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Cognitive Linguistics
In the six years since I wrote the position paper on “Cognitive Linguistics” for the
SLING 2K conference, more has happened in cognitive linguistics than I can easily
summarize, so I will limit my remarks to just a few highlights. The International
Cognitive Linguistics Association has continued to prosper, meeting at Santa Barbara in
2001, La Rioja Spain in 2003, and Seoul Korea in 2005, with future meetings planned for
Krakow Poland in 2007 and Berkeley in 2009. ICLA now boasts ten affiliated
organizations that represent cognitive linguistics for various constituencies in Finland,
France, Germany, Japan, Korea, North America, Poland, Russia and Spain, plus an
international Slavic Cognitive Linguistics Association (which has met at UNC Chapel
Hill in 2000, at UVA in 2001, at the University of Turku Finland in 2002, at the
Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium in 2004, and will meet at the University of
Kansas in 2005). The predictions that I made have been largely borne out; both blending
(through the efforts of Gilles Fauconnier and Mark Turner) and metonymy (through the
efforts of Zoltán Kövecses, Klaus-Uwe Panther, and Günter Radden) have received more
attention in the literature. William Croft’s nascent “Radical Construction Grammar” grew
into a fabulous must-read book by the same name (Oxford: Oxford U Press 2001), and
the bulk of Talmy’s visionary ideas have been gathered in a two-volume collection (MIT
Press 2000). Some new trends have been established, among them interactions between
cognitive linguistics and corpus linguistics (yielding a new journal, Corpus Linguistics
and Linguistic Theory, launched by Mouton de Gruyter in 2005), and renewed focus on
empirical methods, including research on how the brain processes language (Seana
Coulson has begun producing valuable research in this direction). Cognitive linguistics
has also taken a singular position in supporting sign-language linguistics – ICLA has set
up a permanent fund to ensure that its practice of providing sign interpretation will
continue for all future conferences (Sherman Wilcox can be credited for supporting this
development). Slavists will be particularly interested in the Bibliography of Cognitive
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Linguistics Analyses of Slavic Data (compiled by myself and Ljiljana Šarić, updated in
June 2005, and available at: http://www.unc.edu/~lajanda/SlavCognBibliography.doc)
To close, I think it is now appropriate to reveal the identity of the former student I
describe in the preamble to my article, the one who was writing a dissertation on
resultative constructions back in 2000. He is Hans Boas, a faculty member at the
University of Texas, a prominent cognitive linguist who was recently elected secretarytreasurer of the Conceptual Structure, Discourse, and Language Association (the
International Cognitive Linguistics Association’s affiliate for North America).
1.0 Introduction1
A curious thing happened to me recently. I was revisited by a graduate student from the
linguistics department who had taken my course in cognitive linguistics six years ago.
The son of a famous German linguist, with all the benefits of both European and
American educations, this young man was unusually erudite and a pleasure in class
because of the comparisons he could draw among linguistic traditions. Still, it was
evident that he was politely sitting through the course in order to chalk up a required
elective; he clearly felt no affinity toward the subject matter. Suddenly he reappeared last
week, tremendously animated, speaking so fast I could barely follow him. His
dissertation, an analysis of resultative constructions, had run into a series of dead-ends,
eventually exhausting all the syntactic theories available, and, despite himself,
everywhere he looked he was seeing semantic prototypes and their effects. Then came
the confession:
“I never really thought I would take cognitive linguistics seriously.”
I could only smile and reply,
“Welcome back.”
1

Research for this publication was supported in part by a grant from the International Research &
Exchanges Board, with funds provided by the US Department of State (Title VIII program) and the
National Endowment for the Humanities. None of these organizations is responsible for the views
expressed. The author would like to thank her many Russian colleagues, particularly Nina Arutjunova,
Andrej Kibrik, Galina Kustova, Ekaterina Ljutikova, Elena Paducheva, Vladimir Poljakov, Ekaterina
Rakhilina, Valerij Solov’ev, and Sergej Tatevosov, for providing her with the opportunity to present
portions of this paper in Russia and receive useful commentary as well as bibliographical assistance. The
author also thanks Tore Nesset for his comments on an earlier draft and George Fowler for his
encouragement. All errors, omissions, and other defects on the part of the text can be attributed to the
author.
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Fortunately I had just returned from a biennial meeting of the International Cognitive
Linguistics Association with a treasure trove of handouts and email addresses, so I was
able to bring him up to date on the latest relevant achievements and put him in contact
with key scholars. A few days later he came back to thank me; his dissertation was now
off and rolling again.
With some variations, this is a scenario I’ve been a party to several times before.
My own dissertation was a problem in search of a framework almost two decades ago,
when quite by accident I stumbled upon an embryonic movement without even a name or
a bibliography. Yet the concepts were so compelling and the model so useful, that I have
never escaped their attraction, and gave up trying long ago.
1.1 Some History
It wasn’t an easy birth. Initially viewed as a “soft and fuzzy” California intruder,
cognitive linguistics was not warmly embraced by mainstream American linguistics.
During the early years, abstracts using the framework were routinely rejected from LSA
programs, grant proposals were sidelined, our book series was shunned by Oxford U
Press, and even as recently as the early nineties, cognitive linguists were still being
denied tenure on the grounds that their work was “too controversial” (both of the tenured
Slavic cognitive linguists in the US faced discrimination of this sort at tenure time, and
one was forced to flee to another university after being declared untenurable because her
work “could not be considered linguistics at all”). Yet what began in the early eighties as
a wedding of intuitive data analyses (Brugman, Lindner, Casad) with powerful linguistic
concepts (Lakoff, Johnson, Langacker), by 1989 had grown into an international
organization (http://odur.let.rug.nl/orgs/icla/welcome.html) with its own journal and book
series. Today the International Cognitive Linguistics Association has nearly five hundred
members, and there were over 450 registrants at our most recent biennial meeting in
Stockholm in July 1999.
2.0 Relations to Other Disciplines
The original impetus for cognitive linguistics came from the pioneering research of
psychologist Rosch (1973a, 1973b, 1978) on the nature of human categorization.
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Throughout its brief history, cognitive linguistics has maintained a lively dialog with
allied disciplines such as psychology, anthropology, neurobiology, motor control,
artificial intelligence, philosophy, and literary criticism.

ICLA meetings regularly

include plenary lectures delivered by scholars from these other disciplines to foster crossfertilization. These events invariably expose the many ways in which the conclusions of
cognitive linguistics corroborate results obtained in a wide spectrum of academic
inquiries. Cognitive linguistics is most certainly not an exotic endeavor off on its own
disconnected tangent, but rather a framework that interacts responsibly with a community
of academic allies. Although this does not mean that cognitive linguistics can make any
claim to psychological reality (diagrams are just artifacts, we do not presume that anyone
actually thinks by means of such items), it does mean that cognitive linguistics strives in
an informed way to create analyses that are at least psychologically (biologically,
neurologically, etc.) plausible. Ultimately our responsibility as linguists to reflect what is
known about human cognition by other disciplines is more important than any formal
apparatus, however elegant, that might distract us from this goal.
3.0 Relations to Other Theories and the History of Linguistics
I've argued elsewhere (Janda 1993b, Janda 1999c; cf. also Geeraerts 1987) that cognitive
linguistics gives us an opportunity to reconnect the threads of the history of linguistics
and heal the gashes that have marked our field in the twentieth century. This does not
mean that cognitive linguistics is some sort of theoretical “throw back”, a reinvention of
tired old wheels already rejected. On the contrary, thanks to its continuance of timehonored intellectual pursuits (the form-meaning relationship, the coherence of linguistic
and non-linguistic cognition, the assertion that language is the most immediate artifact of
human thought, etc.), cognitive linguistics invites us to draw on the wealth of
accumulated achievements in the history of linguistics and move forward on this path,
rather than bushwhacking off in some other direction. For us Slavists in the US, it
appears there will be some very welcome company on this path. During the Cold War era
Eastern European linguists in general and Russian linguists in particular were largely
isolated from theoretical discussions in the West, and turned their energies inward,
developing their own home-grown traditions. The indigenous Russian Smysl<->Tekst
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framework and other semantic theories that emerged under these conditions are
remarkably compatible with cognitive linguistics (cf. the assertion to this effect in
Rakhilina 1998a), and as a result, cognitive linguistics is quite popular in Russia as well
as in other Eastern European countries, particularly Poland, the Czech Republic, and
Macedonia. Our colleagues in Western Europe have likewise been quick to embrace this
framework, and cognitive linguistics is well-represented in the publications of Slavists
working in England, Norway, Sweden, Germany, and Austria. Consequently cognitive
linguistics is already serving as an intellectual meeting place for Slavists from both East
and West, facilitating discourse and collaboration.
4.0 Basic Concepts
Cognitive linguistics has not arisen fully-formed from a single source, it has no central
“guru” and no crystallized formalism. At this point it is a concatenation of concepts
proposed, tested, and tempered by a variety of researchers. The people whose work has
been most influential in the creation of this framework include Brugman, Casad, Croft,
Fauconnier, Johnson, Lakoff, Langacker, Lindner, Sweetser, Talmy, Tuggy, and Turner;
some of their classic works are cited in section 9.1. This framework is anything but static.
As it grows, cognitive linguistics continues to present us with fresh ideas and new means
for interacting with other disciplines. A significant innovation in the mid 1990’s was the
study of blends (see 4.6 below), and in 1999 typologist Croft debuted his “radical
construction grammar”, which promised immediate implications and support for
developmental psychologist Tomasello’s “verb island hypothesis” of child language
acquisition.2
The fact that cognitive linguistics can point to no definitive text or single
authority does not mean that it is a trackless wilderness of shifting sands. There is a set
of core concepts and goals, most of which are shared by most cognitive linguists, as well
as by the philosophers, psychologists, and other scholars who have collaborated on the
2

