See discussions, stats, and author profiles for this publication at: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/263059208
Ronald Langacker: A visit to Cognitive Grammar

Article in Annual Review of Cognitive Linguistics - December 2004

DOI: 10.1075/arcl.2.11mal

CITATION READS
1 1,029
1 author:

Ricardo Maldonado
Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México
45 PUBLICATIONS 359 CITATIONS

SEE PROFILE

Some of the authors of this publication are also working on these related projects:

ot Maldonado Family House View project

roject  FOrmation of discourse markers View project

All content following this page was uploaded by Ricardo Maldonado on 21 October 2015.

The user has requested enhancement of the downloaded file.

ResearchGate


https://www.researchgate.net/publication/263059208_Ronald_Langacker_A_visit_to_Cognitive_Grammar?enrichId=rgreq-edca275d76220f719d309aaeb2dd33e1-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2MzA1OTIwODtBUzoyODY4NDg5MDA0NTIzNTNAMTQ0NTQwMTUxNjMxMQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_2&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/263059208_Ronald_Langacker_A_visit_to_Cognitive_Grammar?enrichId=rgreq-edca275d76220f719d309aaeb2dd33e1-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2MzA1OTIwODtBUzoyODY4NDg5MDA0NTIzNTNAMTQ0NTQwMTUxNjMxMQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_3&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/project/Maldonado-Family-House?enrichId=rgreq-edca275d76220f719d309aaeb2dd33e1-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2MzA1OTIwODtBUzoyODY4NDg5MDA0NTIzNTNAMTQ0NTQwMTUxNjMxMQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_9&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/project/Formation-of-discourse-markers?enrichId=rgreq-edca275d76220f719d309aaeb2dd33e1-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2MzA1OTIwODtBUzoyODY4NDg5MDA0NTIzNTNAMTQ0NTQwMTUxNjMxMQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_9&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/?enrichId=rgreq-edca275d76220f719d309aaeb2dd33e1-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2MzA1OTIwODtBUzoyODY4NDg5MDA0NTIzNTNAMTQ0NTQwMTUxNjMxMQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_1&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ricardo-Maldonado-2?enrichId=rgreq-edca275d76220f719d309aaeb2dd33e1-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2MzA1OTIwODtBUzoyODY4NDg5MDA0NTIzNTNAMTQ0NTQwMTUxNjMxMQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_4&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ricardo-Maldonado-2?enrichId=rgreq-edca275d76220f719d309aaeb2dd33e1-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2MzA1OTIwODtBUzoyODY4NDg5MDA0NTIzNTNAMTQ0NTQwMTUxNjMxMQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_5&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/institution/Universidad_Nacional_Autonoma_de_Mexico?enrichId=rgreq-edca275d76220f719d309aaeb2dd33e1-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2MzA1OTIwODtBUzoyODY4NDg5MDA0NTIzNTNAMTQ0NTQwMTUxNjMxMQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_6&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ricardo-Maldonado-2?enrichId=rgreq-edca275d76220f719d309aaeb2dd33e1-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2MzA1OTIwODtBUzoyODY4NDg5MDA0NTIzNTNAMTQ0NTQwMTUxNjMxMQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_7&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ricardo-Maldonado-2?enrichId=rgreq-edca275d76220f719d309aaeb2dd33e1-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2MzA1OTIwODtBUzoyODY4NDg5MDA0NTIzNTNAMTQ0NTQwMTUxNjMxMQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_10&_esc=publicationCoverPdf

The Asnual Review of Cognitive Linguistics (published under the auspices of the
Spanish Cognitive Linguistics Association) is an international forura for the pub-
lication of high-quality original research on all areas of linguistic enquiry from a
cognitive perspective. Fruitful debate is encouraged with neighboring academic
disciplines as well as with other approaches to language study, particularly func-
tionally-oriented ones.

The Annual Review of Cognitive Linguistics invites contributions (see inside back
caver for Guidelines, or visit www.benjamins.com).

