not be a hypot-
enuse. It’s only a hypotenuse in relation to this concept, and this concept itself
is not the meaning of hypotenuse. You only get the notion of hypotenuse by
adding the information that you are referring to this side of it. So, it’s the one
in relation to the other that gives us the meaning of fypotenuse. The profile is
imposed on the base.

Similarly with many other examples, in fact, every expression is an example
of that, in one way or another. This is the conception of a human eye, just the
physical object which has a certain appearance. The terms iris and pupil profile
parts of the eye, and the conception of the entire configuration is necessary
to understand what iris and pupil mean. An opening is not a pupil. A pupil is
only the opening in this configuration, the opening through which one sees. Or
something this shape and this color would not be an iris unless a part of this
larger configuration constituting an eye.

I imagine those are not common enough terms. These are new terms for
some of you. That’s what iris and pupil are, those parts of the eye. The exam-
ple also shows that expressions can have the same base, but profile different
parts of the base and they have different meanings because they have differ-
ent profiles. Now, there is more to the meanings of these terms than just these
configurations, but if this were all there were to it, you could still see that the
difference in profiling contributes to a difference in meaning, and that might
be the only difference in meaning in some cases.

Now, we can either profile things, and these are all examples of things, or
we can also profile relationships, like the verb admire profiles a relationship.

Here we start getting into grammar a little bit. What is the conceptual base
for something like admire? Well, there is the notion of, first of all, some person
who is capable of cognition and capable of attitudes, that’s one notion. Then
there is another thing that’s involved in the admire relationship. It can be an-
other person or it can be, say, an activity or a country or anything. Then there is
activity, the mental activity directed toward that object, and that includes the
attitude, the positive versus negative attitude.
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This is not a serious diagram, I simply abbreviate all of these relational
specifications with this dashed arrow. I often use a dashed arrow for mental or
psychological relationships or perceptual relationships. So this represents now
this individual having a positive mental attitude in regard to that conceived
entity. So, a lot of abbreviation here, but I'm only trying to show the impor-
tance of prominence. The verb admire profiles that entire configuration, pro-
files the relationship. And since the participants in a relationship are essential
to conceptualize a relationship, they are part of the profile too.

Contrast the verb admire with the noun admirer, with the -er ending. An
admirer is one who admires. And think about the difference in meaning be-
tween the verb and the noun. The verb profiles a relationship, this process, this
mental attitude extending through time. Admirer is a person who has such an
attitude, but all the conceptual content is the same—admirer has all of the
content of admire because you need that to understand what an admirer is.
And the content of admire has to include reference to the person who does
it. So that the content is the same. What's different is that admirer profiles the
individual who has the attitude, whereas the verb admire profiles the relation-
ship. Same content, different profiles. And the difference in profiles is basically
the only difference in meaning here. And its not an accident that the one is a
verb and the other is a noun. The verb profiles a relationship, the noun profiles
a thing, that is, a participant in that relation.

So you start seeing the relevance of profiling to grammar, right there. Of
course we'll talk more about that. Profiling is a kind of focusing of attention.
That's its psychological basis, a kind of focusing of attention, there might be
multiple kinds, but it’s the focusing of attention for purposes of linguistic sym-
bolization with respect to what an expression is taken to as referring to, con-
ceptual reference.

So that covers the things in (32) and (33) and (34) on the handout. There
are some other examples to make the notion of profile a little bit more con-
crete. The terms hub, spoke and rim all refer to parts of a wheel: the central
part, the connecting part and then the peripheral part. And again, the content
is the same, because you need to understand the entire configuration of a wheel
to understand any of these terms. But there are obviously different meanings
because of what they profile within that configuration; or terms for parts in-
voke the notion of the whole as part of their conception. So, one aspect of the
meaning of knuckle is that it profiles a portion of a finger. Without the concep-
tion of a finger overall, you cannot understand what a knuckle is. Or terms
like parent and child, which are inverses here. This is a minimal kinship con-
figuration. These are the two parents. These are the offspring. Understanding
parent as someone who has a child or understanding child as someone who
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has parents—I'm not talking about child as someone who is young, but as
someone who has parents—that’s the sense of a child that I'm interested in.
These are inverses. They have the same conceptual content. They both invoke
this configuration. They differ as whether they profile the older member or
younger one within this configuration.

You can see that it is actually a very important point. If you try to give verbal
definitions of what a parent or a child is, you might fall into circularity very
easily. What's a parent? Well, a parent is someone who has a child, but what'’s
a child in the offspring sense? It's someone who has parents. OK? How do you
break out of that circularity? Well, there is no circularity here. The conceptual
base is the same, but the conceptual base is the kinship configuration. It's a
concept. It's not a term. It’s this. It’s the conceptual base for the two, neither of
the expressions is derived from the other or defined in terms of the other. The
two expressions simply access this base in different ways by imposing different
profiles on it, so the circularity disappears.

Of course there can be more complex expressions like aunt, which invoke
a larger kinship configuration involving parents at two levels. This is the refer-
ence individual, the person that someone is an aunt with respect to, and you
can trace up through the kinship tree to parents, siblings, female offspring. So
the sister of a parent in other words, another profile-base configuration.

Most of these have been things, but let’s get into relationships now.
Relationships can also be profiled.

Consider above. Relationships are a little bit harder to draw and represent in
diagrams. So I use arrows and lines a lot to represent relationships. I typically
use circles for things.

What does above refer to? Well, it designates a relationship in space. That
relation involves two participants which are both things typically. And critical
is that space is oriented. It’s oriented space, so there is a horizontal plane, there
is a vertical dimension, and the two participants are both located somewhere
along the vertical axis in space but in different positions along the vertical axis.
Along the horizontal axis they are roughly in the same position, maybe not ex-
actly but roughly. But what above profiles is a relationship between two things
which are found in that configuration in space. So, this little arrow abbreviates
these different assessments: that the two things are at different positions along
the vertical axis, in the same position along the horizontal axis. Below is similar,
as you see. We'll come back to that in a moment.

So the relationship consists in those assessments. It's about where things are
in space, in absolute terms and in relation to one another. Some other relation-
al expressions are the adjective parallel and the verb rise. Parallel is something
we say about lines. Here are the two lines. The relationship is more complex
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in this case. Parallel involves making an assessment that the two lines are in
different positions. They don't coincide. And if you check at different positions
along the axis of the lines, you find that they don’t coincide anywhere; and if
you measure the distance between the lines at any point, say, compare this dif-
ference with this one, you find that they are the same. The lines are the same
distance apart anywhere you measure. These arrows are just meant to roughly
give you an idea of the kinds of mental assessments which go into apprehend-
ing this notion of these two lines being parallel. The technical definition that
the lines will never intersect may be part of our understanding, but I think
conceptually we have a more basic understanding which is like what I just in-
dicated. Or take the verb rise. Again it indicates the vertical axis, but rise also
requires development through time, changes through time. This is time arrow,
t for time. There is a single participant. The participant starts out at a certain
position along the vertical axis, and through time, that participant occupies
different positions along the vertical axis and by and large it's farther from the
origin with the passage of time. The dotted lines indicate what I call correspon-
dences, that means it is the same participant that we are talking about at these
different temporal stages. And the relationship that is profiled is the changing
position through time of these things with respect to the vertical axis.

One other set of examples. Just so you get a feel for this notion of profiling.
Give versus receive, OK? These are rather complicated diagrams, but it’s really
simple when you look at the pieces. A is an agent, M is a mover, R is a recipient.
The mover is a thing that is given. The transfer is from the agent to the recipi-
ent. It follows this path. So this solid arrow is the path of motion. The double
arrow I often use for force, or energy transmission, or force of causation. So the
agent exerts some force on the mover, which causes the mover then to move
into a position where the recipient can interact with it in various ways: by per-
ceiving it, by taking possession of it, by controlling it subsequently. The circles
indicate the regions of control. Originally, the mover is under the control of the
agent, and then because of what the agent does, there is transfer, and then the
mover is then under the control of the recipient.

This is a conceptual archetype. It's a very basic verb. It is very complex when
you're trying to explain it, but you obviously know what it means. The point
here is that give and receive both invoke this content, they have the same con-
tent, or at least they can have the same content. If you think about, say, just
the physical act of handing something to someone and that person receives
it, the receiving and giving both involve this entire scenario. But obviously, give
and receive are different in meaning even though they have the same content.
And they differ primarily in what they profile. Give profiles the actions of the
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agent on the mover. I think it may also incorporate as part of the profile what
the recipient is doing, although I haven’t shown that here. The important thing,
though, is that receive only profiles the interaction between the recipient and
the mover. It implies the agent, includes all of this or at least often invokes an
agent, but it doesn’t profile what the agent does. It profiles this interaction. So,
different profiles on the same or similar conceptual base.

Finally, a last word about profiling. Profiling is the basis for metonymy. I've
mentioned that previously, but metonymy, at least in many cases of what we
call metonymy, are shifts in profile as you see in diagram (41) on the next page.
This is the example of church I gave before. In contemporary English, church
refers primarily to a building, where religious organizations hold their meet-
ings, but by metonymy, it can also refer to a religious organization. You talk
about the Catholic Church, for example. So, a shift in profile, the two senses are
related by having different profiles on the same conceptual base.

All right. That’s one kind of prominence—profiling. A second kind of prom-
inence is what I call trajector-landmark organization. That's prominence of
participants in a relationship. So, let’s go back to above and below. Recall what
I said about above in terms of conceptual content: it involves oriented space
and two things which are in different positions in space, and the profiled rela-
tionship is that there is a different position along the vertical axis and a shared
position along the horizontal plane. And so, one participant is farther from the
origin along the vertical axis than the other participant is, and it’s that complex
assessment that’s referred to by the preposition above. That’s its profile. But
everything I just said about above is true for below, and the diagram you see is
essentially the same. Same elements. An above relation is referentially also a
below relation. If I say x is above y, I could equally well say that y is below x. They
refer to the same configuration in space. So, there is no difference in content or
in profiling. However, above and below have different meanings, and the ques-
tion is where does that meaning difference come from. It doesn’t come from
the conceptual content. There is nothing in the scene that’s different. There is
no difference in what’s being referred to. It’s the same relationship that’s being
referred to, but still there is a difference in meaning. If you don’t know what
below means and you look into your dictionary, and the meaning of below says
above, you should get a different dictionary. OK? But where does the difference
come from?

Well, semanticists have terms for this. They talk about relational opposites
or inverses, terms like this, but those are just terms. They don't explain it. They
are just terms. What conceptually does that consist in? I don't see any pos-
sibility of an answer other than it consists in the relative prominence of the
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participants. That's these labels tr for trajector and Im for landmark. The basic
idea I spelled out in (42): when you profile a relationship, its participants are
made prominent to different degrees. This is different from profiling now. This
is within the profile. The participants are different, prominent to different de-
grees. The most prominent is what I call the trajector. That’s the entity that
we construe the expression as locating or evaluating or describing. The trajec-
tor is somehow what the expression is about, it’s sort of a predicate-internal
topic if you like. That's what I often want to say. Or it’s also the primary focus
of attention, the primary figure within the scene in terms of figure-ground
organization.

There’s different ways of describing it that I use which I think are all consis-
tent with one another ultimately. I'll be talking more about this in coming days
to show you how there may be different ways of describing the same concep-
tual phenomenon.

So in most relationships, there is a trajector that's the primary focal par-
ticipant. The entity we're locating, evaluating and describing—primary figure.
Often, there is another participant that also has focal prominence but to a sec-
ondary degree, and this is what I call the landmark.

So, in the case of above, the upper of these two things is the one we are
trying to describe the position of. If I say x is above y, I'm characterizing the
location of x. And I'm invoking its position relative to some lower object as the
way to say where x is. But if I say y is below x, y is the element I'm trying to char-
acterize. That's the trajector. It was below. And I'm invoking some higher entity
as the basis for assessment, the basis for calculating the relationship. And that’s
where the difference lies or so I'm claiming.

There are lots of pairs like this, another one is before and after. You can see
it in the next diagram, in (43). Here we have temporal precedence in time. This
is maybe a minimal concept in the basic domain of time. That's two events
located at different positions along the temporal axis. So, this is the relation of
temporal precedence between the two events. But before and after both have
this characterization. They have the same conceptual content. They both des-
ignate the same relationship because event 1 is before event 2. It’s also the case
that event 2 is after event 1. It’s the same relationship referentially. But the dif-
ference in meaning is that in the case of before, we are trying to locate event 1,
and we invoke a later event as the basis for its location, and we do the opposite
in the case of after.

So this is a different kind of prominence and has a different role in language.
It’s critical for distinguishing the meanings of things like before and after, above
and below, active and passive and many other pairs. But this is all with re-
spect to the same profile very often. So, you need this notion for purposes of
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semantic description. You can not describe these basic meaning differences
without some notion like this. Whether I got the details right or not is another
question, but it has to be something like this. As evidence for this character-
ization that the trajector is the entity that is construed as the one that we are
trying to locate or evaluate or describe, you can turn to some basic discourse
evidence like (44).

If T ask Where is the lamp?, so that in the discourse context, it's clear that the
lamp is the entity we are trying to locate, a good answer should be an answer
that tells you where the lamp is—lamp as the trajector. So, you could answer
by saying the lamp is above the table. It would be very funny if someone asks
where is the lamp, to answer by saying the table is below the lamp. It gives you
the same information. Effectively it answers the question, but it doesn’t answer
the question in the way it was asked. It’s a different construal imposed on the
scene. Of course if you ask where is the table?, then you could say that the table
is below the lamp. That's a good answer for that one.

OK. I think we are doing alright for time. We'll finish by one o’clock, and I'll
probably save about ten minutes for questions even, because we've got through
the most essential stuff.

A little bit about perspective. Prominence and specificity are only two as-
pects of construal. Perspective is another. And there are many different aspects
of perspective. One of course is vantage point. We can describe scenes from
different vantage points, and the presumed vantage point is part of the mean-
ings of expressions, and I think that’s probably true of all expressions in a very
general sense, but for some expressions in particular, it's critical and obvious
and central.

For example, with spatial scenes, here is a large boulder of some sort, a big
rock. Here is a tree. And here are two possible vantage points, vantage point 1,
vantage point No. 2. The dashed line indicates perception, a line of sight. So,
we could either be standing at vantage point 1, looking in this direction. Or we
could stand at vantage point 2 and look in this direction, and pretty clearly,
you would describe the scene differently depending on your vantage point. As
in (46), from vantage point 1, you would say the rock is in front of the tree or the
tree is behind the rock. From vantage point No. 2, you would say that the tree is
in front of the rock or the rock is behind the tree.

The point being here that prepositions like in front of or behind, 1 could have
also said in back of, prepositions like these incorporate three elements, not just
two. Three elements. There is the trajector and the landmark. The profiled re-
lation is a relation between these elements, but the vantage point is another
ingredient in their meaning, at least when we use it with respect to unoriented
objects like rocks and trees. Things like houses and desks and so forth, they
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have intrinsic front and back and you don't need that third element, but it's
implicit in how you characterize their front and back in the first place. But
there are three elements. There is the vantage point, which is not the profile.
The profiled relationship is this. The profiled participants are these, but the
vantage point enters into how we calculate this relationship, how we make
assessments in the first place. And basically, the difference of course is trajec-
tor and landmark organization, which is the trajector. In the case of in front of;
the trajector intervenes in the line of sight between the vantage point and the
landmark. You hit the trajector first in tracing this path. In the case of behind,
you arrive at the landmark first in tracing this path. So, it’s the sequence of
perceptual access in a certain way.

Now the vantage point doesn’t have to be the actual one that we're looking
at things from, obviously. We can describe things as they appear from someone
else’s vantage point. It could be the speaker’s vantage point or the listener’s or
someone else’s, or it can be a totally imagined vantage point. Suppose we are
both here at vantage point No. 1, and I'm saying that the rock is in front of the
tree, I can go on to say what I've given there in (49). Now, if you were standing
over here at vantage point No. 2, then the rock would be behind the tree, the
tree would be in front of the rock, where, hypothetically, we send the listener
to another vantage point, and the speaker is describing what the listener would
see from the hypothetical vantage point. And we have no trouble at all in under-
standing these things, we compute these things very rapidly and easily because
we imagine ourselves in those positions, adopting other people’s viewpoint.

And the vantage point is not something limited to a spatial region. We can
consider the notion in more general terms. For example in time. Next year will
be full of surprises. That involves a vantage point in time. So the conceptual
base for next year, first of all, involves the basic domain of time, but also the
notion of years and a sequence of years following one after another. So this is
the basic domain, and then the non-basic domain for measuring time, dividing
time into years which follow one another in an unending sequence. Next year
involves a vantage point and orientation in time. This is the vantage point. We
are in some year, and we are looking towards the future as the orientation, con-
sidering future direction, not past direction. And given this conceptual base,
all of this, including the vantage point and orientation, next year profiles the
year adjacent to the one that contains the vantage point. Last year would pro-
file the one preceding that if you are looking in the other direction. The year
after next profiles this year and so on.

And of course the vantage point doesn’t have to be the actual vantage point.
We can imagine other vantage points and shift the temporal vantage point like
in (50)b. I've given you an example, but I don’t think I'll talk about that.
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Now, some other aspects of perspective. Not just vantage point, but also the
general viewing arrangement, and one aspect of that is whether the viewer is
fixed in position or is moving. Normally, the viewer would coincide with the
speaker, but it doesn’t have to; normally the viewer would be fixed in position,
but of course sometimes the viewer is moving. And we can fictively adopt a
viewing situation different from the actual one. We can imagine a different
viewing situation from the actual one. So, consider (52)a I sat in the car and
watched the scenery rush past me. The way that’s encoded linguistically pre-
supposes that you are in a fixed position in the car and the surroundings are
moving. Literally that’s what you are saying, and that might be true, I mean.
Somehow you can imagine a special circumstance where you imagine sus-
pending the car and then move the earth underneath the car and the scenery
rushes past. But you will normally understand this as being implausible be-
cause the meaning of this sentence incorporates all sorts of general knowledge
and pragmatic considerations, we would normally interpret it in a reasonable
way, which is that 'm moving in a car. The scenery is fixed, but to describe this
linguistically, I adopt a fiction. I'm describing the scene as it appears to me or
as it would, as it appears to me, but I'm describing it by assuming that I'm in
the normal viewing situation of being in one place, I'm describing it as if I'm
in one place in the normal way and describing how things appear under that
assumption, even though I know that really I am moving and the surroundings
are fixed.

Now this is the kind of thing I would call an elaborate mental construction.
We are imagining, we are setting up this hypothetical viewing situation of
being fixed in position. This coincides with the normal viewing situation, but
the actual one is different, and the meaning of the entire expression includes
both the actual one and the one we create for purposes of linguistic expression
and the relation between them.

Or there is another kind of example here from Leonard Talmy. There is a
house every now and then through the valley. 1 will come back to this at the
end, if there is a moment or two left, but you might ponder that for yourselves:
how would you describe sentence (52)b and what’s going on semantically and
grammatically? If you get bored with what I say in the last few minutes here,
you can just work on this as a puzzle for yourself. How do you describe what'’s
happening in that example? I may or may not have the time to tell you when
we get to the end.

Just a couple of more things before we reach that point. One more aspect of
construal which I've placed under perspective is what I call scope, described
in number (53). An expression’s maximal scope is the full array of conceptual
content it evokes as the basis for its meaning. That's all the content we are
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using. So, scope is coverage in the active domains. How much of the domains
we are using for a particular conceptual purpose. Now often, besides the maxi-
mal scope, there is an immediate scope, which is more limited. It's a smaller
portion. That'’s the portion that is directly relevant for a particular purpose.
Metaphorically I call the immediate scope the onstage region, the general re-
gion of viewing attention. And the profile is the focus of attention within the
immediate scope. OK. All of that is in the abstract, but it becomes clear with
a particular example. Consider body part terms like elbow or hand. We under-
stand those as being parts of the body, and the conception of the entire human
body is therefore invoked as the basis for their meaning. These are body part
terms. But it is quite clear that the conception of the body as a whole is not as
relevant, directly speaking, as the conception of the arm in particular. If you
describe what an elbow is, you would almost have to mention the arm as part
of your description. You wouldn't just say the elbow is something that’s on the
body, it’s a little bit above the wrist and so on, where you don’t involve the arm.
The arm is the portion of the body that’s directly relevant, that’s the immediate
scope, it’s the onstage region, what we directly have to invoke, and the profile is
a certain portion of the arm then, the part that bends. Hand has the same im-
mediate scope, the same maximal scope. It profiles another part.

So, this is a clear example of scope. Different portions of the overall content
being more directly relevant for particular purposes. And in the case of part-
whole relationships, especially with the body, we can have whole hierarchies.
Here I have a sequence of terms: body, arm, hand, finger, knuckle. Each of these
terms profiles something which functions as the immediate scope for the next.
So, body evokes a region of space and profiles a physical entity with a certain
shape in space, body profiles the entire thing, but that entire body functions
as the immediate scope for characterizing arm, which profiles a subpart. The
concept of an arm is the immediate scope for conceptualizing what a hand is,
and that functions as the immediate scope for characterizing the notion finger,
and that functions as the immediate scope for knuckle.

I just relied on intuition in saying these things. Nobody has ever questioned
this being reasonable. You know I've given these examples many times for
many audiences. It’s intuitively obvious, but it’s linguistically established also.
This has linguistic consequences. You can see it in linguistic phenomena, a va-
riety of phenomena. I've taken only one example here, in (56).

In English, there are numerous compounds for parts of the body. So, finger-
tip, OK, tip of your finger. Finger-nail, it's that thing. Or toenail or eyelash, eye-
lid, eyeball. OK? And there are many others. Kneecap. What you notice about
those terms is that there are two elements of the compound, the first noun and
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the second noun. The first noun always profiles the immediate scope for the
second noun. So, the finger is the immediate scope for characterizing fingertip.
Or the eye. Here eye means this general region as the eye, as it’s used in this
compound. That is the immediate scope for characterizing eyebrow or eyelid
or eyelash or eyeball. The first element of that compound is at one level like
finger, and the second element of the compound is characterized relative to
it, fingertip or fingernail. If we jump levels in the first element, say it’s here and
the next element is there, it doesn’t work. So, even if you know what body part
is intended, we can not say things like bodytip instead of fingertip, and we can
not say things like armnail or facelash or headball. OK? It seems funny. Right?

There is a prototypical grammatical pattern for forming compounds with
this function, and to describe this pattern, you have to refer to these imme-
diate scope relations. It's the linguistic manifestation of that conceptual
phenomenon.

I'll skip the progressives in (57) and (58), that’s another case of scope, ap-
plied to time, and just say a couple of words about Section D to get towards the
conclusion here.

Two other very fundamental aspects of conception and conceptual seman-
tics, which I'll be talking about this afternoon and later, I call dynamicity and
fictivity. By dynamicity, I mean how conceptualization evolves through time.
Conceptualization always takes time. Any concept takes time. Sometimes it’s
so brief we can not really perceive the internal structure of a conceptualization
through time, but sometimes we can. Sometimes when we are not even aware
of how things develop through time conceptually, it’s still crucial to an expres-
sion’s meaning. So, one such example is given in (60). (a) A scar runs from his
elbow to hiswrist. (b) A scar runs from his wrist to his elbow. These are describing
exactly the same situation. The same scar. There is no movement. Nothing is
moving. Same situation, but there is a difference in meaning, a difference in
form. Why do we do it this way? Why do we use a verb like run, which means
motion through space—nothing is moving? Why do we say from and to, which
indicate source and goal of motion? But nothing is moving. The answer, basi-
cally speaking, is that there is motion, but it's not motion in the scene, it’s a
conceptual motion. We are conceptualizing, we are apprehending the scene
in one direction or another. I like to describe it by saying we are building up
to a full conception of the profiled relationship by scanning mentally along
the expanse of the scar in one direction or the other. This subjective motion is
opposed to objective motion. But it unfolds through time. The conception is
different in different moments of time as we build up to the full conception.
That’s a case of dynamicity. Or the cases in (61), where we zoom in or zoom
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out to describe exactly the same configuration: Your camera is upstairs, in the
bedroom, in the closet, on the top shelf. Or your camera is on the top shelf, in
the closet, in the bedroom, upstairs. Semantically quite different, even though
objectively exactly the same, it has the same linguistic pieces, just accessed in a
different sequence, zooming in mentally, and zooming out—the total concep-
tion is being built up differently through time.

Fictivity. Those are things where we describe situations that are virtual or
imaginary or fictive, and do so even when we are intending to describe actual
situations. I'll give you lots of examples this afternoon, but, for instance, in (66)
He doesn’t have a sister. Well, I refer to his sister in saying that he doesn’t have
one, a sister. Or if I say Each boy was holding a frog, I'm saying something about
some actual situation involving boys and frogs, but the ones I mention, each
boy and a frog, are not any actual boy or any actual frog. These are imaginary
creatures, fictive instances of these types, invoked in order to make a kind of
generalization. Or fictive change. There’s some nice examples from Japanese
which I won't go through, I'll just take (64). Consider broken line or scattered
villages or sunken bathtub. The language we use, which is actually analogous
to the Japanese example in (63), is the language we use for changes and result-
ing states. So consider a broken pencil. It is a pencil that has undergone the
process of breaking, and it is now in a different state because it has undergone
that process. A broken pencil is one that has undergone the process of break-
ing. But what about a broken line? Do you start with a whole line and break
it? No, you probably just drew it that way to begin with. Right? But why do
we say broken line then with the form that’s basically devoted to changes and
resulting states, change of states? What’s happening is that we are using the
conception of change to calculate how a situation differs from a more typi-
cal situation, but there isn’'t any actual change; we are describing the actual
situation of a broken line in relation to the more canonical, typical situation
of an unbroken line in order to see how it differs from that. So we are sort
of mentally computing the change without ascribing it to actuality. Similarly,
you don't start with villages which are together and then scatter them the way
you scatter marbles, but given the fact that they are far apart, we can calculate
their distribution by using the same language. It's analogous to the scanning
along a line we are doing at (60), except it's now more general. Or a sunken
bathtub has probably never actually sunk. It was probably just built right into
the floor.

Let’s just go quickly back to that last example (52)b There is a house every now
and then through the valley. I'm sure you've all been thinking about this now.
So what I'm going to say just confirms what you were going to say yourselves.
How do we describe this? First of all, there is a problem. There is a house every
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now and then through the valley. We have two adverbs every now and then and
through the valley. What do these adverbs modify? Every now and then is a fre-
quency adverb, describing events happening with a certain frequency, every
now and then, occasionally. But there is a house doesn’t describe an event. If
I say there is a house, there is a lake here, that's a static situation, not an event.
But we have a frequency adverb with a stable situation. Or through the valley,
that describes a path of motion, but nothing is moving, at least nothing explicit
in the sentence is moving. There is a house, no motion verb, no mover. So, what
do these adverbs modify? You probably understood the sentence easily the first
time you saw it. I certainly understood the first time I saw it from Len Talmy.
And obviously it involves motion, but it's imagined motion. You are imagining
the scenario of someone moving through the valley. This is evoked. It’s not en-
coded linguistically with a verb of motion, or reference to a mover, but we con-
struct this as a mental construction. We construct it mentally, we conceive of
someone moving through the valley, and viewing things while moving, like
looking out of the window of a train. So as you are moving through a valley,
there is a field of view, what you can see at any one time, that field of view
moves along with you. OK? And then at a given moment it might be the case
that within that field of view there is a house, at a given moment, it could
be the case that in that field of view, there is a house. What the first part of
the sentence, there is a house, is describing and encoding linguistically is that
configuration there is a house, which is this part of this elaborate scenario of
moving through the valley, and then the adverbs are telling you or qualifying
this. Every now and then is quantifying how often it is the case that in this view-
ing frame there is a house. So it's a different house each time, and the house
referred to is not any actual house, it’s a virtual house. The house is what'’s in-
stantiated in all those actual viewing cases, but it's not in itself an actual house.
And through the valley is describing the path of imagined motion.

Now what the adverbs are modifying are things that are not there in the
sentence grammatically. They are modifying aspects of the conceptualization,
which isn't even directly triggered by the grammatical form. The sentence is
a mental construction. We arrive at it by putting all the pieces together and
interpreting them in such a way that they make sense. So, this illustrates dy-
namicity and fictivity, and also the fact that the meaning as a whole is not fully
compositionally derived from the meanings of the parts. If you are going to do
grammar, even something as basic as describing what adverbs modify in the
sentence, you have to have all this apparatus of conceptual semantics to make
sense of grammar in the first place.

So those are some very fundamental points of conceptual semantics and
cognitive grammar, based on it, I didn’t save you quite as much time as I said,
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but I've saved a few minutes at least for any comments or discussion, so there
you have it for this morning. Thanks.

(4)

Conceptual Semantics
Basic Notions

The term conceptualization is used to refer to any facet of mental expe-
rience, including apprehension of the physical, linguistic, social, and cul-
tural context. Semantic structures are conceptualizations employed for
linguistic purposes (primarily as the semantic pole of expressions).

A complete and definitive description of semantic structures is not a real-
istic goal, nor do strings of discrete symbols fully represent these concep-
tualizations in a cognitively realistic manner.