Radical construction grammar proposes that there is really no such thing as syntax; syntax as we know it
is an epiphenomenon of the semantic structures of grammatical constructions. This shocking idea (I have to
admit that I was initially inclined to discard it as absurd, but the wealth of cross-linguistic empirical data
Croft presented convinced me to change my mind) resonates well with Tomasello’s finding that children do
not acquire syntactic structures which they then implement with sets of verbs. Instead, children acquire
individual verbs, each of which is associated with a construction, and information about the construction of
a known verb is not transferred to new verbs.
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development of this framework. These concepts are not the product of an imposed theory,
but have instead emerged from empirical observation corroborated across languages and
disciplines. Rather than being a random hodge-podge, these concepts mutually support
one another and have coalesced into a theory (or something closely approximating a
theory) firmly grounded in fact. Overall, cognitive linguistics tends to lean more strongly
toward data than toward theory, and it tends to expect that the latter can be gradually
elaborated from the former. Early analyses of intricate arrays of natural language data
performed by Lindner, Brugman, and Casad were formative in the development of
cognitive linguistics, and the best research in this framework continues to use
observations of data to tweak and refine the theory.
The above-cited ICLA website states that “[The cognitive linguistic] perspective
subsumes a number of concerns and broadly compatible theoretical approaches that share
a common basis: the idea that language is an integral part of cognition which reflects the
interaction of cultural, psychological, communicative, and functional considerations, and
which can only be understood in the context of a realistic view of conceptualization and
mental processing.”
In 4.1-4.6 I will attempt to outline the most enduring and widely held concepts of
cognitive linguistics.
4.1 The Status of Linguistic Cognition
For a cognitive linguist, linguistic cognition simply is cognition; it is an inextricable
phenomenon of overall human cognition. Linguistic cognition has no special or separate
status apart from any other cognition. This means that we expect patterns of cognition
observed by psychologists, neurobiologists and the like to be reflected in language.
Furthermore, the various phenomena of language are not cognitively distinct one from
another. Although it is often useful and convenient for linguists to talk about various
“levels” or “modules” of language, these distinctions are perceived by cognitive linguists
to be somewhat artificial. The truth is that all the “parts” of language are in constant
communication, and indeed are really not “parts” at all; they are a unified phenomenon
operating in unison with the greater phenomena of general consciousness and cognition.
Linguists have frequently observed that the borders between traditional linguistic
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phenomena can be crossed. Phonology, for example, can be affected by morphology,
semantics, syntax, and pragmatics; and syntax has likewise been shown to be vulnerable
to the workings of phonology, semantics, and pragmatics. The fact that these items are
not pristinely discrete is perhaps not news, but for a cognitive linguist this type of
evidence is expected, pursued, and focused on rather than being relegated to the status of
something marginal and unimportant.
4.2 The Status of Meaning
All the various phenomena of language are interwoven with each other as well as with all
of cognition because they are all motivated by the same force: the drive to make sense of
our world. Making sense of what we experience entails not just understanding, but an
ability to express that understanding, and indeed these two projects inform each other:
our experience is formative to expression (see 4.4 below), but it is also the case that our
expressive resources have some influence on how we perceive our experiences. Of course
language does most of the heavy lifting (and the finer handiwork) in this job of
expression that is so important to cognition. All phenomena of language are mobilized for
this task, and all are therefore driven by the need to express meaning. Meaning
underwrites the existence of all linguistic units and phenomena, none of which are
semantically empty. Meaning is therefore not tidily contained in the lexicon, but ranges
all through the linguistic spectrum, because meaning is the very energy that propels the
motor of language. Grammar is an abstract meaning structure that interacts with the more
concrete meanings of lexicon. Grammar and lexicon are not two discrete types of
meaning, but rather the extreme ends of a spectrum of meaning containing transitional or
hybrid types (functor words like prepositions and conjunctions are examples of hybrids
that carry both lexical and grammatical semantic freight). From the supra- and segmental
features of phonology through morphology, syntax, and discourse pragmatics, all of
language shares the task of expressing meaning. This includes even idioms and “dead
metaphors”, which remain motivated within the system of a given language, and whose
motivation can be made explicit.3
3

At the ICLA meeting in Stockholm in 1999 Sakis Kyratzis demonstrated in his talk that no metaphor is
entirely dead; some are in a frozen state, but can be thawed out when desired, often in the context of humor.
A regular feature in my courses on metaphor and cognitive linguistics is a homework assignment asking
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4.3 The Status of Prediction
Linguistics is a field with an almost desperate desire to be an exact science. Science and
precision have unparalleled status in our society, for they command respect and authority.
The operational definition of a scientific result hinges upon proving that the result can be
repeated; i.e., it is predictable. The reality for linguistics is however very different from
that of the physical sciences. Historical linguistics and dialectology provide plenty of
evidence that even when you are starting from more or less the same place (or even
exactly the same place) linguistically, you can end up with an amazing variety of results.4
We have to face the fact that linguistics is really a field in which none of the experiments
have controls, there are way too many variables, and all the data is contaminated. It
doesn't make much sense for us to depend entirely on the metaphor LINGUISTICS IS
AN EXACT SCIENCE to structure our inquiry. As Croft (forthcoming) has pointed out,
if linguistic phenomena were truly predictable, there wouldn’t be any variation, and
variation is one of the best-documented phenomena we know. By accepting these facts,
cognitive linguistics neither disintegrates into a morass of arbitrary chaos, nor does it give
up all aspirations to scientific inquiry.5 Cognitive linguistics does not subscribe to a
strictly dualistic understanding of the concepts predictable vs. arbitrary or objective
science vs. subjective interpretation. Just because a phenomenon is not entirely
predictable doesn't mean that it is entirely arbitrary, and one should expect a dynamic
relationship between data and interpretation.

Cognitive linguistics searches for the

motivations that drive linguistic phenomena, recognizing that sometimes several variants
are equally motivated, and the choice of which one succeeds is a language-specific
students to implement parts of a conventional metaphor that are usually not active to produce jokes such as
“His ideas are so far out that even the Hubble telescope can’t detect them”, or “I’m at the end of my rope!
Could you hand me something longer, like maybe a bungee cord?” This task shows that even the metaphors
underlying idiomatic expressions are not really “dead” – they can be reactivated and pressed into creative
service.
4
A historical linguist once pointed out to me that it is just as common to see a change in which A goes to
B, as to see one in which A “just goes all to hell”. Many chapters from the history of Slavic linguistics
corroborate this sentiment, like, for example, the tŭrt/trŭt reflexes and jer loss/vocalization.
5
What we are really using is our lay interpretation of what “scientific” inquiry is. Even the “hard” sciences
are not immune to liberal application of “soft” interpretation. As often happens with folk theories such as
LINGUISTICS IS AN EXACT SCIENCE, we apply a stripped-down version of the model, ignoring the
subtler intricacies. We forget that the traditions of how to interpret data are often just as valid and venerable
as the data themselves.
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convention that cannot be predicted. Though the motivations vary (and often a given
phenomenon may be multiply motivated in the system of a given language), at an abstract
level, these motivations yield a consistent pattern (all linguistic phenomena are
meaningful; linguistic categories are radial categories with prototype effects; meaning is
grounded in embodied experience and elaborated via metaphor, metonymy, and blends;
construal determines how perceived reality is sorted into foregrounded and backgrounded
information; etc.). Exploration of this pattern of motivations takes the place of a search
for “universals” in cognitive linguistics. Because cognitive linguistics is not in the
business of prediction, it is also not looking for a set of concrete universals that would
facilitate prediction (on the assumption that this is neither desirable nor realistically
achievable). In the big picture, cognitive lingusitics’ ultimate goal is to understand how
human cognition motivates the phenomena of language, to be described in terms of
abstract trends rather than air-tight, absolute rules. One could say cognitive linguistics
recognizes that human beings are not rule-guided algorithms, but individuals with a free
will which they exercise in ways not entirely consistent and predictable, but on the whole
well-motivated and according to certain patterns.
4.4 The Embodiment of Meaning
Given the central role of meaning in language, it is essential that we understand
what it is and where it comes from. One could easily spend an entire lifetime studying
philosophical debates on the nature of meaning. I’ve taken a wade in this pool myself and
quickly discovered that if I stayed in, I would soon be in so deep that I wouldn’t be able
to do anything else, so instead of trying to swim alone, I have relied on a variety of
philosophers and texts.6

Some of the details and the philosophical implications of

cognitive linguistics are hotly contested within the movement itself.7 However, the vast
6