Subscription for Volume 2 {2004)
Libraries/Institutions/Companies
EUR 88.00 (incl. online access, postage & handling)

individual members of the Spanish Cognitive Linguistics Association {SCOLA)
and of the International Cognitive Linguistics Association (ICLA) can subscribe
at a special rate. Please contact; subscription@benjamins.nl

John Benjarmins Publishing Company John Benjamins North America
Subscription Department Subscriptions
PO, Box 36224 PO. Box 27150
NL 1020 ME Amsterdam Philadelphia PA 19118-0519
The Netherlands US.A
Subscription@benjamins.n}
wiww.benjamins.com

IS5N 1572 0268; e-ISSN 1572-0276
@ John Benjamins Publishing Company, Amsterdam, The Netherlands

Aitention before copying:

In the USA: Authorization to photocopy items for internal or personal use is
granted by Jehn Benjamins Publishing Company, provided that the appropri-
ate fee is paid directly te the Copyright Clearance Center, 222 Rosewood Drive,
Danvers, MA 01923, USA or www.copyright.com. Fees are subject to change.

In the rest of the world; Permission to photocopy must be ¢obtained from the
copyright owner: John Benjamins Publishing Company, PO. Box 36224,1020
ME Amsterdam, The Netherlands.

All views or conclusions are those of the authors of the articles and not neces-
sarily those of the editorial staff or the publisher.

Annual Review of
Cognitive Linguistics

Published under the auspices of the Spanish Cognitive Linguistics Association

VOLUME 2 2004

Editor-in-chief Francisco José Ruiz de Mendoza Ibdriez
University of La Rioja, Spain

Assistant Editor Francisco Santibafez
University of La Rioja, Spain
Editorial Board Carlos Inchaurralde
University of Zaragoza, Spain
Sandra Pefia Cervel
National University of Distance Education, Spain
Lorena Pérez Herndndez
University of La Rioja, Spain
Jesds Sdnchez
University of Cérdoba, Spain

John Benjamins Publishing Company

Avnetardam { Philadslnhia



304 Marcin Grygiel

About the author INTERVIEW

Marcin Grygiel graduated from Marie Curie-Sklodowska University in Lublin, Poland,
where he took courses in English, Spanish and Portuguese studies as well as linguistics (MA

thesis Semantic Aspects of Cornplementation in Englishk and Portuguese). Currently he is a di- 3 R(_)na_ld Langa_cker
rector of the English Section in the Institute of Russian Studies and a PhD student at the
Departmeit of Theoretical Linguistics, University of Rzeszow, His research interesrs include 4 A visit to Cognitive Grammar
cognitive hnguistics, linguistic relativity, and historical semantics.
|
Ricardo Maldonado
Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México / Universidad Auténoma
L de Querétaro
%

R.M. The idea that Cognitive Graminar emerged as a reaction against the tra-
ditional paradigm may be a gross oversimplification of the actual motives for
3 the emergence of an alternative approach to langnage. There must have been
encugh knowledge about Janguage and cognition that prompted the emer-
gence of Cognitive Gramrmar. What type of knowledge was that and where did
it come from?

R.L. Actually, the oversimplification is not all that grass. I coutd not claim any
extensive knowledge of psychology, philosophy, or other related disciplines that
woild have prompted a rethinking of basic issues. My training and early career
were preity much focused on Janguages and linguistics. Nor was the array of
tanguages [ had studied in any depth all that broad. It is not irrelevant, how-
ever, that over the previous ten years I had been deeply involved with the Uto-
Aztecan family of Native American languages, especially from the comparative-
historical standpoint, The diachronic and cross-linguistic perspective this af-
forded has been very useful.

R.M. If I am not wrong you started working on what is now known now as
Cognitive Grammar over 30 years ago. From the first ideas of Space Grammar
to current Cognitive Grammar there have been important changes in the the-
ory. One that I am curious about is how much of the “localist” interpretation
of Space Grammar is still valid in your view?

Anrual Review of Cogrutive Linguistics 2 (2004), 305-319.
1SN 15720368/ B-18SN 1572-0276 © Jobn Benjamuns Publishing Company




306 Ricardo Maldonado

R.L. 1 would like to deny the basis for your question. I take some pride and
comfort in the fact that {except for the name) the framework has not changed
to any significant extent. The work started in the spring of 1976 {so it has been
a bit less than 30 years), Within the next couple years the central ideas were
in place, and they have not really been modified at all. The changes that have
come have rather been in the nature of rehnement, further articulation, and
continuing expansion in terms of breadth and depth of analysis. There have
buen some terminological adjustments, such as construal in lieu of the poten-~
tially misleading imagery. I have also narrowed the range of application of the
term landemark. Origirially [ spoke of a trajector and a landmark of some kind
for every profiled relationship. However, eventually I decided it would be more
perspicuons 1o reserve these terms for focal participants, with the consequence
that many relational expressions are no longer said to have a landmark. Still,
this is a matter of terminology rather than substance.