. Semantic structures involve too many facets or dimensions, of
diverse character, for any single formalism to handle them all.

*  Linguistic meanings are not self-contained or well-delimited.
Rather, they are open-ended, potentially “encyclopedic” in scope,
and shade off into general and contextual knowledge.

*  Meanings are variable and context-dependent. An expression is
probably never used twice with exactly the same conceptual import.

Polysemy: It is normal for a frequently used lexical item to have multiple,
related meanings that have all been conventionalized to some degree.
Among these “senses’, some are more central, or prototypical, than oth-
ers. To some extent the senses are linked by categorizing relationships to
form a network.
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(5) Types of categorizing relationships

()

(b)

Elaboration (A - B): A is schematic, B is specific. B elaborates A. B
is an instance of A. B is compatible with A but is specified in more
detail.

Extension (A --> B): A is more central or prototypical, B is more
peripheral. B is an extension from A. B is not fully compatible with
A, but is related to A on the basis of similarity or association.

(6) Semantic extension often involves either metaphor (based on an abstract

similarity) or metonymy (based on association).

(7) (a)
(b)

They are building a new church outside of town.
The church is gaining new members all the time.

(8) Some uses of the classifier ~on in Japanese:

sticks, canes, pencils, candles, trees, ropes, hair, dead snakes
medical injections [metonymy]|

martial arts contests with staffs or swords [metonymy]|
judo matches

hits in baseball [metaphor and metonymy]|

telephone calls [metonymy]|

*  rolls of tape
. movies
(9)
ROLL OF | FILM |-- - ->| MOVIE |
TAPE (X
AN
LONG MARTIAL ARTS
III‘\I’“%%IT%]I“\I - ————+ THIN ~ f-—-— CONTESTWITH [---» JUDO
J /| osjEcT STAFF/SWORD MATCH
//
/
HIT s TELEPHONE
(BASEBALL) WIRE |— -y CALL

(10) Image schemas: schematic and imagistic concepts which are abstracted

from pre-conceptual bodily experience, function as constituents of more

complex notions, and provide the structure projected metaphorically to
more abstract domains.
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Some image schemas: container; blockage; enablement; source-path-goal;
cycle; part-whole; full-empty; iteration; surface; balance; counterforce;
attraction; link; near-far; merging; matching; contact; object; compul-
sion; restraint removal; mass-count; center-periphery; scale; splitting;
superimposition; process; collection.

Elements of conceptual structure include cognitive domains (provid-
ing “content”), various kinds of cognitive abilities (notably the various
dimensions of construal), and different sorts of concepts that are “basic”
in one way or another (such as image schemas and conceptual arche-

types).

Cognitive domain: Any coherent area or product of conceptualization,
relative to which semantic structures can be characterized. A basic
domain (time, space, color, pitch, smell, etc.) is one that is not reducible
to more fundamental notions, a realm of experience providing the poten-
tial for conceptualization to occur. A non-basic (or “abstract”) domain
can be a concept or conceptual complex of any size representing any
level of conceptual organization.

Suggested types of “basic” conceptual entities

(a) Minimal concepts in basic domains: line, angle, curvature, (focal)
colors, temporal precedence, exertion of muscular force ...

(b) Experientially grounded conceptual archetypes: physical object,
spatial motion of an object, the human face, the human body, a
physical container and its contents, a whole and its parts, seeing
something, holding something, handing something to someone,
exerting force to effect a desired change, speaking, a face-to-face
social encounter ...

(c) Maximally schematic notions independent of specific domains:
point vs. extension, contrast, boundary, change, continuity, contact,
inclusion, separation, proximity, multiplicity, group ...

(15) Working hypothesis: Certain fundamental and universal grammatical

notions are characterized in terms of both a prototype and a schematic
meaning instantiated by all instances. Such notions involve a natural
relationship between an experientially grounded conceptual archetype,
functioning as the prototype, and a basic, presumably inborn cognitive
ability, providing the schematic characterization. The ability, which
makes it possible for structured experience to occur in the first place, is



CONCEPTUAL SEMANTICS 33

initially manifested in the archetype and then applied to other realms of
experience.

2 Cognitive Domains

(16) A meaning consists of both conceptual content and a particular way of
construing (or “viewing”) that content.

(17) (a) theglass withwater in it
(b) thewater in the glass
(c) theglass is half-full
(d) the glass is half-empty

Conceptual Construal, Construal, Construalg Construal,
Content

(19) An expression’s content is provided by a set of cognitive domains, repre-
senting any degree of complexity or level of conceptual organization.

(20) For its semantic characterization, an expression typically invokes mul-
tiple domains (a complex matrix), in each of which the designated
entity has some role. The domains of a matrix need not be disjoint or
clearly delimited. They have varying degrees of centrality (likelihood of
activation).

(21) Some domains for glass:

*  space [basic domain]

*  shape [cylinder, closed at one end] (Presupposes space. Space is the
domain in which a shape conception is manifested.)

e typical orientation in space [long dimension aligned along vertical
axis, closed end at bottom] (Incorporates space, verticality, and
shape conception.)

*  functiom [container for liquid] (Presupposes orientation, liquid,
spatial inclusion, potential motion, force, constancy through time.)
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functionz [role in the process of drinking] (Incorporates function,
the conception of the human body, of grasping, of motion with the
arm, of ingestion, etc.)

material [usually the substance glass]

size [easily held in one hand]

others (e.g. cost, washing, storage, possibility of breaking, position
on table at meal, matching sets, method of manufacture, ...)

(22) Two conceptions occupy different levels of conceptual organization
when, asymmetrically, one presupposes the other as part of its character-
ization.

(23)

(b)““

central decreasing peripheral

importance

(24) Encyclopedic view of semantics:

(a)

There is no specific boundary between linguistic and non-linguis-
tic knowledge. Language draws on general knowlege, and evokes it
in particular ways, but it is not separate and distinct from such
knowledge, nor are there any strict limitations on what portions of
it can be evoked for linguistic purposes.
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(b)

A lexical item represents a conventional way of accessing a set of
domains. Some domains are central to its value (with a high likeli-
hood of being accessed), others more peripheral (less likely to be
accessed). Still, domains are flexibly and variably evoked, as deter-
mined by the context.

(26) (a)
(b)
()
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)
(

g
h)

Usage Event 1 Usage Event 2

When she picked up the cat it started purring.

He was saved by his cat-like reflexes.

A cat is amammal.

It was a real cat-fight.

Watch out for ladders, black cats, and broken mirrors!
Is this birdcage cat-proof?

Is this sofa cat-proof?

Is this rug cat-proof?

(27) Theoretical consequences: semantic structure cannot be exhaustively
described; language (including semantics) is not a distinct and self-con-
tained module; semantics is not fully compositional.

3 Construal

(28) Construal is our ability to conceive and portray the same situation in
alternate ways. Some dimensions of construal are level of specificity,

prominence, and perspective.

thing - creature » animal -~ mammal - dog ~ poodle
do — act -~ move - run - sprint

Something happened. ~ An animal moved. » A dog ran into the room.
- A dirty poodle sprinted recklessly into the kitchen of our cottage.
An animal sprinted recklessly into the room.

A dirty poodle entered the kitchen of our cottage.



36 LECTURE 1

(31) Certain elements in a conceived situation are made prominent in vari-
ous ways and to different degrees. Two kinds of prominence that are
especially important for grammar are profiling and the prominence of
participants in a relationship.

(32) An expression evokes a certain body of conceptual content, called its
base. Within this base, it gives special prominence to some substructure,
called its profile. An expression’s profile is what it refers to or designates
within its conceptual base. It is therefore a kind of focus of attention.

(33) (a) Indiagrams, the profile is indicated with heavy lines.
(b) Expressions can have the same conceptual content but differ in
meaning because they have different profiles.
(c) An expression can profile either a thing or a relationship.

(34)
(a) Conceptual Base hypotenuse
Conceptual Base iris pup11
(c) Conceptual Base admire admirer
50 00 070
Im
(35)

(a) hub (b) spoke (c) rim
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(36)

(a) knuckle (b) parent (c) child (d) aunt
O

(37)

(a) above (b) below

(38)
(a) parallel (b) rise
A 4 a D e »O
piapi || [Elea-Ymop0
v v v "l4--¥-»0
>

A = agent M = mover R =recipient =—> =energy transfer
— -motion ----» = perception/possession | = sphere of control
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(40) Metonymy is a shift in profile. An expression that normally profiles one
entity is used instead to profile some other entity within the same con-
ceptual base.

(41)

church church

religious
organization

religious 'I{le'tgﬁy;; D D

organization

(42) (a) When a relationship is profiled, its participants are made promi-
nent to varying degrees.

(b) The most prominent participant, called the trajector (¢r), is con-
strued as the entity being located, evaluated, or described. It is the
primary focus (“figure”) within the profiled relationship.

(c) Often another participant is made prominent as a secondary focus.
This is called a landmark (/m).

(d) Expressions can have the same content, and profile the same rela-
tionship, but differ in meaning because they make different choices
of trajector and landmark.

(a) before (b) after

tr m m tr

Event, Event, Event, Event,

«———> <« ——— >

v
v

(44) (a) Where is the lamp?
(i)  The lamp (tr) is above the table (Im).
(ii)  *The table (tr) is below the lamp (Im).
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(b) Where is the table?
(i) The table (tr) is below the lamp (Im).
(ii) *The lamp (tr) is above the table (Im).

(45) Perspective includes a presumed vantage point and a variety of other fac-
tors pertaining to the viewing circumstances.

(46)

(47) (a) VP Therock is in front of the tree. The tree is behind the rock.
(b) VP, The tree is in front of the rock. The rock is behind the tree.

23)8) in front of (b) behind
@*O ........ 9 @,([m) ........ o

(49) If you were standing over there [at VP,], the tree would be in front of the
rock.

(50) (a) Nextyearwill be full of surprises.
(b) Joe believed that next year would be full of surprises.

year @ year year
------ >

(52) (a) [Isatin the car and watched the scenery rush past me.
(b) There is a house every now and then through the valley.
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(53) (a) An expression’s maximal scope is the full array of conceptual con-
tent it evokes as the basis for its meaning.

(b) Within the maximal scope, there is often a limited immediate
scope, the portion directly relevant for a particular purpose.
Metaphorically, the immediate scope is the “onstage region”, the
general region of viewing attention.

(c) An expression’s profile is the specific focus of attention within the
immediate scope.

(54)
(a) elbow (b) hand
maximal scope maximal scope
/ immediate / immediate
/ scope / scope
/
/ -
-~
O o
(55)
body arm hand finger knuckle

(56) (a) fingertip; fingernail; toenail; eyelash; eyelid; eyeball
(b)  *bodytip; *armnail; *legnail; *facelash; *bodylid; *headball

(57) (a) He painted his house.
(b) Hewas painting his house.
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(58) , :
(a) Perfective (b) Progressive
MS/IS MS
1S
f i
— R
t ¢ >
4 Dynamicity and Fictivity

(59) Dynamicity: Conceptualization requires time. It takes place through
processing time (T). How it develops through processing time is often
crucial to an expression’s meaning.

(60) (a) A scarrunsfrom his elbow to his wrist.
(b) A scarruns from his wrist to his elbow.

(61) (a) Your camera is upstairs, in the bedroom, in the closet, on the top shelf:
(b) Your camera is on the top shelf, in the closet, in the bedroom, upstairs.

(62) Sono heya wa marui. ‘The room is round’ [Japanese]
the room T  round

(63) Sono  heya wa maruku na-tte iru.
the room T round become-STAT be

‘The room is [in the state of having become] round.

(64) broken line (cf. broken pencil); scattered villages (cf. scattered marbles);
sunken bathtub (cf. sunken ship)

(65) (a) The company’s president keeps getting younger.
(b) The trees get shorter at higher altitudes.
(c) Thewater got deeper as he swam away from the shore.

) He doesn’t have a sister.

b) If she writes a novel, she will try to publish it.
) A kitten likes to chase its tail.

d) Each boywas holding a frog.
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LECTURE 2

Dynamicity, Fictivity, and Scanning

OK. Everyone ready?

I hope you have this second handout now. Dynamicity, Fictivity and
Scanning. (I'm going to cause an electronic hum or murmuring.)

I'm going to elaborate what I was saying at the end of the first lecture, about
fictivity and dynamicity, and I'm going to combine these in a certain way. So
first, some general remarks about cognitive semantics to elaborate a little bit
about what we are talking about. Then I'll talk about dynamicity, then fictivity,
then we combine them, and then depending on time, we'll talk about some
particular cases.

Cognitive semantics. (I keep hearing the hum. I hope this isn't too bad. Turn
the volume down?) Cognitive semantics definitely identifies meaning with
conceptualization, and that's the cognitive activity constituting our apprehen-
sion of the world. Again, that’s something I should emphasize. Some people
have the idea that since we talk about conceptualization, everything is inside
the head, and there is no way that a conceptual account of meaning can deal
with social interaction or with the world or the give-and-take of discourse, but
that’s exactly wrong. Conceptualization is how we engage the world, and that
includes our conceptualization of the social interaction in a discourse, and
the ongoing discourse, and until you talk about what the speaker and hearer
are thinking about each other and about each other’s minds, you can't explain
the social basis of language and the interactive basis of language. So a social-
interactive semantics in linguistics, I think, has to be cognitive.

Construal. Our ability to conceive and portray the same situation in alter-
native ways. I have talked about that this morning. Here I'll talk more about
imaginative abilities. Things like metaphor and metonymy and mental spaces
and conceptual blending and fictivity should be added to that list. So I'll go
through some of these. And embodiment, that’s the general notion of cogni-
tive semantics, that conceptual structure is grounded in everyday bodily expe-
rience, things like motion and perception and muscular exertion, and what we
feel when we move and use our muscles, force dynamics.

So, some initial examples coming up. In number 2, we have examples of
how we metaphorically describe change in terms of motion. We say We went to
the store, that's simple motion, but then The situation went from bad to worse.
So metaphorically, we are no longer describing physical motion, but we are

©RONALD W. LANGACKER. REPRODUCED WITH KIND PERMISSION FROM THE AUTHOR BY KONINKLIJKE
BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2017 DOI 10.1163/9789004347458_003
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using motion to describe change. Or The weather turned cold, with the motion
verb turn.

Various people, including myself and Talmy and Sweetser, analyze modals
in terms of force and degrees of force although it's not physical force. It's force
in more abstract domains. So the root modals involve force in the domain of
social interaction, You (must/should/may) attend this rally. Must exerts the
greatest degree of force, and should, a somewhat less degree, and may, a very
weak kind of force, which is only a matter of permission or not stopping some-
thing from happening. But also in the epistemic domain. When we are assess-
ing the truth of a statement, She must be home by now, that’s not obligating
her to be home. It’s a matter of saying that the force of reasoning forces us to
the conclusion that she is home by now. So it’s a force of judgment, and it’s
weaker with should and may. To get into imaginative capacities of other sorts,
let’s take a well-known example: the specific, non-specific contrast in English
with indefinites. Like, Joe wants to meet an actress. That sentence is ambigu-
ous. OK? There is the specific reading and the non-specific interpretation. The
specific interpretation, she wants to meet a particular person, a particular ac-
tress, the word certain forces that interpretation. So 4a could be rephrased as
4b Joe wants to meet a certain actress, this particular person. Or it could mean
that Joe wants to meet an actress, and he doesn’t care which one, any actress
will be sufficient. That’s the non-specific interpretation, and both are possible
for ga.

So sometimes people talk about the indefinite article a as having two mean-
ings, specific and non-specific. That'’s rather inadequate because the same am-
biguity happens with other indefinites like sorme and so on. And it’s really not
a matter of the meaning of the indefinite article, it's rather a matter of mental
spaces, this is Fauconnier’s analysis of mental spaces. I'm going through it here
because it illustrates various things.

The two interpretations are shown in this diagram. (I think I'll maybe use a
mechanical pointer this time and see how that works. Lower technology, but
there are fewer problems with lower technology. Right?) These ellipses indi-
cate mental spaces, and there is the reality space, the larger ellipse. OK? And in
both interpretations, in reality, we have Joe, and Joe wants something. The verb
want, in Fauconnier’s terms, creates a mental space, the desire space, which is
just the representation of what it is that Joe wants. So this is internal to Joe’s
mind. This distinguishes it from reality. It’s a separate working space. In that
mental space, there is Joe, and Joe meets an actress. That’s true in both inter-
pretations. And the indefinite article is simply saying that we have to introduce
an instance of actress into the discourse. OK, that’s here, as the object of meet-
ing with Joe. And that’s all there is to say from the standpoint of the indefinite
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article. The difference between the two interpretations is whether the actress
that’s taken as the referent occupies only this desire space or whether she cor-
responds to someone who is also taken as existing in reality. This is the differ-
ence, same mental space configuration, but it's where the actress is, whether
there is a real actress, who also figures in the desire or whether there is only
the actress in the desire space. That's the difference in meaning. The indefinite
article is compatible with both of these scenarios. All that it requires is intro-
ducing an instance of actress as the object of meet in the sentence.

So the ambiguity has nothing to do with the meaning of a per se, but this
illustrates the non-specific interpretation. The actress in question is not any
actual actress. It's an imagined one or a fictive one or a virtual one. I use those
terms interchangeably, fictive, non-actual, virtual, imaginary, I use them in
contrast to actual.

So a fictive instance of a type is one we imagine or conjure up just for some
particular purpose, and the instance that's imagined is limited to a particular
mental space, in these cases the desire space. It doesn’t have any existence
outside of that space. But this is part of what we regularly do in linguistic se-
mantics. And much of what we do, I'll be suggesting, is fictive; a lot of what
we talk about in linguistic expressions, even when we are describing the real
actual world out there, we describe it through fictive entities like this. So you'll
be seeing examples of that.

So those are some initial points. I'm going to talk in more detail about dy-
namicity, then in more detail about fictivity, and then we start to bring things
together.

The point of dynamicity is that conceptual structure develops through pro-
cessing time. Conceptualization has a time course, things develop through
time in a particular way whether we are aware of that or not. And sometimes
how it develops, how it unfolds through processing time makes a big differ-
ence. It's important linguistically, even if we are not always aware of it.

In talking about sequentiality like this, it'’s important to be realistic. I'm not
saying that our processing of a sentence just goes through the sentence left to
right in one path. Things are very complicated. There is processing on different
levels of organization, on different time scales. So at one level, we are doing
fine articulation of speech sounds over spans of milliseconds. At another level
of organization, we are planning sentences, and that takes place over a second
or two. Then we're also at the same time planning a discourse or monitoring
discourse. That takes place on a still larger time scale where we're aware of the
sequences.

Also we can go back. We can do some processing, but then back up and
re-process the same material, or we can keep things in memory until we've
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accumulated enough in memory to figure out how everything is supposed to
fit together. So even though everything is dynamic and unfolding through time,
that doesn’t mean we just go through a sentence once in a particular sequence.
All these things are happening in a very complicated way.

All right. I've given some of these examples before, in number g, the nested
locatives just to illustrate the importance of dynamicity. Your camera is up-
stairs, in the bedroom, in the closet, on the top shelf- Mentally, you are zooming
in, you are starting from a large area, and you go to smaller and smaller areas.
And even if you use the same locative expressions, gb is very different concep-
tually, because you are starting with the final location, Your camera is on the top
shelf, but then you zoom out and look at larger and larger areas until you have
enough material so that you know exactly where it is. On the top shelf, in the
closet, in the bedroom, upstairs, OK.

So, I'll claim that those are semantically different even though they add up
to the same thing in terms of truth conditions or the nature of the objective
situation. It’s all how we mentally access that situation through time.

Another example is in 10. The neutral word order in English has a subject
first as in Chinese. A dead rat lay in the middle of the kitchen floor. But we have
a different order. In the middle of the floor lay a dead rat. We put the locative
first and put the subject after the verb. This directs the flow of attention. Here
we are specifically invoking a location first, and then establishing something in
thatlocation. A different kind of mental progression. It’s not neutral, but some-
thing that specifically leads us through the scene in a certain way, a less typical
way. This would be used usually when we were introducing a new participant
into the discourse, but the location has already been established, so that the
old information comes first. And it has this discourse use, and that shows up
in 1. The speaker is always presupposed to be available in the discourse. So
you can say ! lay in the middle of the kitchen floor, but it’s very funny to say In
the middle of the kitchen floor lay I, because this inverted construction is a way
of introducing a new participant in a discourse, but the speaker is not a new
participant, the speaker is presupposed. It shows you that the word order is
doing something conceptually. That’s important, and this thing carries over
to discourse. We had this example in 12 before. The difference between A scar
extends from his ankle to his knee versus A scar extends from his knee to his ankle.
You're mentally scanning along the path, the same path in different directions,
in building up your conception of the scene, accessing the scene mentally, and
that’s where the from and the fo come in.

But I want to push this a little bit further. Here from comes first and to comes
later. In fact I know Chinese likes this kind of iconicity. That’s the natural order.
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You start with the origin. That’s the ankle, and you trace the path to the knee,
the goal. Can you change this around? Can you say 13 A scar extends to his knee
from his ankle? The word order is leading us through things in a certain se-
quence, but one that’s out of sync with the prepositions, the first preposition
to describes the end of the path, and the second preposition describes the be-
ginning of the path. I put a question mark on that because I find this kind
of sentence a little bit awkward. Most people would consider it grammatical,
and you will find sentences like this. But it’s a little bit more awkward, I think
it’s a little bit more difficult to process. That could be tested experimentally.
I haven't tried to test it. 'm not a person to do experiments because I'd probably
do them badly, but in principle you can test that, and intuitively it’s pretty obvi-
ous. What we are doing in the sentence, you start by naming the scar, A scar
extends, so you have this notion of extension, and then you come to the phrase
to the knee, to his knee. You are building up a conception of the path, reaching
the goal of the knee, reaching the end point. Then, you come, as you process
the sentence, you come to the next prepositional phrase, you get the from
phrase, from the ankle, to the knee from the ankle, so you have to sort of back up
to the beginning of the path, you start tracing up. And this is my working hy-
pothesis. Again, it's a speculation, but I can’t imagine this is not true. To really
apprehend, to understand the situation, you have to complete the scanning
all in the right sequence, you have to recapitulate the scanning too, before you
really get your mind on what's being said.

So there is an awkwardness. I think there is extra processing effort. Certainly,
there is some kind of conflict between the direction suggested by the word
order and by the prepositions. In these various diagrams, I'll be using the
dashed arrow to indicate the sequence of mental access. Here we are scan-
ning to the knee, and we are scanning from the ankle, and then we have to con-
tinue that and scan the whole path in that direction in fully understanding the
phrase. Some cases are clearer than others, going down to 15. I'm now looking
at conflicts between the ordering that word order gives you and the ordering
that’s given by the meanings of the words. It seems perfectly possible and natu-
ral to say that The rainy season starts in December and runs through March.
But I think it’s very peculiar to say that The rainy season runs through March
and starts in December. I can’t imagine someone actually saying that although
I suppose it to be grammatical. Or they raised tuition from $ 15,000 to $ 20,000.
I find that easier to process and say than they raised tuition to $ 20,000 from $
15,000. I have to tell you at home I read newspapers, and in our newspaper at
home, they always do it like 15d. They would always say they raised tuition to
20,000 dollars from 15,000 dollars. There is someone directing the style of news-
paper writers, and they are instructed to do it that way. It has to be the case.
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And every time I read this, I misunderstand it. They raised tuition to 20,000 do!l-
lars, T expect that to be first, the lower figure, and then I come to the from
phrase, which is lower, and then I realize that they got it reversed. I misprocess
it every time even though I'm aware of this.

Or the stores stay open from 7 o’clock to 10 o'clock. It would be very funny to
say that the stores stay open to 10 o’clock from 7 o’clock. So, I don’t know why it’s
better in some cases than others, but sometimes it’s really striking how bad
it is to force the processing in the unnatural sequence. Something I'll be talk-
ing about a lot, starting, I guess, the day after tomorrow, is the notion of ref-
erence point. This is another manifestation of dynamicity. This is the idea of
invoking one entity as a mental reference point in order to establish mental
contact with another entity, the target. This is mentally accessing one entity
through another.

I'll describe possession in these terms, and then I'll describe other phenom-
ena in these terms, like topic constructions, but the only one I choose here for
now is metonymy. Metonymy involves a sequence of mental access. In this case
it has nothing to do with word order. This dynamicity is not tied to word order.
It's something independent of word order, but word order is one dimension of
processing, so it tends to be mixed up with it. But dynamicity and sequence
of processing doesn’t have to be along that path of access and metonymy is
a case where it's not, because there is only one word. For example, Chernobyl
was a great tragedy, that city is in the Ukraine where there was a nuclear inci-
dent with all the radiation released. Chernoby! is the name of a city, but here
it’s being used to name an event, the city for event metonymy, which is a very
common kind of thing. The name is enough to mentally evoke the event, so the
name Chernobyl, the name of the city occurs in the sentence, and then given
that, and the rest of the sentence, we're able to figure out the actual referent of
Chernobyl is the event, the release of radiation. Or if I say That car is evidently
lost, cars don't get lost, it’s the driver that gets lost, but the car is what we see, so
metonymically, we refer to the car to say that the driver is lost.

So there is a sequence of mental access through the symbolized element to
the intended referent, and a directionality to that.

That's some words on dynamicity. Now, I return to fictivity. If you think
about traditional views, at least in the West, of language and what it does, espe-
cially in philosophy, where all the emphasis is on truth conditions and reality
and conditions for verification and so on, there is this idea behind this empha-
sis that language is primarily a vehicle or a way of describing actual individuals
and actual events that occur in the world around us. We use the language to
make true statements with evidence in order to persuade people of a truth that
they don’'t know previously. Because this is the way philosophers tend to talk,
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but that's what philosophers tend to do in their professional life, so maybe they
have a biased view of what language is like.

If you look at language in its own terms, you find something rather different,
that the entities that we directly describe linguistically are very often fictive
or virtual or imaginary, and we talk in terms of fictive entities even when our
purpose is to say something about actual situations and actual individuals. So
there is something rather important here. I'm not just talking about imaginary
worlds like novels or movies and stuff like that. I'm leaving that aside. I'm talk-
ing about ordinary language about real world situations. OK. We still use an
awful lot of references to fictive entities in order to deal with that.

I'll go through a bunch of examples because they get very interesting, and
you can see that they are very fundamental to language. Almost all of language
involves fictive entities in one way or another. Starting with the notion of types
versus instances. So, if we take a noun phrase, a full nominal or noun phrase,
like this cat or some oxygen. Let’s take this cat. A full noun phrase refers to some
specific individual, some instance of cat, and it’s related to the speech situa-
tion by a determiner like ¢Ais. The noun cat by itself, however, merely names a
type. If you just look at common nouns, by themselves, they don't refer to in-
dividual creatures or instances, they specify a type, and a type is a fictive thing.
It's an imagined thing. So, cat is not the same in reference as any actual cat. It’s
an abstracted notion, whatever that is like. And it’s only in combination with
other elements like a demonstrative or an article or in a discourse context that
it takes on a specific reference.

So right away we have a large inventory of thousands of nouns in a language,
all of which have virtual reference, and we use them to label things. And when
we use them to label particular things, then they acquire specific reference;
although I say cat profiles a type of thing, it profiles a type that is a virtual
entity, and not an actual one. The same with verbs. A verb profiles a type of
process, as I call it, a relationship scanned through time. But by itself a verb like
chase for instance, or love, profiles not any particular instances of the process,
but just the process type, as only in combination with the grounding elements,
that is, things like tense and modals in the case of English, does it take on spe-
cific reference to a particular event or situation, as in I chased it or She may
love him.

That's the point of the next diagram in 21, just to make the distinction be-
tween types and instances. Here, I'll be using the metaphor of planes, but I can
talk about mental spaces, I could use some other metaphor. The word plane
isn’'t important here. The point is that we are talking about things at two dif-
ferent levels. There is a level of specific instances and there is a level of types.
So, this would be the noun cat, by itself it simply evokes a type. But there are
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many objects and creatures in the world of that type. They all correspond to
and instantiate that type specification, and full noun phrases like this cat or
that cat or some cat or my cat will pick out a particular instance of that type in a
particular discourse context for discourse purposes. But very often we operate
at the type level. We don’t always go down to the instance level even when we
are talking about things that do have instantiations.

So, consider 22. If I say Sarah loves this cat, with the verb love in the present
tense, and then this cat, with the demonstrative, that sentence is picking out a
particular instance of the love relationship, and a particular instance of the cat
type, and making that into a coherent statement. But I might also choose to say
22b Sarah is a cat-lover, using cat and love again, but without ever grounding
them, without ever turning them into instances. If I use a compound like cat-
lover or I use a nominalized form like lover instead of a tense marker, cat and
love are being used simply as type specifications. They are not referring to in-
stances of either cat or love, but by making this general statement at the level of
the type Sarah is a cat-lover, we can deduce that there must be instances of cats
and loving that are involved. You probably wouldn't say this unless there is ac-
tual love of particular cats on the part of Sarah. But we don’t necessarily always
go to that level. We sometimes stay at the virtual level and simply specify types.