I’ve made a very modest foray into the philosophy of meaning (Janda 1999c), and have attempted to
inspire others to explore the interface between philosophy and cognitive linguistics by organizing a theme
session on this topic at the 1999 ICLA meeting in Stockholm. The concepts presented in Innis 1994, who is
working entirely from the perspective of the philosophy of meaning, are remarkably familiar to cognitive
linguists, and indicate a strong potential affinity between the two lines of inquiry.
7
There are a lot of ideas associated with cognitive linguistics that one does not have to swallow in order to
work within this framework. For example, Lakoff (1987) asserts that because all human experience is
mediated through perception, humans have no unmediated transcendent experience of absolute reality, and
therefore there is no absolute reality. In other words, cognitive linguistics can be taken as a proof that God
does not exist. I would argue that our lack of access to absolute reality does not disprove the existence of
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majority of research that can be conducted in the cognitive linguistic framework requires
only the principles I will describe in this subsection; the debatable details are of almost
no consequence for the kind of work most of us do. I will therefore restrict my remarks to
the assumptions that most cognitive linguists agree on.
Meaning has to come from somewhere. It can’t just exist by fiat as a set of
symbols. It isn’t just there in the words (or morphemes or whatever).8 And for the most
part, meaning in natural languages cannot be manipulated by pushing symbols through
the rigors of a set of logical rules. Very little of language can be fruitfully explained in
this way. One cannot magically breathe the life of meaning into theoretical algorithms.9
Cognitive linguistics works from the premise that meaning is embodied. This
means that meaning is grounded in the shared human experience of bodily existence.
Human bodies give us an experiential basis for understanding a wealth of concepts (often
called "image schemas" in cognitive linguistics), such as IN vs. OUT, UP vs. DOWN,
NEAR vs. FAR, COUNT vs. MASS, FIGURE vs. GROUND, BALANCE, and
SOURCE-PATH-GOAL. One of the first experiences babies rehearse is that of the body
as a container (IN/OUT), by putting things in their mouths. UP/DOWN is dictated by
gravity and the erect adult posture, itself an achievement of BALANCE. NEAR/FAR,
COUNT/MASS, and FIGURE/GROUND all derive from the way our senses work
(primarily sight and hearing, though to a lesser extent touch, taste, and smell all
participate in these distinctions), and SOURCE-PATH-GOAL results from our
experience of ourselves and other objects moving through space. This is only a small
this reality; I am joined in this conviction by several outstanding contributors to the field of cognitive
linguistics who come from SIL (who are attracted by the data-friendly framework, and retain unshaken
religious convictions). Lakoff and Johnson (1999) take this argument even further, and come close to
asserting that there is no real world out there. Again, I (and many other cognitive linguists) think that just
because there are filters of perception and conception between us and the real world does not mean that the
latter is absent, but I lack the philosophical sophistication (as well as the time and inclination) to attempt a
refutation. Both Lakoff (1996) and Johnson (1992) have likewise used the premises of cognitive linguistics
to support a certain moral perspective, but when Lakoff first presented his case at the 1995 ICLA meeting,
there was strong opposition voiced by the audience, and Johnson’s article sparked considerable debate,
chronicled in rebuttals published by McLure (1993), Gorajska (1993) and Sinha (1993). The point is that
none of these theological or moral assertions necessarily follow from the premises of cognitive linguistics,
and it is not necessary to agree with them in order to be a productive contributor to this field.
8
Cf. Reddy’s (1979) article about how this common fallacy has been conventionalized in the metaphorical
system of English and why it is indeed a fallacy.
9
Hilary Putnam has gone to great pains to show that “brains in a vat” (i.e., a disembodied thinking system),
though they might be able to pass symbols around, would not have access to meaning, and also that the
assumption that meaning could exist in such a system leads to an essential logical error, cf. Lakoff 1987:
229-259.
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sampling of the meanings directly attributable to bodily existence.10 Cognitive linguistics
is an exploration of the fabric of meaning, woven thread by thread from bodily
experience and embroidered by metaphor. This is an ambitious and intricate project that
has only just begun.
It is necessary to remember that all experience is filtered by perception, and that
as a consequence language is not a description of the real world (nor any possible world),
but rather a description of human perception of reality. Therefore, when we examine
meaning, our goal is not to find a correspondence between utterances and a world (real or
otherwise), but rather to explore the ways in which meaning is motivated by human
perceptual and conceptual capacities.11 A salient characteristic of these capacities is that
they aren't constantly processing everything that comes their way; human beings are
usually ignoring the vast majority of perceptual information available at any given
instant. This ability to attend to certain inputs while ignoring the rest is essential to
successful cognitive functioning, and can be manipulated at various levels of
consciousness.12 The tension between what is perceptually and cognitively foregrounded
and what is backgrounded can be resolved in a variety of ways, and can even be resolved
differently by the same person at different moments. In cognitive linguistics we call this
phenomenon construal, and it has significant linguistic consequences. For example, the
same event of objective reality may be differently construed by different speakers or even
by the same speaker in different utterances, thus resulting in differences in linguistic
expression such as aspect, syntax, case, etc. Recognition of this fact once again makes it
impossible for cognitive linguists to aspire to prediction, but it does enable us to examine
a much broader spectrum of language use than would be possible if we assumed a direct
correspondence between the input of exterior reality and linguistic output. Accepting the
fact that there are both a body and a mind between those two endpoints makes the
10

Johnson (1987) presents these and several other basic image schemas, and also discusses ways in which
they are metaphorically extended to other domains in cognition, language, and art. Johnson’s list of image
schemas is very abbreviated; a complete catalogue would be enormous.
11
The interplay of perception and conception has inspired Talmy (1996) to coin “caption” as an umbrella
term.
12
Churchland (1996) provides numerous examples of how human attention is focused and manipulated. At
the neuronal level, it appears that vision, for example, tends to focus on moving objects. At the level of
conscious manipulation, there are ambiguous drawings (the beauty/hag and rabbit/duck are the most
familiar examples) that people can construe in different ways. This type of construal is probably more
common and more significant in the manipulation of linguistic categories than it is in perception.
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formula more complicated, but it also makes our endeavor more accurate (and note that
formalism and prediction do not necessarily correlate with this type of accuracy).
The premise that meaning results from human bodily experience as processed by
perception and cognition has many ramifications that cannot be explored in detail in this
paper. Here are a few of them for the reader to ponder. There is a huge (perhaps
unbridgeable) gulf between human and artificial intelligence. Computers don't have
bodies. Worse yet, they don’t share our perceptual organs or our cognitive abilities
(especially the drive to manipulate construal and to organize information in radial
categories based on experience). Consequently, computers don’t have access to meaning,
the engine that drives both thought and language. Unless we can find a way to give them
this access, computers will never be able to think or truly use language (rather than just
aping cognitive and linguistic tricks via massive calculations). Barring such a
breakthrough, machine translation of human utterances is similarly doomed to failure.
Cognitive linguistics sides with Searle: his “Chinese room” does not understand Chinese,
and passing the Turing Test does not prove that a computer can think.13
Here’s an anecdote to illustrate why the embodiment of meaning is important to
linguists. A psycholinguist once called to tell me about some strange patterns he was
finding in data on the grammatical status of numerals in various languages (I think he
called me because Slavic languages are very typical of what he was finding). The
numerals ‘one’ and ‘two’ tended to be treated differently, ‘two’ was sometimes treated
differently from ‘three’, but sometimes they were treated the same, and often ‘four’
13

The Turing Test was conceived by Turing (1950/1996) as an operational definition of the goal of
artificial intelligence – a computer that could think. According to Turing, if a computer and a person were
engaged in conversation with a human judge to whom the identities of the interlocutors were not revealed,
and the human judge was unable to tell which interlocutor was the computer and which the live person,
then the computer has passed the Turing Test, and the computer is indeed thinking, not just performing
calculations. Searle (1990/1996) protested that simulations such as the Turing Test are not adequate proof
of conscious cognition, and presented an analogy to the Turing Test, the Chinese room, in an attempt to
defeat Turing’s proposal. The Chinese room contains a person who does not know anything about Chinese
and a rule book that the person uses to match incomprehensible Chinese inputs with equally
incomprehensible Chinese outputs. A Chinese speaker who provides the inputs and reads the outputs is
satisfied that s/he is having a conversation with a Chinese speaker, but does this mean that the Chinese
room understands Chinese? Searle insisted that the Chinese room does not understand Chinese, but rather
than laying the Turing Test to rest, Searle's analogy sparked further debate over what it means to
understand language, and many scholars insisted that his Chinese room does indeed understand Chinese.
Churchland & Churchland (1990/1996) present a counterpoint to Searle, suggesting that advancements in
artificial intelligence and neurobiology make it possible to envision a thinking computer. As far as I can
tell, the jury is still out on this issue.
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followed a similar pattern. However, ‘five’ tended to behave very differently from both
‘four’ and ‘six’, and ‘six’, ‘seven’, ‘eight’, ‘nine’, etc. tended to behave similarly again.
My colleague was puzzled by the fact that this distribution is so consistent among
unrelated languages. My answer went something like this: you’ve found that ‘five’, ‘one’,
and a lesser extent ‘two’ tend to have a special status in languages. To understand ‘five’,
hold your hand up in front of your face. To understand ‘two’, notice your other hand, and
the similar pairing of legs, eyes, ears, etc. ‘One’ is your experience as a unique human
being, and your experience of single as opposed to plural things. The motives are all there
in the body, though different languages may conventionalize and grammaticalize these
facts in various ways.
4.5 The Structure of Cognitive Categories
If linguistic categories are cognitive categories, then we should expect them to have the
same structure. Empirical research in psychology, neurobiology, and linguistics indicates
that human knowledge is stored, accessed, and manipulated in categories with a specific
structure. Set theory and Venn diagrams have trained us to expect that a category is
defined by a boundary, that category membership is all-or-nothing (usually based on the
criteria of necessary and sufficient features), and that all members of a category share
equal status within the category.14 None of these parameters are valid for the vast
majority of (and possibly all) human categories. Rather than having a defining boundary
and no internal structure, human categories tend to have a defining internal structure and
no boundary. A given category is motivated by and organized around a prototypical
member, to which all other members ultimately bear some relationship. Bearing a
relationship to the prototype does not necessarily entail sharing a feature with the
prototype, since a relationship to the prototype may be mediated by a chain of linked
members, in which each contiguous pair shares features, but there may be no feature
shared by category members at the extreme ends of this chain. Indeed, it is probably
impossible to arrive at the set of members of a cognitive category by using features to
14