I would also deny the presupposition, conveyed by “still” in your ques-
tion, that CG was originally a localist theory. I never intended the label Space
Grammar to be interpreted that way (although I should have anticipated that
it would be). Indeed, in volume 1 of Foundations I explicitly denied taking a
localist stance: “My position that semantic structure is based ou conventional
imagery ... does not imply any necessary comumitment to sensory imagery as an
exclusive or essential facet of the meaning of linguistic expressions. Nor should
my frequent use of quasi-pictorial diagrams be construed as an implicit claim
that ail meaning is based on visual imagery. How and to what extent sensory
imagery figures in conceptual and semantic structure is an empirical question,
the answer to which is by no means pivotal to the formulation or evaluation
of the cognitive-grammar model” {p. 111). If anything, over the years I have
come to see space and vision as having a greater role in cognition than I origi-
nally did. Still, nothing in the CG framework hinges on the empirical outcome
of this issue.

R.M. [1totally agree with you that CG cannot simply be reduced to a “localist”
model. My question aimed al finding oul what spatial and — now after your
answer — what visual notions you have found as fundamental for liuguistic
analysis in CG.

R.L. Itissotempting to draw connections between space and vision on the one
hand, and conceptualization in general on the other hand, that I have always
felt it necessary to be very cautious in this regard. We would not be served
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by sweeping or simplistic claims along these lines, or by a methodology that
essentially just presupposed a spatialist account of conception. We need to find
specific linguistic motivation for whatever conuections we establish, and to be
aware of the limitations of a spatialist view.

For me, the most compelling basis (or drawing connections pertains to
some ceutral descriptive constructs of CG: notions like profiling, trajector, and
scope. Such constructs have strong linguistic motivation, being adopted for
particular descriptive purposes, They offer a precise and principled means of
describing essential aspects of linguistic meanings, showing just how expres-
sions with very much the same conceptual content can nonetheless be seman-
tically distincl. The same few constructs apply to extremely varied data in a
single language and across languages, and the resulting semantic descriptions
support a symbolic account of grammar.

Constructs like these are justified linguistically quite independently of any
claims about the role of space and vision, Irrespective of their nature, we need
profiliug to distinguish the meanings of cornplain and complainer (which essen-
tially have the same content), and the notion trajector to distinguisly kike and
please, etc. With this indepeudently established basis, we can better appreciate
the possible significance of the evident parallels they exhibit with visual per-
ception, In vision, at any one moment we have a maximal field of view, within
which we direct attention to a general area (like looking at a stage), and within
that we focus attention on some specific entity. These constructs seem directly
analogous to the linguistic constructs of maxinal scope {tle full range of con-
tent evoked}, immediate scope (the “onstage” region), and profile (the specific
focus of attention within the immediate scope). When we focus on a relation-
ship, alternate choices of trajector (e.g. active vs. passive) seem quite analogous
to figure/ground reversal in visual perception. Other parallels emerge as well.
How to interpret them is a difficuft matter that is probably not resolvable by
linguistic methods alone. My own concern is o be as clear as possible about
their linguistic basis.

R.M. Among these constructs the notion of subjectivity has attracted consid-
erable attention in the field. The degree to which the conceptuakizer may be
incorporated into the event has proven a partidularly strong tool to understand
a variety of linguistic issues that had not received enough attention. What do
you think are the crucial findiugs of subjectification in CG?
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R.L. You have to phrase that very carefully. What do you mean by “the event™?
And what does it mean for “the conceptualizer” to “be incorporated into the
event™ We first have to distinguish between the speech event and the event
(or sitvation) described. Ideally, I wouid say that both figure in the overall
meaning of every expression. This meaning includes not only the speaker’s and
hearer’s apprehension of the event described (in the nanner determined by
the expression), but also their apprehension of one another, their interaction,
and how the event so portrayed fits into the ongoing discourse and the con-
text of speech. The interlocutors are always “incorporated” in the speech event,
since they carry it out, and always incorporated in the event described in the
sense of apprehending it in a certain manner in producing or understanding
an expression.