But there are more striking examples. I'm going over to 24, and I've given you
the definition in 23. We've sort of covered this. A virtual instance of a type is a
non-actual instance, which is imagined or conjured up for a special purpose. It
has no status outside the mental space or the plane that’s constructed for that
purpose. I think a very striking example is the one in 24. So let’s imagine
that I give a class, (luckily I'm retired, I don't give classes any more, but I might)
and during this class, there are three occasions when the students ask ques-
tions. There are three different students, three different questions. They are all
good questions. So, afterwards I might describe this by saying 24a Three times
during the class, students asked intelligent questions. OK. There were multiple
students, there were multiple questions. So these occur in the plural referring
to actual occurrences and actual people. No problem. But 24a is not the way I
would probably actually say it. The more natural way to say it is 24b Three times
during the class, a student asked an intelligent question. Same situation. I'm de-
scribing a situation where there were three different students and three differ-
ent questions. That’s the situation I have in mind, and I say a student asked an
intelligent question, in the singular. Why singular when there are three of them?
It’s like a psycholinguistic puzzle, and the answer is that 'm not describing any
particular occurrence, I'm describing a fictive occurrence, a virtual occurrence,
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involving a virtual student, a virtual question, a virtual event of asking. This is
really very important for language, and it's not something that people point
out. It's not generally noticed, even. What you are doing linguistically and what
situations you apply it to, there seems to be a mismatch.

So this is the actual situation. (I hope you can see that better back there
thanI can here.) There are three events of a student asking a question: student
one asks question one, student two asks question two, here is the third event
involving another student and another question. This is what I'm describing.
This is real, actual. What I encode linguistically, what appears in the sentence
is a student asked a question, just one instance with one student, one question.
This is the profiled event. These are the profiled participants in the singular,
but this is by way of making a generalization. I'm describing the actual events,
but I'm describing them indirectly. What is directly expressed in the sentence
is this virtual event, involving a virtual student and a virtual question. The stu-
dent is not any of these. The question is not any of these. It’s abstracted to
stand for all of them. So you imagine an event of this sort. But the meaning
of the expression involves this total configuration. The adverb is important.
Three times during the class, the adverb tells us how the encoded situation cor-
responds to the actual one. Three times an event of this sort occurred. So it tells
us how to make the mapping from this level down to this level. Or to look at
it in the other way, there were three events of the same type that occur. So I'm
making a generalization, there is a mental progression to make this generaliza-
tion, which is expressed through virtual entities. And that was linguistically
encoded, plus the adverb which tells us how these map onto one another.

So, as a rather elaborate mental construction, the meaning of this expres-
sion is all of this. There is the part that’s explicitly encoded in the main clause.
There is the adverb which tells us about the mapping. And it’s the interaction
between these planes that gives us the total meaning of the expression. And
this is quite common. It’s quite typical of language. It’s not just a matter of
taking the individual words and combining them in some mechanical way. It’s
a matter of doing mental construction to make sense of things and involves
all sorts of fictive entities and special mental spaces or planes as I use that
metaphor here. The type plane is different from the instance plane, the gener-
alization plane is different from the actual plane. In all these diagrams I'll be
showing the actual situation. And then the abstract, fictive situation in another
plane, and there will be different labels for these planes: generalization, type
plane, and there will be other labels, but they are all fictive. What they share
is that these are all mental constructions involving fictive or virtual entities,
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but they are the entities encoded linguistically. They are what we are directly
talking about.

Let’s see some other examples to get the feel for this. Generics are quite like
this, so, 26 A cat eats salmon. It's very much a similar diagram, what’s encoded
linguistically is the singular A cat eats salmon. All singular. But that’s meant to
be a generalization over any number of instances of a particular cat eating a
particular piece of salmon. This time I call this the structural plane. Generic
sentences involve a different kind of fictive mental space. I'll try to describe
that. It is within the brackets in the handout. With a generic like A cat eats
salmon, I'm making a global generalization, something that’s taken as reflect-
ing the world’s intrinsic nature. Something that describes the actual structure
of the world. Whereas if I say Three times in the class a student asked an in-
telligent question, that's a local generalization. It’s based on accidental occur-
rences. It just happened that this took place. It was a phenomenal statement
as opposed to something that directly reflects the nature of the structure of the
world. But in both cases we are making a generalization where the fictive event
maps onto different numbers of actual events. We are letting the virtual events
stand for the actual ones. But the basis for the generalization is different, they
involve different mental constructions. In the one case, we are just making a
generalization of some occurrences that were similar, it just happened that
way. In the latter case, with the generics, we have this mental, idealized cogni-
tive model that there is a certain structure that the world has by its very nature,
and we are giving statements which reflect this inherent nature.

Fictive change, OK, here is one of Fauconnier’s examples: The general’s lim-
ousine keeps getting longer. Now that’s a funny sentence if you think about it.
Limousines are usually built with a certain fixed size and how can they get lon-
ger? You have to put them in a shop and it takes a lot of effort to make them
longer. But that’s probably not what happened. I mean maybe that happened.
It could be that every month the limousine goes into the shop and they add
material and they saw it apart and then stretch it out and put new bars in and
it gets longer, but probably that’s not what was involved. Probably there were
different limousines. He gets a new limousine each month and each one is
longer than the previous one. But that’s not what the sentence says. It says the
limousine gets longer, describes the change. And several different limousines
of different lengths don’t constitute a change. So there is a kind of fictivity in-
volved. In fact, there are levels of virtuality involved here. So let me go into at
least three levels of virtuality involved in this example. First, there is the actual
situation. In the actual situation, let’s say, there are three different limousines,
limousine number one, number two, number three, and limousine number
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two is longer than number one, three is longer than number two. This is the
actual situation. It’s a normal thing. But we don’t say that there were several
limousines in the sentence, we say the general’s limousine. That's a virtual en-
tity. It maps onto these three actual ones. This is what Fauconnier calls a role,
role (as opposed to a Rolls, which is a type of limousine). And he calls these
values of the role, but the role is part of a scenario. We have this idea of impor-
tant people having chauffeurs and limousines. This is the whole scenario, and
the limousine is one element in this scenario, and that applies to indefinitely
many particular individuals. So the limousine in question is not an actual one.
It's the limousine that fits as part of this scenario, and it can correspond to any
number of actual ones. Of course that’s a full noun phrase. That’s a definite lim-
ousine. That itself is an instantiation of the type limousine, which I didn’t show
here, but I could show that up on top. Limousine itself is a type. The general’s
limousine is an instance of that type within the scenario, and the actual lim-
ousines are instantiations of that. So already we have at least three levels, two
of which are virtual: the type level, the role level, and then the actual level. But
there is a kind of fictivity that’s involved there, three separate limousines, and
what the sentence does is effectively treat those three different limousines as if
they were the same object. So, virtually speaking, I've shown correspondence
lines here to indicate that these are taken to be the same object: limousine
sub-i, all the way through. We ignore, we just abstract away from the fact that
they are physically different cars and treat them as if they are the same entity.
And when we do that, we have a change: the limousine gets longer.

And this too is very common, this type of thing. Another example is virtual
motion, one type of virtual motion. So, let’s go through that one. I'm down to
number 30 on the handout now. Virtual motion has been looked at quite a bit.
There have even been a lot of psychological experiments on it to show that it
really does involve the conception of motion, even in the virtual cases. We start
with 30a with the case which describes actual motion: The balloon rose quickly.
OK. No problem, actual event, something moves through space in the way I
described this morning. But there are at least two kinds of virtual motion that
could be based on a simple verb like rise. I call them perfective and imperfec-
tive here, and they are different. I could say The path rose quickly as we climbed.
The path rose quickly. OK, think about that. The path isn't going anywhere.
The path is just there. It's static, but we use the verb rise just as with a bal-
loon. Or I could do that in the present tense, say The path rises quickly near the
top. That's an imperfective type. Now why do I distinguish these? I distinguish
them first of all because linguistically you have to. They are different. And you
can say that given the way English verbs work with tense and aspect, but there
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is a different psychological mechanism behind them. I don’t have time to go
through the details, but English has two basic classes of verbs which I call per-
fective and imperfective. Perfective verbs are bounded events. Imperfectives
are steady state situations that extend indefinitely. Rise will typically describe
an event. It's perfective by nature. In English, the perfective verbs don’t occur
in the simple present tense usually, and they do take the progressive, I'd say
The balloon is rising, but I do not say The balloon rises. Imperfectives are the
opposite. Imperfectives do occur in the simple present. An imperfective would
be something like be tall, He is tall or He likes her. Those do occur in the simple
present and do not take the progressive. We do not say He is being tall or He
is liking her. So the way English verbs work, I know that in 30c The path rises
quickly near the top is in the present tense. This must be an imperfective verb.
It's describing some stable situation. In 30b I could put in the progressive, say
The path is rising quickly as we climb, 1 can use the progressive on it, so I know
it’s perfective.

So those are just basic facts of analysis and sort of straightforward given
English tense and aspect, but what would provide the virtual motion? Nothing
is actually moving. The path is there. It’s static. So how do we get these? What's
going on conceptually? And how are they different?

With the perfective verbs that I give, the examples in 31, these are perfec-
tive virtual motion cases. The trail is rising quickly as we approach the summit.
The highway ran along the coast, then turned inland. The bike path went from
Santa Barbara to Goleta. Perfective virtual motion does involve motion. There
is the idea of someone moving along the path. So there is imagined motion and
maybe actual motion. These are the types of sentences you would say when
you are moving along the path or when you imagine someone moving along
the path, and very often, the mover is mentioned as in 31a The trail is rising
quickly as we approach the summit or 1 could say The highway is running along
the coast now. So this is tied to motion along the path, which may be actual mo-
tion or may be imagined motion. Whereas the imperfective ones are not tied
to moving along the path, they are the sorts of things you would say when you
can see the entire path at once and make a general statement about the overall
configuration of the path, from a distance, like The trail rises quickly near the
summit. I could be looking at a map or looking through a telescope and see the
shape, the overall shape of it all at once. And with these you don’t usually have
a mover, you don’t mention a mover. So one case would be: if someone has a
forehead with a certain shape, I could say His forehead rises steeply, his forehead
rises less steeply near the hairline. In other words, there is a sloping forehead,
and when you get near the hair, it sort of flattens out. But normally you see a
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person’s forehead all at once. So you use imperfective. His forehead rises steeply
or less steeply near the hair line. If 1 try to use perfective virtual motion, say
His forehead is rising steeply near the hairline, that doesn’t work. That suggests
someone moving along that path, but, you know, who is going to move along
someone’s forehead? I mean that forehead is small, a person is big. No one is
likely to be moving along a person’s forehead. It's hard to imagine there being
a mover tracing along that path. So it’s very funny to say His forehead is rising
less steeply near the hairline. But there is an exception, I say it's OK while climb-
ing Mount Rushmore. I don't know if you know it, but there is a mountain in
the state of South Dakota in the United States. It's a big mountain. And on
this big mountain are carved the giant heads of four American presidents. You
could climb these in principle, and if you could imagine someone is climbing
up the forehead of George Washington, you could say A#, his forehead is rising
less steeply near the hairline. It has nothing to do with it being a forehead, but
rather, the possibility of imagining actually moving along that path.

So, that’s the general picture. How in detail do these constructions work?
Perfective virtual motion has a certain resemblance to the example we did this
morning There is a house every now and then through the valley, which also in-
volves a moving viewer. And a field of view moves along with the viewer on
the path of motion. And in the field of view, it was a different house each time.
The house is a virtual one. Virtual motion is similar in the case of perfectives.

So, here is time. Here is a path. This would be something like the path is ris-
ing steeply. There is the path. The situation is stable through time, but there is a
viewer. Someone is imagining moving along this path, and it might be a report
of what the speaker is actually doing. Let’s assume that the speaker is moving
along the path, the speaker is viewing this situation. And this box represents
the field of view. This is the box representing how much the viewer can see at
any one moment. So if the viewer is here, it can see this much. If it moves up
here, it can see this much and so on. And the key to this type of sentence is that
what is encoded linguistically as the path is defined by the field of view. I say
the path is rising, well, the path is what the viewer can see at any one moment,
and that’s really a different portion of the path each time, as a kind of me-
tonymy, just defined on the basis of viewing experiences from moment to mo-
ment. But then, just like the general’s limousine, this path, this path segment
which is what'’s being called here the path, is identified as if it were the same
object objectively. In other words, we are defining the notion path by what we
can see, and that changes from instant to instant objectively in the world, even
though experientially it’s the same entity in a certain sense. So, it’s a kind of
fictive identification of these path segments, and once you identify these path
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segments, then, by golly, the path is rising! It’s getting higher and higher, this
fictive creature, even though any actual path segment is in one place. So, it is
just like the general’s limousine in that regard, except it involves motion in this
case. But the imperfective virtual motion is different. That involves a kind of
mental scanning. That's just like the scar example the scar goes from the wrist to
the elbow. We build up a larger and larger conception of the expanse of the scar
mentally until we arrive at the full conceptual expanse. This case is the path.
So, the path rises. This is now processing time. This was conceived time, the
time of events, small t. Processing time, capital T. This is happening mentally,
not something we are conceiving as happening through time in the world. We
build up a more and more elaborate conception of the path until we build
up the entire configuration of the path. And this is the profiled situation, and
this is stable through time, this is what it profiles. It's stable through time. And
that’s why the verb is imperfective. Here the verb is perfective because there
is a change through time, the virtual path is moving, is rising. Here, we sort of
have the rise built into our conception of what the path looks like in the first
place but we are describing a stable situation from a global perspective, we are
still using a change verb rise, a motion verb even though there isn't any actual
motion. It’s all subjective or mental motion, conceptual motion in building up
to our conception of the scene.

So, I don’'t know how many details of that were clear, hopefully, they were
clear to some people, but maybe the general idea is clear anyway, that there are
lots of subtle conceptual things going on here, at different levels, and they have
direct linguistic manifestations, this is what’s showing up in the grammar. So,
you can't really ignore that in doing grammar.

All right. Now, that was a long initial discussion of fictivity. We got dynamic-
ity and fictivity both established here as things I can talk about. And we are
going to get into still more interesting cases, which bring them together in cer-
tain ways. Again these are very common linguistic phenomena. These are all
over the place, but they are not very often talked about because they don't fit
into traditional semantics in any way. They don't even fit into things like meta-
phor, so they are just sort of ignored for the most part, I think. We have the
possibility of mentally accessing things in a certain sequence, which doesn’t
have to correspond to change through time or anything of that sort, but just
mental access through time. And once things are at the mental level, and they
are no longer tied to things like physical motion, they are no longer tied to
things like space, it can be done on a more general basis. And there are quite a
number of phenomena which seem to involve what I call here fictive scanning.
That'’s where there is some mental progression. We mentally access things in a
certain sequence, and this is encoded linguistically in a way which reflects that
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sequentiality. But, in fact, there is a kind of fictivity to it also, as you'll see it in
just a second. So there are some initial examples in 36. From one restaurant to
the next, prices vary greatly. So again we have a from-to expression, which sug-
gests a path of motion, but nothing is moving in this sentence. The restaurants
are there, and the prices are there, but what’s going on? Why do we have from
and to? And why do we have vary? Or As body size increases, the average gesta-
tion period gets longer. Gestation, that's when a mother is carrying the offspring
before birth. Well, we are not talking here about any actual body getting bigger.
We are just surveying across species. Different species are involved. And the
increase is simply the increase in the size of the species that we are consider-
ing. As you go from, say, mice, to cats, to elephants, and the average body size is
larger, the gestation period gets longer. But there is no creature that starts out
the size of a mouse and winds up the size of an elephant, we’re moving men-
tally from one body size to another. Or From the brightest student in the class to
the dumbest, they all work very hard, from-to, OK. But what’s moving? Only the
conceptualizer is moving.

So, these all involve some kind of change or motion, which is really all sub-
jective. It's done at the mental level in terms of what is mentally accessed. It’s
not a change or progression in the world, but it’s still reflected in dynamic lan-
guage like increase and from-to.

Let’s look at the last of those examples: From the brightest student to the
dumbest, they allwork very hard. This, from the brightest student to the dumbest,
is shown up here. Everything that happens here is virtual. The dashed arrow
again is the path of mental access. The sentence is saying From the brightest
student to the dumbest, so here are the students, student one, student two and
all the way through student n, the last one. This is an intelligence scale. The
students are ranked in intelligence. And the sentence is saying, alright, let’s
scan mentally through these students in the reverse order of intelligence, from
the brightest to the dumbest. The sentence is instructing us to do the mental
scanning along this gradation. It's taking us along that path somehow. This is
all virtual because even though there are students and they have different de-
grees of intelligence, we don’t know anything about how those students map
on to actual students. And even worse than that, we don’t really do the scan-
ning that we are instructed to either. Suppose there are 50 students in the class,
and I say from the brightest to the dumbest, they all work hard. Well, as I pro-
duce that sentence and as you understand that sentence, neither of us men-
tally runs through all 50 students in order. We imagine doing that, but we don’t
actually mentally go through the sequence involving all 50. Even the scanning
has a kind of virtuality, we don’t do the full scanning. We do a little model of it.
We kind of simulate it like I do in the diagram. Here I just show some arbitrary
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students on the scale, and say there are a bunch of others, but we don’t know
how many, and we just mentally scan through this little fictive sample, which
is supposed to stand for all 50. And I think we do something like this in ap-
prehending this expression. Certainly the form suggests that. We don’t know
how many students there might be, we don’t know which ones are intelligent,
which ones are dumb, but this is meant to say something about the actual situ-
ation. There is an actuality here, and this represents it, but it's represented, first
of all, with fictive scanning, and secondly, it’s fictive also in sense of just involv-
ing a sample of the elements.

So, that’s what I'm calling fictive scanning, and again it gets more interesting
still.  have some examples coming up involving adverbs. All sorts of adverbial
uses involve things like this. The cases I've shown here first are still and already.
We think of these as temporal adverbs as in 38 Jack is still writing his disserta-
tion, but Jill has already finished hers. So, what’s involved with, say, still? Let’s
look at the actual case first. Jack is still writing his dissertation. Still tells us that
some process continues longer than you expect it to. Already tells you that a
process terminates sooner than you expect, but we'll just focus on still. So, Jack
is stillwriting his dissertation. So, we have time. This is the time arrow. P is some
process. In this case, it's the process of writing the dissertation. P is the pro-
cess of writing the dissertation, and that continues through some span of time.
This little vertical line indicates the time we expect the process to terminate.
This would be the expected time of termination of the process, but in using
still, we are saying that this process continues past that time. And this is the
portion we are looking at in the sentence in the present tense Jack is still writ-
ing his dissertation. This is the profiled portion is writing his dissertation, and
that’s part of an ongoing sequence which has continued past the expected
cut-off point. And this is the scanning direction, we see that the process con-
tinues beyond that point and still is ongoing now when we are encoding this
sentence.

But now let’s go down to 39. You won't get very far with a contribution of
$10,000, or even $25,000. And $50,000 is still not enough for a private interview
with the president. Or Forget about calculus—elementary algebra is already too
difficult for him. These are cases of still and already that don’t involve continu-
ation of events or early completion of events because nothing is happening in
these sentences. These sentences are describing stable situations, not events.
There is a certain price structure for getting to meet the president, and the
sentence is describing that price structure, but that’s stable. It’s not a matter
of anyone reaching or not reaching that level. It's just describing the entire
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structure of it. Or we are talking about algebra, how bright someone is in terms
of math, but nothing is changing or ending or continuing, except the stable
situation.

So, why do we use still and already? Well, we are doing a mental scanning
along some scale, and that scanning is comparable to what’s happening when
we watch actual events through time. So in the still example, we have a scale.
Instead of scanning through time, we are scanning along a scale, and all this
is a stable situation, but we have a scale with different values. So the circles
represent different values on the scale. In the particular example, these values
are amounts of money, amounts of contributions: $10,000, $20,000, $30,000,
$40,000, $50,000. OK. So those are the circles. And P is some property that’s
associated with these values. In this example, the property is not being enough
money to have an interview with the president. So, the circles are amounts
of money, and the property is not being enough. And we are then scanning
along the scale, and we are trying to find that property P, and see how long
that property endures along that scale with different values. And we observe
that the property endures past the expected cut-off point. You might think
$20,000 would be enough, but no, 50,000 still isn’t enough. You see the analogy
to what's happening with the actual event situation, but here it’s all mental,
it's scanning along the scale, access. (Can you still hear?) But it's often virtual.
We often don't even scan through all the values, it’s like the student example,
sometimes we just imagine it.

See the example in 39b, Forget about calculus—elementary algebra is already
too difficult for him. Here we are scanning negatively along a scale of difficulty.
Oh, I'm sorry, we are scanning positively, we are scanning through subjects
of mathematics towards more complex mathematics, and we are seeing how
long it’s going to take to reach the level where things are too difficult for him.
And already at algebra, it’s too difficult; we reach the cut-off point earlier than
expected.

However, to understand that sentence, you don't actually have to imagine
in turn each mathematical subject and think about the presence or absence
of the property. You probably didn’t think about any mathematical subject ex-
cept calculus and algebra. We don’t actually scan through all the values. We
just simulate this, we imagine doing it, we think of a couple of representative
examples. So the scanning is fictive, but it’s still a simulation. We are still doing
something dynamic. That’s the view I'm trying to build up here.

This is nothing extraordinary. I mean it's amazing that we can do it, but it’s
nothing that unusual when you think about it. Suppose I tell you that last year
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three million people visited the San Diego Zoo, three million people, alright.
Well, you sort of imagine people going through the turnstiles until they reach
the three million mark, but in understanding that sentence, you don't actually
visualize three million people going through the turnstiles one by one. You just
imagine some going through and then we have ways of projecting and assess-
ing large numbers. It's a simulation, fictive scanning along the number scale.

I hope you get the idea that phenomenon after phenomenon involve these
mental operations and kinds and levels of fictivity. We are doing the same sorts
of things we do in more concrete actual circumstances, but we are doing it in
some abstract way. But the abstract way of doing it is what’s showing up di-
rectly in language even when we are describing actual situations.

There is another nice example here with frequency adverbs, which appear
to be used as nominal quantifiers. So the examples in 41 A professional basket-
ball player is usually tall. OK, so think about that. Usually, that’s the frequency
of events. There is a professional basketball player, and I say, “He is usually
tall. On Tuesdays and Thursdays and Fridays and Saturdays and Sundays, he is
tall, but there is a period on Monday morning when he is short.” That's what
this sentence looks like. He is usually tall. There is only one basketball player
mentioned. OK? And we have this usually, which quantifies over events, the
frequency of events. But that not how you understand it. Right? You under-
stand that as meaning that most professional basketball players are tall, and
they presumably are tall for most of their lives, stably. How do we get that?

Or A professor is always arrogant. There are professors who are always ar-
rogant, but what this probably means is that all professors are arrogant, always.

Or Theoretical linguists are often obtuse. That means many theoretical lin-
guists are obtuse.

Or Politicians are seldom honest. OK. Well, that has a literal interpretation:
there are few occasions when politicians are honest; but it probably means
that very few politicians are honest.

So, they seem to be quantifying not events, but rather sets, the sets of bas-
ketball players or professors or politicians; but the quantification shows up ad-
verbially as if they were quantifying events, even though the sentences don't
describe events. Be tall is not an event. It’s a stable situation. So just look at the
linguistic facts, and it’s all a big puzzle. Alright. And it is taken to be a problem.
I gave a paper a few years ago in Rome. It was on dynamicity, actually. And the
paper before mine was presented by Gennaro Chierchia, a well-known formal
linguist, who dealt with exactly this phenomenon in formal semantic terms
and tried to give an account of how these adverbs could wind up being nomi-
nal quantifiers semantically.
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But actually it’s rather simple when you think about it, and if you have a
realistic idea of what’s happening with linguistic meaning. It's not a matter
of using adverbs as nominal quantifiers, it'’s a matter of fictivity. Imagined
scenarios, fictive scenarios involving a kind of scanning. So this is now again
sort of similar to the example There is a house every now and then through the
valley. There is an imagined scenario here. This is a scenario which is some-
thing like this. You imagine moving through the world or moving through life
and through the world, and encountering different instances of a certain type
along your journey. OK. Some imaginary scenario like that. So in my life, I'm
going to, maybe, encounter a certain number of professional basketball play-
ers, 'm going to encounter a certain number of professors. Enough that they
constitute a representative sample for the class. It doesn’t matter that you
might never in your life meet a professional basketball player. You just have
to imagine that you go through life and meet a certain number of professional
basketball players. Relative to that imagined scenario, the adverbs are being
used in their regular value as frequency adverbs. So here is how it works. This
is all virtual, but it's being invoked by this sentence as the basis for it's mean-
ing. So here are the members of a class, the circles. They could be professional
basketball players or professors or politicians or whatever. Then we are looking
for a property, the property of being tall or arrogant or honest. That’s P and
certain members of this set have that property, certain members do not have
that property. This is the mental access, the conception of moving through the
world, encountering members of this class and checking on these members
to see whether they have the property P or not. So these are events, events of
encountering an instance of the type and seeing that it does or does not have
the property P. Those are the events that are being qualified by these adverbs,
like usually, seldom, always. So these adverbs are expressing the frequency of
events in which property P is encountered. It might be a low frequency or a
high frequency, but there’s some frequency of events where P is encountered,
relative to the total possible number of events. But the way this mental con-
struction is set up, the frequency of events with property P will correspond ex-
actly to the proportion of members of the set with property P. Every event here
which constitutes the frequency is going to be an event in which a member
of the set has the property. So we can think of this as nominal quantification,
how many members of the class have the property, that’s going to be the same
proportion as the number of events in which you encounter the property. It's
these encountering events which are quantified by the adverbs like always or
usually or frequently or sometimes or seldom. Not just a few adverbs, lots and
lots of frequency adverbs can be used this way.
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Once you just realize that we have this scenario, this covert scenario of
going through the world and encountering members of a class and assessing
for this property, then everything is automatic. It's just that the meaning of
the sentence is based on that scenario, and there is no sense in which the ad-
verbs are being used to quantify over the members of a set of things. It's just
quantifying over events. The linguistic form is then straightforward, but it’s
straightforward relative to this mental construction. Again, the same model
or the same conclusion, more or less, as we got with the example There is a
house every now and then through the valley, where the adverbs are modifying
something that isn’t there overtly in the sentence. It's part of the scenario that’s
being invoked.

Alright. There is a little time left to talk about some of the logical elements.
Now there is really a kind of irony here. Cognitive semantics is a radical alterna-
tive to formal theories of meaning, where the emphasis is on correspondences
to the world, the emphasis is on things like truth and reality and verification
and things of that sort, conditions of truth, everything is logical. There is not
usually room in these approaches to linguistic semantics for things like meta-
phor and all these other imaginative phenomena. They aren’t even recognized.
I'll just leave it at that. But the elements that figure most prominently in formal
approaches to meaning, so called logical elements, like the connectives and so
forth, turn out to be the ones where fictivity and imaginative phenomena are
the most important for their meaning. Lakoff already indicated this years ago
in Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things, when he said that image schemas have
an inherent logic in them, and this logic is what we actually use in reasoning
and deduction; it’s really the manipulation of image schemas that underlies
our reasoning capacity, so the modeling of this in formal semantics, and logical
deductive systems with modus ponens and things of that sort are really based
on metaphor. So I just take his one example here, the syllogistic form: modus
ponens. All linguists are mammals. Wang Yin is a linguist, therefore, Wang is a
mammal. OK. Now this is Lakoft’s analysis although he didn’t use Wang Yin as
an example. Lakoff claims that we conceive of sets metaphorically as contain-
ers. Sets are metaphorical containers and the members of a set are the things
that are in the containers. Based on that metaphor and the image schema of
container-content, we do logical deduction like modus ponens by manipulat-
ing image schema structure.

So, here is what we do. First of all, the first premise: All linguists are mam-
mals. OK, there are two sets there, the set of linguists and the set of mammals.
The sets are metaphorically thought of as containers. So this is now a con-
tainer. M is the mammal container. All the mammals are in that container, as
the set of mammals. And L is the set of linguists. So that’s a linguist container.
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And of course there are mammals who are not linguists. As hard as that is to
believe. So it’s a smaller set, but the linguist container is inside the mammal
container. Put one container inside another, because it’s hard to think of any
linguists who are not mammals. That’s premise number one; all linguists are
mammals.

Then premise No. 2: Wang Yin is a linguist. He is inside the linguist contain-
er. Now, these are two image schema representations based on the container
metaphor. OK. What we do is we superimpose these. This is an image schema
transformation. We add these two together. Here is L. Here is L. We just super-
impose these into one image, a composite image, so we have then the mammal
container, the linguist container, and there is Wang Yin in the middle of it. This
is manipulating image schemas all based on metaphor: the container meta-
phor for sets, on which we do more image schema manipulation. We simply
fade out the linguist container. We just erase it, we just fade it out, we don’t
focus on it, we focus on the other two, and we are left with this: we see that
Wang Yin is inside the mammal container. I haven't done anything fancy in
terms of logical formalisms. I've just manipulated images. And the claim that
Lakoff made is that's how we reason even in the most mathematical aspects
of our reasoning; and that’s what mathematicians do, that’s what logicians do.
In fact psychological experiments tend to bear this out. Of course you know
probably about the works by Lakoff and Nufiez on trying to explicate the entire
foundations of mathematics as metaphors and image schemas and manipula-
tion of them.