The notion of “fuzzy sets” attenuates the absolute values of these characteristics, but does not change the
nature of the set structure. One should note that set theory is itself a metaphorical projection of the IN/OUT
image schema. This fact makes the theory accessible and compelling, and very useful for many
mathematical applications, though it is inadequate to the task of describing human categorization.
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define it.15 Complex categories can have numerous chains radiating from the prototype,
and are therefore referred to as “radial categories”. The prototype has privileged status in
a category, and peripheral members are less representative of a category than the
prototype. The relationship of the center/prototype to the periphery cannot be described
in terms of a core + rules model, because the entire category, complete with its structure,
is something that exists rather than being continuously generated from the center. The
contents and structure of categories vary from language to language (and to some extent
even from speaker to speaker); they are conventional and often language-specific, not a
predictable result of the application of rules, and categories can both grow and shrink.
An illustration will demonstrate some of these points. The English word mother16
has as its prototype a woman who is married to the father of a child whom she concieves,
gives birth to, and nurtures. However, of course there are lots of mothers: stepmothers,
adoptive mothers, birth mothers, surrogate mothers, foster mothers, genetic mothers (egg
donors), etc. None of the features of the prototype is necessary or sufficient to define all
these people as mothers, since there is no one feature that they all share (a birth mother
usually does only the conceiving, gestating and birth, but none of the nurturing, whereas
the opposite is true of an adoptive mother; a stepmother is not required to perform
biological or nurturing functions -- she need only be married to the father). And the
category of mother is a dynamic one, showing growth at the periphery in response to
fertility technologies and new legal and ethical precedents. The category represented by
English chair demonstrates that such categories are often language-specific. Both Czech
and Russian use an entirely different lexeme for what we call armchair (Cz křeslo, R
kreslo) than for what we call chair (Cz židle, R stul); for Czechs and Russians, an
armchair is not in the chair category, it’s a different object altogether. Furthermore,
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I have been searching for a counterexample to this for years, by asking students (and offering them credit
toward their grades) to find a definition via features that will accurately capture all and only the members
of a category represented by a monomorphemic lexeme of their choice, yet no one has ever succeeded in
this challenge. Every featural description either excludes members that need to be included, or includes
members that should be excluded, and most descriptions do both. Thus “four legs, a seat, and a back” as a
definition of “chair” excludes wheelchairs and beanbag chairs, but includes many stools, couches, and
benches, whereas “made to be sat upon” excludes toy chairs and logs that might be referred to as chairs
when they come in handy at a campsite, but again includes other pieces of furniture for sitting. Even if a
counterexample is found, it is clear that the vast majority of human categories (linguistically represented as
morphemes) do not yield to a featural analysis.
16
This example of mother is borrowed and adapted from Lakoff 1987.
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Czechs are capable of viewing a wheelchair as either a type of armchair or as an entirely
different type of object. In the literary language, a wheelchair is křeslo na kolečkách,
literally an ‘armchair on wheels’; but in the spoken language a wheelchair is usually
called vozejk, a ‘small cart’. Thus even in different registers of a single language the
conventional categorization of an object can vary.
The value of the radial category to linguistics is by no means limited to the
semantics of lexemes such as mother. Successful analyses demonstrating the validity of
this model have been applied to many phenomena, among them the allo-/-eme
relationship (phonemes and morphemes are central to categories with allophones and
allomorphs being relatively more or less central or peripheral), the semantics of
grammatical morphemes (such as conjunctions, prepositions, prefixes, suffixes, and
desinences), and the syntax of grammatical constructions (where some constructions are
prototypical, and others are variants of these prototypes). Indeed, the radial category
provides powerful explanations for all kinds of linguistic relationships involving
polysemy, for it allows the linguist to explore both the variety and the coherence of
related items (rather than attending exclusively to either the variety by making atomistic
lists, or to the coherence by assigning abstract features that fail to capture the variety).
The linguist can see both the trees and the forest, since even the messiest array of related
items can usually be viewed as a unified (though internally complex) category. As I have
argued elsewhere (Janda 1996c), the radial category also establishes the asymmetric
relationships (between center and periphery) that motivate the phenomena that linguists
of all stripes attribute to markedness. Markedness thus emerges as a by-product of the
way in which human knowledge is organized. I have likewise argued at length (Janda
1993a, 1993c, 1996a, 1998a) that linguistic change flows according to the structure of
radial categories (with pruning and growth expected at the periphery; analogical leveling
is therefore the pruning of a peripheral category member in favor of the prototype).
The prototype of any category is an item with special salience. This special
salience is not something that can be mathematically defined (e.g., as the one feature
shared by most members of the category). Instead this special salience is attributable to
how human beings interact with members of the category, which is exactly what we
should expect given that meaning is grounded in human bodily experience. The source of
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meaning for the word chair is a kinesthetic image schema of how a human being typically
interacts with a chair. In other words, the act of sitting in a prototypical chair is the
experience that defines what a chair is, and variations on that experience result in
variations among the peripheral members of the category. Human interaction generally
proves to be much more significant than features that might be available in an “objective”
description of a category. For example, even though dictionaries and English speakers
consistently identify falsity of information as the defining feature of lie, when presented
with potential examples of lies (some containing true and some containing false
information), speakers of English consistently rate incidents involving intention to
deceive (even when all the information is true) as better examples of lies than incidents
merely containing false information.17 In other words, it is the human interaction with
lies, the experience of being deceived, that is most salient in the prototype for this
category. One might easily claim that the objective defining feature of the bird category
is the presence of feathers. However, feathers are only a minor factor in human
interaction with birds, which also includes experiences such as that birds move fast
(preferably by flying), are voracious eaters, sing, build nests and lay eggs in them, and
both birds and their eggs are often a source of food. The current immense popularity
among non-scientists as well as many paleontologists of the theory that birds and
dinosaurs are the same kind of creature has been facilitated by discoveries that some
dinosaurs did move fast, eat a lot, and lay eggs in nests. Knowing that some dinosaurs
exhibited behavior like the salient prototypical behavior of birds makes it easy to imagine
these dinosaurs as “featherless birds”, a concept that would be oxymoronic under a
featural analysis requiring feathers in order to belong to the bird category. It is the way
we interact with birds that makes it possible for us to imagine the existence of dinosaurs
that were really birds rather than reptiles (which do lay eggs, but nobody seems to want
to call them birds, probably because they don’t usually move very fast or eat very much,
nor do they build impressive nests, etc.).
The urge to categorize is very strong, and it seems that in order to process, store,
manipulate, and access information, human beings need to organize it in categories. Even
17

This result was published in Coleman & Kay 1981, and I have reduplicated it with three different groups
of students as a class demonstration. Though all of the samples involved are very small, the consistency of
results is quite compelling.
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damaged, impartial, and irrelevant information is run through this process, enabling
people to make sense out of fuzzy or faded photographs, or to “see” various items in the
shapes of clouds and inkblots. As neurobiologists have indicated, there is no
“grandmother cell” in the brain that uniquely contains everything you know about your
grandmother, nor is any other information stored as discrete bits. Instead all information
is distributed and interconnected. Not only is information arranged in categories, but
these categories are related to one another, and further participate in a hierarchy of
categorization involving subordinate and superordinate levels. All of the categories we
have looked at in this section have been basic-level categories, which generally
correspond with monomorphemic linguistic units (like bird, chair, mother, or a
grammatical morpheme). The subordinate level provides finer detail clustered around
members of a given basic-level category (thus the category of armchairs, with ones that
recline or swivel and ones that do not, etc., would be a subordinate category). The
superordinate category of furniture includes the chair as one of its more prototypical
members (with items such as chaise-longues, ping-pong tables, standing lamps, and
cabinet-style television sets as relatively more peripheral examples of furniture).
Subordinate, basic, and superordinate levels are not simply concentric sets; these
relationships are complex and follow the center/periphery structure. Radial categories of
all types (organizing lexical meaning, grammatical meaning, and hybrid types) are
constitutive of mental spaces that structure both thought and language use.
A radial category is not necessarily composed of unique, discrete members, each
occupying a single slot in a structure defined by a single set of relations to the prototype.
Cognitive categories are not in the business of pigeon-holing information anymore than
the brain is in the business of growing “grandmother cells”. Often there are category
members that fit into a given category in more than one place (or in a transitional zone
between parts of a category) and/or are related to the prototype in more than one way.
Cognitive linguists refer to such category members as “multiply motivated”, and do not
eschew such redundancy, since it is a natural part of human cognition. The recognition of
multiply motivated category members allows us to analyze and account for phenomena of
ambiguity and overlap, which are rampant in natural languages, but frequently ignored by
linguistic theories.
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In addition to the prototype, many cognitive linguists (especially Langacker and
his students) posit an overall abstract schema that sums up an entire category and relates
to all the members. This concept is probably more important and more understudied than
most of us realize. Cognitive linguistics still has quite a bit of work to do in order to
research, develop and ultimately define the role of the overall abstract schema (perhaps
best described as “firstness” for those familiar with Peircean semiotics).
Section 6 will present the radial category of the Russian genitive to demonstrate
the efficacy of this model for linguistic analysis. Like most items expressed in a simplex
morpheme18, the genitive case is a basic level radial category with a prototypical member
(SOURCE) and three variants (GOAL, WHOLE, REFERENCE). Subordinate structures
organize smaller details of meaning (such as the implementation of the SOURCE
meaning in the various domains of space, time, etc.), and the basic level category of the
genitive participates in a superordinate category of case relationships in general.19 There
is evidence that this kind of organization motivates most (perhaps all) linguistic
phenomena.
4.6 Mental Spaces and Mapping
Cognition and the use of language involve the access and manipulation of mental spaces.
Mental spaces are constructed from human perceptual experience and are extended
through imaginative mapping processes. The three most significant processes are
metaphor, metonymy, and blends. All three processes are vital to linguistic analysis.
For a cognitive linguist, the definition of metaphor is very broad. A metaphor is a
mapping from a source domain to a target domain. In other words, whenever a person
takes a concept that has been formed in one domain and tries to implement it in another, a
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The fact that Russian case endings are synthetic, expressing number and sometimes gender as well, is not
problematic here, nor is the fact that a given case morpheme has different forms in different numbers and
paradigms.
19
The most prototypical member of the superordinate category is the nominative case (which is why we
think of it as the “default” case in dictionaries, on signs, etc.). Accusative is somewhat more peripheral
(opposing the nominative as an agent to the accusative as a patient in a prototypical SVO clause). The
genitive is even more peripheral, since it does not involve the verb (central to the structure of a clause).
And the instrumental, dative, and locative are relatively peripheral in relation to the nominative, accusative,
and genitive, respectively. In other words, Jakobson was right in 1936, and indeed much of his work on
case (and other phenomena) looks to a cognitive linguist like it was ahead of its time.
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metaphor has occurred.20 The domain in which virtually all (maybe just “all”) human
knowledge is formed is that of a human body in physical space, which usually serves as
the source domain for metaphor. Common target domains are time, emotions, and states
of being. As mentioned above, babies become acquainted with their bodies as containers
by practicing putting things in their mouths. After this routine has been established, they
move on to placing objects in other containers (many baby toys are designed just for this
task). On a crude level, even this is a metaphor, for the concept IN/OUT has thus been
mapped from the body to external objects. Later, babies will learn to extend IN/OUT to
many other domains; in English these include time (by getting things done in time and
running out of time), emotions (by falling in and out of love), and states of being (by
getting in and out of trouble). The ways in which these metaphorical extensions are
realized and conventionalized are highly language-specific, but the metaphorical process
itself is a pervasive universal.21 Metaphor is a very robust phenomenon for all languages.