What varies is how tlre speech event and the event described relate to one
another. Atone extreme, they could be entirely disjoint (i.e. the expression per-
tains to something totally outside the speech event and the speech situation). In
this case the speaker and hearer figure in the event described only in the sense
that they apprehend it, describe it, and anchor the deictic center with respect
to which it is characterized. They function only as “subjects of conception” in
regard to the event portrayed, as well as implicit deictic anchors, They are not
“onstage” as “objects of conception™ In this polarized “viewing arrangement”,
I say that the interlocutors are “subjectively construed”, and the onstage event
“objectively construed”.

But there are many ways in which the viewing arrangeinent can depart
from this polarized situation. For instance, the event described may involve the
interlocutors themselves (hence the use of first- and second-person pronouns).
At the extreme, it can even be identified with the speech event itself (yielding a
“performative”). The event described may be a mental or social one, inhering
in the thoughts or interaction of the interlocutors. The event description can
include some indication of the speaker’s attitude toward the occurrence itself
or its participants. The speech event may involve more than simple description
{e.g. it might constitute an act of ordering or promising). And so on. In these
less polarized circumstances, where aspects of the ground assume a greater role
as objects of conception, they are accordingly construed less subjectively and
more objectively.

I originally described “subjectification” in terms of a conceptual compo-
nent—some facet of an expression’s meaning — changing from being objectively
construed to being subjectively construed, Fov instance, in virtual motion (e.g.
“The path rises quickly”) objectively construed motion on the part of an objec-
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tively construed participant (the subject) is replaced by subjectively construed
motion (mental scanning) on the part of a subjectively construed participant
{the conceptualizer). I later came to realize that the subjectively construed ele-
ments were there all along, “immanent” in the very act of conceptualizing the
objectively construed entities. In conceptualizing someone moving objectively
along a path, for instance, the conceptualizer scans mentally along that path.
So 1 now view subjectification as the development wherein mental operations
inherent in the conception of objectively construed entities remain behind, and
themselves constitute an expression’s meaning, when those objectively con-
strued entities {¢.g. an onstage mover physically moving through space) fade
from the picture. The conceptualizer and the conceptualizing activity are still
subjectively construed (they do not go onstage — “The path rises quickly” does
not explicitly describe the speaker as moving mentally along a path), but their
role is a bit more evident because the objective entities originally supporting
themn have been stripped away.

I am becoming more and more aware of how prevalent this phenomenon
is. It is a recurring feature of grammaticization, as I have argued in the case
of modals, the “gonna” future, etc. In the case of possessives, the schematic
characterization in terms of our reference point ability (mentally accessing one
canceived entity via another) can be seen as the subjective counterpart of the
various kinds of objective control and access functioning as possessive proto-
types. Definiteness can be seen as the subjective counterpart of the physical
pointing that often accownpanies demonstrative use. I would characterize the
quantifiers “each” and “any” as fictively invoking the subjective mental op-
erations manifested physically and objectively in acts of sequential examina-
tion and random choice, respectively, In locative prepositions I see the sub-
jective analogs of physical or perceptual events of searching and finding. As [
have described it, subjectification has a close affinity to mental simulation, sen-
sory imagery, and image schemas (viewed dynamically, as Johnson has always
maintained). T expect a unified view of these phenomena to emerge, providing
a coherent basis for conceptual semantics and the experiential grounding of
grammatical meaning,

R.M. Regarding subjectification Trauggot and Dasher have paid special atten-
tiou to linguistic data involving pragmatic strengthening and intersubjectivity
phenomena. In fact, they claim that the CG theory of subjectification analysis
has no principled way of accounting for the fact that intersubjectification arises
out of subjectification. Do you agree with this point of view?
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R.L. T do nol even nnderstand this claim or its basis, let alone agree with it.
Intersubjeclivity does not “arise” from subjectification, but is there from the
very start as the basis for language and linguistic meaning, All linguistic units
arise by abstraction from usage events, and those events reside in intersubjec-
tive activity by the interlocutors, who apprehend the full situation, including
an assessment by each of how the other is apprehending it. Even the most ob-
Jectively construed entities are apprehended intersubjectively when Lhey bhgure
in linguistic neanings. The word “pencil”, for example, constitutes an instruc-
tien by the speaker for the addressee to direct attention to an instance of a
certain type of thing. This directing of attention is what profiing amounts to.
Theugh subjectively construed, this speaker-hearer interaction is part of the
noun’s conventional meaning, activated whenever the noun is used. A fortiori,
the intersubjective aspects of ineaning reiain as subjectification occurs, and
perhaps become more evident as the objective content fades away.