So, that’s what we are talking about here, that these are sorts of things that
language itself leads us to postulate. In this case it was image schemas and
metaphor. It gives us a radically different view of tracing the implications for
how cognition works even in the most arcane areas. But in all the things that
logicians like to talk about, we have fictivity, we have virtuality, we have this
dynamicity, all these things are going on. I'll just run through some of them
quickly.

Say, conditionals, as Faucconnier and Sweetser and others have talked
about. If ... then. If P, then Q. Here, actually, by nature conditionals involve vir-
tual entities. Here I call it the hypothetical plane. This is a different kind of
virtuality, but we are still dealing with fictive entities. What a conditional does
with if; it says look for or imagine a mental space, imagine a situation, that is,
create a mental space where P is found. So this is our mental progression. We
depart from the actual plane, and construct this hypothetical mental space,
and we find P in there. And the conditional sentence says: once you construct
that, and you work out the implications of what you find there, you'll also find
Q in that same space. So P and Q might have nothing to do with actuality. They
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don't exist at all. They are not actual, but the relationship between them does
have actuality. It's the connection between them that is said to be something
valid about the world, so that if you find a situation where P is found in ac-
tuality, then you can figure out that Q will also be there. But what’s actually
expressed is all at the virtual level. Similarly with negation. Various people
have pointed out that a negative in a way invokes the positive. If you say that
there are no dinosaurs in China, I mean, gee, you sort of knew that! Right? But
why would you even think about that? Why would you use a negative unless
the possibility had arisen that there were dinosaurs in China? And in fact, the
negative sentence is based on the positive sentence in terms of its form. You
add something to it, like a “not” in English. So negatives are statements that
are intended to say something about the actual world, but they go through
a virtual level where you set up a fictive situation specifically in order to say
that that’s what the world is not like. That sounds circular the way I said it, but
I hope you get the idea. That is, a negative sentence evokes a fictive situation,
and that can be applied to actuality, but the point is that this will remain fic-
tive in its entirety. The portion in the box is the portion which conflicts with
reality. That's what's called the focus sometimes, so the other elements might
hold, but F will not hold.

I'll quickly say a few things about quantifiers, and then we'll wrap up and
leave time for questions. I won't quite go through everything on this handout.
It's not important that we do.

First, quantifier scope. Let’s take 49, Three boys lifted two chairs. That has
various interpretations. There is an actual interpretation where there isn't
any scope relation. It says there were three boys. These are actual boys. And
there are actual chairs. And the boys participated in lifting in regard to the
chairs. OK. That's one interpretation. Everything here is actual. There is actual
lifting, there are three actual boys, there are two actual chairs. But it’s more
likely that the sentence means what’s sketched here in the second diagram,
diagram B, that there were three actual boys, but the number of chairs is in-
determinate. On the scope interpretation, three is said to have scope over two.
There are three actual boys, and each boy participated in an event of the type
“lift two chairs”, but they might be different chairs. There might have been six
chairs altogether, but there are only three boys. But the sentence says three
boys lifted two chairs—they lifted two each, so there were six. OK. That’s the
scope interpretation. That's the interesting case. What is involved is a split in
this type of sentence: the subject is encoding three actual boys, the predicate
“lift two chairs” is virtual. That’s an event type—the event of lifting involving
two chairs, but those are imagined chairs. So you define a type of event and
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one instance of that event type is associated with each of the three actual boys.
So the chairs referred to in this sentence are virtual. The boys are actual. The
chairs are part of a type description, not actual individuals. And with quantifi-
er scope in general, that's the kind of thing that’s happening. There is reference
to virtual entities, and that tells us indirectly how things work in actual terms,
but what's directly encoded linguistically are virtual entities.

The last thing I'll mention here quickly is all the universal quantifiers of
English, all is one of them. We have at least four: all, every, each and any, and
actually there are a couple of others, including zero. All cultures are worth pre-
serving; Every culture is worth preserving; Each culture is worth preserving; Any
culture is worth preserving. In formal logic, these might all be modeled in the
same way with a universal quantifier. If it’s the same notion, universal quantifi-
cation, why does English have so many different ways of saying it? The answer
is they are all semantically different, they come out logically the same perhaps,
but semantically, conceptually they are different, because they involve differ-
ent kinds of virtual structures evoked in order to describe the same overall
situation. Now these quantifiers break down into two groups—what I call the
proportional quantifiers: all, most, some; and then what I call the representa-
tive instance quantifiers: every, each, and any. And what you notice is that the
proportional quantifiers occur with plurals: all cultures, most cultures, some
cultures. The representative instance quantifiers occur with singulars: every
culture, each culture, any culture, although any also allows plural. So there is
a difference, and that should remind you of things in the past, like Three times
in the class, a student asked an intelligent question, a singular virtual entity
being evoked to stand for actual entities. That's why I call these representa-
tive instance quantifiers. But al// of these quantifiers, each of these quantifiers,
any of these quantifiers are referring to virtual entities. But there are different
strategies.

With the proportional quantifiers, a crucial notion is what I call the maxi-
mal extension of a type. That's indicated by the symbol E sub t. The maximal
extension of the type t is the set of all instances of t. So the maximal exten-
sion of the type cat would be the set of all cats, and that’s shown here with
the large ellipse. The proportional quantifiers specify a mass as being some
proportion of E sub t. In the case of all, the two masses coincide; in the case
of most, when you superimpose one mass on the other mass, you find out that
it doesn't quite reach the boundaries, it comes close, but it doesn’t quite reach
the boundaries of the maximal extension; in the case of some, it doesn’t even
come close to the boundaries. Some proportion of the total is represented. My
suggestion, I guess I can't really prove this, my suggestion is that we conceive of
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these in spatial terms. We really do think of these as continuous masses which
form some kind of delimited expanse, and we superimpose one mass on the
other, and measure how close it comes to reaching the boundaries of the other:
either a coincidence of boundaries or approximation to boundaries or non-
approximation to the boundaries.

People find this intuitively natural, and I do think that’s what’s going on.
But what's relevant here is that everything here is imaginary, everything is fic-
tive. There is no such thing as the maximal extension of some type. Where in
the world would you ever look to find the set of all cats? Is it this world or all
possible worlds we're talking about? The present, or the future, or all possible
futures and all possible pasts? I mean, where is the set of all cats? And even
if you could imagine what the set consists of, they don’'t form any continuous
mass of a certain size so that you could lay down another on top of it, ‘cause
the cats are scattered all over the universe, all over our world anyway. What we
are doing is an elaborate mental construction. We create this entity, called the
set of all cats, they are the maximal extension of the type, and we spatialize
these and think of it as continuous and having a certain expanse, and then,
we think of the profiled set, like all cats or most cats, also as some continu-
ous mass. And then we imagine superimposing one on the other, and seeing
how close we come to reaching the boundaries and do a comparison, but it’s
all imaginary.

Is this a plausible claim? Well, this is just what we do in lots of other cases.
For example, in a mathematics textbook, you might see representations like
57 for the set of prime numbers. What do you see in 57? Well, there is a set of
brackets and then a bunch of numbers, 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 11, ... representing the prime
numbers. You've done just the same thing. We've created a compact, spatially
continuous bounded representation of the set of prime numbers, but where
did we get this from? The prime numbers, if you could even see them, would
be in different places, they would be non-continuous in the number scale. We
mentally put these together to make them a spatially contiguous unit, which
we represent and we bound with brackets. But it’s all simulated because we
don't really go through all the prime numbers, we put the three dots in there to
say that this continues as a continuous mass. Of course, we can superimpose
that with another set and talk about how sets relate to one another. That's just
a kind of thing I'm saying is going on with a/l and most and so on. It’s all a mat-
ter of manipulating these images, which are based on concrete bodily experi-
ences. We do things in real life like bringing together objects of a certain type
and putting them into a pile or a group, and we do things like measuring one
thing against another by superimposing it and comparing the size. These are
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all things we do concretely in actuality. We do the same things mentally in a
totally fictive way for all sorts of purposes, like talking about prime numbers or
using quantifiers like all and most and some.

In the case of every and any and each—every culture, each culture, and any
culture—there we have singulars, referring to all members of a set. So we know
that these must be virtual in nature. If I say Every cat is lazy, it doesn’t make any
sense to say which cat is the one that’s lazy. The cat we are talking about is a vir-
tual creature conjured up, imagined in order to be representative of the class
of cats as a whole. Now the interesting thing about these quantifiers, apart
from that, is why there are three of them and how they differ. These are repre-
sentative of the set as a whole, but a key thing with fictivity is how you do the
mapping between actuality and the virtual construct you use to talk indirectly
about actuality. And in this case, we have something interesting. Here is my
suggestion. All of these involve E sub t, this is the maximal extension of the
type, like the set of all cats, and all of these profile just one instance of the type.
But it’s a fictive, it’s an imagined instance, and this instance is taken as being
representative, as mapping onto all other instances. It's representative, so any
property that you ascribe to the profiled instance is going to carry over to other
instances. But what makes it representative? And here the story is that these
three quantifiers differ by an imagined way of accessing the instances of a type.
How do we reach all the instances of a type to access the property? In the case
of any, it'’s imagined that it'’s a random choice. I try to show that with this squig-
gly line. It’s like reaching into a bag and pulling out a member at random, and
this is any. OK?

Any one you choose; pick a card, any card. Take any piece of candy at random.
If you make a random choice from a set, and say that whatever it's going to be, it’s
going to have the property, that means all the members will have the property.

The case of each is sequential examination. There is this fictive notion of ex-
amining each instance one at a time. Look through them one at a time, and the
result will always be that. Whatever you are looking at, it will have the property,
but you are examining them one at a time. That'’s how you mentally ensure
the universality of the statement even though we are actually describing just
one instance. Every is sort of like each, except it doesn’t have the sequentiality.
It’s like they are all simultaneously in view, and you just focus on one. So this
is like reaching into a bag of candy and picking out a piece at random. This is
like looking at things one by one, like you have a stack of letters and you look
at them one by one to make sure that they all have stamps. And this would be
like looking at the members of a chorus, where you can see everybody at once
and you just focus on one arbitrary individual.
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I have various linguistic evidence that these semantic descriptions are cor-
rect. Let me mention just the one case in 61: Tonight you can see every star in the
Milky Way. Tonight you can see each star in the Milky Way. Tonight you can see
any star in the Milky Way. 1 don’t know what kind of intuition you have about
English, but I've used this example, which is originally due to George Lakoff,
I've used these examples many times with students in classes and in giving
talks. And I asked people, “All right, the Milky Way is this constellation in the
sky, this galaxy that we're part of. So looking at all these stars in the sky, how
would you interpret these sentences? What impression do you get? What's the
difference among these?” You ask this always before you give the analysis. And
very often, someone will answer—this is a very common response and nobody
disagrees with it ever—if you say, “Tonight you can see every star in the Milky
Way,” they say, “Well, you can see them all at once.” If you say, “Tonight you can
see each star in the Milky Way,” they say, “Well, one at a time, as you go from
here to here, here, here, you can see them all.” If you say, “Tonight you can see
any star in the Milky Way,” it means, well, whichever one you want to see, you can
see it.

There it is, to the extent that people have a clear intuition. This is all in the
background. It’s always like that. And these are just abstract analogues of what
we do concretely in random choice or sequential examination or seeing things
simultaneously. Again, these are abstract analogues, totally fictive in nature, of
what we do concretely in real life.

Things follow from this. For example, any occurs with plurals and count
nouns and mass nouns. I can say any cats, any cat, any coin, any coins, any
money; any occurs with all three sorts. Well, you know, that follows. Suppose
you've got this bag of candy, separate pieces of candy, you can reach in and
pick out one, any piece, or you can reach in and pick out a handful, any pieces
of candy, but if it’s all melted, and it’s just a mass of chocolate, you could reach
in, say, and grab some chocolate, or any candy that you pull out.

Random choice doesn't force it to be discrete, singular or plural or count or
mass. Random choice is compatible with all of these. But if we say every and
each it has to be just one discrete object. It has to be singular, a singular count
noun. That’s because of the nature of the mental model that’s involved here.

OK. We started a few minutes late and I went a few minutes longer than
I thought, but I think we can continue this time for a while and have some
questions and discussion if you like. I turn things over to the floor for any dis-
cussion that you have.



DYNAMICITY, FICTIVITY, AND SCANNING 71

Dynamicity, Fictivity, and Scanning

Cognitive Semantics

Cognitive semantics unequivocally identifies meaning with con-
ceptualization, i.e. the cognitive activity constituting our appre-
hension of the world.

Construal: Our ability to conceive and portray the same situation in
alternate ways.

Imaginative capacities: metaphor, metonymy, mental spaces, con-
ceptual blending.

Embodiment: The grounding of conceptual structure in everyday
bodily experience (e.g. motion, perception, muscular exertion).

(i) Wewentto the store.  (ii) The situation went from bad to worse.
(i) She turned to face him. (ii) The weather turned cold.

You {must/should/may} attend this protest rally. [root modals]
She {must/should/may} be home by now. [epistemic modals]

Joe wants to meet an actress. [ambiguous]
Joe wants to meet a certain actress. [specific]
Joe wants to meet an actress—any actress. [non-specific]

Specific (b) Non-Specific

(a)
(b) Joewants to meet an actress. She has to be [non-specific]
very talented, though.

Joe wants to meet an actress. She is very talented. [specific]
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Dynamicity

Conceptual structure is dynamic: it emerges and develops through pro-
cessing time, this temporal dimension being inherent and essential to its

characterization.

Sequenced processing occurs simultaneously in multiple dimensions and

on different time scales, some too small for conscious awareness. It does

not preclude backtracking (allowing the reexamination and reanalysis of

material already encountered) or holding analysis in abeyance until suf-

ficient material has accumulated for successful resolution.

(a)
(b)

Your camera is upstairs, in the bedroom, in the closet, on the top shelf.
Your camera is on the top shelf, in the closet, in the bedroom, upstairs.

A dead rat lay in the middle of the kitchen floor.
In the middle of the kitchen floor lay a dead rat.

I lay in the middle of the kitchen floor.
?*In the middle of the kitchen floor lay I

A scar extends from his ankle to his knee.
A scar extends from his knee to his ankle.

?A scar extends to his knee from his ankle.

knee knee knee
s s
S y S sca E S scar, A S scar i
ankle ankle
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(15)

) The rainy season starts in December and runs through March.

b) ??The rainy season runs through March and starts in December.
) They raised tuition from $15,000 to $20,000.

d) ?They raised tuition to $20,000 from $15,000.

(16) We often invoke the conception of one entity as a reference point in

(18)

order to establish mental contact with another (the target), i.e. to men-
tally access one entity via another.

(a) Proust is on the top shelf.
(b) Chernobylwas a great tragedy.
(c) That car is evidently lost.

In metonymy, an expression’s usual referent (its profile) serves as a refer-
ence point providing mental access to its intended referent. It is under-
stood as designating a target found somewhere in the reference point’s
dominion.

Fictivity

Language is commonly thought of as a vehicle for directly describing
actual individuals and events occurring in the world around us. Yet the
entities directly described linguistically are very often fictive (or virtual),
even for the characterization of actual situations.

(a) By itself, a lexical noun (e.g. cat, oxygen) merely specifies a type of
“thing”, and a lexical verb (e.g. chase, love) a type of “process”.

(b) A full noun phrase (e.g. this cat, some oxygen) profiles a grounded
instance of a thing type, and a finite clause (e.g. I chased it; She may
love him) a grounded instance of a process type.

(c) Grounding elements (determiners, tense, modals) single out an
instance of a type and locate it with respect to the ground (the
speech event and its participants).
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Instance
Plane

(22) (a) Sarah loves this cat.
(b) Sarah is a cat-lover.

(23) A virtual instance of a type (also called a fictive or arbitrary instance) is
a non-actual instance “conjured up” for a special purpose, with no status
outside the mental space (or plane) constructed for that purpose.

(24) (a) Three times during the class, students asked intelligent questions.
(b) Three times during the class, a student asked an intelligent question.
[local generalization based on contingent occurrences; “phenome-
nal” statement]

(25)

@—@ Generalization

Plane

A

=0 [0 [0

Actual
> Plane
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(26) A cat eats salmon.
[global generalization reflecting the world’s inherent nature; “structural”

statement]
(27)
@—@ Structural
Plane
>
t
(28) The general’s limousine keeps getting longer.
(29)
the general's Virtual Plane
limousine (role)
- - T K - T 1
limo, limo, | limoy | ? Actual Plane
! ' > (values)
t
- . T R 1 1
limoj limoj | limoj I Virtual Plane

(virtual change)
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(30) (a) The balloon rose quickly. [actual motion]
(b) The path rose quickly as we climbed. [perfective virtual motion]
(c) The path rises quickly near the top. ~ [imperfective virtual motion]|

(31) (a) Thetrail is rising quickly as we approach the summit.
(b) The highway ran along the coast, then turned inland.
(c) The bike path went from Santa Barbara to Goleta.

(32) (a) Thetrailrises quickly near the summit.
(b) The highway runs along the coast, then turns inland.

(c) The bike path goes from Santa Barbara to Goleta.

(33) *His forehead is rising less [OK while climbing Mt. Rushmore]
steeply near the hairline.

(34) (a) Conceived time (¢): time as an object of conception.
(b) Processing time (T): time as the medium of conception.

(35)
(a) Perfective Virtual Motion
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(b) Imperfective Virtual Motion
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4 Fictive Scanning

(36) (a) From one restaurant to the next, prices vary greatly.
(b) As body size increases, the average gestation period gets longer.
(c) From the brightest student in the class to the dumbest, they all work
very hard.

(37)
intelligence

1

]

]

: Virtual
@ @ @ Plane

@ :
® © Do

(38) Jack is still writing his dissertation, but Jill has already finished hers.

(39) (a) You won't get very far with a contribution of $10,000, or even $25,000.
And $50,000 s still not enough for a private interview with the presi-

dent.
(b) Forget about calculus—elementary algebra is already too difficult for
him.
(40)
(a) |
P 1 P p |
| Actual
________ :______________> Plane
[
[
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> Plane

|
|
|
|
_______ L= —=}-————p Virtual
|
|
|

A professional basketball player is usually tall.

A professor is always arrogant.

Theoretical linguists are {often/frequently/commonly} obtuse.
Politicians are {seldom/rarely/never} honest.

—~ o~ —~ —~
o o
Nap i\ ui =

frequency of
events with P

>

Virtual
Plane

proportion of
instances with P

5 “Logical” Elements

(43) Image schemas: schematic and imagistic concepts which are abstracted
from pre-conceptual bodily experience, function as constituents of more
complex notions, and provide the structure projected metaphorically to
more abstract domains. [container/content; center/periphery; part/whole;
source/path/goal; linkage; force; balance; etc.]

(44) Modus ponens:
All linguists are mammals. Wang Yin is a linguist. :. Wang is a mammal.
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(45)

Premise; Premise, Composite Image Conclusion

>
addition super- fadlng
imposition

(46) if P (then) Q

——/—|»PF——PQ Hypothetical
Plane

: Actual
Plane

(47) not

_—— X F % Virtual

Plane

(48) (a) Itdidn’train last night.
(b) Ididn’teatthe ZUCCHINI.
(c) Shedidn't PASSIONATELY embrace me.

Actual
Plane

I___I
I___I
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(49) Three boys lifted two chairs.

(50)
(a) (b
ctua @ Virtual
j;l:nel @ - @ Plane @-
o | ©

Actual
Plane

- @.@ \v
-, @@

(51) (a) Three boys each lifted two chairs. *Both were metal.
(b) Three boys each lifted two chairs. In each case, both were metal.

(a) All cultures are worth preserving.
(b)  Every culture is worth preserving.
(c) Each culture is worth preserving.
(d) Any culture is worth preserving.

(oW
N

(53) (a) Proportional quantifiers: all, most, some

Representative instance quantifiers: every, each, any

(c) E; = the contextually relevant extension of a given type (t), i.e. the
maximal set of instances invoked as a basis for generalization.

G
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(54)
(a)all (b) most
Et Et
(c) some (d)l
Bt | |
(O ) =l
-------- most
.................... a
E¢ ‘ ........................

(55) Most cats are lazy.

(56)

5 5
© Actul
@ @ @ @ Plane

(57) {L23571,..}

(58) Some pertinent aspects of embodied experience:

81

*  moving through our surroundings looking for objects of a certain

type
*  putting a number of objects together to form a spatial group
*  perceiving an object as having a bounded spatial expanse

* laying one object on top of another for purposes of comparison or

measurement
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(59) A:{Every/each/any} cat is lazy. B: *Which one?

(60)
(a) any
Et
) Virtual
Plane
(b) each
Et
[ OOOO @---> Vit
———————————————— Plane
(c) every

Plane

C@@@@@@@jﬁd

(61) Tonight you can see {every/each/any} star in the Milky Way.

(62) (a) {every/each} {coin/*coins/*money}
(b) all {coins/money/*coin}
(c) any{coin/coins/money}

(63) (a) Iexamined {each/?every/?*all/*any} (one) in turn.
(b) {Al/??every one/?*each (one)/*any (one)} of them looked alike.
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LECTURE 3

Symbolic Grammar and Constructions

Good morning. Are these microphones working OK? Can you hear back there?
OK? So you're the brave ones, you returned. Either you're giving me a lot of
presents or you're trying to record this.

Today I'start talking about grammar in particular, because after all the frame-
work is called cognitive grammar. So we've basically just been talking about
meaning so far. And the crucial question in linguistics today, and in fact over
the last forty years through my entire career, the crucial question in linguistics
has been the relation between grammar and meaning, and is perhaps still a
controversial issue. And it is very closely tied up to the issue of the nature of
meaning, which is why I had to start with that yesterday. If you have an appro-
priate view of linguistic meaning, then it becomes possible to see the mean-
ingfulness of grammar. If you have a more traditional view of meaning, as in
the Western philosophical tradition, then you can not see the meaningfulness
of grammar. But now we're in the position to talk about symbolic grammar.

So this first section is called architecture. I'll give an overview of things and
then I'll get into details about grammatical constructions. Then starting this
afternoon I will apply this to some particular problems. (Can you hear back
there? No? Everything is working here. Can the volume be turned up if it'’s a
problem back there? It's OK? We'll start in any case.) The central claims of cog-
nitive grammar are in No. (1), and there are two essential claims about grammar.
First of all, that grammar is symbolic in nature, and second, that constructions
are the primary objects of description. By symbolic, I mean that grammar is
the pairing between form and meaning. And by form, I mean sounds, pho-
nological form. And constructions as the basis for grammar, that’s an alterna-
tive to what's called the rule-based view of grammar. That was characteristic
of generative grammar, that I was originally trained in. So the standard view,
that is still standard at least in the United States and has been through my
entire career starting with my graduate training, is that grammar is something
separate and autonomous. That’s the key word. It’s distinct from meaning. It’s
a self-contained formal system or a mental module. And as it is described in
(2)b on the handout, grammar is distinct in this view from both lexicon and
semantics. It’s a separate level of representation, and its description requires a
special set of descriptive elements or descriptive primitives, which are irreduc-
ibly grammatical. That is, they are not reducible to anything more fundamen-
tal like meaning. That’s the strong autonomy claim. It is the central claim of

©RONALD W. LANGACKER. REPRODUCED WITH KIND PERMISSION FROM THE AUTHOR BY KONINKLIJKE
BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2017 DOI 10.1163/9789004347458_004



88 LECTURE 3

generative theories of language. The strong autonomy claim is different from
what I call in (2)a weak autonomy, which has to do with predictability. The way
the question is usually asked in linguistics is the following. Linguists ask: Is it
possible to predict grammar from meaning? Is it possible to predict grammar
from meaning or from other factors like communicative constraints, discourse
factors? And linguists who ask this usually conclude that no, grammar can
not be predicted from meaning. Grammar is arbitrary in many ways. It does not
follow automatically from the meanings expressed. Therefore it is concluded
that grammar must be autonomous. That was the standard structure of the
argument that you will see in the literature. Fritz Newmeyer has written about
this on different occasions, for example. The trouble with this argument is that
the argument almost always confuses weak autonomy and strong autonomy.
And it asks the wrong question in the first place. I think everyone in linguis-
tics and functional linguistics and cognitive linguistics would agree that gram-
mar can not be predicted from meaning. There are things that are just aspects
of grammatical form that simply have to be learned. They are arbitrary. And
that establishes weak autonomy. I believe in weak autonomy. The difficulty
is that the two kinds of autonomy are often confused. From the observations
that support weak autonomy, generative theorists often draw the conclusion
that grammar is autonomous in the strong sense that it is a separate level of
representation which is based on irreducible grammatical primitives. And
that does not follow at all. Cognitive grammar is an alternative to strong au-
tonomy. It's a symbolic view. It accepts weak autonomy. So what is at issue is
claim (2)b, whether grammar is distinct from both lexicon and semantics and
a separate level requiring separate grammatical descriptive elements, basic
primitives.

So what cognitive grammar does claim is given in (3): that lexicon, mor-
phology and syntax form a continuum. You can only divide these arbitrarily
into discrete components. Secondly, that both lexicon and grammar, which
includes morphology and syntax, lexicon and grammar are fully describable
as assemblies of symbolic structures. And that’s what we'll be talking about
this morning, assemblies of symbolic structures. A symbolic structure pairs a
semantic structure and a phonological structure. This has the consequences
that I list in (3)d. Grammar is not distinct from semantics, and it is not pre-
dictable from semantics either. Instead, grammar incorporates semantics. This
is not predicting grammar from meaning. That makes no sense at all in the
cognitive grammar framework. It’s rather that grammar itself does some of the
structuring of meaning and symbolizes the way it structures meaning. That's
totally different from predicting grammar from meaning. So the elements in
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the grammatical description on the symbolic view are not special irreducible
primitives, but rather all the elements in grammar are pairings of form and
meaning, that is, pairings of semantic and phonological structures. And there
is another consequence: that every correct or valid grammatical construct is
meaningful. I went through this abstract discussion because the points are
very important for any theoretical notions and are always confused. People
who talk about autonomy and formal versus functional approaches almost
never get the issue correctly. They always pose it in terms of predictability and
what follows is non-predictability. That is not the issue at all. The issue rather
is what kinds of structures you have to postulate in order to describe grammar,
even though the description is not automatic. It's something you have to learn
and explicitly describe. This will get more specific as we go along.

Now there are three kinds of devices that you can use to try to describe
grammar, given here in No. (4) on the handout. First of all, there are what you
might call rules, in the narrower sense, that is, constructive rules of the sort
that were discussed in the generative tradition, things like transformations and
phrase structure rules which collectively serve to construct sentences and give
the well-formed sentences of a language as output. On this view, there is no
necessary resemblance between the rules and the expressions, the sentences
that are described. Rules don't have to look like the sentences that they de-
scribe. All that is important is that if you apply enough rules, eventually the
output is grammatical. Another device that has become quite common in
linguistics is filters, negative statements, saying what kinds of configurations
are not allowed in a language, constraints, in other words, but especially con-
straints that say what is not allowed. And there are views of grammar which
some have entertained where the grammar essentially consists only of these
filters or negative statements. The strategy is to give some principle which says:
consider every possible chain of elements, and then you have these filters and
these filters say this not permitted, this is not permitted, and this is not permit-
ted. And everything that is not filtered out is permitted and it’s grammatical.
This always struck me as strange. It reminds me of a very old joke, which says:
the question is, how do you make a sculpture of an elephant? and the answer
is, you start with a very large block of marble and you knock away everything
that does not look like an elephant. It also makes it hard to see how language
could be learned, as it gives you a strange view of learning, especially since
we learn from input. Well, that's an issue, generative theorists often conclude
that we don’t do much learning, most of language is innate. But that’s not the
view of cognitive linguistics. The third device is what I call the schemas. So
with rules, the expressions don’t have to look like the rules. With filters, the
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expressions can not look like the filters, because filters say what can not occur
in a language. With schemas, it is the opposite. Schemas have to resemble the
expressions they describe. Schemas are simply abstracted forms of the expres-
sions, abstracted forms of occurring expressions. They are templates or models
for expressions, representing their abstract commonality at different levels of
specificity. So they have to resemble the expressions and this gives you a rea-
sonable approach to language learning. People are exposed to language, and
what occurs gets reinforced psychologically and that emerges as grammar. So
in cognitive grammar, grammatical patterns are represented by means of sche-
mas. I use the term construction very broadly. A construction is an expression
of any size—that could be a morpheme, a word, a phrase, a clause, a sentence.
Those are all expressions. Or else a schema, which is abstracted from the oc-
curring expressions, can also be called a construction, or a family of such el-
ements. Expressions and schemas can both be psychologically learned and
entrenched, that is well learned. They can be conventional in a speech com-
munity and when they are, I call them linguistic units. So these include both
lexical items and the more schematic units of the sort that we call grammar.