20

Notice that under this definition there is no substantive difference between metaphor and simile, or, to be
more accurate, all similes are actually metaphors. US public education never fails to indoctrinate all
children with the belief that there is an important difference between the two, and disabusing them of this
notion at the college level can be quite a challenge. The difference they have learned to cherish is one of
superficial syntactic variations on metaphorical expression that has little bearing on the substance of the
comparison. It also hides the fact that there are more ways to produce metaphor than by saying that “x is y”
or even that “x is like y”. Metaphor is present in all kinds of syntactic situations, and can be expressed by
all kinds of morphemes. Here are two examples with an adjective (firey) and a verb (beefing): firey anger;
authorities are beefing up security at area schools (see also the metaphors using IN and OUT in the
following paragraph, and those using the genitive case in section 6).
21
Lakoff and Johnson (1980) identify three basic types of metaphor: orientational metaphor, ontological
metaphor, and structural metaphor. Orientational metaphor is the extension of orientations such as IN/OUT,
UP/DOWN, FRONT/BACK to non-spatial domains. Ontological metaphor is the conceptualization of nonthings (emotions, abstract ideas, ambient phenomena) as if they were things (usually entities, substances, or
places), as in We are working toward peace (where peace is conceived of as an object or place), or His
emotional health has deteriorated recently (where emotional health is an object subject to deterioration).
Structural metaphors take an item with rich structure in bodily experience as the source domain for
understanding something else. For example, the structural metaphor PEOPLE ARE PLANTS underlies many
metaphorical expressions, enabling us to refer to the growth of children as sprouting up, youth as a
blossom, old age as a time of withering and fading, and the slaughter of soldiers as being mowed down. The
three types of metaphor are not entirely discrete and often collaborate in a given expression. Falling in
love, for example, uses all three types: an orientational metaphor extending the use of in, an ontological
metaphor identifying love as a place, and a structural metaphor that maps our understanding of physical
falling onto our understanding of an initial encounter with love. Languages make use of all three types of
metaphor in their grammars. Orientational metaphors are quite routine (often involving cases, prepositions,
and prefixes), and they typically collaborate with ontological metaphors (as in getting things done in time,
running out of time, where time is a container or a substance). Section 6 demonstrates that the genitive case
uses a structural metaphor mapping our experience of physically withdrawing from a thing to emotions
such as fear, shame, and aversion.
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It is quite impossible to speak any language without mastering the metaphorical
conventions embedded in it.
The mapping that metaphor performs is usually highly selective. It is by no means
a one-to-one mapping of all the information from a source domain to a target domain. For
example, the fact that in English we use fire as a source domain for understanding anger
(cf. Lakoff 1987: 380-415; His temper is like a powder-keg, She’s white-hot with rage,
I’m fuming, doing a slow burn, etc.) does not mean we expect anger to be something we
can light with a match, use for cooking, or use to produce ashes. Like the prototype,
metaphor is motivated by relevant information that is salient in human experience; it
highlights some facts about the target domain, but hides others. The behavior of metaphor
is likewise well-motivated but not entirely predictable.
For the purposes of linguistic analysis, metaphor is equally essential. Metaphors
involving IN/OUT, as mentioned above, and similar metaphors based on kinesthetic
image schemas are valuable for exploring the meaning and grammatical functions not
only of cases and prepositions, but of all sorts of linguistic categories and functor words.
Iconicity of all sorts is also a metaphorical phenomenon, for it is the mapping of a
parameter from one domain to another. Analogy in both the broad ordinary sense and in
the specific linguistic sense of analogical change is likewise the product of a
metaphorical transfer of information from one place (usually a paradigm) to another.
When linguists recognize and focus on the central role that metaphor plays in all
language, it becomes possible for us not only to better understand grammatical
phenomena, but also to participate in cultural studies and poetic analysis. The difference
between the types of metaphors prevalent in linguistic categories and those encountered
in creative expression is not a matter of quality, but rather a matter of the degree to which
certain metaphors have become conventionalized in a given language and culture.
Conventionalized metaphors form the backbone of linguistic categories, idioms, clichés,
expository prose, and ritual. Creative use of writing also contains metaphors that are
either less conventional (being extensions of conventional metaphors, cf. the jokes
mentioned in footnote 2), or altogether unconventional. It is also instructive to note that
most theories are based on metaphors, and that the inferences we draw from theories are
influenced by our understanding of these metaphors. Set theory is the IN/OUT image
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schema writ large. The modern understanding of the structure of benzene arose from an
iconic metaphor inspired by a dream of a snake biting its tail. Understanding of atomic
structure has undergone many metaphorical realizations in this century, going from a
grapes in gelatin model, to a model of miniature solar systems, to a mathematical
probability model. Light continues to be understood partly according to a metaphor based
on waves and partly according to a metaphor based on particles. Closer to home, the
vowel triangle is a metaphor which helps us predict which vowels are likely to turn into
which other vowels because they are “closest” to each other. Radial categories are
likewise a metaphor of our experience of points and links (rather like the old tinker toys).
The presence of these metaphors is not a problem unless we forget that they are there and
assume that we are just dealing with raw “truth”. Metaphors facilitate understanding and
lend power to our theories, and they often inspire us to draw inferences that we might
otherwise overlook. However, they can also inspire us to draw incorrect inferences or can
shade our eyes from inferences that we should consider (were we not so enamored of the
current metaphor). We need to be able to not only recognize and respect metaphors, but
also to look beyond them.
Cognitive linguists have paid less attention to metonymy (but note Goossens
1990, Croft 1993, and Kövecses & Radden 1998), yet it is also a rampant phenomenon in
linguistics. Metonymy is present whenever a part of something stands in for the whole
item, or when something closely associated with an item (like a name or attribute, e.g.,
Dostoevsky takes up a whole shelf in my library; The ham sandwich wants his check)
stands in for the item itself. In other words, a partial or associative reference maps to the
referent

itself.

All

phenomena

of

ellipsis,

truncation,

and

phonological

reduction/neutralization are linguistic examples of metonymy. Very common uses of
metonymy in the world’s languages are the reduction of movement along a path to either
a stationary path or just the endpoint of a path. English over provides examples of both
types of reduction. We can invoke movement along a path by saying Bill walked over the
hill. This can be reduced to a stationary path in The road goes over the hill. A statement
like Bill lives over the hill accesses only the endpoint of the path described by over. Two
of the submeanings of the genitive (presented in section 6), GENITIVE:: A REFERENCE and
GENITIVE:: A WHOLE

result from metonymical reductions of paths to endpoints of the
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more prototypical meanings

GENITIVE: A SOURCE

and

GENITIVE:: A GOAL.