R.M. That’s right. I can see Trauggol and Dasher’s interest in stressing the fact
that in the gorna future, for instance, there is a pragmatic issue by which gorina
reflects the commitment of the speaker with respect to the validity of the as-
sertion, Now what may be problematic is to make the pragmatic reading de-
velop form the subjective construal of the event. We could probably show that
the speaker commitineut about the likelihood of something may develop not
only froin the subjective construal but, for example, from the lexical source
from which a construction develops. I suppose seerrt would be miore speaker
based than turn out and the gonna future would imply a stronger speaker hearer
consensus about the event likelihood to take place.

R.L. OK, let’s consider “gonna”. [n the source expression “X is going to V", X
moves objeciively through space with the intention of doing V when reaching
the endpoint of the spatial path. This motion through space unfolds through
time. Thus, in conceptualizing “X is going to V” in this original sense, the
conceplualizer necessarily scans along a path through time in apprehending
the objective spatial motion, and V lies at the endpoint of this temporal path
of scanning. When the conception of objective motion fades away, as part of
the grammaticization process, the conceptualizer’s mental scanning through
time vemains as a subjectively construed relationship, bence “gonna” situates V
downstream in time relative to the reference time.

There is however another aspect to this process of subjectification and
grammaticization, Namely, in the source expression X has the INTENTION
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to carry out V. Thus, in apprehending the source expression the speaker must
also apprehend X’s intention. What kind of inental operation is implied in the
conceptualization of X intending to V? Let us suppose {in line with much cur-
rent thinking) that this nvolves the mental simnulation of intending (just as
conceptualizing an action involves the mental simutation of carrying out that
action). This aspect of the conceptualization is alse subject to subjectification,
like the conception of movement through space and time. What would be the
resulr of subjectification applied to the conception of X intending to V? The
mental operations inherent in conceptualizing X intending to V would reinain
behind even as the objectively construed relationship fades from the picture.
These mental operations amount to a subjectively construed relationship be-
tween the speaker and the future event V, one immanent in the speaker’s con-
ception of the original, objectively construed relationship between the onstage
subject and this event. This subjectively construed relationship, 1 suggest, or at
least something closely related to it, constitutes what is vaguely referred to as
the speaker’s “commitment” to V’s future occurrence.

I would not deny that this account is alse vague and needs to be sharpened
and supported in the context of a broader account of intention and related
notions. I also suggest, however, that this aspect of the construction’s mean-
ing can never be properly understood in the absence of a reasonably expticit
characterization of the conceptual structures and mental operations involved
at each stage of the grammaticization process.

E.M. The relationship between CG and other cognitive approaches to lan-
guage is undoubtedly dynainic and here there are several questions that may be
of interest for anybody working in cognitive linguistics. The first one is quite
general: what is your view of the ‘cognitive enterprise’ after about 25 years of
very intense work?

R.L. A general assessment of the enterprise, focusing on formafism vs. func-
tionalism, was given in Langacker (1999).

Obviously, vour question has to be addressed at various levels. Maybe [ can
best consider three, each seen in the perspective of developinents over the last
quarter century: external standing, internal cohesiveness, and analytic success.

With respect to external standing, it is clear that in many parts of the world
formalist approaches stilt predeminate, even to the point where cognitive and
functional approaches are basically ignored if not actively suppressed. But fak-
ing a broad perspective, one inust realize that the-laster have not bad very much
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time to emerge, crystallize, propagate, and thus mount a serious challenge to
the entrenched institutional control of the former. From this standpoint, the
extent to which cognitive-functional ideas are spreading and extending their
influence, both in linguistics and increasingly in neighboring disciplines, is ac-
tually rather amazing. This is evident not only in publications, but also in the
size and prevalence of conferences, as well as expressions of serious interest
from scholars all over the world. This is especiaily so outside the United States,
historically in Europe but now increasingly in other regions, most notably in
Asia. In contrast to the isolation entailed by doing cognitive linguistics in the
early years, it now appears to be the definite wave of the future. Of course,
we are dealing with trends unfolding over many intellectual generations, and
predicting the future is always hazardous.