Now going to the next page of the handout, No (6). One criticism of cogni-
tive grammar that’s often made is that it'’s unconstrained, that anything can be
postulated. Exactly the opposite is true, however. Cognitive grammar is very
highly restricted in what is allowed. The methodology is something I will talk
about on another day, but one important source of restrictiveness is the con-
tent requirement. The only things that you are allowed to postulate as part of
language are the three things in No. (6). First, semantic and phonological and
symbolic structures that actually occur as expressions or as parts of expres-
sions. So those are the things we are directly exposed to, they actually occur in
speech, speech as understood, so it includes both semantics and phonology.
Secondly, you are allowed to postulate schemas, schematized or abstracted
versions of permitted structures. And third, you can postulate categorization,
categorizing relationships between permitted structures. So those are the
restrictions.

Now let me state positively what kinds of things are postulated. (I have this
very fancy pointer here. If I can figure out how to work it, there it is. It's like
I can evaporate someone with this, like a space age weapon.) First of all, you
can postulate semantic structures, so I use S for semantic structures. That'’s a
conceptualization of any sort, any size, so those are meanings, semantic struc-
tures. Secondly, you can postulate phonological structures, P, and they can be of
any size, a sound or a string of sounds of any length. You can combine seman-
tic and phonological structures to form symbolic structures. So here is the
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semantic pole of it, the phonological pole of it, this little line indicates that
there is a symbolizing relationship, the sound symbolizes the meaning. The
Greek letter X I use here for a symbolic structure, so X abbreviates this. This is
a simple symbolic relationship. The semantic structure might be very compli-
cated, the phonological structure might be very complicated, but there is only
one symbolic link between them, a morpheme would look like this. But it is
also possible to have assemblies of symbolic structures. We can combine sym-
bolic structures with one another to form a more elaborate symbolic structure.
So here I will take symbolic structures abbreviated as %, and I'm talking about
how we combine these to form higher level symbolic structures with a more
elaborate meaning and a more elaborate phonological pole. And this combi-
nation can go on at different levels. We can make things as complicated as we
want. E here stands for expression, that is, a word, a phrase, a clause, a sentence,
something you can actually say or express. Expressions are the primary data of
language, so expressions can be of any size. These kinds of diagrams would
simply be the sorts of things that happen when you put the words together to
form phrases, and phrases together to form clauses, and so on. All these are
permitted by the content requirement, there’s nothing there except symbolic
assemblies. Also permitted are schematizations. So E here again stands for ex-
pressions. These might be different phrases or different sentences. And if a set
of expressions have something in common, if they are alike in certain ways,
we're able to abstract what is common to them and represent that schemati-
cally. So a schematic representation is less detailed than any of these expres-
sions but shows what they have in common. So we can abstract schemas, and
that can happen at different levels, too. If certain schemas have something in
common, we're able to abstract a still more schematic representation, and that
continues to different degrees. This all, I hope, is fairly obvious.

I am starting to describe the architecture in the abstract, then we get on
to particular cases. The two kinds of categorization I talked about yesterday,
elaboration which I use a solid arrow for, and extension that I use a dashed
arrow for. So this X would be a schema, Y would be an instance of the sche-
ma. X here would be more like a prototype or a more central structure, and
Y would be something derived from it, a more peripheral structure. We have
the ability to categorize permitted structures. And when categorization occurs
repeatedly, we can build up networks of categorizing relationships, like this
one in the abstract. So here we have some schematic structures related to one
another, a higher level schema of which these are instances, and then there are
particular expressions which are instances of those. Another expression might
be an extension from a schema. So when we learn a language, we build up



92 LECTURE 3

very elaborate hierarchies or networks involving relationships of this sort and
specific expressions and then schematizations representing different kinds
of patterns or regularities. Then look at the things in the opposite direction.
When we learn a language we describe patterns with a bunch of schemas, so if
we create a new expression E, that expression can be categorized by different
schemas. That is, when we construct new expressions in a language, we do it
in accordance with the patterns that exist in the language. And we draw upon
many different patterns in forming any particular expression. So if I utter a
new sentence, there will be schemas representing the clause structure I use,
there will be schemas representing the nominal structures, there will be the
phonological schemas, there will be the word order schemas, all sorts of pat-
terns come into play in forming any actual expression. The schemas categorize
different aspects of that expression, and the total set of schemas that are used
for constructing or understanding an expression constitute the expression’s
description, its structural description to use Chomsky’s term, how it’s inter-
preted with respect to the language.

So that’s laid out in No. (11) on the handout and No. (12). Grammar includes
schemas which tell us how to put together complex expressions. Ill call those
constructional schemas, and these are assemblies of symbolic structures
which are schematic in nature. And the expressions they let us formulate are
specific assemblies of symbolic structures or assemblies of specific symbolic
structures. So constructional schemas, we will look at them in detail in just a
moment, specify how you integrate component structures to form composite
structures, and you do that semantically and phonologically. I think I'll skip
this until we get to it. But one last point in (14). The schemas are going to tell
us how to construct complex expressions, and they tell us how to combine ele-
ments semantically and how to combine elements phonologically to symbol-
ize what you are doing semantically. And lexicon and grammar involve these
assemblies of symbolic structures. But what about semantics? What about
what'’s called the semantic component or semantic rules, rules of semantic
composition? In this view, as you will see, rules of semantic composition are
part of grammar. They are simply the semantic pole of constructional sche-
mas. These constructional schemas are patterns for combining simpler sym-
bolic elements to form more complex symbolic elements. They tell us how to
do this phonologically and how to do this semantically, so the semantic half of
that constitutes the analogue in cognitive grammar of semantic composition
rules. This is part of grammar, not something that grammar is predictable from
or vice versa, just part of grammar. However, as I tried to emphasize yester-
day, linguistic semantics is only partially compositional. You can not, strictly
speaking, always predict the entire meaning of a complex expression from the
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meanings of its parts. And this is for all sorts of reasons, but think of all the
phenomena I described yesterday and the many examples involving mental
constructions and crucial elements of meaning that were not encoded overtly
in the sentence. Think of examples like there’s a house every now then through
the valley or all the kinds of fictivity I talked about which involve very special
and elaborate mental constructions. These are things that are not given com-
positionally from the meanings of parts. These are elaborate conceptual struc-
tures that we construct, prompted by the elements of the sentence but above
and beyond their meanings.

All right, I hope that overview is of some utility. Most everything now is
going to be much more detailed and specific as we go through actual examples.
I'll start with a very quick review of some semantic notions which I covered
yesterday, because I want this presentation to be self-contained if people were
not here yesterday, but also to review. There will be a certain amount of repeti-
tion from lecture to lecture because I think it'll be helpful for many people to
go over some basic ideas more than once.

So meaning is identified with conceptualization in a very broad sense of
that term, and linguistic meaning includes not only conceptual content but
how we construe that content, the different ways of viewing that content. And
one kind of construal is specificity as illustrated in No. (16) on the handout. I
won't talk about that any further, but when I talk about schemas, that is the
same notion that’s illustrated here in (16). I can describe something as a thing
or as an object or as a vehicle or as a truck or as a pick-up truck or as a battered
old pick-up truck. Each of those expressions is more specific than the preced-
ing one. Or if you go from right to left, the expressions get more and more
schematic. That’s the same notion of schematicity that I have just been talking
about. It is essential for grammar. Grammar is schematic, so the semantic ele-
ments of grammar are towards the left end of that scale. The examples in (17)
are meant to illustrate perspective. Come on up into the attic presupposes a van-
tage point in the attic. If I say Go on up into the attic, that presupposes a vantage
point below, outside the attic. Vantage point is one aspect of perspective. And
I'm not going to say more about it, because I need to talk about profiling and
trajector/landmark organization as brief review.

These are kinds of prominence. So an expression’s profile is what it desig-
nates or refers to within a larger conceptual assembly which I call the base. For
example, the term roof refers to part of a building, and something is not a roof
or thought of as a roof except in relation to a building, but what is profiled or
designated or referred to by roof is this particular part. Or terms like Ausband
and wife involve a male and a female for the conceptual content, and also the
notion of marriage relationship, which I have shown here with these double
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lines. Husband and wife both evoke this conceptual content of two people in a
marriage. They differ in meaning because of what they profile or refer to within
that. Husband refers to the male, and wife to the female. Or other kinds of ex-
amples of profiling. Relationships can be profiled. These are all cases of things
being profiled, but relationships can be profiled. I have here several examples
which I will be using again later. Take the adjective smart or the preposition in.
In profiles a relationship between two things where one is spatially included in
the other, at least prototypically. Throw profiles not just a situation, but a whole
process, an event, where one participant exerts some kind of force on the other
participant and causes it to move through the air. So this is force, this is motion
resulting from that force. Approach also involves two participants. The one par-
ticipant moves through space towards the other, which is a goal, and approach
indicates that the motion takes the mover into the neighborhood of the other
participant, but that it doesn’t reach that goal, just gets close. Smart I analyze
as a kind of relationship, except that there is only one participant. I talk about
a smart person, a smart student. There is only one overt participant, but smart
still involves a kind of relationship. There is a notion of comparison. This is a
scale, scale of intelligence. That’s represented here by the arrow. n stands for
the normal degree of intelligence, for the norm, the normal, the typical degree
of intelligence. And smart is a relational expression in the sense that it indi-
cates that the participant falls in the region of the scale which is higher than
the norm. So these are various of kinds of relationships and they incorporate
things as part of their characterization.

So profiling is one kind of prominence. Another kind of prominence, again
reviewing what we did yesterday, is what's called trajector/landmark align-
ment, the relative prominence of participants in a profiled relationship. These
labels tr and /m are for trajector and landmark, as described in No. (21) on the
handout, in a profiled relationship. There is usually a primary focal partici-
pant or a primary figure, the most salient participant, the one the expression
is construed as characterizing in some way. And then often but not always,
there is a secondary focal participant. That’s called a landmark, which is in-
voked in order to say something about the trajector and specify a relationship
in which they participate. So here we have both a trajector and a landmark.
Here we only have a trajector, because the nature of the relationship is given
just by the meaning of the predicate. Now trajector and landmark organiza-
tion is something that you need independently of conceptual content. Here is
another kind of example, a well-known example in English, often cited in
semantic discussions: like versus please, like and please. It seems that they de-
scribe the same situation, X likes Y, Y pleases X. So we can say that they do
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have the same conceptual content. They require two participants, given by
circles. One of them is some conscious individual, a person usually, capable
of experience and emotions. So this would be the person, and this would be
the thing that he liked. The landmark here is some kind of stimulus. The terms
often used are stimulus versus experiencer. I'm using these terms for the kind
of the semantic roles involved. This is the experiencer. This is something that
stimulates the experiencer. The experiencer is capable of apprehending or see-
ing or somehow viewing the stimulus. That’s this arrow. But the stimulus can
also be thought of as impinging on the experiencer and inducing experience.
So you might like a movie. You watch the movie, you like it, but the movie also
comes to you, you experience the movie, it stimulates you in some way. So we
can think of this relationship as going in both directions, and the result of this
interaction is that the experiencer experiences something positive. That's why
it’s like instead of dislike. So this is the internal experience that results from ap-
prehending or being stimulated by the stimulus. Now the difference between
like and please is the choice of trajector. In the case of like, the trajector is the
experiencer, and because this is the most prominent participant, the appre-
hension is the most prominent part of the relationship. Please does the op-
posite. It takes the stimulus as the most prominent participant, and because
this is the trajector or the salient participant, the stimulation is in fact the most
salient part of the profiled relationship. But all the content is part of the mean-
ings of both expressions. The different choice of trajector and landmark differ-
entiates the meaning and also has an effect on what is most salient within the
profiled relationship. So that’s a few brief examples of some essential semantic
constructs. I continue in (23) and (24) just to round out the section.

Profiling is the critical factor for grammatical category, whether something
is a noun or a verb or an adjective. An expression’s profile is what determines
its grammatical category, not its overall content, its profile. The nature of its
profile is the basis for grammatical category. So a noun profiles a thing in a
very abstract sense of that term. That's not something I can talk about here,
but I define a thing as a product of conceptual reification. These are different
sorts of things. Notice that husband and wife are relational notions. A husband
is a husband by virtue of participating in a certain kind of relation, and simi-
larly for a wife. But the fact that these are relationships doesn’t prevent these
from these being nouns. These are nouns because what they profile is only the
participant. They profile things even though there’s a relationship as part of
the meaning. It's the profile that determines grammatical class. Because they
profile things, they’re nouns even though a relationship is important as part of
their meaning. That’s an essential point, so I hope it’s clear.
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Expressions that do profile relationships are these that I indicated. And
there are different kinds of relationships. Some relationships extend through
time. The profiled relation evolves through time. Those are what I call pro-
cesses. A process is a relationship followed through time. And a verb profiles
a process, so approach and throw are verbs. They profile a relationship that’s
construed as developing through time and emphasize that passage through
time. Some relationships do not involve time in any salient way, not that time
is absent, but it's backgrounded. They profile a configuration which can be in-
stantiated at any one moment. Say an in relationship. If you just have a photo-
graph so that you see a configuration as existing only for a moment, you can
still determine that it shows an in relationship. You don’t need the passage of
time for that. And if someone is smart, that’s also something that is instanti-
ated at any one point of time. If a person is smart throughout their entire life,
then if you take any moment of that, it’s still proper to say that person is smart
at that moment. Right? So these adjectives and prepositions profile relation-
ships that are not processes. A verb profiles a relationship that is a process, that
is, it is construed as evolving crucially through time. Also in (24), subjects are
nominal expressions that specify trajectors, and objects are nominal expres-
sions that profile landmarks. So if I say the boy threw the rock, boy would be
the trajector, it’s the subject, rock would be the mover, the landmark, and the
object of the clause. Or for a prepositional object, the rock in the water, the rock
would be the trajector, the water would be the landmark, and the water would
be the object of the preposition. The rock would be, if we called it that, the
subject of the preposition.

All right. Those are the first two sections, the overview, the architecture, and
then some basic semantic notions. Now we get to grammatical constructions,
get into the specific details of doing grammar from this perspective. How do
you put together complex expressions? Let’s take an example and go through
this in detail. Good thing it’s a large screen because this is a big diagram. This
is the phrase smart woman. This is the kind of thing that I am calling an as-
sembly of symbolic structures. There are three symbolic structures. This is one,
this represents the adjective smart. Then there is the noun woman. This is a
symbolic structure, the noun woman. These are component structures. These
are the elements of composition: an adjective and a noun. Each of them is
symbolic. I show the semantic pole, the meaning, at the top, the phonological
pole, at the bottom, and there’s a symbolic relationship between them. Here
again a semantic structure, a phonological structure and the symbolic relation
between them to make this symbolic structure. So these are component struc-
tures, and you integrate, you combine these component structures to form
the composite structure. This is the composite structure corresponding to the
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entire phrase smart woman. This, too, is symbolic. There is a semantic pole, the
meaning or some sort of conceptualization, and the phonological pole, the
phonological form.

So those are the elements, and now I have to explain everything that is here
and how this works. The dotted lines are what I call correspondences. They
show you what part of one structure is identified with some part of another
structure. Let’s start with meaning, the semantic pole. Smart is an adjective,
so it profiles a relationship, and I've already described it. And this is the tra-
jector, a participant which is located on the higher end of the scale of intel-
ligence. So it's an adjective because it profiles a certain kind of relationship.
Woman is a noun, it profiles a thing, and I show a thing as a circle. Obviously
the meaning of woman isn't just the letter W. Woman has a very complex se-
mantic description, and it would involve many cognitive domains and many
specifications in those cognitive domains, somewhat like the example that
I went through yesterday with the noun glass. Think of all the things that go
into the semantic characterization. But for purposes of grammar, a lot of that
is not directly relevant. So I just abbreviate everything as W. So I abbreviate
all the complex meaning. But crucially, woman profiles a thing. It designates a
type of thing. Now phonologically, the arrow labeled T here stands for speech
time. This is time, speech time. w stands for a word. Smart is a word. I've didn’t
try to show it phonologically, and just showed it orthographically, but this is
actually a sound sequence. Woman is also a word, and the sounds occur in a
certain order.

So an adjective and a noun, and we integrate these. We're going to form a
composite expression from this. That's possible because certain aspects of one
structure are put in correspondence with certain aspects of the other struc-
ture. And if you think about it, in the case of smart woman, the entity that’s
profiled by woman corresponds to the trajector of the adjective. The person
who is being assessed for intelligence is actually identified as the person pro-
filed by the noun. That’s a semantic correspondence. So we're going to integrate
these structures by equating these two and merging, combining or unifying
their specifications. Down at the phonological pole, we're going to symbolize
that by phonological integration. What'’s this notation meant to indicate? This
is a schematic word. This represents the word that follows smart in the speech
stream. The notation isn’t important, but what it says is that the word which
follows smart is identified with woman. So the phonological pole of one ele-
ment is integrated with the other because it follows it in the speech stream, it
combines with it in that way. Now when you combine the elements that cor-
respond, you get what'’s shown up here. At the phonological pole, you get the
word sequence, smart woman. The words occur adjacent to each other and in
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that order: smart woman. Semantically we still have the notion of intelligence
and someone being intelligent, but that person is now identified as the woman
in particular. And you notice that the profile of woman is retained up here. The
entire expression smart woman profiles the woman, refers to the woman. So
the entire expression is a noun. It's a complex noun, and worman is a simple
noun. So to review, this is an assembly of symbolic structures. There are three.
There are two component structures and the composite structure that results
from integrating them. You integrate them at both poles, semantically and
phonologically. And you wind up with a composite symbolic structure which
represents the integrated form and meaning of the whole.

Now look at No. (28) on the handout. This is a typical construction. It’s typi-
cal for one of the component structures to contain a salient schematic element
which corresponds to the other’s profile. In this case, the adjective contains a
salient schematic structure, the trajector is salient, the trajector is the most
prominent or salient participant, and the schematic smart doesn't tell you in
detail what the trajector is, only that it's something capable of intelligence.
So this is a schematic structure, and it corresponds to the profile of the other
component structure. It’s typical in a construction for one element to profile
a relationship and for that to have a schematic participant which corresponds
to the profile of the other, which is therefore a noun. This schematic element
is what I call an elaboration site because the other component structure serves
to elaborate it, to specify it in more detail. It’s the same kind of elaboration that
I talked about when I talked about categorization. But here is elaboration in-
side a construction. (Class is over. Right?) So I'm looking at the same example
in a little more detail here. This is only the semantic pole. Mostly I'm going
to talk about semantic integration. So this is the same construction we just
looked at, smart woman, but the semantic side of it. So we have the adjective
smart, we have the noun woman, and there is the correspondence between
the trajector and the profile, and the composite structure smart woman, which
profiles a woman. So you recognize all of that.

Now I'll add to these some other details. I've indicated that the trajector here
is an elaboration site. The shading indicates that this is an elaboration site.
This is a schematic element, which the other component elaborates and this
solid arrow indicates that this is a categorizing relationship. This is a schema.
This is an instance of the schema. Woman elaborates this schematic trajec-
tor. And typically in a construction, when there’s a relationship, one of the
participants is an elaboration site; the other component structure is a noun
which elaborates that elaboration site. That’s the normal configuration. It's the
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sort of situation that predicate-argument relationships and the formalism for
predicate-argument structure are designed to accommodate. We can also talk
about the component structures categorizing the composite structure, so here
I show woman as being schematic relative to smart woman. So this is again the
categorizing relationship. Woman categorizes smart woman. This is a schema.
This is an instance of the schema or a special case. If we consider the rela-
tionship between smart and smart woman, it's a relation of extension because
there’s a conflict between them. That is, this profiles a relationship. This pro-
files a thing. So if we talk about categorization, here it would be extension.
Why do I want to talk about categorization? First of all, this is an elabora-
tive relationship, this is a kind of categorization, and this is, too. But the issue
here is compositionality, and there are different metaphors that are involved.
The standard metaphor in linguistics is the building block metaphor. You
combine—and I use that, I talk about it, it’s so helpful—you combine com-
ponent structures to build the composite structure. And that suggests that the
composite structure consists of the component structures. You just add them
together in a certain way and you get the composite structure. It suggests that
all of the content comes through the component structures. You just put these
blocks together to form the larger structure. And that'’s, as I say, the standard
metaphor. But I've already emphasized that that’s not accurate. It's only a meta-
phor. And in many cases, the composite meaning is not derivable from or does
not consist of just elements that come from the component structures. Again
think of all the elaborate mental constructions that I went through yesterday,
cases where crucial aspects of the composite meaning were not inherited from
the components. In general, the component structures only serve to prompt
or motivate aspects of the composite structure. It’s not usually the case or it’s
not always the case that the content simply consists of things that come from
the components. That's why, if I'm being careful and talking at greater length,
I would talk about the component structures motivating or categorizing the
composite structure, and I wouldn't talk about building the composite struc-
ture from the components. The building block metaphor works only for certain
cases. The more general notion is that of an assembly. These are all aspects of
the structure of the expression, and the components categorize or correspond
to aspects of the composite meaning but typically don’t fully constitute it. So
I really want to emphasize that point. However, today and tomorrow, but espe-
cially today, I will be talking about grammar, and grammar specifies patterns of
composition. So the emphasis today will be on those aspects of meaning which
are compositional. So in the examples I use, it would typically be the case that
it looks like all of the content comes from the components. The cases where
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that’s not true are just not our main topic today. So we're looking at grammar to
the extent that it is compositional, and the semantic pole of the constructional
schema is a rule of semantic composition. It's just that these rules don't tell us
everything that we need to know about the composite meanings in general. So
we have these categorizing relationships between the elements of a symbolic
assembly.

Another notation you notice is this thick box, the heavy line box. It’s usual,
it’s typically the case in a construction that one of the two component struc-
tures gives its profile to the composite structure. Here we have a profiled re-
lationship. Here we have a profiled thing. If we combine these, what will be
the profile of the whole? It could in principle be a relationship or it could be
a thing or it could be something else. But it’s usually the case that one com-
ponent structure has the same profile as the composite structure, and in the
case of smart woman, it's the noun whose profile corresponds to the composite
structure profile. The element whose profile is inherited at the composite level
is what I call the profile determinant, and that’s what I show with the thick line
box. I wouldn't even have to show that specially. I could just look at the pro-
files and see which profiles are the same—that identifies woman as the profile
determinant. But I often use this heavy line box to make it clear that its profile
is inherited. So this is then a specific expression, a specific symbolic assembly,
and I hope you have some idea how it goes together and how the terms are
used to talk about it.

This is a well-formed phrase of English, smart woman. This is some approxi-
mation to its grammar and meaning, but how do we know to put things to-
gether in this way? What tells us that we can combine these in this specific
way, with this particular correspondence and this particular profiling inher-
ited? There are other ways we can combine these. And we'll see one later on
in fact. There are other ways we can combine these. But how do we know that
we can do this at all? And the answer is, you know you can do this if you speak
English. English has regular patterns of composition, for combining compo-
nent structures to form composite structures. And this is an instance of one
of those patterns. And you're just following that pattern in putting together a
particular expression. So what are these patterns like? Well, if you recall from
my introduction, patterns are described as schemas. They are schematized ex-
pressions. They are templates. Constructional schemas in the case of complex
expressions like this one. What does a constructional schema look like? Well,
it’s also an assembly of symbolic structures. It’s just more abstract. It looks like
this except it’s just more abstract. It's what's common to many different combi-
nations of adjective and noun. And in the particular case of an adjective-noun
combination, the semantic pole looks something like this. This is a generalized



SYMBOLIC GRAMMAR AND CONSTRUCTIONS 101

representation of an adjective, and this is a generalized representation of a
noun, or a schematic representation. A noun simply profiles a thing, so I show
that as a circle. An adjective profiles a relationship, and its trajector is a thing,
and it does not have a salient landmark. So smart will be a special case of this.
Woman will be a special case of this. But you see that apart from this being
more schematic, more abstract. (All right, now time for the next class, all right.
You don't even get a break between classes.) Apart from this being more sche-
matic, this diagram is the same as the preceding diagram, OK? Same corre-
spondence. It shows the same profiling as being inherited. The organizational
features are the same. And from many expressions like smart woman, good
book, happy child and so forth, we eventually learn, in learning English, that
this is a regular pattern and anything which instantiates this pattern should
be OK as an expression of English. So you learn the grammatical rule in other
words, using the term rule here in the broad sense.

I am going over to page 7 now, on the handout. Something like smart woman
is just a minimal construction. It has just one level of organization where there
are component structures and a composite structure. But obviously, most ex-
pressions are more complicated than that. There are multiple levels of organi-
zation where we put things together successively at different levels. (We know,
this all fits, barely.) So here I take the more elaborate expression smart woman
with a PhD, as opposed to all those dumb women with PhDs, if there are any. So
this is what we've already gone through. This is smart woman, this is one mini-
mal construction, with the adjective and noun integrated to form the com-
posite expression smart woman, which is a complex noun, because it profiles
a thing. So this is one construction at one level of organization, and over here
on the right is another construction. This is a prepositional phrase, with a PhD,
and then at the top we show how these two constructions are combined to
form a still more elaborate composite structure.

Here is a preposition. A preposition will profile a relationship between two
things. This is one sense of the preposition with, and the relationship says that
the trajector is somehow a point of access to a domain of knowledge in which
you find the landmark. This is like the possessive relationship that I will be
talking about tomorrow. The trajector controls some dominion as I'll call it,
within which you will find the landmark. It’s a kind of accompaniment, where
the trajector is the primary participant and the possessed element is the land-
mark. PAD is a kind of thing, an abstract thing, and that is the object of the
preposition. Its profile corresponds to the landmark, so it elaborates the land-
mark. The preposition is the head, is the profile determinant because the en-
tire phrase with a PhD also profiles the relationship. Recall the case of smart
woman. There woman is the profile determinant because the entire expression
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profiles the woman. The profile is inherited from the noun. Here the profile is
inherited from the relation, so the preposition is the profile determinant. And
we have the two composite structures, smart woman and with a PhD. You see the
composite structures from the lower levels of organization, and then we take
these as component structures for a higher level of composition. Now in this
higher level of construction, this is a noun-modifying construction, the prepo-
sitional phrase modifies the noun. And the trajector is schematic here. This is
a schematic elaboration site. We have a specific landmark. We've identified the
landmark as PAD. The trajector is still schematic. It is put in correspondence
with the profile of the noun. That's woman. So the noun elaborates this elabo-
ration site. And in this construction, at this level, the noun is the profile deter-
minant, shown by the thick box. So when you superimpose the corresponding
elements, and keep the profiling of the noun, you arrive at that structure at the
top. The entire expression smart woman with a PhD refers to the woman. Woman
is the referent or profile. But all of the content is there. The woman is both smart
and also has a PhD. So we have the overall content, and within that, we profile
the woman. That’s the conceptual referent. And that’s how you do more com-
plex compositions; you just go level by level.

Now all that is a more elaborate symbolic assembly. These are all symbolic
structures. I'm basically just showing the semantic pole and giving the pho-
nological pole orthographically. But this represents an assembly of symbolic
structures, seven different symbolic structures. And this is what expressions
are. A particular expression like smart woman with a PhD is an assembly of
symbolic structures. The description of this with constructional schemas,
those are also assemblies of symbolic structures which are schematic. There’s
nothing here which is not semantic, phonological or symbolic or made out of
these elements through correspondences. There is no separate, autonomous
grammar here with irreducible grammatical primitives. Everything is analyzed
into conceptual structures, phonological structures and relationships among
these. But we're still representing grammar. Here we have constituency, we
have categorization, we've identified adjective versus noun in terms of what
they profile, and specific grammatical notions like head, complement, modi-
fier and subject and object. These can also be characterized in terms of these
symbolic assemblies. They're not something separate, purely grammatical.
They all have a conceptual characterization in terms of symbolic assemblies.
So I'll be talking about that for just a moment.

First of all, subject and object. I briefly mentioned this yesterday. These are
things we'll come back to later in this lecture series. But briefly speaking, an ob-
jectis a nominal expression which elaborates a landmark. So PhD is the object
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of the preposition with. I could similarly talk about woman as the subject of
smart, at the level of the noun phrase here, smart woman. A subject is some-
thing that elaborates the trajector of a profiled relationship. Now in (36) I have
another set of traditional grammatical terms. People talk about the head of a
construction, and then in addition to a head, you might have a complement or
amodifier. I don’'t know to what extent those are common kinds of terms in the
local linguistic tradition, but these are thoroughly entrenched in the Western
grammatical tradition. The notion fead is defined in different ways, but by one
common definition, the head is simply the profile determinant. The head is the
profile determinant. The head is often defined as the element in a construction
which determines the grammatical category of the whole expression. And in
the case of smart woman, woman is the head because the entire expression
is a noun. In the case of a prepositional phrase, the preposition is the head,
because the entire expression is prepositional in nature, it's not a noun, it’s a
relationship. And since grammatical category is determined by profiling, the
profile determinant will be the head. So the notion head doesn't require any
new notions. It’s simply an aspect of the symbolic assemblies. The notion head
is simply a statement of the fact that typically the composite profile is inher-
ited from one of the component structures, and that component structure is
the head.