In my work on

the dative case in Slavic, I have argued that metonymy has been used to extend the
indirect object to constructions lacking a direct object (Janda 1993a). There are many
verbs (especially verbs that denote the giving of money/gifts, giving of messages, and
giving of good/evil, such as the Slavic equivalents of ‘pay’, ‘advise’, and
‘please’/‘hamper’) that denote the giving of something that is so predictable from the
meaning of the verb itself that there is no need to express the something given as an
accusative direct object. We know, via metonymy, that when we pay someone, we are
giving them money; when we communicate with someone, we are giving them a
message; and when we please or hamper someone, we are giving them a good or hard
time. This metonymy motivates the use of the indirect object, and therefore the dative
case, with a host of verbs which otherwise look rather like a random list.
Blends are a more recent topic for cognitive linguistics and even less has been
written

about

them

than

about

metaphor

or

metonymy

(however,

see

http://www.wam.umd.edu/~mturn/www/blending.html). Like metaphor, a blend involves
two domains and a mapping relationship. However, in a blend both domains are source
domains, and together they contribute to the creation of a third, entirely new domain. For
example, if I were to talk about a discourse between Roman Jakobson and cognitive
linguistics, I might say that Jakobson made certain contributions, which cognitive
linguistics reacted to, and that Jakobson did not accept all the premises of cognitive
linguistics, etc. This discourse is of course hypothetical and anachronistic, since Jakobson
died several years before anyone ever used the term “cognitive linguistics”. The
discourse is a blend constructed from Jakobson’s work and work on cognitive linguistics.
On the morphological level blends are fairly common and are traditionally called just
that: blends. Morphological blends include the coinage of words like motel (from motor +
hotel) or workaholic (from work + alcoholic). Blends also occur at the level of the
linguistic category. The historical development of virile endings from what was originally
dual morphology in some Slavic languages appears to be the result of a blend in which
special distinctions that could be made in the plural number and special distinctions that
could be made in the masculine gender contributed to the creation of a special plural
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masculine distinction, namely virility (Janda 1999a). Both metonymy and blending merit
further research.
Metaphor and metonymy appear to have neurological analogs. It is believed that
eye-hand coordination is achieved by mapping vectors of eye angles onto vectors of
muscle contractions, in other words, taking information from one domain (eye positions)
and transferring this information to find “equivalents” in another domain (muscle
positions) (Churchland 1987: pp), a process that looks very much like metaphor. A
computer simulation of human retinal cells (Churchland 1995: 236-242) reveals that our
visual perception focuses on certain information (particularly movement and edges),
largely ignoring other possible inputs. Thus we tend to see moving parts and edges rather
than wholes, and this seems to parallel metonymy. These analogs do not mean that we
know how metaphor and metonymy work on the biological level, but they do mean that
metaphor and metonymy at least appear to be biologically plausible (whereas serial
processing of ordered rules seems much less promising, given what we know about brain
structure and neural processing time). Lakoff has devoted considerable attention to the
issue of neural nets and how they relate to the theoretical constructs of cognitive
linguistics;

more

information

on

this

topic

can

be

accessed

at

http://www.icsi.berkeley.edu/NTL/.
5.0 Advantages of Cognitive linguistics
Cognitive linguistics offers a number of advantages over some other linguistic
frameworks, particularly in relation to the range of language phenomena it can address
and in relation to researchers’ need to communicate their results. I would contend that
cognitive linguistics facilitates the analysis of far more language data, and that the results
of analysis are far more accessible to others both within and particularly beyond the field
of linguistics.
5.1 Cognitive Linguistics is Data-friendly
From the very beginning, cognitive linguistics has been a refuge for linguists who are
intimately acquainted with real language data and have a profound respect for empirical
methods. The most outstanding contributions made by cognitive linguists continue to be
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insightful analyses of intricate sets of naturally-occurring data performed by linguists
with a subtle and detailed understanding of the languages they work on. Although theory
is a crucial concern, it is treated as something that emerges gradually from and must be
constantly verified against data. It is impossible for a proper cognitive linguist to imagine
“marshalling data to support theory” (an exact quote of praise from one non-cognitive
linguist about another). Whenever I hear this kind of language, I shudder to think what
this means: Was the data forced into conform to pre-determined regiments? What
happened to the “naughty” data that didn’t support the theory? Was it banished from
consideration? Where did the data come from? Was it real data (spontaneously produced
by native speakers under natural conditions)? Or not (concocted, elicited, etc.)? I rejoice
in finding the “naughty” data that challenges us to stretch or change our theory (this
“naughty” data need not be the least bit exotic or ungrammatical – it’s usually hidden in
plain sight, until you gather a database of real usage). I always start every project by
gathering as much data as I can before even beginning to think about how it might be
organized, and I likewise insist that all my students “get their hands dirty” with some data
before thinking about their analysis. There is much that can be learned about linguistics
by simply gathering and sifting through data, and no amount of theory or classroom
lecturing is a substitute for this experience.
The framework of cognitive linguistics (especially the radial category and
metaphorical extensions of it) is particularly adept at handling analyses of very messy
arrays of data. There is never any motive for hiding or ignoring “problematic” data,
primarily because cognitive linguistics is interested in finding internal structures,
however fine-grained, rather than air-tight immutable boundaries for categories. The
“ugly ducklings” that are often shunned by other theories are properly appreciated for
their beauty in this framework. For example, the Russian verb zavidovat’ ‘envy’ bears no
close affinity to other “dative-governing” verbs, but it serves as an important transitional
type linking two parts of the semantic category of the dative case (Janda 1993c). Case
usage is itself an example of a relatively messy phenomenon for which cognitive
linguistics provides an ideal solution, making it possible to respect all the variation while
producing a coherent analysis. This not only facilitates the description of a given case in
a given language, but it also makes cross-linguistic comparisons relatively easy and
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transparent (a feat not previously achievable). Case semantics is only one of the enduring,
intractable problems of Slavic linguistics for which the cognitive framework is likely to
provide elegant solutions. Further venues I have explored include aspect (aspectual
distinctions seem to have the same motives as the phenomena of motor control theory),
phonological change (the prototype of a syllable in the Common Slavic period appears to
be a sequence with level tonality and rising sonority), paradigm change (the masculine ostem paradigm has experienced more change than any other in the past millennium, and
almost all of this change seems to be motivated by increasing distinction between figure
and ground). Others have investigated a remarkable array of topics, ranging from
morphology, syntax, semantics, and translation, as evidenced in the bibliography in 9.2.
In summary, cognitive linguistics is an excellent framework for probing both the
complete range of language use (all natural production, including errors, anomalies,
creative use, poetry, idioms, even “dead metaphors”) and the complete range of language
phenomena (phonology, morphology, syntax, and semantics).
5.2 Cognitive Linguistics is User-friendly
The absence of an entrenched formalism has its advantages. A cognitive linguist never
has to build a mountainous formal machine to strain at a gnat (or any bigger prey, for that
matter), and no one has to master a formal system in order to appreciate research in
cognitive linguistics. This means that cognitive linguistics research is readily accessible
to all linguists, and also that cognitive linguists can focus more of their effort on
collecting and analyzing data than on toying with the formal artifacts of a theory. With
very minor adaptations, research done in cognitive linguistics can also be made
accessible to other audiences. This is particularly valuable for those of us who wish to
communicate with colleagues in other fields, as well as for young scholars who are likely
to have to give a job talk to a mixed audience, or for researchers who submit grant
proposals (NEH, SSRC, ACLS, etc.) that will be evaluated both by linguists and by other
scholars. More important is the fact that cognitive linguistics facilitates the transfer of
research to teaching; it allows us to make our research breakthroughs available to
students. Rather than encouraging the production of arcane scholarship, too often
consisting of minutiae hopelessly embedded in complex and counter-intuitive
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frameworks, cognitive linguistics facilitates the production of scholarship that is actually
useful, both to scholars and to students. The demonstration of cognitive linguistics
presented in section 6 is abstracted from a forthcoming textbook for learners of Russian
on the case system. The textbook itself contains virtually no terminology (except “verb”,
“preposition”, and “metaphor”, and the former two are often just referred to as “words”),
and only a very sparse formalism (a circle is an object, an arrow is an action – but all of
this is translated into prose, and the book can be comprehended without reference to the
formalism). In studying the Russian cases, students are asked to build upon their
everyday experiences (of orientation, forces, and movement along a path, for example),
and to use metaphor to extend spatial concepts to other domains such as time and states
of being (guided by familiar and parallel metaphorical extensions in English). This book
has already been beta-tested by a small group of students, none of whom have ever heard
of cognitive linguistics (even after reading the book). Their reaction was unanimously
enthusiastic, proving that cognitive linguistics can be made utterly transparent and
valuable for many people other than cognitive linguists.
Cognitive linguistics is particularly friendly to Slavists. As mentioned above, it is
highly compatible with some of our traditions, both old (most notably the work of Roman
Jakobson) and new (cf. the work of many contemporary Russian linguists, particularly
Apresjan, Arutjunova, Kibrik, Kobozeva, Kreidlin, Paducheva, Plungian, Rakhilina, and
Uryson), providing opportunities to heal disconitnuities of both time and place (in
particular, Cold-War geopolitics). The bibliography in 9.2 demonstrates that cognitive
linguistics is making considerable contributions to Slavic linguistics. In fact, this trend is
so robust that the organizers of the next ICLA conference (to be held in Santa Barbara in
2001) have already suggested that a theme session be devoted entirely to Slavic
languages.
6.0 A Brief Demonstration (the Russian Genitive)
I will use an (abbreviated) analysis of the Russian genitive case to illustrate how concepts
such as the embodiment of meaning, radial category, and metaphorical extension can
serve as valuable tools for researchers.
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A genitive case is a common phenomenon in languages across typologies;
basically the term genitive indexes the fact that languages tend to group possession,
adnominal relationships, and the complements of certain verbs together (Blake 1994:
151). The dimensions and dynamics of the genitive case in any given language are, of
course, unique. I will present a highly principled network consisting of only four nodes
that is, however, comprehensive enough to account for the wide range of data found in
Russian.