With respect to inlernal cohesiveness, one’s initial assessment might be less
positive. After all, the cognitive-functiona) landscape encompasses so many ap-
proaches of diverse nature, and scholars with seemingly incommensurate out-
looks, that it is hard to see any overall coherence. Certainly oue can point to
sorme fundamental disagreements and a lack of cousensus on many basic prin-
ciples. Nor are the mubltitudinous insights and empirical findings integrated
into a single, overarching theoretical framework that everyone subscribes to. T
suspect, however, that few disciplines could not be characterized in this man-
ner. There is at best a difference in degree, owing to the relatively early stage
(as 1 see it) of linguistic investigation as a science, as well as the comparative
newness (and consequent immaturity} of cognitive linguistics. In fact, despite
many differences in emphasis and detail, T see considerable agreement ou a
wide range of basic issues among the various major approaches. And with some
notable exceptions, the disagreements do not rise to the level of fundamental
incompatibility.

As for analytic success, I think cognitive linguistics has been very success-
ful. It is not that we have very much by way of truly definitive anaiyses, or have
seriously dealt with more than just a small (and not necessarily representative)
sample of the kinds of descriptive problems posed by the world’s languages.
But the same could be said for formal approaches, which have engaged large
numbers of able people for a much longer period of time. The analytic suc-
cess is rather to be seen in radically new ways developed by cognitive liuguists
for looking at linguistic structure, thereby reconceptualizing what the prob-
lems are and the very questions we need to ask about linguistic phenomeua. In
particular, T suggest quite seriously that most of what we currently know to be
relevant in describing linguistic meanings (e.g. metaphor, mental spaces, fictiv-
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ity, the various dimensions of construal) have only become apparent in the last
quarter century through work in cognitive semantics. It will take a long time
to learn how 1o properly apply and exploit all the new descriptive notions now
at our disposal. However, a vast array of classic and totally new problems now
seem quite tractable in principle.

R.M. In the big picture of cognitive linguistics where does CG stand, i.e. what
are the endeavers of CG as compared to other cognitive approaches?

R.L. T have made fairly detailed comparisons with certain other frameworks
in a number of works: for Tesniére’s structural syntax (1995), the Celumnbia
school (To appear a), and construction grammar (To appear be),

But to answer your question in general terms, I would like to regard CG as
being at the center, with some chance of supporting the future development of
a comprehensive framework addressing the various interests of cognitive and
functional Imguistics in an integrated way. The foundation for such a frame-
work, [ believe, is an overall view oflinguistic organization that natuzaily allows
such integration, as well as a battery of descriptive tools adequate in principle
for the explicit description of any linguistic structures we might encounter.
Most basically, my work has been directed at laying such a foundation.

A central endeavor of CG is thus descriptive - showing in some detail how
it affords adequate and hopefully revealing characterizations of varied soruc-
tural phenomena in diverse languages (e.g. the middle construction in Spanish,
to take one at random). Another sort of endeavor is to show how CG accom-
modates other concerns and articulates with the findings of other areas and
other approaches. In some cases this is quite straightforward, even if it hast’t
been generally evident. For instance, all the findings of metaphor theory, men-
tal space theory, and blending theory are directly accommeodated in CG via the
notion that expressions derive their meanings by flexibly evoking open-ended
sets of overlapping and intercennected cognitive domains, In a very prelimi-
nary way, I have tried to show (2001a) how CG articulates with discourse stud-
ies, This is one facet of a broader enterprise of indicating how the notions and
descriptions of CG are rooted in, and naturally accornmodate, the social and
interactive basis of language. Here one can aldo cite, inter alia, the usage-based
nature of CG and well as its focus on grounding, In a related vein one can note
how well CG meshes with Tomaselle’s strongly supported account of language
acquisition (2003). And so on.
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tensive lexicographic analysis, spelling out particular conceptual meanings in
explicit detail for substantiai numbers of lexical items in different languages.
That is, something comparable to what Wierzbicka and colleagues have done
in her NSM approach, but based instead on the kind of conceptual semantics
embraced in CG.