Now complement and modifier. In traditional terminology, smart would be
said to modify woman, smart modifies woman. Smart is a modifier of the head,
and the prepositional phrase with a PhD is also a modifier of woman. Those are
modifying relationships. But the object of the preposition is not a modifier. It’s
the complement of the expression. This would be called a complement of the
head. Now those notions also are not special to grammar, they don't require
any special apparatus. Those notions are just aspects, again, aspects of symbol-
ic assemblies. The things that are called modifiers have elaboration sites that
the head elaborates. Modifiers have elaboration sites and the head elaborates
them. So woman elaborates the trajector of smart, and up here, smart woman
elaborates the trajector of with a PhD. So smart and with a PhD are modifiers.
The arrow goes from the modifier to the head. Complements are the opposite.
In the case of what are traditionally called complements, the head has an elab-
oration site which the complement elaborates. The arrow goes away from the
head. Those are called complements. And this works across the board. There're
many different kinds of modifiers and complements, but they all have that
abstract characterization. This is just a facet of symbolic assemblies. It’s not
something separate and different, its all based on meaning.
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That's easy stuff. You will be glad to know that harder stuff is coming, but
it doesn't get too hard this morning. What I've just gone through are typical
constructions, and the typical constructions have the properties I listed in (37).
There are two component structures, one profiles a thing, the other profiles a
relationship. The nominal profile corresponds to a focal participant of the re-
lationship, and it elaborates it, and the composite structure inherits its profile
from one of the two components. I said this is the sort of thing that predicate-
argument notation is designed to capture. But there are many departures from
this prototype. Is it a prototype? I think it is actually. Constructions vary greatly
in their details. And every specific point I indicated is variable. The only con-
stant factor in constructions is that they are assemblies of symbolic structures,
linked by correspondences in some fashion, and categorizing relationships. So
let me go through some variations on this to give you an idea of the range of
variation.

Let’s see. Yes. I should put this one back up for a second, smart woman with
a PhD. Notice that I give two levels of constituency. You combine smart and
woman, you combine the prepositional phrase and you put those together, but
in every level, there are just two component structures, leading to a composite
structure. But there are indications that maybe things are more flexible. If you
lookat (39) on the handout, there are different ways of pronouncing this phrase.
I could say, reflecting this organization, I could say smart woman /with a PhD,
where there’s a major break between these intonationally, suggesting that you
have this as one constituent and this is another constituent, smart woman /with
a PhD. But in careful speech, I could equally well say smart / woman / with a
PhD, smart / woman / with a PhD. The intonation suggests a tripartite struc-
ture, three elements all on the same level, the way I've shown in (38). Should
we adopt the previous structure with two component structures at two differ-
ent levels, or might we consider this organization where we take smart, and
woman, and with a PhD and put them together all at once to form a compos-
ite structure with just one level of constituency? And the answer is that it re-
ally doesn’'t matter. Probably both are possible. There are theories of grammar
where constituency and a rigid constituency are important, some versions
of generative grammar, for instance, where subject and object are defined in
terms of particular constituency structure configurations and you have to have
things in a certain constituency to make the system work. But that’s not true in
cognitive grammar. Things are subjects and objects because they correspond
to a trajector or a landmark. These are semantic relationships. It'’s indepen-
dent of constituency and the order in which you combine things to form larger
structures. So suppose we take the intonation at face value and assume that
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smart woman with a PhD has either of the two structures, smart woman / with
a PhD, or smart / woman /with a PhD like this. It will still work. Here we have
smart, and woman, and with a PhD, we have the same correspondences, the
trajector of smart corresponds to the woman, the trajector of with a PhD also
corresponds to the woman. Woman is the head or profile determinant. So at
the composite structure level we have the exactly the same composite mean-
ing with the same profile and it’s also a noun. We'll still identify modifiers and
complement, which will be down here. PhD is the complement of with. Woman
is still the head. All the information you need is still there. Everything is shown.
It’s just that we combine things in a single step instead of in successive steps.
I think there are many constructions where we want to allow more than two
component structures that are combined essentially simultaneously, if we use
that metaphor.

Here is another case which I think is probably to be analyzed that way. In
some combinations of adjectives with a noun, this is a complex topic, which
I haven't thoroughly analyzed, but I think at least sometimes when there are
multiple adjectives, the adjectives are all parallel. This is especially the case
when there is an intonational break I've shown with a slash. So in (41), big /
ugly / vicious / dog, big / ugly / vicious / dog, four separate intonation groups.
And I think that kind of intonation with series of adjectives indicates that the
adjectives are all parallel. They all combine with the noun in one step. There
is no intermediate constituent. For example, vicious dog is not a separate con-
stituent. That intonation, I think, is showing that these are all parallel in their
relation to dog. So if we analyze it that way, what, how do we describe it? Here
is the noun dog. It profiles a thing with certain properties. These are three ad-
jectives, each adjective profiles a relationship with a trajector and no focused
landmark. Smart is another case of that, but the adjective specifies some prop-
erty of the trajector. And I just label these properties, b for big, u for ugly, v
for vicious. I don't care about the details, but they all specify properties that
the trajector exhibits. And in this construction, you will notice if you trace the
correspondence lines, all the trajectors correspond to the profile of the noun.
Here is the trajector of ugly. It corresponds to the profile. The trajector of big
also corresponds to the profile. So all three trajectors correspond to that. Dog
is the head or profile determinant. These are modifiers, and the composite ex-
pression profiles the dog and ascribes to the dog all three properties. So those
are some cases where there are maybe more than two component structures.
There don’t have to be just two.

All the constructions so far, however, still have the property that there
is a head. One of the component structures gives its profile to the compos-
ite structure. But that’s not necessary either. There are constructions where
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the composite profile does not come from a single component structure and
sometimes from no component structure. Constructions don’t have to have
profile determinants. I will give you just two kinds of cases. It's going onto
the next page to (43) and (44). In one kind of case, the component structures
have the same profile. The component structures’ profiles correspond to each
other, so they both correspond to the composite structure profile. That's this
kind of configuration. One example is a compound like pussy cat, pussy cat.
Pussy is a term for cat, pussy and cat are both referring to the same object, and
pussy cat is just a cat which is also a pussy. Or in cases of full noun phrases
being put together, like the famous French novelist Marcel Proust, the famous
French novelist is a full noun phrase, the name Marcel Proust is another noun
phrase. They refer to the same individual, and the whole expression refers to
that same individual. So both of those kinds of examples have this configura-
tion. Each component structure is a noun and profiles a thing. Those profiles
correspond and they both correspond to the composite structure profile. So
this appears as both the novelist and then also Marcel Proust, it’s the same
person. Or this is both a pussy and a cat. It's the same creature. What do we say
is the profile determinant or the head in a case like this? Well, there are two op-
tions. Since both profiles correspond to the composite structure profile, we can
say they are both heads. That would be reasonable. Or we can say that there is
no head if we define the head as the single component structure whose profile
is inherited. A head implies asymmetry, so that just one component structure
gives its profile to the whole. Then there isn’t any head here because the two
component structures are equal in that regard. It doesn’t matter which, it's a
matter of terminology. I choose the latter option. I talk about there not being
any head here. But I could say they are both heads. It doesn’t matter. The im-
portant thing is that this is a possible configuration.

There are other examples where the composite structure profile doesn’t cor-
respond to either of the component structure profiles. A case like that would
be pickpocket. Another example would be scarecrow. This is a compound in
English. Pick is a verb, pocket is a noun. This is a complex diagram. Now we
have the phrase pick someone’s pocket. That's a kind of stealing. So quickly,
this represents the noun pocket, pocket. This is the profiled thing. A pocket
is something you keep things in, so this is the contents of the pocket. This is
the pocket; this is a larger element that the pocket is part of, so it would be
something like a coat or pants, a pair of pants. So a pocket is part of a larger
piece of clothing and then it has contents. But what pocket profiles is of course
this little opening. Now the word pick has many senses, but the sense it has in
pickpocket indicates removal of something from its place. You pick a pocket.
You remove something from the pocket. So this is the trajector. This is some
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container. The square is a container. This is the content of the container. The
trajector exerts some force on the content so that the content moves out of
the container into the control of the trajector. Seems obvious when you see it
explained. Now when you put these together, pick profiles this event. Pocket
profiles this thing, the landmark of pick is identified with the pocket. Pocket is
the object of pick in the phrase pick someone’s pocket, and it's also under-
stood in that way in the compound pickpocket, so the correspondence holds
between the landmark and the pocket, and that implies that the contents of
the container correspond to the contents of the pocket, and then when you
combine these, you get what’s shown at the top. But the important thing in this
example is that the compound pickpocket profiles the agent. A pickpocket is a
person, its profile is the agent. So the profile is not the same as that of pocket,
and it's not the same as that of pick. It has its own, different profile. So this is
another kind of example where neither component structure is the head or
profile determinant. It's sometimes called exocentric. So that’s a second way in
which constructions can differ from the typical constructions.

As I said, in a typical construction one component structure is a noun, and
it elaborates a schematic elaboration site in the other component structure
which is a relationship. So I'm going to, now, go through some examples which
depart from that aspect of the typical construction. (Actually we are doing
pretty well for time here.) It’s not the case, obviously, that every construction
involves a noun and a relational element. For example, in things like (44) we
have two nouns combining. In cases like (46) we have two relational expres-
sions. There isn't any noun. This is the adverbial phrase move fast. Move fast is
actually just like smart woman, except that it involves an adverb instead of an
adjective, therefore what's modified is a verb instead of a noun. So move is a
verb. It profiles motion through space by the trajector, a process that evolves
through time. Fast is an adverb, which is quite analogous to smart. An adverb
like fast implies there’s some scale for comparison. In this case it’s the scale
of rate, rapidity. This is the norm on the scale. The trajector in the case of an
adverb is some process, a relationship instead of a thing. So I give it as a box,
representing some relationship. That relationship falls in the positive end of
the scale, so that fast is analogous to smart except for the nature of the trajec-
tor. And when you combine these, it’s like smart woman, the schematic trajec-
tor is elaborated by the head, but the head in this case is a verb. So this is the
elaborative relationship, and this entire profiled process corresponds to the
trajector. The verb is the head, so the entire expression profiles the act of mov-
ing. That’s the profiled relationship of a complex verb. But now that verb is also
characterized on the scale of rate. So that’s a modifying construction because
the head elaborates the elaboration site which is in the other component. But
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we still have an elaboration site which is a focused participant. This is still a
trajector that elaborates it.

One way in which constructions can depart from this normal case is that
the elaboration site is not always a salient focused participant. It might be
something more peripheral in a component structure. And that takes me to
this next example, which is interesting in a couple of ways. It's (47). This is a
compound, woman smart, woman smart. I may have heard this somewhere,
but I think I made this up. It's a possible compound which has the kind of
meaning that I give to it or it possibly has. So this is legitimate English, but it’s
probably a novel expression instead of a fixed expression. But it’s certainly pos-
sible and you certainly hear things on the same pattern. What's this supposed
to mean? By saying that a person is woman smart, I mean that that person is
smart about women, smart on the topic of women, smart in regard to women.
I suppose that’s better than being woman dumb or woman clueless. You no-
tice that this contains the same elements as smart woman: the adjective smart,
and the noun woman, the same elements with the same meanings. It's just
that they are combined differently in accordance with a different grammati-
cal pattern. With smart woman, it was the noun-modifying pattern, where the
noun elaborates the trajector of the adjective. That’s a canonical, typical con-
struction. This is a different construction. This is a pattern of compounding. So
all the details are different except that the component structures happen to be
the same. And what I've tried to show here is that one way we interpret smart
sometimes is that the intelligence pertains to a particular subject, and it’s not
general. A person can be smart in regard to some topics, and dumb in regard to
other topics. It’s part of encyclopedic knowledge of intelligence. It's not always
fully general, it might be selective. So this is meant to show that the smartness
that is being predicated pertains to a particular subject, a particular topic. So
this is the domain of knowledge associated with this topic. And the person
is smart in regard to this topic. And it’s that subject matter which constitutes
the elaboration site in woman smart. Woman specifies that subject matter. It
does not elaborate the trajector. The trajector is someone else. So this is a case
where the elaboration site is peripheral to the component structure instead
of being a focal participant. Also in the compound construction, the second
element is the profile determinant. In the adjective-noun combination, in the
modifying construction, it was the noun that was the head. Here it is the adjec-
tive. This is the compound construction, and in an English compound, it is the
second element which is the head or profile determinant. So the entire expres-
sion designates the relationship of being smart, but smart specifically in re-
gard to women. Here you see the semantic importance of grammar. Grammar
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itself gives you patterns for combining meanings and symbolizing meanings.
And the difference in the two expressions comes from the grammatical con-
struction. It doesn’t come from the lexical items. In fact one designates woman
and the other designates smartness, the relation smart. That comes from the
constructions. These are aspects of constructional meaning. And the role that
woman has in regard to smart, whether the trajector or the topic, that is an
aspect of constructional meaning, because the same elements can combine
in either way.

So here is a case where the elaboration site that one component structure
elaborates is peripheral to the other. It's not a central participant. And there
are cases where you don't even want to talk about an elaboration site. Things
are more peripheral still, and I illustrate that with go away angry. Here is a
complex verb go away. It just indicates that the trajector moves through space,
leaving some area, so the trajector moves away from some area. This is the re-
lationship evolving through time, and this little bar along the time arrow is the
span of time during which this relationship unfolds. So this is the relevant span
of time during which the going away occurs. The notion of going away doesn’t
invoke any particular emotion. It doesn’t say anything about the trajector ex-
cept that it is a mover. It doesn’t bring emotion into the picture in any salient
way. However, this can be combined with an adjective like angry, which speci-
fies an emotion. So angry is an adjective, there is the trajector. That trajector
exhibits a property. I abbreviate it as a. This property is that of showing a cer-
tain feeling, a certain emotion, anger. The adjective doesn't specify anything
about movement. It’s just an emotional term. An event like moving or going
away is not part of its semantics. Now here there is also a bar along the time
arrow. Angry is an adjective and someone can be angry just at a single instant.
But we also know as part of the encyclopedic meaning of angry that it's an
emotion which tends to endure for some time, for some bounded span of time.
And this bar indicates the span of time during which the anger holds, during
which a person is angry. However, if the person is angry for some span of time,
then at any one instant during that time span the person can also be said to be
angry. In other words, time is not an essential component in the characteriza-
tion of angry. The emotion is. But it’s a secondary part of its meaning that it
typically endures for a certain span of time. If it continues throughout a per-
son’s entire life, that person will have a very unpleasant life.

Now how do these get together? There isn't any elaboration site, at least
none of any salience. Going away doesn’t invoke any schematic emotion, and
angry doesn’t invoke any schematic motion. But that doesn’t prevent us from
putting these together in the construction. Neither elaborates anything salient
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within the other, but they can still be combined. How? Well, their trajectors
can be identified. The person who is going away is the person who is angry.
There is a correspondence. Also the spans of time are the same. The anger
endures during the time of going away. And the construction implies both of
those. If you say he went away angry, he is the one who is angry, and he went
away while he was angry. They coincide in time. So you don’t need elaboration
sites to do grammatical combination. The profile is inherited from go away, but
the trajector is characterized as being angry for the same span of time. Now is
angry a complement or a modifier? The answer is no. It's neither, because to be
a complement or modifier in the traditional sense, one of these structures has
to elaborate a substructure of the other. But that’s not true here. There isn't any
elaboration site. So sometimes these are called other terms like adjunct, for ex-
ample, something that is neither a complement nor a modifier. That amounts
to there not being any elaboration site.

Now I think I'll go for about 10 more minutes and then leave time for ques-
tions after that. And the question is what do I want to cover in the last 10 min-
utes? I think I will skip over to page 14 and look at the examples there. These
pertain to the notions trajector and landmark or subject and object, and also
profiling. Something that’s very important and tends to be overlooked is that
the notions trajector and landmark and profiling are always relative to a par-
ticular level of organization. If you take a complex expression like throw a rock
into the pond, and ask, “Is rock a trajector or a landmark?”, the question doesn’t
make any sense unless you'd be a bit more precise, saying trajector or landmark
with respect to what. It's not that trajector and landmark and profiling are no-
tions applied just once in a complex expression. They can apply multiple times
at different levels.

So here is the phrase throw a rock into the pond. I am leaving out the ar-
ticles because they are not important for right now. At one level, we have a
verb, and then that combines with a noun phrase, a rock. And at another level
we have a prepositional phrase into the pond, of course that itself is derived
from a preposition plus an object. Then we combine the prepositional phrase
with the verb plus object combination to give us an entire complex phrase.
But a particular element like a rock has different roles within this. So when
we're talking about the combination of a rock with throw, rock corresponds to
the landmark. So it’s the object of throw. And then at the composite structure
level, rock is the landmark, the object of throw. Over here I left out the inter-
nal structure of the prepositional phrase, but pond elaborates the landmark of
into, so this is the pond, into profiles a complex relation, it’s a complex preposi-
tion where there is a path. The trajector enters the pond. Now when we talk
about combining the prepositional phrase with the complex throw a rock, how
do they correspond? Throw implies that the landmark moves along a path, but
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it doesn't say what path. Throw is schematic about the nature of the path the
landmark follows. So up here, I'll show the path again. It's still schematic. The
rock follows some path, but it’s not said what path that is. It'’s the function
of the prepositional phrase to say more about the nature of the path. And it’s
the path of the rock. That is, the trajector of the preposition is identified
with the rock. And the motion of the rock along the path is identified with the
motion specified by the prepositional phrase. So we have this schematic path,
corresponding to this specific one. And the rock is then identified with the
mover. So if we consider the prepositional phrase with respect to it, rock is
the trajector. Rock is the landmark with respect to throw, but it’s the trajector
with respect to into the pond. And when you get to the composite structure
level, well, it has both roles. What's profiled at the composite structure level is
the throwing, so I show rock as the landmark, because the profiled relationship
is the throwing. But it’s also true that the rock is still the trajector with respect
to the path. So at the clause level where we're profiling this process, rock is
the object. With respect to the prepositional phrase, however, is still what we
can call the subject of the prepositional phrase, if you want to use that term.
We don't usually call it that, but it could be called the subject of the preposi-
tional phrase. And there is no contradiction in any of these. Something’s status
as a trajector or landmark depends on what structure we're looking at. And
something can have different roles at different levels with respect to different
relationships. And similarly, different things would be profiled, profile is rela-
tive to levels. So here a path is profiled. Here the process is profiled, and not
the path.

Now one example that I'd like to go through, and have written about vari-
ous times, is from an American Indian language called Luisefio that used to
be spoken in the San Diego area. This is a real example. It came out one day
in an elicitation session with a native speaker, whether you could say this,
and indeed you could. I'll actually pronounce it for you, ngee-vichu-ni-q, ngee-
vichu-ni-q meaning I made him want to leave. That’s (58). So there’s the sub-
ject pronoun /, and there’s the object pronoun poy, him, and then the rest is a
complex verb, ngeevichuniq which breaks down into four pieces, leave, want,
make and then a tense marker. So grammatically, this sentence involves sub-
ject, object, complex verb. Subject, object, verb, it’s a single clause. Just one
clause, subject, object and a verb. But semantically, the subject and object have
complex roles. The subject pronoun I, noo, is the subject for the entire clause,
but semantically, noo is also the one who does the making, I make. Now gram-
matically the pronoun poy, him, is the object of the entire clause, but what
does that mean, object of the complex verb? Well, semantically, ~im is the
one who does the wanting. Semantically it’s the subject of want, and he is also
the one who leaves. Semantically e is the subject of want, and also of leave,
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but it’s the object grammatically in the entire clause. So you understand how
that sentence works, I hope. The question is how you describe this in terms of
an assembly of symbolic structures, and that’ll be my last thing to do for this
morning besides questions.

Let’s see how the verb is put together. That’s really pretty simple and self-
explanatory. I don't have to go through it probably, but I will. I've left out the
tense marker. The tense isn't relevant to us. But we have three component mor-
phemes. There is the verb root, leave, ngee. So that’s to show the trajector mov-
ing along a path out of some area of origin. So the trajector moves away from
some origin. Then there is the morpheme, the derivational suffix, -vichu, which
means want. So I show that as a desire here. The trajector has some mental at-
titude. This is the wanting relationship. The landmark is what is wanted. And
this applies to an event. You want an event. You want to do something. So the
landmark is a schematic event. It’s also part of the meaning of -vichu, want,
that the person who wants is the one who carries out the event. It's a same sub-
ject marker, if you like. The person who wants to do something is the one who
does it. So there is a correspondence line here that indicates that the trajector
of want is the same as the trajector of the event that’s wanted. Then there is the
suffix -ni, which is the causative suffix. The trajector exerts some force which
causes the occurrence of some event. And I've shown the entire event as a kind
of landmark, but I've also shown the major participant in that event as another
kind of landmark. You exert force on some person to get that person to carry
out some action.

So those are the three pieces, ngee,-vichu, -ni. How do they go together? Well,
first of all, ngee has a trajector, that’s the one who leaves. -vichu has a trajector,
that’s the one who wants. But part of the meaning of -vichu is that that person
is also the one who does what is wanted. Then there is the causative: the trajec-
tor is the agent who causes things, the landmark of the causative relationship
is the person who carries out the caused event. Well, they're combined just
the way I've shown here, with correspondences as I've shown and the succes-
sive suffixes as the profile determinants. Basically speaking, the thing that is
wanted is identified with leaving, so there’s this correspondence that implies
that this person, the one who carries out this action is also the one who carries
out the leaving. So when you combine those, you have an active wanting, with
respect to the event of leaving, where the one who leaves is the one who wants.
Now all of this is taken as what is caused. So all of this corresponds to what
is caused, by this correspondence line, so its trajector corresponds to the one
that the force is exerted upon. And when you combine all of that, you get that.
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Ngeevichuni is an active causing on the part of the subject, and what is caused
is this complex event where the landmark who receives the force wants to do
something and that something is leaving, and the one who leaves is the one
who wants. So I've just put these together by showing what corresponds at
each level. This is now a verb, this is a single verb, which profiles this process
of causing this event. And notice that the subject of the verb is the agent, the
object of this complex verb, the landmark, is the one the force is exerted on,
who also happens to be the one who wants and the one who leaves. So you
simply have to put these together with a subject and an object in the usual way.
You spell out the trajector with the subject pronoun noo, you spell out the land-
mark with the object pronoun poy, this is the verb, and this is just a simple
sentence. And everything is accounted for: I made him want to leave. I am the
one who does it. He’s subject to the force, and he is the one who wants, he is
the one who leaves. All of that follows from the correspondences and how all
of this is put together. So there is no conflict between the form of the sentence
and the meaning of the sentence. It all fits into the symbolic assembly. And the
overall subject and object are I and Aim. But all of these semantic relationships
are accounted for. And I hope you see why. This gives you a fairly complex
construction, but it follows from the same principles I've been following all the
way through about how constructions work. And you'll see more of them this
afternoon with more subtleties. So I hope the basics are reasonably clear, but if
not, you have a few minutes to ask questions.

Symbolic Grammar and Constructions
1 Architecture

(1) Cognitive Grammar (CG) claims that grammatical structure is symbolic
in nature, and that constructions are the primary objects of description.

(2) (a) Weakautonomy: Grammar cannot be fully predicted from meaning
and other independent factors (e.g. communicative constraints).
(b) Strong autonomy: Grammar is distinct from both lexicon and
semantics, constituting a separate level of representation whose
description requires a special set of irreducible grammatical
primitives.
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(3)

LECTURE 3

While accepting weak autonomy, CG provides a radical alternative to

strong autonomy:

(a) Lexicon, morphology, and syntax form a continuum, divided only
arbitrarily into discrete “components”.

(b) Lexicon and grammar are fully describable as assemblies of sym-
bolic structures.

(c) A symbolic structure is the pairing between a semantic structure
and a phonological structure (its semantic and phonological poles).

(d) Consequences: (i) Grammar is not distinct from semantics but

incorporates it as one pole. (ii) The elements of grammatical descrip-
tion are not special, irreducible primitives, but reduce to form-
meaning pairings. (iii) Every valid grammatical construct is
meaningful.

Kinds of devices employed in grammatical description:

(a)

(b)

Rules: “Constructive” rules (e.g. transformations), which collec-
tively serve to construct (or enumerate) expressions. [ They need not
resemble expressions. |

Filters: Negative statements indicating that a particular configura-
tion of elements is not permitted. [They cannot resemble
expressions. |

Schemas: Templates for sets of expressions, representing their
abstracted commonality observable at a certain level of specificity.
[They must resemble expressions. |

CG represents grammatical patterns by means of schemas.

A construction is either an expression (of any size) or else a schema
abstracted from expressions to capture their commonality (at any
level of specificity).

Both expressions and schemas can be entrenched psychologically
and conventionalized in a speech community, thus constituting
established linguistic units.

Unit expressions are lexical items. More schematic units corre-
spond to grammar.

Whether specific (“lexical”) or schematic (“grammatical”), every
construction comprises an assembly of symbolic structures.

By the content requirement, the elements permitted in a linguistic

description are limited to: (i) semantic, phonological, and symbolic struc-

tures that actually occur as (parts of) expressions; (ii) schematizations
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of permitted structures; and (iii) categorizing relationships between per-
mitted structures.

(7)
(a) Semantic (b) Phonological (c) Symbolic
Structure Structure Structure

[+]

(d) Symbolic Assemblies ( = Expressions)

(8) Schematization

I
I
v

Sch

(9) Categorizing Relationships
(a) Elaboration (b) Extension

X > Y Xp-=--- >Y
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LECTURE 3
(a) Categorization Network (b) Structural Description
Sch |Sch| |Sch| |Sch|

(1) An expression is categorized simultaneously by many schemas, each cor-
responding to a particular facet of its structure. Collectively, the set of
schemas which categorize it constitutes its structural description (i.e.
its interpretation with respect to the linguistic system). The expression
is well-formed (“grammatical”) to the extent that these categorizations
involve elaboration (rather than extension).

(13)

Grammatical patterns are captured by constructional schemas (sche-
matic symbolic assemblies), which describe in schematic terms how
simpler expressions combine to form more complex expressions. Con-

structional schemas function as templates guiding the formation of new
expressions and serve to categorize relevant facets of them.

(a)

(b)

By means of constructional schemas, grammar allows the forma-
tion of symbolically complex expressions capable of evoking novel
conceptions of any degree of complexity.

A constructional schema specifies how component elements are
semantically integrated, and how they are phonologically inte-
grated to symbolize their semantic integration.

The semantic pole of a constructional schema is a pattern of
semantic composition.

Linguistic semantics exhibits only partial (rather than full) compo-
sitionality.

Linguistic meanings are crucially dependent on an elaborate con-
ceptual substrate going far beyond what is explicitly encoded, and
from which they cannot be dissociated.
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(c) This substrate incorporates complex mental constructions, largely
based on such imaginative phenomena as metaphor, metonymy,
blending, fictivity, and mental space configurations.

2 Basic Semantic Notions

(15) (a) Meaning is identified with conceptualization, which derives from
embodied human experience and incorporates imaginative phenom-
ena.

(b) Linguistic meaning reflects our ability to construe the same situa-
tion in alternate ways.

(c) Dimensions of construal include level of specificity (conversely,
schematicity), perspective, and prominence.

(16) thing — object - vehicle —» truck - pick-up truck - battered old pick-up
truck

(17) (a) Come on up into the attic! (b) Go on up into the attic!

(18) (a) An expression’s meaning is a function of both the conceptual con-
tent evoked—its conceptual base—and how that content is con-
strued.

(b) As one kind of prominence, an expression focuses attention on a
particular substructure within its base, called the profile.

(c) An expression’s profile is the entity it designates (its conceptual
referent).

(a) arc b) roof c) husband d) wife

@@=@@=@
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(20)

(c) approach (d) throw

(21) (a) When a relationship is profiled, degrees of prominence are con-
ferred on its participants.
(b) A primary focal participant, called the trajector (tr), is the partici-
pant an expression is concerned with locating or characterizing.
(c) A secondary focal participant, called a landmark (Im), is often
invoked for this purpose.

(a) like (b) please
Im tr tr Im
stimulation

= > = +
LB N N N >
affective
LB B N} 4_ _———
apprehension apprehension

stimulus experiencer stimulus experiencer
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(23)

An expression’s grammatical category is determined by the nature of its
profile (not its overall conceptual content): A noun profiles a thing. A
verb profiles a process (a relationship followed in its evolution through
time). Adjectives, adverbs, and prepositions profile various sorts of rela-
tionships that are non-processual (or atemporal).

A subject is a nominal expression that specifies the trajector of a profiled
relationship. An object specifies its landmark.

Prototypical Constructions

A construction is an assembly of symbolic structures linked by correspon-
dences and categorizing relationships.

Typically, two component symbolic structures are integrated—at both
poles—to form a composite symbolic structure. Integration is effected
by correspondences equating elements of the two component struc-
tures. The composite structure is formed by superimposing correspond-
ing elements and merging their specifications.

smart woman
- A ~ W
g S
> ~

g T ’/’
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(28) It is typical for one component structure to contain a salient schematic
element which the other component structure elaborates. This element,
called an elaboration site (or e-site), corresponds to the profile of the
elaborating structure.