G

Genitive
a whole

a whole

G

G
a goal

a source
a source

a goal

G
a reference
a reference

Let’s look at the radial category of the genitive first. The specific submeanings of
the Russian genitive constitute the four members of this category:
(the prototype),

GENITIVE:: A GOAL, GENITIVE:: A WHOLE,

and

GENITIVE: A SOURCE

GENITIVE:: A REFERENCE.

The four labels used here hint at both what the basic meaning of the genitive is and why it
is so hard to make sense of it. The genitive is by nature an elusive beast, a sort of “back-
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seat driver” constantly handing off the responsibility of focusing attention to something
else. When we say that something comes from a source, we generally aren’t as interested
in the source as we are in the something that comes from it. The same goes for goals;
while a goal is important, what we really care about is the person or thing that is headed
for it. In the

GENITIVE:: A WHOLE

use, there is always another item that plays the role of

the “part”, and of course when we are talking about something that is part of a whole, we
are focusing our attention on the part more than on the whole. A reference point is
something we use to locate something else, and in its

GENITIVE:: A REFERENCE

use, the

genitive serves as a mental address for other things. Rather than turning focus to the item
it marks, the genitive deflects our focus away from it. It is this habit of retreating into the
background that makes the genitive so hard to pin down. Passing the buck, by the way,
also makes the chaining of genitives possible, allowing focus to bounce from one item to
the next.
For cognitive linguists it is fairly easy to pick out the links that hold this category
together. SOURCE and

GOAL

present the same relationship of trajector, trajectory, and

landmark; it is only the direction of the trajectory that varies. WHOLE and

REFERENCE

present the two endpoints of the SOURCE/GOAL trajectory; the reduction of a trajectory to
its endpoint is a very familiar phenomenon in cognition (a metonymy, as mentioned in
4.6). Abstractly, we could say that all of the uses of the genitive support the following
definition:
The genitive is a backgrounded item (big circle) that yields focus of attention to
something else (small circle) which exists or maneuvers in its proximity. The genitive is
cognitively prior to or more salient than the other item, but yields this salience to the
trajector. The abstract schema appears to be grounded in universal human experience of
containers, movement along a path, and relative distance.
The remainder of this demonstration will be devoted to the specific submeanings
that are members of the genitive category. I will suppress a large amount of detail,
offering just small samplings of phenomena such as trigger words (primarily prepositions
and verbs) and metaphorical extensions of genitive meanings. Numbered examples from
a large database of naturally-occuring sentences illustrate some of the genitive uses (for
more detail, see Janda forthcoming).
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6.1 GENITIVE: A SOURCE
Prose caption of diagram: An item (small circle) departs from a GENITIVE: A
SOURCE (circle labeled G).
GENITIVE:

A SOURCE

is always associated with meanings of coming from (motivating

metaphorical extensions to causation) and withdrawal. The source meaning is triggered
by various prepositions meaning ‘from’ or ‘because of’ (ot ‘from’, s ‘off of; from’, iz
‘from’; ex. 1), as well as verbs signaling withdrawal, many of them involving
metaphorical extension from the spatial domain to the domain of emotions (bojat’sja
‘fear’, pugat’sja ‘be frightened’, izbegat’ ‘avoid’, dičit’sja ‘avoid’, stesnjat’sja ‘be shy
of’, stydit’sja ‘be ashamed of’, gnušat’sja ‘abhor’, storonit’sja ‘shun, avoid’,
osteregat’sja ‘beware of’; ex. 2).
(1)

Na stul’jax i krovati ležali vešči, vynutye iz sunduka.
[On chairs-LOC and bed-LOC lay things-NOM, taken-NOM from trunk-GEN.]
On the chairs and bed lay things that had been taken out of the trunk.

(2)

Oni soveršenno ne stesnjalis’ prisutstvija ljudej.
[They-NOM completely not were-shy presence-GEN people-GEN.]
They are not the least bit shy of the presence of people.

6.2 GENITIVE:: A GOAL
Prose caption of diagram: An item (small circle) reaches a GENITIVE:: A GOAL (circle
labeled G).
GENITIVE:: A GOAL is virtually the mirror-image of the source meaning, but is somewhat
more nuanced, particularly in its use with verbs. GENITIVE:

A GOAL

is associated with

prepositions meaning ‘approach’ in space or time, the latter yielding ‘until’; ‘for’, a
metaphorical extension of ‘approach’ to the domain of purpose; and ‘touch’, with
metaphorical extension to the domain of the intellect yielding ‘concerning’ (do ‘up to,
until’, dlja ‘for’, radi ‘for the sake of’, protiv ‘against’, kasatel’no ‘touching,
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concerning’, otnositel’no ‘concerning’; ex. 3). When the notion of ‘approach’ is extended
to the domain of merit/morals, it motivates the use of the genitive with the adjective
dostojnyj meaning ‘worthy’.
(3)

Stupen’ki mojego vagona ne doxodjat do zemli.
[Steps-NOM my wagon-GEN not go to ground-GEN.]
The steps of my wagon do not reach the ground.

The use of GENITIVE:: A GOAL with verbs depends upon the meanings of the verbs and the
perceived definiteness of what is approached. For verbs that involve definite objects,
such as dobivat’sja ‘get, strive for’, dostigat’ ‘attain’, zasluživat’ ‘deserve’, želat’
‘desire’, stoit’ ‘be worth’, kasat’sja ‘touch’, deržat’sja ‘hold to’, slušat’sja ‘obey’, the
genitive is required (ex. 4). For verbs that do not make this stipulation, such as iskat’
‘seek’, prosit’ ‘request’, ždat’ ‘wait for’, ožidat’ ‘expect’, trebovat’ ‘demand’, xotet’
‘want’, the decision about the definiteness of the object is up to the construal of the
speaker (ex. 5). Thus, if a specific item is sought, it will appear in the accusative,
whereas non-definite items will appear as GENITIVE:: A GOAL. For example, one can say
Boris is waiting for a bus, putting the bus in either the accusative or the genitive. If we
use the accusative, we mean that Boris is waiting for a certain bus. But if we use the
genitive, we mean that Boris just wants to get away – he will take any bus that comes.
(4)

Kak vy dostigli takogo nravstvennogo soveršenstva?
[How you-NOM attained such moral perfection-GEN?]
How have you attained such moral perfection?

(5)

Žizn’, kotoruju my veli, trebovala značitel’nyx rasxodov.
[Life-NOM, which-ACC we-NOM led, required considerable expendituresGEN.]
The life we led required considerable expenditures.
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6.3 GENITIVE:: A WHOLE
Prose caption of diagram: An item (small circle) is a part of a GENITIVE: A WHOLE
(circle labeled G).
GENITIVE::

A WHOLE

brings together the adnominal, possessive, and quantificational

meanings are characteristic of genitives; everything that English can do with ‘of’ and
then some. This includes part/whole relationships, possessive uses (ex. 6), membership in
a category (ex. 7), and the various having relationships that are motivated by the typical
event, holding between the agent, the patient, and the action. Like English ‘of’, the
Russian genitive displays all six possible combinations of agent, patient, and action.
Example 8 illustrates the action (publication) belonging to the patient (edible children’s
books).
(6)

Ne povtorite ošibku prezidenta.
[Not repeat error-ACC president-GEN.]
Don’t repeat the president’s error.

(7)

Nadejus’, ty vyrasteš’ čelovekom bol’šoj duši.
[Hope, you-NOM grow-up person-INST big soul-GEN.]
I hope that you grow up to be a person with a big soul.

(8)

On planiroval izdanie s”edobnyx detskix knig.
[He-NOM planned publication-ACC edible children’s books-GEN.]
He planned the publication of edible children’s books.

There are three prepositions that make use of

GENITIVE:: A WHOLE

(sredi ‘among’,

posredi ‘in the middle of’, and vnutri ‘inside’; ex. 9), as well as about 50 prepositional
phrases (among them: v adres ‘directed toward’, v vide ‘in the form of’, v kačestve in the
capacity of'; ex. 10) which serve as complex prepositions. The adverb žal’/žalko ‘pity,
regret’ (ex. 11) seems to stand out; a clumsy English translation as ‘for pity of’ might
help us to see the connection to GENITIVE:: A WHOLE here.
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(9)

V pereryve sredi učastnikov načali cirkulirovat’ dokumenty.
[In break-LOC among participants-GEN began circulate documents-ACC.]
During the break documents began circulating among the participants.

(10)

Vpervye v kačestve polnopravnyx učastnikov meždunarodnogo soglašenija
vystupili

pjatnadcat’ byvšix sovetskix respublik.

[For-the-first-time in capacity-LOC full-fledged participants-GEN international
agreement-GEN acted fifteen-NOM former Soviet republics-GEN.]
For the first time the fifteen former Soviet republics acted in the capacity of fullfledged participants in an international agreement.
(11)

Ja ljublju detskie golosa, I mne pri ètom byvaet nevyrazimo žal’ svoej uxodjaščej
žizni.
[I-NOM love children’s voices-ACC, and me-DAT at this-LOC is inexpressibly
regret own slipping-away life-GEN.]
I love children’s voices, and when I hear them I feel inexpressible regret for my
own

life which is slipping away.