[ should further mention some major themes emerging from research in
recent years, Though a Iot has already been written about them, we have only
begun to examnine them in depth and appreciate their fundamental implica-
tions. One such theme is dynamicity, the temporal dimension of meaning and
grammar. This ties into basic issues like constituency and how grammatical
description meshes with a model of language processing, Another theme is vir-
tuality {or fictivity), which is proving to be extremely pervasive and basic. This
ties into fundamental issues about the nature of linguistic meaning and how
we conceptualize and talk about the world. Both these themes are intertwined
with another, namely the refation of language and discourse. An essential long-
term challenge is to find a coherent synthesis embracing al] the concerns in
these areas.

R.M. Dynamicity is undoubtedly a crucial notion. The contrast with absolute
construals has been fundamental in accounting for apparently aberrant behay-
ior in different languages where an expected energetic form is coded as absolute
with no energy being profiled. Likewise apparent absolutes can be conceptual-
ized in a dynamic manner to let energy be in profile, Spanish middle intran-
sitives like morir ‘die’ morirse ‘die unexpectedly) for example, can only be un-
derstood based on that contrast, Now people wonder if dynamicity somehow
overlaps with Talmy’s notion of Force Dynamics.

R.L. Once more, we have to be careful here to distinguish between similar and
related notions that are not quite equivalent. I was using the term “dynamicity”
in the sense of my 2001b paper. The point there was the very general one that
a conceptualization is not instantaneous but has a time course, developing or
being built up through a span of processing time, and that this time course is
an essential aspect of linguistic meaning, It is respansible, say, for the semantic
distinction between “a scar extends from his elbow to his wrist” and “a scar
extends from his wrist to his elbow”. These describe the same objective situa-
tion, which is static, but differ in meaning by virtue of how the conception of
this scene is built up in processing time by mentally scanning along the scar’s
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extension. Dynamicity in this sense is a factor in all linguistic meanings. The
only thing special about the examples cited is its relative visibility.

S0 T was not referring to force dynamics or the distinction between dy-
namic/energetic vs. absolute construals. These are however very important se-
mantic notions, and there is a connection. Dynamicity in my sense is guite
compatible with the idea, now gaining currency in cognitive linguistics, that a
major component of linguistic meaning resides in the “mental simulation™ of
actions and experiences. The dynamicity of a simulation, i.e. its time course,
would seem to be especially important in the case of force-dynamic actions.
Apprehending the meaning of “throw”, for example, would involve a mental
simulation (or motor image} of what we feel in throwing something, which
has to develop through processing time.

Now if we go back to subjectification, there is a way to connect this with
your observation (Maldonado 1988) that the Spanish middle treats certain in-
stances of “unexpectedness” as being force dynamic or energetic (as opposed
to being construed in absolute fashion). What is force dynamic about some-
thing running counter to expectations? One aspect of the mental simulation
of a force-dynamic action is a simulation of experiencing difficulty {or need-
ing to exert force) in carrying it out. This subjectively construed force or effort
may be the same as {or at least related to) the semantic nuance we label as “un-
expectedness” It is the effortful “feel” of mentally simulating a force-dynamic
action (vicariously experiencing the effort), but occurs independently of such
an action, instead accompanying the conception of an uncontrolied event like
dying. There is a fee] of effort in conceptualizing such an event to the extent that
it runs counter to expectations, desires, or the “normal course of events”. To be
sure, this is vague and speculative, but it fits the pattern I was describing earlier.

R.M. There are lots of topics [ would want to discuss with you since they must
be of general interest for the cognitive linguistics community and yet space
limits force me to ask you a last general question. When I learned that you
were retiring I was afraid about the future of CG. Now that you have retired
it is obvious that the game is only starting. What are your plans for the future
regarding the development of CG?

R.L. Myimmediate plans center on turning my beginning CG graduate course
into a basic textbook. That should be done sometime in 2005. Beyond that my
personal plans are not too specific. Obviously I will be quite interested in pur-
suing the major themes mentioned eatlier, dynamicity and fictivity, as well as
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discourse, looking for the kind of synthesis indicated. But as need or opportu-
nity dictates, I expect to deal with a wide variety of topics, as in the past. Of
course, [ would also hope and expect that the future development of CG will
depend progressively less on e and more on the efforts of growing numbers
of other scholars.
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