(29)
smart woman

smart woman

(30) (a) The composite structure stands in the foreground as the structure
primarily employed for higher level purposes; the component struc-
tures serve as stepping stones for arriving at it. This is the asymmetry
between a categorizing structure and the target of categorization.

(b) Inaccordance with partial compositionality, the component struc-
tures serve to evoke and motivate facets of the composite concep-
tion, not as building blocks for constructing it.

(31) Ina construction, it is usual for the profile of one component structure to
correspond to the composite structure profile. The component structure
whose profile is thus inherited at the composite structure level is called
the profile determinant.
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(32)

(33)

(34)

A constructional schema’s semantic pole constitutes a constructional
meaning (its contribution to the overall meaning of composite expres-
sions). Organizational properties like correspondences and profile deter-
minance are a function of the entire construction.

Complex assemblies usually exhibit multiple levels of organization,
where a composite structure at one level functions in turn as compo-
nent structure at a “higher” level. Unlike the syntactic “tree structures” of
generative grammar (conceived as purely formal objects), the resulting
hierarchies consist solely of symbolic structures, each with both a form
and a meaning. Grammatical constituency is simply the order in which
simpler symbolic structures are progressively integrated to form more
complex ones.
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(35) smart woman with (a) PhD

smart
woman

with
(a) PhD

smart woman with (a) PhD

(36) (a) Head: the profile determinant at a given level of organization.
(b) Complement: a component structure which elaborates a salient
substructure of the head.
(c) Modifier: a component structure with a salient substructure elabo-
rated by the head.

4 Non-Prototypical Constructions

(37) Properties of canonical constructions:

(a) There are two component structures.

(b) One component profiles a thing, the other a relationship.

(c) The nominal profile corresponds to a focal participant of the
relationship.

(d) That participant is schematic, being elaborated by the nominal
component.

(e) The composite structure inherits its profile from one of the two
component structures.
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(38)

smart woman with (a) PhD

tr

smart woman with (a) PhD

(39) (a) smartwoman /with a PhD
(b) smart/woman /with a PhD

(40) (a) They're looking for a smart woman with a PhD, not one with just a
masters.
(b) A smart woman with a PhD is easier to find than a brilliant one with
_just a masters.

(41) big/ugly /vicious /dog

big ugly vicious dog
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(42) A construction may lack a (unique) profile determinant for various rea-

sons, e.g. because the component structure profiles correspond to one
another, or because the composite structure profile is distinct from that
of any component.

(43) pussy cat; the famous French novelist Marcel Proust

(44)

pickpocket

pick pocket
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6
(46) move fast
tr n
O——13-
tr tr n
move fast
(47)

woman smart

woman smart
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go away angry

go away angry

(49) (a)Fixed expressions vary in their degree of analyzability, i.e. the extent
to which speakers are cognizant of the semantic contributions of
component elements.

(b) flinger > complainer > computer > propeller > drawer

(50)
(a) Fully Analyzable Expression (b) Partially Analyzable Expression

FLINGER COMPUTER

eyt e |

[Fne]| | [ER] || COMPUTE |} | [ER ||
|| I ==L I_I_I [

Cer | Lcompute; | }jer;|
e ————— - | I
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(51)

(a) (b) (c)

[ UNDERSTAND |
N\

AN
T I____ 1IN F——""7 arN -7 i
|=_]3K_'I| I | PAsST | | i |under |—|—|—|I : stand] |
[ Bty | || | ||
N R [P N ||___|___.|| M |
e T T T
e | IS N S . e — U _|
5 Grammatical Dependencies

(52) (a) The cG account of grammatical dependencies is non-configura-
tional. They reside in correspondences between conceptual ele-
ments.

(b) A subject is a nominal expression whose profile corresponds to the
trajector of a profiled relationship.

(c) Anobjectisanominal expression whose profile corresponds to the
landmark of a profiled relationship.

(a) Jennifer like(s) (that) boy

tr Im
OO

< Sootr ‘ ~Im
Jennifer @ +— —O. - like(s) (that) boy
‘ o---»c}—» ___________

like(s) (that) boy
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(b) Jennifer like(s) (that) boy

tr Im
®---»
;"’ H : \‘\
E :

Im

Jennifer like(s) (that) boy

(c) Jennifer like(s) (that) boy

tr Im
00

tr ’,""’ Im ~ g S
Jennifer like(s) @. -p O— —» (that) boy

Jennifer like(s)

(54) (a

(a) That boy Jennifer likes (this one she doesn't).

(b) Jennifer likes, and Sharon really admires, the boy who lives next door.
(c) The boy that Jennifer likes finally called.

(

d) The boy finally called that Jennifer likes.
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(55)
(a) (the) boy (that) Jennifer like(s) (finally) call(ed)

O O—

4 T
(the) boy (that) - <+ (finally)
ot O =@ O—> | Vi

(b) (the) boy (finally) call(ed) (that) Jennifer like(s)

@———} tr

that) Jennifer /___ \ (the) boy
( ll)ke(s) @ >O (finally) call(ed)
tr Im AN
10—
SO D .. A
(the) boy (finally) call(ed)

(56) She threw arock into the pond.
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(57)
throw (a) rock into (the) pond
tr Im Q
throw into
(a) rock (the) pond
tr Im

throw (a) rock

(58) Noo poy ngeevichu-ni-q. ‘I made him wanttoleave! [Luisefio]
I him leave-want-make-TNS

(59)

ngeevichuni

ngeevichu

-vichu ngee
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LECTURE 4

Constructional Integration and Grammaticization

(Are there any more offerings here? I see. OK. Are you ready? The question is
whether I am ready.) I hope you all understood the presentation this morn-
ing and have some idea how to read these diagrams with all the dotted lines
and arrows and things, because you will see a lot more of them. The title is
Constructional Integration and Grammaticization. As you know grammaticiza-
tion is the evolution of lexical items into grammatical markers, and I'll be giv-
ing a couple of examples of ways in which that can happen. But an important
part of it is constructional integration, and what do I mean by that? Well, com-
ponent structures are integrated to form a composite structure. So that’s what
we talked about this morning. But they can be related more or less closely, that
is, the composite structure can be related by one correspondence or there can
be a much tighter integration. They can overlap a lot more in their content.
And the greater the integration, the tighter, the greater the overlap. Or let me
reverse that. The more things become grammatical as opposed to lexical, the
more, the tighter the overlap tends to be. So we'll be looking at that.

First, a little bit of review. I'll skip through most of this quite fast since we’ve
been through it, but there’ll be a couple of more examples maybe. The basics.
Lexicon and grammar form a continuum consisting solely of assemblies of sym-
bolic structures, and those are pairings between semantic and phonological
structures. We talked yesterday about semantic structures involving both con-
ceptual content and how that’s construed in terms of prominence, perspective,
specificity, scope and so on. One kind of prominence being profiling. And this
is one of our examples, husband versus wife, the same conceptual content—
male, female, marriage relationship—but different profiles responsible for the
different meanings. Here is another class of examples. The verb choose. To start
with, this is a verb, there're two participants. This is the person who does the
choosing. This is the thing that’s chosen, trajector and landmark. Choosing in-
volves some mental operation, There is some range of alternatives. And you have
to choose one alternative, so you have to direct your attention somehow and
make a decision which picks out one element from this range of alternatives,
and that one is the landmark. Now from that verb, we can form derived forms
like nouns. A person who chooses could be called the chooser. That profiles the
actor. Or the thing chosen can be called the choice. That profiles the landmark.
Or we have another sense of choice. (Let’s ... Is that, is that fuzzy on the screen?
I don't know if I can make it better. Autofocusing, I don’t know if that helps very
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much.) A choice can also be one act of choosing. In other words we can take
the process choose and interpret it, view it as an abstract kind of thing. So one
event of choosing constitutes an abstract thing that we can call a choice. And
to show that this is being viewed as a thing, I enclose it in a circle and it’s that
thing which is profiled in the noun choice, as in His choice only took a few sec-
onds. That’s an example of that usage.

I'm moving to the second page on the handout now. An expression’s pro-
file determines its grammatical class. So up here, we have all these examples
involving the same content, but therere different profiles. We have a verb, we
have three nouns. And the nouns profile things, the verb profiles a process.
So I'm reviewing some things for you very quickly and we’ll be using some of
these notations and things, so it’s important to review them, I believe. And
finally there is trajector and landmark organization, primary and secondary
focal participants, I want to go through them again below. Let’s go through
another example. These diagrams correspond to the examples in (9). And
the part of (9) that's represented is the part that’s in dark type, boldface. So
(10a) represents the verb melt. In (10b) is the passive form be melted. In (10c)
is another sense of melt, I'll talk about this in more detail. And another one
in (d) as in It may melt in the heat. Then there is the past participle melted
as in It is finally melted. And then there is the adjective liquid. So let’s just
think about these briefly. (Thanks.) It's again to get you used to reading some
of these diagrams, what they mean. They show the effect of putting different
profiles on the same content. It also shows the effect of scope, that is, how
much is included in the conception, what's profiled within it, and the choice
of trajector and landmark. We have basically the same content that we start
with, the verb melt, and then we're going to change things, we're going to
change the profile, we're going to change the choice of trajector, we're going
to change how much is included in the scope. And we get very different
meanings then.

So first of all, the verb melt, the transitive verb as in The fire will melt it. So
here is the trajector. The trajector causes something to happen to the land-
mark. So this is force. In this case the force comes from heat. This arrow here
indicates a change in the state of the landmark. Something changes in the
landmark. And it changes until it is in the state of being liquid. That’s what
melt means. So the arrow indicates change and the capital L indicates the state
of being liquid as opposed to solid. (That’s the adjective.) The trajector is the
subject, and this is the object, the landmark. The passive in English is a matter
of moving the trajector to the other participant. So be melted would have the
same profile as melt, but the trajector is the thing which undergoes the change.
But everything else is the same.
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Then we have these other constructions, as in (c) It should melt easily. There
the verb melt is intransitive. There is only one participant. However, more than
one participant is involved. There is only one that is profiled, but more than one
is involved. The adverb easily tells you that someone is trying to melt it. So
what is profiled is only what happens to the patient. There is one focused par-
ticipant. It changes to the state of being liquid. But a possible interpretation
which the adverb easily forces on you is that there is still an agent who causes
this. But the causation is not part of what is profiled in the intransitive melt.
We restrict the profile to this change. So it’s an intransitive verb. There is only
one participant and this is its subject. But we can also take the intransitive
verb melt as something that happens without an agent. It happens more or less
spontaneously, as in It may melt. Here it says in the heat, there the causation
is coming from heat, but we are not portraying this as the result of agentivity
at least. It’s just something that happens under certain circumstances. So you
can eliminate the agent and causation from the picture and just focus on the
change of state: It melted. So in terms of profiling, that’s the same as (c), it’s just
a matter of whether or not you invoke the notion of agency and carry that over
to the intransitive.

Those are all verbs. They profile changes. Then we get to (e) It is finally melt-
ed. The past participle melted, that no longer profiles a change. It simply de-
scribes a state, a property. However, if you can see it in the diagram, this arrow
is no longer in bold, previously the change, the arrow was part of the profile.
Here the only profile is the state. So melted simply describes the trajector hav-
ing the property of being liquid, and because this is based on the verb melt, it
tells you that the state results from a previous change, but that change is not
profiled by the participle. In other words, when you put the ending -ed on melt
to make it melted as a participle, you're changing the profile. The content is
the same, There is still the notion of change, and that change is responsible
for the state of it being liquid. And melted is only appropriate when the tra-
jector has that property because it has undergone the change of melting. But
the change is not part of the profiled relationship. It’s exhibiting this property
which constitutes the profiled relationship. So melted is a kind of adjective.
It doesn't profile a change through time. It just profiles something having a
property. But there is a process in its base. We can contrast melted with another
adjective, liquid, as in It is liquid. That also just profiles the same relationship
of the trajector being in the state of having this property, of being liquid rather
than solid. The difference between liquid as an adjective and melted as an ad-
jective is that liquid does not invoke the change from solid to liquid. It simply
describes this state. The absence of an arrow indicates the change of state is
not part of the adjective liquid. (Can you hear? OK?) So you see the difference
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between melted and liquid. Something can only be melted if it has previously
undergone the process of melting. But something can be liquid if it has never
been solid, if it has never melted. Something can be liquid, for example, if it
has solidified from a gas. So this is just to further illustrate the effects of profil-
ing, trajector choice and so on. You get very different elements belonging to
different grammatical classes even with very similar content, depending on
how you vary these factors.

The next few things on the handout are just reviewing constructions, and I'll
go through that extremely fast because we did it this morning. Then we start
the new stuff. Here is another example of a prepositional phrase. We looked at
something like this this morning. Near the door, near is a preposition. It profiles
a relationship in space between two things such that the trajector is in the
neighborhood of the landmark. So it’s a stable situation. The landmark is here.
This is the neighborhood of the landmark and the trajector is somewhere in
that neighborhood. The door profiles a thing, and obviously the meaning of the
door is not this picture. This picture simply abbreviates the complex semantic
specifications which constitute the meaning of the door. I'm leaving out the
article again. The landmark of near is the elaboration site. This is elaborated
by door. The profile of door corresponds to the landmark. This is then an ob-
ject relationship—a nominal expression elaborates the landmark of a profiled
relation. The preposition is the profile determinant or head. It’s the element
whose profile is carried up to the composite structure level. So near the door
also profiles a relationship, the same relationship except that the landmark is
specified instead of being schematic. So that’s all stuff you now know about.
Constructional schemas are the patterns for doing this. So this is the schema
for the prepositional phrase construction in English. This is a preposition, a
generalized representation of preposition. It's a relationship, not followed
through time, between two things. This is a nominal or noun phrase. Its profile
corresponds to the landmark and elaborates it. The preposition is the head.
Phonologically they occur adjacent to one another and the preposition comes
first. That's how you integrate them phonologically. And that gives you a prepo-
sitional phrase like near the door. So there was a specific expression and then
the constructional schema.

And then I talked about constituency. If you have a composite structure at
one level, and it functions as a component structure at a higher level, you start
getting something that looks like traditional constituent structure. So here we
have Alice admires Bill. This is the verb admires, Bill elaborates the landmark to
give us the phrase admires Bill, that's a composite structure. Alice then elabo-
rates the trajector of that composite structure to give us Alice admires Bill. The
process admires is profiled at every level. Bill is the object, because it elaborates
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the landmark. Alice is the subject, because it elaborates the trajector. And these
are two levels of composition. This is one level. Then this is the second level.
And we have something that looks like constituent structure, tree structure. But
of course, these are different from the tree structures of generative grammar
in crucial ways. In generative grammar, the tree structures are purely syntactic.
They don't have intrinsic meaning. They don’t have any intrinsic phonological
form. Meaning and phonology come from the lexical items you put into tree
structures. They're purely syntactic. But in cognitive grammar, these trees are
symbolic in nature; these are assemblies of symbolic structures. Every node in
these trees is a symbolic structure with both a form and a meaning,. It’s simply
a matter of hierarchy, of combining things step by step. All human endeavors
involve hierarchical organization, even doing things physically, like putting on
your clothes. You learn to do that in a certain way, you do each piece indi-
vidually and then you learn to do it fast. Or typing, you type a few letters and
you learn to do that automatically and you build up more and more elaborate
habits. Constituent structure is the same. It's simply the principle of hierarchy
applied to symbolic structures. So there is nothing purely syntactic or purely
linguistic about that.

OK. That was some review and some additional examples and discussion.
Now we come to the main topic here, degrees of conceptual overlap, tight-
ness of integration. And that will lead us into a particular case that I will con-
clude with, the case of benefactive constructions derived historically from
a verb meaning give. And that should be familiar to you since it happens in
Mandarin. The correspondences you see in these diagrams indicate concep-
tual overlap. That is, admires makes reference to two participants and one of
those participants is the same as what is profiled by the nominal. Conceptually
this entity and this entity are the same. And they collapse to the same entity
when you start forming the composite structure. That is, you're referring to the
same entity twice. You're referring to it as part of the meaning of the verb and
you're referring to it, in a narrower sense, by the nominal expression Bill. So
there're two places where this element is invoked semantically, as part of the
verb and as the profile of the noun phrase. That’s conceptual overlap. These
two share some conceptual elements. And the question is how much overlap
is there between two component structures. In a case like this, it’s limited, for
the nominal Bill only overlaps with one portion of the other component struc-
ture. There is a lot of other stuff in that component structure. But in some
cases, there is essentially complete overlap. One example like that, showing
you tighter conceptual integration or closer integration, more extensive over-
lap, is in nominal expressions like the -er expressions. I've given you some
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examples of those already. So this is what you have in cases like (21). Nouns
like hiker, complainer, cheater, flinger, blender, printer, teacher, driver, nouns de-
rived from verbs with the ending -er. So let’s consider how you describe these
expressions.

First of all, there is a verb stem. This is a slightly more elaborate notation
than I've used for verbs before. This is time, a verb profiles a relationship that
evolves through time and it saliently follows it through time. That's what this
bar means, that you're tracking the relationship as it progresses through time.
This is the profiled relationship, and that relationship should be thought of as
changing through time or continuing through time. It reflects what a verb in-
volves. I only show it in one position, but it continues or changes through time.
And in the case of a particular expression like Aiker or complainer or cheater,
this is a particular process like complain or cheat or hike. Now here is how we
analyze the ending -er. It invokes as its conceptual base a schematic process.
This represents a specific process, so I've shown it with a solid line here, to
mean that this is a particular process like complain, for instance. Here I've used
a dashed line to indicate that the process is schematic. This is the notion, the
idea of a process but not a particular process, the schematized representation
of a process, a relationship that extends through time. So -er has very little
or no specific conceptual content. Its content is schematic, the notion of a
process or processes of a certain general type. Its semantic importance comes
from its profile. -er profiles the major participant in that process. Actually, -er
is used a lot ways in English. There is polysemy. There’s a lot of different senses
and types of nouns. I'm looking at the prototype here. The prototype is that -er
profiles the trajector of a process. It would typically be some kind of agent or
instrument.

Now the way these get together is that the schematic process that -er in-
vokes as its base is identified with the specific process that is profiled by the
verb. This is a correspondence line. This is a schematic process. The base is
a schematic process that is elaborated by the specific process profiled by the
verb. But conceptually, there is complete overlap. There is no content to -er
other than this notion of a process, and this is that process. The processes are
the same, viewed in specific terms and viewed in schematic terms. So when
you collapse them, they collapse into a single process. They're the same pro-
cess. So up here, what you see is just a single process, the one that comes from
the verb. However, what -er does is put the profile on the actor. So that the V-er
form has the content of the verb, but the profiling that comes from the end-
ing, which is on the active participant. So that’s how you get hiker, someone
who hikes, or complainer, someone who complains. The diagonal lines here
mark the elaboration site. The heavy line box indicates that this is the profile



CONSTRUCTIONAL INTEGRATION AND GRAMMATICIZATION 141

determinant, so it imposes its profile on the content of the verb, and you get
a noun because the profile is a thing and the noun is defined in relation to
the verb. So there is complete conceptual overlap between the two compo-
nents, not just partial, but complete conceptual overlap. The noun, however,
still makes a contribution because it imposes its profile and therefore its gram-
matical category on the composite structure. So it contributes something. It
contributes the profiling.

But there can be even more overlap. In some cases, there isn’t even the con-
tribution of special profiling. A case like that is the auxiliary verb do in English.
In expressions like (22a), we use it in questions: Did he finish? We use it for
emphasis: He DOES like her. We use it with negatives: I do not see it. And some-
times it occurs by itself in elliptical expressions like They do. This verb do is
highly schematic. It can be perfective or imperfective. They do can mean, for
example they like it. It could be imperfective. Or it could be perfective: They
did means they did something. It could refer to some bounded perfective event.
So it can be any process. Now, I'm not showing all of the expressions in (22),
because they’re complex, they involve negation and questions and things like
that. But they do involve a structure in which you have both the verb do and
the so-called main verb. They get together as part of larger configurations.
So this is simplified because I'm only showing do and the verb, and not the
other elements like the negative. The important point is that they totally over-
lap conceptually. Do is a schematic process, it profiles a schematic process. The
verb profiles a particular process. And these are the same process. Whether
you say He likes her or He DOES like her, it’s the liking that is profiled in either
case. So the verb elaborates the process that do specifies schematically. But
they are both verbs, there is no change in profiling, the way there was with the
-er example. So the composite expression, in terms of its content and profiling,
is the same as the verb. Do doesn’t add anything to the meaning of the verb. It
sort of reinforces its meaning. That's why it’s used for emphasis and it’s actu-
ally tied up with modality. Whether the process actually occurred is an issue in
these constructions. Those are not what I'm talking about here. All I am con-
cerned with is the degree of conceptual overlap between these two and they
are the same. So when you repeat the process as you do in this construction,
that tends to give you emphasis. So that’s one use of these constructions, for
emphasis. He DOES like her. But there is no additional content and no different
profiling. So you can have complete overlap between component structures in
terms of content and even profiling. But there might still be reasons to use the
complex form.

Now the next example will show you different kinds of conceptual over-
lap and some peculiar kinds of constructions which are rather different from
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some we've seen before. These are all preparatory to talk about benefactive
constructions and how they grammaticize. So I'm gradually going to introduce
some funny looking things that once you get used to them, they will be easy
to understand, the examples at the end. But these are interesting in their own
right, too.

In (24), I have some examples from French. You'll find the same phenom-
enon in any of the Romance languages. For an English speaker, they are a little
bit strange. Literally, if I take (24a), the sentence reads She raises the hand. In
English, I would have to say She raises her hand. It's understood as meaning
that she raises her own hand. Doing this, OK. But the object hand is only there
with a definite article, there is no possessive. So literally ske raises the hand.
In English, I have to say she raises her hand. And the question is, how do we
know whose hand it is if you don't say? I actually was thinking of checking how
you would say this in Chinese. Do you have to put in something like that, with
the possessive, or do you just say hand or what? I can’t hear, so many people
at once. Nothing. Just hand, right? Most languages are like that. English is the
peculiar one. English is peculiar.

Well, let’s see what'’s involved in that construction. This is interesting for
me because right at the beginning of my career, I had an occasion to work on
this construction in French. I was working in the model of transformational
grammar at that time. And the way you would handle this construction in
the transformational framework was obvious, given the assumptions of that
framework. Here is what do you, let me talk about that first. This is the way the
problem looked. And this was the right solution in that framework, the one
the framework imposes as the right solution. The meaning of the sentence is
She raises her hand, where her is the same as she. And it's important that you
understand whose hand it is. But on the surface, you only have hand, she raises
the hand. So how do you handle this? Well, you set up a deep structure, an un-
derlying structure where all the information is there, she raises her hand, with
some kind of possessive on the object. And then, because the possessor is the
same as the subject, you can have a transformation which deletes the repeated
pronoun, the co-referential pronoun, and you come out with the surface form
she raises the hand. So I proposed something like that in print for French. It’s
certainly one of the cases where I've been mistaken in my life about the proper
analysis of something and I published it, but it was not my fault, it was the fault
of generative grammar. That's the way you would do it. But it’s sort of crazy,
most languages are like Chinese, they don’t have a possessive there overtly.
And why should they, you never really misunderstand things. It's English that
is peculiar and sort of redundant, but how do you describe this construction in
languages like French or Chinese?
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So here is how you do this. First of all, this represents the verb raise, lever in
French. There is the trajector, this is the force being exerted, this is the land-
mark, and because of the force that’s exerted, the landmark goes up. And this
represents a body part term like hand, so this is the profiled body part. This
larger circle represents the person as a whole. But what’s profiled is a part of
the body. The construction also has a definite article in French. And in the
normal object construction, the landmark corresponds to the profile of the
object, so that’s correspondence (a). Correspondence (a) just represents the
normal object construction. And you could say that in French: Elle léve la main
could just be She raises the hand. It could be any hand. It could be the hand
of a statue or it could be someone else’s hand, just any hand. It doesn’t have
to be hers. It could be the normal object construction with no identity of the
possessor and the subject. However, overwhelmingly in French, this would be
interpreted as she raises her own hand, that’s this. Because in French, there is a
special subconstruction, that is, in addition to the general schema for forming
a clause with an object, there is a special case, a subschema, a constructional
subschema which is more specific. It specifies that the object is a body part
term and has the definite article with it. And crucially, it has an additional cor-
respondence. It’s a special case of the object construction where the trajec-
tor corresponds to the body of which the profiled body part is a part. All you
have to do to describe this construction is adopt a special subpattern, a special
case of the object construction where there is a second correspondence. That’s
much better, I think, than setting up underlying structures and transforma-
tions and derivations. Because all constructions involve correspondence and
conceptual overlap, it’s just a matter of how much they overlap. And this is a
very simple and natural way to get the result.

So depending on whether you have only correspondence (a) or whether you
also have correspondence (b), you wind up with either of these two composite
structures. If you raise the hand of some object like a statue, the composite
structure would look like this. This is the result of correspondence (a) alone.
But if you raise your own hand, someone raises his own hand, then it looks
like this. The trajector is the body of which the body part is a part. The energy
is transmitted internally and the body part goes up. A different composite no-
tion depending on how many correspondences you have that tells how closely
integrated it is. This is obviously a more tightly integrated conceptual structure
than that is. There is only one body involved, and the energy transmission is
internal. Actually, these cases are a little bit more complicated, but you don’t
care about the further details, so I'm going to go on to (28).

This is another example from the American Indian language Luisefio, and
it illustrates agreement. Now agreement is a big topic. I happen not to work
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on that very much. There're many different kinds of agreement. This is not the
most common kind, but it will illustrate something about agreement. What is
agreement, like verb agreement or gender agreement, or in this case, a post-
position agreement? Very often, it’s just thought of as a mechanical syntactic
device. There is a subject, say, it’s singular or plural, and then you automatically
mark the verb to be singular or plural to agree with the subject in languages
which are crazy enough to do that kind of thing. So the agreement marking, for
example, the marking on the verb to agree with the subject, is often considered
to be meaningless, and to be just introduced syntactically and not to have any
independent conceptual value, an example of pure syntax and grammatical el-
ements that do not have meaning. Well, that’s not really permitted in cognitive
grammar. Any element should be meaningful, including agreement markings,
and I think they are. But part of the reason that they seem not to be meaning-
ful is that they overlap with one another, you mark the same notion more than
once. So there is a kind of redundancy, but the fact that you mark something
more than once doesn't mean that the element is meaningless. The second
time you mark it, it has the same meaning as the first time you mark it. So there
is a different way of looking at agreement whereby agreement elements are
themselves meaningful. This is now to illustrate that.

I have two examples in (28) of cases where a postposition—that’s like a
preposition except it's a suffix on the noun—where a postposition modifies
a noun or occurs with a noun. And there is also an adjective. The noun has
an adjective with it, and what you notice is that the postpositional ending
occurs on both the noun and on the adjective. So (28a) ki-nga yawaywi-nga
literally, house-in pretty-in, for in the pretty house. And in (b), palvun-ik konokni-
vk, valley-to green-to, for to the green valley. So the postposition occurs twice
when the object is a noun with an adjective. It occurs on the noun and also
on the adjective, and you could describe this as simply agreement. The post-
position gets copied from the noun onto the adjective or something like that.
So if you talk about agreement as that kind of phenomenon, that’s what you
would say.

Here is the way it would look in the cognitive grammar. In these phrases,
there are four elements. There is a noun, then there is a postpositional ending
which is analogous to a preposition in English, then there is an adjective, and
then there is another copy of the same preposition. So there are four elements.
Actually there is some question whether these are really adjectives or whether
they are nouns which are based on the property. But let’s assume they are ad-
jectives for the sake of discussion. The postpositions have to be the same. I
haven't shown that, I've shown that at a higher level, but not down here. How
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do we put it together? Well, you just put it together. There're four elements
down here, but they’re going to be tightly integrated at the composite structure
level. So here we have a noun; something like fouse simply has certain concep-
tual content which Ilabel X. Here is the postposition. It might mean something
like in or to or with or whatever, so a relationship between two things. Here is
an adjective. There is the schematic trajector and it exhibits some property
like being pretty or being green. And here is another instance of the same post-
position. Alright, we start assembling these, to use the building block meta-
phor, we put them together level by level. The postposition combines with the
noun, where the landmark of the postposition corresponds to the profile of
the noun. This is just the regular object construction. The postposition is the
head or profile determinant because this entire expression is relational like in
the pretty house. So the composite structure profiles a relationship, the land-
mark is now identified as having the property X. It’s a house, for example. How
do you put a postposition on an adjective? Since a postposition requires a thing
for its landmark, you can simply identify that landmark with the trajector of
the adjective. That's a possible correspondence. You put these in correspon-
dence. This is still the profile determinant, so the result of an adjective plus
postposition is a profiled relationship where the landmark is still schematic,
but has the property Y that’s contributed by the adjective. So far we have some-
thing like in house and in pretty thing. Then we combine these two. And how
do we do that? Well, we simply make everything correspond. These are two
relational expressions, and their relationships are the same relationship, the in
relationship. The trajectors are the same, the landmarks are the same, the rela-
tions are the same. It’s simply that one of them specifies the landmark and the
other specifies a property of the landmark. But they are the same relationship
with the same participants, and when you superimpose all the correspond-
ing elements, you come out with this on the top, something like in the pretty
house. House is the landmark and the house also has the property of being
pretty. So there is redundancy. You are specifying the same relationship twice,
but at the composite structure level it all merges into one instance in the
composite conception. So how many times you spell it out symbolically is dif-
ferent from how many times it figures in the composite conception. So I hope
all of this is clear so far, because now it starts getting difficult, but I hope not
too difficult.

