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(1) Types of explanatory criteria (Van Valin and LaPolla 1997:7)

Domain to Theory-internal External criteria
be explained | criteria Language-internal ~ Language-external
SYNTAX Economy Phonology Reasoning
Motivation Semantics Categorization
Predictiveness | Pragmatics Perception
Processing o+ s s e e
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2) Language is symbolic in nature. It makes available to the speaker -- for either

personal or communicative use -- an open-ended set of linguistic signs or

expressions, each of which associates a semantic representation of some kind

with a phonological representation.  (Langacker 1987:11)
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3) Language is an integral part of human cognition. An account of linguistic

structure should therefore articulate with what is known about cognitive

processing in general, regardless of whether one posits a special language

“module” (Fodor 1983), or an innate faculté de langage. 1f such a faculty
exists, it is nevertheless embedded in the general psychological matrix, for it
represents the evolution and fixation of structures having a less specialized
origin. [...] (Langacker 1987:12-13)
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4) I take it as self-evident that meaning is a cognitive phenomenon and must

eventually be analyzed as such. Cognitive grammar therefore equates

meaning with conceptualization (explicated as cognitive processing).
(Langacker 1987:5)
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2.2.1. R A SCIEBL (symbolic view of grammar)
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5) I contend that grammar itself, i.e. patterns for grouping morphemes into
progressively larger configurations, is inherently symbolic and hence
meaningful. (Langacker 1987:12)

(6) There is no meaningful distinction between grammar and lexicon. Lexicon

morphology, and syntax form a continuum of symbolic structures, which differ

along various parameters but can be divided into separate components only

arbitrarily. (Langacker 1987:3)
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222. fEREKILET /L (usage-based model)
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(7) the grammar of a language is defined as those aspects of cognitive organization
in which resides a speaker’s grasp of established linguistic convention. It can
be characterized as a structured inventory of conventional linguistic units.
(Langacker 1987:57)
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) the only structures permitted in the grammar of a language (or among the
substantive specifications of universal grammar) are (i) phonological, semantic,
or symbolic structures that actually occur in linguistic expressions; (ii) schemas
for such structures; and (ii1) categorizing relationships involving the elements
in (i) and (ii). (Langacker 1987:53-54)
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) Cognitive grammar is natural in the sense that it relies only on well-established

or easily demonstrable cognitive abilities (e.g. to categorize, to establish
correspondences to form complex conceptual and phonological structures, to
forge symbolic links between the two, to impose figure/ground organization, to
conceive of a situation at different levels of specificity, and son on.) It is

conceptually unified because it posits only semantic structures, phonological

structures, and symbolic relationships between them. Lexicon, morphology
and syntax thus form a seamless whole consisting exclusively of symbolic
structures, and semantics constitutes an inherent and indissociable aspect of

grammar. The framework is theoretically austere by virtue of the content

requirement. The only elements ascribable to a linguistic system are semantic,
phonological, and symbolic structures that occur overtly as (parts of) linguistic
expressions, schematizations of such structures and categorizing relationships.
(Langacker 1991b:343)
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(11

CONCEPTUAL STRUCTURE
T
Choice of Lexical Items
Syntactic Rules
l
SURFACE STRUCTURE
T
Phonological Rules
l
PHONETIC MANIFESTATION (Langacker 1973:95)
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(12)

(13)

How are meanings and strings of morphemes connected? This is, to say the
least, a difficult question. [...] The difficulty is rendered even more acute
by the close connection between semantics and human psychology in general;

to describe meaning, or even to say what sort of thing meaning is, we are

forced to talk about the structure of thought and cognition. (Langacker
1973:90)

What does the meaning of a sentence look like, anyway? [...] A sentence is

meaningful, if at all, just because it relates to aspects of our psychological

structure, because it is capable of evoking or being evoked by some conception

of a situation.

We use sentences to talk about conceived situations, which arise in

various ways.  (Langacker 1973:91)
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(14) A few examples will demonstrate that the conceptual and surface structures of
sentences are not identical. In some cases, components that are present in a
conceptual structure are simply not present in the corresponding surface
structure. English imperative sentences are a good example. [...]
Conversely, there are sentences that contain in their surface structure elements

that have no place in the conceptual structure. The fo in I want to go is an

example; it is quite devoid of meaning. Harvey broke the window and The

window was broken by Harvey have different surface structures, but they have

basically the same meaning, the same conceptual structure. [...] (Langacker
1973:94)
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(15) In a given language, all the words which express neighbouring ideas help

define one another’s meaning. [...] The above remarks apply not only to
words but to all linguistic elements, including grammatical entities. (Saussure
1986:114)

(16) The interpenetration of morphology, syntax and lexicology is explained by the

fact that all synchronic features are ultimately of the same kind. No boundary

between them can be laid down in advance. (ibid., p.135)
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17) The most typical kind of syntagma is the sentence. But the sentence belongs
to speech, not to the language. So does it not follow that the syntagma is a
phenomenon of speech too? Not in our view. [...]

There are, in the first place, a large number of expressions belonging
to the language: these are ready-made phrases, absolutely invariable in usage,
in which it may even require reflection to distinguish the constituent parts. [...]

But that is not all. To the language and not to speech, must be

attributed all types of syntagmas constructed on regular patterns. Since there

is nothing abstract in linguistic structure, such types will not exist unless

sufficiently numerous examples do indeed occur. (ibid., pp.122-123)
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(7)THIH L7z “structured inventory of conventional linguistic units” &\ 9 F V) [A]

LIZ. Fa bAF—0N Y a— VDT 72 Lz & ZIZHW “asystematic
inventory of items” & U OEI/\IEI LAZHEAXES, FaLAF—NT7 R/ RSB
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(18) The distinction I am noting here is related to the langue-parole distinction of
Saussure; but it is necessary to reject his concept of langue as merely a

systematic inventory of items and to return rather to the Humboldtian

conception of underlying competence as a system of generative processes.
(Chomsky 1965:4)
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The Archaeology of Cognitive Grammar
Masuhiro Nomura

Hokkaido University

Cognitive grammar assumes the centrality of meaning, claiming that language is
“symbolic in nature” and is “an integral part of human cognition” (Langacker 1987). This
distinguishes cognitive grammar (or cognitive linguistics in general, for that matter) from the
generative tradition, which assumes the centrality of syntax and does not, unlike cognitive grammar,
accept theory-external criteria in explanation (Van Valin and LaPolla 1997:10-11). The aim of
this paper is to outline the basic tenets of cognitive grammar and explore its historical roots in
linguistics and Western philosophy. I will argue that the basic ideas characterizing the symbolic
view of grammar and the usage-based model may be traced back to Saussure, despite his
fundamentally different view of semantics. I will also argue that cognitive grammar has much
affinity with Aristotle with regard to the acquisition of knowledge, which makes a stark contrast

with the Platonic generative tradition.
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