This next example gets us into grammaticization. This is also an example
from Luisefio. And the typical element here is this little marker kunu. You see
it in (30a), it is a quotative marker. Chaam=kunu=sh ‘aachich-um, They say we
are crazy. So look at the data in (30) first, Chaam=kunu=sh ‘aachich-um, They
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say we are crazy. Literally in (30a), we, and then the pronoun we has a couple
of clitics after it. There is the quotative clitic kunu, which is what we are inter-
ested in, and that’s what translates as they say, people say. It's called quotative
because it marks the clause as indicating what people say as if you're quot-
ing someone else. And then there is the ending s/ which is like an agreement
marker telling you that the subject is we. Then there is the adjective crazy,
and its marking for plural. So the clause is actually we are crazy and you add
to it this little marker kunu, to indicate that this is reported, you are quoting
someone else. They say or people say that we are crazy. (Now I have about four
bottles of water here, three more down there, I can drink water for a week.
Thank you, though.) Probably quotative markers come historically from verbs
meaning say or at least that is one likely source of them. But at this stage of the
language, it is fully grammaticized. This is not relating any more to the verb
meaning say, it’s just a quotative marker.

Now this marker is used in several ways, as illustrated in (30). It can just
be used as a quotative marker. It adds the meaning they say to a clause. Then
there is the use in (30b). She is tired and you have this quotative marker kun
and the translation is she says she is tired. This makes it look like a complex
sentence. She says she is tired. Not people say, she says. However grammati-
cally it is still just one clause. I'll come back to that. And then finally in (c),
we have a complex sentence where the kun occurs in the subordinate clause.
Word for word now in (3oc), Wunal=up sungaal ya-qaa wunal=kun ngee-lowut.
You recognize the stem ngee for leave, that woman says that some other person
is going to leave. And the kun goes in the subordinate clause, and it looks like
a complementizer to mark the subordinate clause with a verb of saying in the
main clause.

The following is not a serious case of historical analysis. What I'm trying to
do is give you some idea of how a verb meaning say might evolve historically
into a quotative marker. So this is sort of hypothetical, but it’s, I think, realis-
tic. You can see how it might develop in English. So start with (31a). She said
that this bridge is unstable. It starts with a complex sentence, with the verb
say in the main clause and then the subordinate clause this bridge is unstable.
It’s also possible to do this with a kind of indefinite subject. They can be some
indefinite range of people; it doesn’t have to be a particular person or a group
of people, they say that this bridge is unstable. That is semantically something
like a quotative construction, but it’s still a complex sentence with the main
verb say. However, we have a variation of that in English. We have the pos-
sibility of what'’s called a parenthetical insertion as in (31c), this bridge, they
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say, is unstable. Or I can even do that by just destressing they say: they say this
bridge is unstable, where all the emphasis is on the bridge being unstable and
the they say part of it is backgrounded, is unstressed. It’s no longer the main
clause, necessarily. And there is no particular source of information, it's just
people in general who say this. So it could be that this phrase they say is on
the course towards becoming a quotative marker. And you can see a further
historical evolution where it just becomes a grammatical marker with this gen-
eralized kind of meaning, and the sentences would wind up being single clause
sentences. Presumably that is one common course of development for quota-
tive markers. Presumably the Luisefio marker underwent something like that.
And this involves closer conceptual integration, and that’s what'’s of interest
here. Let’s look at that a little bit more carefully.

We start with a case like (31a), where there is a complex sentence, with a
main verb like they say, people say, she said. The trajector produces some prop-
osition and then there is a clause like the bridge is unstable and that clause
expresses a proposition which corresponds to the landmark of the verb say.
So when say is combined with the clause, the composite structure still profiles
an act of saying, but [for say itself] the content of the clause is not specific be-
cause the content of what is said is not specific [the subordinate clause makes
it specific]. So this is a complex sentence construction: main verb, subordinate
clause which fills the role of landmark. That's the starting point.

Then we go to a case like (31c), or (31b) if I destress the say. This bridge, they
say, is unstable. You have the same elements, you have they say and the bridge is
unstable. You still have two clausal elements. But I think it’s pretty clear that in
(31c) the main clause is now the bridge is unstable. There is an inversion of the
main and the subordinate clauses. So that’s in the next diagram. You can see
that they are very similar if you compare the two on your sheet. We still have
the verb of saying, we still have a clause, that clause elaborates the landmark,
so in the composite structure we have an act of saying with respect to that
proposition. However, the difference is that now this clause is the grammatical
head, the profile determinant, so the entire expression profiles the content of
what is said. The bridge, they say, is unstable. But there is still an act of saying
on the part of unspecified people, they. Now if this construction continues to
evolve, so that the descendant of the phrase they say is only used as a quota-
tive marker and no longer resembles the main verb of saying, then we'll have a
grammatical marker that always occurs in this configuration. You never profile
the act of saying, it’s always used to qualify a proposition. Then presumably, say
changes its profile internally so that it looks like the next diagram. The say part
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itself is unprofiled. What's profiled is a schematic proposition that’s elaborated
by the specific proposition; you get the same kind of result, looking at just, so
far, correspondence (a). So that kind of evolution may be involved in this kind
of grammaticization.

Now that's interesting in its own right, but I'm most interested in this be-
cause there is the possibility of further conceptual overlap. So I want you to
turn the page back to page 6 and look at example (30b). It’s only one clause.
That one (or she) is tired and there is the quotative marker on it, kun. However,
the translation that is given, this is taken from some text, is that she says she
is tired where the two she’s are the same person, she says she is tired. That's
really just the quotative construction with an extra correspondence. That is
the quotative construction where you simply have a grammaticized quotative
involving correspondence (a). That's how I've analyzed kunu. There is the no-
tion of a proposition being reported from some unspecified people, but what is
profiled is that proposition in schematic form. That combines with the clause.
Their combination is indicated with correspondence (a). But nothing prevents
the possibility of identifying the source of the information with the trajector
of the clause. That would be a special case. The general case just involves cor-
respondence (a). The special case would involve this extra correspondence,
with the result that the actor here is also the source of the information. It's
similar to the French case raise the hand in a certain way. Tighter conceptual
overlap gives you a specialized interpretation. And the way we translate it into
English, it sounds like a complex sentence, but it’s not. It’s just a more tightly
integrated structure where the subject plays two roles: the subject is both the
person who is tired and the source of the information. I'm going through all
of this stuff for a reason, to show how closely things can be integrated, then
how additional correspondences can give you subtle differences in meaning,
which suggest very different grammatical structures when they're not really
that different.

Now look at (3oc). That woman says. The main verb is say. (That reminds me
of something that happens in San Diego. You'll never guess what it is. There
is a big park in the middle of the city called Balboa Park, and in this park is a
theatre. They give performances at night in the summer, plays, musicals. And
the park is very close to our airport, which is downtown. And of course all the
time there're planes landing, so you can imagine someone is giving a musical
performance when there is singing and the ochestra are playing and then a
big plane comes in right over the theatre. It’s so loud you can't possibly hear.
So what do they do? Well, this is amazing to watch. I've only really seen it once
but it happened several times. They've got it well worked out. When the plane
gets close enough, the conductor of the orchestra gives some kind of signal.
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I'm not even sure what it is. And everybody freezes, they stop playing, they
stop singing, everybody just freezes. They stop, they don’t move, they're like
statues until the plane has gone. And then they just start again. Very clever and
very impressive to watch how they get it just right.) In any case, that woman
says that some other person is going to leave, and the quotative marker is in
the subordinate clause. Now what that sentence should mean, given what I've
said so far, is the following. Because the kun is in the subordinate clause, on
the leaving, the sentence should mean that woman says that they say this other
person is going to leave. That woman says that people say this other person is
going to leave. That's what the form suggests. But that’s not the meaning. The
meaning is simply that woman says he’s going to leave not that she says people
say he is going to leave. She says he is going to leave. So how does the meaning
of the quotative marker disappear from the content of the subordinate clause?
Maybe you know by now. You should be able to guess at least.

So we have the main clause, the subordinate clause plus the quotative
marker, then we have to integrate these. Well, the clausal proposition corre-
sponds to the proposition that’s expressed by say. The key is how you integrate
these two. Why doesn't it mean that woman says that people say he is going to
leave? It doesn’t mean that because it is integrated with all these correspon-
dences. The landmark is identified only with this part, not with they say, but
just with the profiled part. The quotation and the act of providing it are identi-
fied with the main verb of saying. So the person who says that is identified as
the source of information. The act of saying is identified with providing in-
formation. They integrate in this particular way so that when you get to the
composite structure level, it collapses with it, and thus disappears. You just
have she says he’s going to leave. And there is nothing problematic or mysteri-
ous about it. It’s just a particular way constructions can work. So think how
much you're learning now. I couldn’t present this first thing this morning, you
wouldn’t have understood I think, but I think you understand it now. If you
do, you are in good shape, ‘cause we're getting near the end. There are only a
couple more subtleties, and then we're ready for our conclusion here and our
main example.

Another funny construction is called the cognate object construction and
involves things like (36). Take the intransitive verb die. It is intransitive. He dies,
he died. Normally that doesn’t allow an object. You can't say e died the tree or
you can't say he died a death even. But in some circumstances you can put an
object on it and say something like he died a brave death where the death is the
same as the dying. You do this in cases when you want to, say, use an adjective
like brave to qualify the nature of dying. But how do you describe that con-
struction if you have the intransitive verb die? How can it take an object? And
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what does the cognate object construction look like? So he died a brave death is
not like he observed a brave death. Grammatically they are the same in a certain
way. They both involve a subject and a verb and an object, and the object is re-
ally a kind of object, but I want to compare the two. So let’s start with the easy
one. Observe. So observe is a perceptual relationship, some sort of mental rela-
tionship between the trajector and the landmark. And here is a nominalized
verb a death, so I've shown death as being based on the notion of dying. So this
is the person becoming dead. And if you conceptually reify this and make this
event into an abstract thing, that's what’s profiled by a death. It's an instance
of dying. And in he observed a death or he observed a brave death, the landmark
of the verb corresponds to that abstract thing, so it's a straightforward matter:
he observed a death.

Now what you do in the case of die? Well, the verb die is intransitive. It just
indicates a change of state into the state of being dead. Here is a death or a
brave death again, ignoring the adjective, but it would usually be there. It’s the
reification of the process of dying giving you an abstract thing. And this is now
not the regular English object construction because there is no landmark for
this to elaborate. But you can establish correspondences and you can create a
composite structure where there is a landmark. So how do you do this? Well,
the person whose death it is is identified with the person who dies, this is the
same event. The dying and the death are the same event. The dying that’s pro-
filed by the verb is identified with the dying which is reified to form the noun
death. So the trajectors are the same and the processes of dying are the same.
You simply encode this event twice, once as a verb, once as a noun. But it’s
the same event due to these correspondences. And you keep the processual
nature of the verb and you add to it this noun so that the composite structure
profiles a process, the process of dying, but added to it is a landmark, a second-
ary focal element which consists of the conceptual reification of the very event
that’s profiled. It’s just a diagrammatic representation of what’s obvious from
the form of the sentence and the meaning of the sentence. The death is not
distinct from the dying, but linguistically we put it in focus as something that’s
expressed separately as an object, that’s the landmark. Trajector and land-
mark are simply primary focused element and secondary focused element, so
we've added the secondary focused element which consists of the whole event
conceived as an abstract thing. So this looks very different form the previous
construction in some ways, but in some ways it is also parallel to the other one.
You wind up with a trajector/landmark relationship and superficially it's a kind
of object.

The last preliminary case is the main verb do. Previously I talked about the
auxiliary verb do that occurs with questions and negation and so forth. And
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that’s very general in meaning. It can occur with any kind of verb. The main
verb do which that historically is related to, of course, is rather different. It's
more limited. The main verb do is different in two respects. Semantically it
tends to imply an agent, you do something. The person who does something is
an agent. Of course it is generalized; it's not always an agent in the strict sense.
It can be, say, an inanimate object which causes something. You say, what does
the dripping water do? Well, the dripping water eroded the dirt. But still there
is some notion of causation, and the subject is responsible for some event in
some way. Let’s just call that agency even though it's very general. But it’s still
more than the auxiliary verb does, the auxiliary verb doesn’t require any notion
of agency. Does he like her?

Secondly, the main verb do takes a noun or noun phrase for something that
looks like an object. As I illustrate in (38), you say ke did something, he did it,
he did that, he did a study, he did a dance. Grammatically it takes an object,
whereas the auxiliary verb is very different as you saw. It combines, in a com-
plex verbal expression, with another verb. So what is the meaning? How do
you describe the meaning of the main verb do? And how does it combine with
things? I'm really just concerned with this meaning here. In the prototypical
use, doing something involves some kind of agency. So I'll just talk about that
prototypical case, but how does the main verb do compare with something like
cause, which is a standard verb for agency? It behaves differently, as I've shown
in (39). I can say, for example (39a), Bill quit, and Joe caused it, where the it is
Bill's quitting. So the quitting and causing are different events. Joe causes the
quitting, but the causing is different from the quitting, although the quitting
plays a role; it’s the object of cause, but still the causing is distinct from the
quitting. But with do, things are not quite the same. I say Bill quit. He really did
it. Well in this case, the doing is not distinct from the quitting. And the subject
has to be the same. With Bill quit, Joe caused it, the subject is different. Bill quit,
Joe is the one who caused it. But I can’t say Bill quit, Joe really did it. This is the
same person, and the quitting is the doing or the doing is the quitting. It's not
that there is causation, then the quitting—the quitting is the doing. There is
a tighter conceptual integration, in other words. That shows up also in (40). I
can say Joe caused something, namely, he caused Bill’s quitting. But I cannot say
(40b), Bill did something, namely, he did his quitting. Instead I have to say Bill
did something, namely, he quit. You see the non-parallelism. Here it suggests
that doing and the quitting are the same or somewhat the same.

So to capture this difference, let’s compare them explicitly and start with
cause. In the case of cause, we have two events, one of which is a participant of
the other. So here is the agent, exerting some kind of force. There is causation,
and what's caused might be reified as a thing, as I've shown it here, it's reified
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as a thing. He caused Bill’s quitting, for example. That thing itself consists of
an event, which may be a causative event where the actor brings about some
result. This box stands for whatever it is that is caused. So it might be that Joe
causes and then Bill does something, so Bill is an agent, he brings about some
result. And all of that event is reified as the landmark of cause. So a particular
case might be Joe caused Bill’s quitting or Joe caused Bill's breaking of the lamp
or something of the sort. The main verb do can start with the same content.
There is an agent who does something. We have a reified event as the landmark
and that in turn involves some actor bringing about some result. The difference
however is that the causation is not distinct from the caused event. I just tried
to show you a case of that. Rather, the agent here is the same as the actor in
that event and the causation that do expresses and profiles is identified with
the causal part of that event. Bill did something, namely, he quit. This would be
the quitting. Bill quit, acts to bring some result. And Bill's doing is the same as
Bill's quitting. The doing is the causal part of the quitting, and the object of do
grammatically is the entire event that is carried out.

You can see why I went through the examples I did. It's a natural thing to un-
derstand once you have it explained. There is nothing peculiar about this, just
the configuration things can take, a tighter degree of conceptual integration
within the predicate. Diagram (b) is the same as diagram (c). In diagram (c),
it’s just the same except that I've collapsed the identical elements. These are
notational variants. So in (c), I've simply shown the two elements in the same
place. I've shown the two cases of causation in the same place. So they are
equivalent diagrams. This is more compact. The actor does something to bring
about a result. And the object of do is the entire event which consists of the
actor doing something or acting to bring about the result. So Bill did something
and that something includes his doing. Now if that is still reasonably clear, you
are in good shape for what remains, and we're getting near the end.

All the rest deals with the verb give, and its evolution into a benefactive
marker. In (44), you see some examples from what I hope is Chinese. Obviously
the glosses there and translation here are for my sake, not for your sake. If these
are good examples, you should know what they mean. I won't try to pronounce
them. I won't insult you like that. You can tell me if you think they’re wrong,
but I hope they’re right. Let me start with that data just to show you what'’s at
stake. First of all, you have the verb give, géi, and that can function as a main
verb: I give him one present. So there we have the verb, V stands for verb, géi
is used as the main verb in the clause. But also géi can be used to introduce
a recipient, someone who receives something, as in (b): I present one present
give him. In English, we translate that as to ~im. And with a different order, we
have what is called the benefactive construction which in English we translate
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as for me. R for recipient, B for benefactive. So that’s (c), he give me build one
house and I've translated that as e built a house for me, for my benefit. He did
this for my benefit. So give as the verb, as the main verb, give to introduce the
recipient and give to introduce the beneficiary, someone who benefits from an
act. No one is complaining too much. Maybe they’re good examples, or at least
recognizable.

There are other uses of géi also. These are only some. The question is going
to be, how does this happen, how do you start with a verb which means give
and have it develop into these other uses? And what’s going on semantically
and grammatically when it does develop these more grammaticized uses? So
let me start with the verb give. This would be true for English give, and I as-
sume it's pretty much true for the Mandarin give. Here is a representation of
it. Slightly different from what I gave yesterday, but it's equivalent for all pres-
ent purposes. We have these abbreviations: Agent, Recipient, Theme. That's
the thing that moves, that's the thing that changes position. D is the domin-
ion: that's the range of control. I'll talk about this tomorrow. So the agent does
something, causes something; this box represents what the agent causes.
This is the recipient, and in English give the recipient is the landmark. And
also géi in Chinese, the recipient is the landmark. Then what is caused is that
something moves. That’s the theme that moves into the range of control or
interaction of the recipient. So the recipient interacts with it and comes to
control the theme, which moves into its range of control because of what the
agent does.

Yesterday I showed the theme starting out under the control of the agent
and moving into its dominion. And that’s true of many uses of give and prob-
ably the prototypical ones. If I say (43a) give me that hammer, there is a transfer
of control. You have the hammer first, you give it to me, then I have it. But there
are many uses of give where it's not the case that the agent first has it. All the
agent does is cause the recipient to have it. So the other cases in (43) are like
that. Ali gave his opponent a black eye. I'm referring to a boxing match. The
black eye doesn't start on one boxer and get transferred to the other. It’s just
materialized on the other boxer. Or The students give me a lot of trouble. They
don't start out with the trouble. 'm merely the one to get trouble. Or I gave the
door a new coat of paint. You don't transfer a coat of paint from the subject to
the door. You just create it on the door. So this is a more general version of give.
It covers more cases and of course those cases can be more concrete or more
abstract.

In (45) and (46), I give some data from other languages to show you that
what’s happening in Chinese is not unique. It's a common thing in languag-
es for the verb meaning give to be extended, or to change and take on use as
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marking a recipient and or a beneficiary. A lot of this is from work by a former
student of mine, John Newman. I think I have a reference to him in the reading
list there. The examples in (45) are from Thai. In (45a), we have hai, the verb
gtve as the main verb. I give book to child. But that same marker hdi can also
be used as a grammatical marker, not as a main verb, for either a recipient or
a beneficiary interpretation. So (45b), I sent book give child literally, could be
translated as either I sent the book to the child, where the child is a recipient
who receives the book, or I sent the book for the child, where the child is the
beneficiary, benefits from the sending of the book. Same word order in this
case, as opposed to the Chinese case where there is a different word order.

(46), the language is Sranan. That'’s an English based Creole. I think it’s from
South America, Sranan. So it’s a Creole language based on English. And gi is
the give. And here give is used as a beneficiary marker, but historically it comes
from give. Kofi go to Paramaribo, that's a town, give me. And that’s translated
as Kofi went to Paramaribo for me, for my benefit. Or in (b), I work give him.
That’s I work for him. And of course the notion of beneficiary can be extended
in various ways, so instead of benefitting someone, it can also be to someone’s
detriment: Kofi hide one something give God, translated as Kofi hides something
from God, but God is still the affected person, if God is a person.

So that’s the phenomenon we're going to talk about. And the question is,
how do you get from a main verb give to a marker of recipient or a marker
of beneficiary, more grammaticized uses? What happens to the meaning of
gtve when this happens, and what happens to the grammatical constructions?
We'll start with the recipient. So this would correspond to cases like (44b),
I present one present give him, where give him is translated in English as to
him. This would be a representation of the essential elements in that kind of
construction. So first we have a verb like present, and then we have give as a
recipient marker. So present is like the verb give that I talked about before.
I don't know about the details in Chinese, but presumably the agent does
something so that the recipient receives something. The important point is
that the mover, the theme, is the landmark, the thing that is encoded as the
object. So I give a present, I present a present. And if you use a verb which
encodes the theme as the landmark and you want to express the recipient,
you need something that introduces the recipient. And so the way you do it
is to take this phrase give him or give me, where effectively the giving marks
the recipient. But what is its meaning in this use? Well, the meaning that I
show here for the marker gé; in this recipient-marking use looks the same as
what I showed before for the main verb use. There is no difference. It’s the
same diagram I gave before for give as a verb. I don't think it's exactly the
same. Probably, I think when you use it as a verb, you're profiling the change,
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the process of change, and viewing it, tracking it through time. That’s what
I call sequential scanning. I think when you use it in this other way, you're prob-
ably viewing it in a more holistic fashion. You're no longer tracing it through
time in the same salient way. But the overall content is the same. And the cru-
cial thing is that the recipient is the landmark of this verb. So once you take
this element and specify the landmark in the object construction, you have an
explicit recipient. And then when you combine that with the verb, you have a
way of getting the recipient into the sentence, as the object of give.

This is the profiled relationship, but then the secondary relationship intro-
duces the recipient. But in terms of their content, there is a total overlap. The
presenting that’s profiled by the main verb is the same event as the giving. And
all the participants presumably correspond. It’s just that this is not the profiled
relationship. The point is that in using a verb as a preposition-like non-verb, for
a particular grammatical purpose, that doesn’t necessarily involve any change
in content or any change in profiling. It may all be the same. I think there is a
difference in sequentiality, but that’s not something that I'll talk about here, it’s
basically the same. It’s no longer a verb, but it’s a holistically viewed relation-
ship with the same content. So it has all the same content, but it overlaps total-
ly or largely with that of the verb, so that effectively it becomes a grammatical
marker. You can tell me later if you think this is drastically wrong, but this is the
way I can make sense of this type of development. So there is a general point
here, that the changing of a verb to grammaticized use as a non-verb element
might not affect its content very much. It might have all the same content. That
content just relates in a different way to the rest of the content. But this could
be one step towards developing a more schematized meaning because of this
overlap.

But what about the beneficiary case now? If you give something to some-
one, the recipient receives a thing. Give a present to someone, the recipient
is a thing, receives a thing. But with the beneficiary sense, what the recipient
receives is not a thing. It’s the benefit of some action. You do something for
someone; you're receiving the benefit of an action; you're not receiving a thing,
that’s the basic difference between the recipient construction and the benefi-
ciary construction. So the point is to show that the beneficiary sense of give
might be still quite analogous to the basic sense of give except that the thing
which enters into the recipient’s sphere of control or sphere of interaction is
no longer a thing. This is the theme which moves into the range of interaction.
It's no longer a thing but it’s an event. The recipient benefits from an action. So
the theme which comes into the recipient’s dominion or zone of interaction
is an event. But what event is it? And how does it relate to the agent? Well, the
person who does the giving still has the sense of give here. This is the agent who
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causes something, causes something to come into the recipient’s dominion.
But how does this event relate to the agent? As you can see by the correspon-
dence lines, they're the same. In other words, one way in which the beneficiary
sense of give differs from the main verb sense is not that the overall content is
different, but that there is a tighter conceptual integration. The act of giving is
the same as the act which the recipient benefits from. If you build the house
for someone, your building of the house is the act which benefits the recipient.
And you give that event by doing that event. You give the event by carrying out
that event. That’s what this means. So the agent is the same as the person who
does this, the causation is the same as the causal part of doing it. This should
remind you of the English verb do a little bit. So this is a special development
from the verb give which involves, first of all, making this an action instead of
a thing, and secondly identifying that action with the act of giving itself. So
when we collapse these, this is the same. It’s just in a collapsed representa-
tion. I've now just shown the agent carrying out this action and that action
is the giving. So this is just a notational variant of this where I've superimposed
the corresponding things and just shown them once. So this is still the profiled
act of giving, but what’s given consists in doing something.

Now, this is still just the marker give, the géi. How does this combine with
the verb of the clause? As in example (c), he give me build one house. So this
is the give or the give me part, and now we have to combine this with the part
which means build the house. So this structure will now show up as one of the
two component structures in the last diagram. This is the give me thing, and
this is the rest of the clause, build a house. Someone’s doing something. And
this action, in this case the action of building a house, bringing about some
result, is the action that’s going to benefit the recipient. So this is now the verb,
the main verb of the clause. That’s the profile determinant. This is the build-
ing of the house. But that action is identified with the one which is given, so
everything collapses. This act collapses with this one, which itself is collapsed
from the theme and the agency. So at the composite structure level, what’s
profiled is the building of the house, but that is further construed as an act
of giving, and what's given is the act of building the house, and it benefits the
recipient.

So that’s my reconstruction of how this works in broad outline. Some points
emerge from this: the importance of conceptual overlap, and how things col-
lapse into more compact forms and composite conceptual structures because
of this conceptual overlap. This is characteristic of grammar, and grammati-
cized elements in particular tend to involve tighter integration than they do
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in their more lexical uses in their origin. So the historical evolution of lexi-
cal items into grammaticized markers, and constructions into more gram-
maticized constructions, tends to involve tighter and tighter overlap of this
sort, and that eventually contributes to the schematization and abstraction of
meaning of grammaticized elements.

SoThope you've been able to follow all of this or most of this. I guess I'm done
for the day and I have this time saved a substantial amount of time for ques-
tions and discussion if you have it. And I hope you don't tell me the Chinese
is all wrong. I hope you tell me it's OK. But it would be relevant to know if you
find the analysis seems plausible for your language. Thank you.

Constructional Integration and Grammaticization
1 Basics

(1) Lexicon and grammar form a continuum consisting solely of assemblies
of symbolic structures. A symbolic structure pairs a semantic structure
with a phonological structure (its two poles).

(2) A semantic structure consists of both conceptual content and the con-
strual imposed on that content (e.g. prominence, perspective, level of spec-

ificity).

(3) One facet of prominence is the imposition of a profile on a conceptual
base (the extent of the content evoked). An expression’s profile is the
entity it is construed as designating (its conceptual referent). Expressions

with the same base can differ in meaning by virtue of their different pro-
files.

(4)

(a) Base husband (c) wife

-0 00O -0
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(a) choose (V) (b) chooser (N)
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(c) choice (N) (d) choice, (N)

Or--»

(6) An expression’s grammatical class is determined by its profile. A noun
profiles a thing (abstractly defined). A verb profiles a process, defined as
a relationship scanned sequentially in its evolution through time. Such
classes as adjectives, adverbs, and prepositions profile relationships that
are non-processual (“atemporal” in the sense that evolution through
time is not in focus).

(7) When a relationship is profiled, its participants are made prominent to
varying degrees. The most prominent participant, called the trajector
(tr), is construed as the entity being located, evaluated, or described.
It is the primary focus (“figure”) within the profiled relationship. Often
another participant is made prominent as a secondary focus. This is called
a landmark (/m). Expressions with the same content and profile can
differ in meaning because they make different choices of trajector and
landmark.
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(a) above (b) below
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(9) (a) Thefirewillmeltit. (b) Itwill be melted by the fire.
(c) Itshould melteasily. (d
(e) Itisfinally melted. (f

~

It may melt in the heat.

~

It is now liquid.

(11) A construction is any symbolically complex expression (fixed or novel,
regular or irregular), or any schematic pattern for assembling complex
expressions.

(12) Canonically, a minimal construction consists of two component struc-
tures which are integrated to form a composite structure. These struc-
tures are linked by correspondences (dotted lines) and relationships of
categorization (arrows).
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(13)
near the door
Composite
Structure
AN
AN
Composite
Structure
near the door

(14) (a) Itisusual for the composite structure to inherit its profile from one
of the components, which is thus the head or profile determinant
(heavy-line box).

(b) Usually one component structure has a schematic elaboration site
(hatched) that corresponds to the profile of the other component,
which specifies it in finer detail.

(15) Patterns of composition are described by constructional schemas, i.e.
schematic symbolic assemblies representing whatever commonality is
observable across a set of symbolically complex expressions. Construc-
tional schemas serve as templates for the construction and evaluation of
novel expressions.

P NML
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(17) A symbolic assembly exhibits a kind of constituency when the compos-
ite structure at one level of organization (in one construction) functions
in turn as component structure at a higher level