'Amount of' with GENITIVE:: A WHOLE can be triggered by numerals and other quantifiers
(ex. 12), or can appear without any quantifier at all, in which case the meaning is usually
‘some’ and is referred to as partitive (ex. 13). In addition, a number of words that
describe having or manipulating amounts are associated with

GENITIVE:: A WHOLE

(dostatok/dostatočno ‘enough’, ispolnennyj ‘full’, ispolnjat’sja ‘become filled’,
nabirat’sja ‘collect, pick up’, naedat’sja ‘eat/have one’s fill’, polnyj ‘full’,
pribavljat’(sja) ‘increase, add’, ubavljat’(sja) ‘decrease, subtract’, xvatat’ ‘be enough’;
ex. 14).
(12)

Ja opozdala na pjatnadcat’ minut.
[I-NOM got-late on fifteen-ACC minutes-GEN.]
I was fifteen minutes late.
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(13)

Ja vypil čaju, kotoryj zakazal po telefonu.
[I-NOM drank-up tea-GEN, which-NOM ordered along telephone-DAT.]
I drank up the tea that I ordered by phone.

(14)

On nabralsja xrabrosti i sprosil: počemu?
[He-NOM collected courage-GEN and asked: why?]
He collected his courage and asked: why?

6.4 GENITIVE:: A REFERENCE
Prose caption of diagram: An item (small circle) is in the proximity of a GENITIVE: A
REFERENCE (circle labeled G).
GENITIVE::

A REFERENCE

locates an item relative to a genitive item which serves as a

reference point in various domains. Dates serving as reference points in time are one of
the most common uses of GENITIVE:: A REFERENCE (ex. 15). Additionally, there are over
2 dozen prepositions that locate objects relative to GENITIVE:: A REFERENCE in domains of
time, space, similarity, and intellectual concepts (bez ‘without’, bliz ‘near’, vblizi*
‘nearby’, vvidu* ‘in view of’, vdol’* ‘along’ ... poperek* ‘across’, posle ‘after’, prežde
‘before’, sverx* ‘above’, u ‘by, near’; asterisks indicate reflexes of prepositional phrases,
originally motivated by

GENITIVE:: A WHOLE).

One preposition, u, ‘by, near’ could be a

whole chapter to itself, for it displays numerous extensions and conventionalizations,
being deployed for meanings of possession and causation in addition to spatial location
(ex. 16).
(15)

Vos’mogo avgusta 1927 g. M. Cvetaeva pisala svoej znakomoj S. N.
Andronikovoj- Gal’pern.
[Eighth-GEN August-GEN 1927 year-GEN M. Cvetaeva-NOM wrote own
acquaintance S. N. Andronikova-Gal’pern-DAT.]
On the eighth of August 1927 M. Cvetaeva wrote to her acquaintance S. N.
Andronikova- Gal’pern.
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(16)

U dveri sidit miss Fillips i vjažet.
[By door-GEN sits Miss Phillips-NOM and knits.]
Miss Phillips sits by the door and knits.
GENITIVE::

A REFERENCE

can also signal separation interpreted as negation (not

necessarily of the existence of something, but of its availability for perception; ex. 17).
(17)

V to že vremja v častnom sektore nikakix zabastovok ne bylo.
[In that same time-ACC in private sector-LOC no-kind strikes-GEN not was.]
At the same time there were no strikes in the private sector.

A number of words specifically trigger the negation construal of GENITIVE:: A REFERENCE
(among them: deficit ‘deficit’, lišat’(sja)

‘deprive [be deprived]’, nedostavat’

‘be

lacking’, nedostatok ‘lack’, nexvatka ‘shortage’; ex. 18).
(18)

Obyčnaja naša žizn’ byla lišena vsej ètoj roskoši, kazavšejsja teatral’noj,
prednaznačenoj isključitel’no dlja sčastlivoj minuty.
[Ordinary our life-NOM was deprived all this luxury-GEN, seeming-GEN
theatrical-INST, set-aside-INST exclusively for happy minute-GEN.]
Our ordinary life was deprived of all this luxury, which seemed theatrical, and
was set aside exclusively for a happy time.

The distance of separation in

GENITIVE:: A REFERENCE

is further interpretable as

differentiation along a scale of comparison, motivating the use of comparatives with the
genitive case in Russian (ex. 19).
(19)

Obščee delo dolžno byt’ vyše ličnyx interesov.
[Common cause-NOM should be higher personal interests-GEN.]
The common cause should be higher (priority) than personal interests.
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This completes our “bare bones” survey of the Russian genitive, a demonstration of how
cognitive linguistics can reveal the complex infrastructure of an abstract grammatical
meaning, while allowing us to also appreciate the ultimate unity of the linguistic category
it represents.
7.0 Projected Trends
Predicting the future is always a dangerous undertaking, but fortunately I don’t have to
take all the responsibility on myself, since a considerable amount of predicting was done
at the ICLA meeting last July. I’ll summarize and comment on some of the trends
projected by colleagues at that event.
Suzanne Kemmer specifically devoted her talk to summarizing achievements to
date and suggesting “areas ripe for exploration with cognitive concepts and methods”. At
the top of her list is sociolinguistic variation, certainly a topic near to the heart of Slavists
who work with Czech. I’ve long wished that I could find the time to undertake a thorough
cognitive analysis of Czech diglossia (there would be prototypical items in the
phonology, morphology, syntax, and lexicon for each register, literary Czech and spoken
Czech, and there would be a range of deviations from these prototypes, etc.; there would
also be prototypes of situations for use of each register, etc., etc.) – maybe someone else
will take this on. All of our languages have some similar phenomena (variations in
colloquial language, slang, taboo language, and also dialectal variations) that would
similarly benefit from a cognitive linguistic account. Serbo-Croatian as we once knew it
has now broken apart, and each new “language” has selected certain phenomena which it
wields as identifying characteristics (prototypes!) to distinguish it from the other
successor languages.

Closely related topics on Kemmer’s list are bilingualism and

language contact, both of which are likewise relevant to Slavists (for example, the
influence of German on West Slavic, and of Russian on all other Slavic languages; and
the struggle now for Belarusian, Ukrainian, Baltic, and Central Asian languages to shed
Russian and reestablish themselves as full-fledged literary languages; and the sudden
surge of influence English is now having on all our languages). Historical linguistics
presents seemingly endless opportunities, especially given the fact that our languages are
relatively well-documented, so there is plenty of material to work on (the semantic
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development of grammatical categories immediately suggests itself, but one could also
look at the evolution of phonological systems, syntactic structures, etc.). Kemmer also
suggests second language acquisition and language learning, both of which are relevant
to our roles as teachers of our languages; in this connection I am endeavoring to produce
(or in most cases to encourage others to produce) pedagogical materials for teaching the
case and aspect systems of our languages. The possibilities for deployment of cognitive
linguistics in the service of language teaching are likewise virtually unlimited. Literacy
and translation are the next two items on Kemmer’s list. The former (literacy) might be of
value in serving heritage students who often arrive in our classrooms with very
incomplete knowledge of a language, particularly in its literary form. Translation is
inevitably a part of what we do, and can be greatly informed by understanding the
structure of linguistic categories, metaphorical extension, and the like. Those of our
colleagues who approach translation as an object of research would benefit from
cognitive linguistics on a more theoretical level (note in particular the works of Elżbieta
Tabakowska and her students at Jagiellonian University of Kraków, cited in 9.2).
Lexicography comes next. It is an area of relative neglect among US scholars, but one
that has been pioneered from a largely cognitive perspective by a fellow Slavist, Anna
Wierzbicka (whose work is very popular in Russia, by the way). Kemmer closes her list
with Social Psychology, which she illustrates with a study of the meaning of given names
(this study of course flies in the face of the traditional assertion that names don’t mean
anything), showing that naming tends to conform to phonetic schemas, as well as formal
schemas associated with ethnicity, gender, and other variables (for example, there is a
tendency in English for male names to gradually become female names, like Beverley,
Lynn, Evelyn, Dale, Hilary; and for last names to be assigned as first names for babies of
both genders, like Logan, Tyler, Cody, Carter). Modern Russian experienced interesting
innovations in naming people in the early years of communism, as well as considerable
experimentation with the use of abbreviations to name places and things. A dissertation is
now underway (by Anne Keown) studying the evolution of various politeness strategies
in Slavic languages (ty vs. vy, conditionals, negation, etc.), using a cognitive model of the
social structures that motivate these phenomena. Social psychology certain plays a role
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also in sorting out the influence of English and the reestablishment of non-Russian
languages in the public sphere mentioned above.
Several other colleagues presented provocative papers that chart new directions
for cognitive linguistics. Bill Croft debuted his “radical construction grammar”, providing
robust cross-linguistic evidence that that “virtually all formal grammatical structure is
language-specific and construction-specific”, that there is a “conceptual space over which
constructional distributional patterns are defined”, and that syntactic relations do not
exist. Ultimately, this is an assertion that all of syntax can be reduced to semantics, and it
is an ambitious project indeed. On the other end of the spectrum was an entire theme
session devoted to “Phonology in Cognitive Grammar”, which took up fundamental
issues such as embodiment in cognitive phonology, phonological neutralization, and
phonology-morphology interaction. Both syntax and phonology in the framework of
cognitive linguistics are pretty much virgin territory for Slavists, since precious little has
been done on our languages. Ron Langacker outlined in his plenary talk ways in which
discourse analysis might be undertaken from a cognitive perspective, and there is a
shortage of discourse analysis being done on Slavic languages from any perspective.
Finally, George Lakoff described his investigations of neural nets and how they relate to
the foundational principles of cognitive linguistics. More specifically, he presented the
models of neural behavior developed by researchers in motor control theory, and showed
how they correlate to verbal aspect (with units for initiation, repetition, completion, etc.).
Given the prominence of aspect in the verbal systems of our languages, this is a
particularly fertile opportunity. Alan Cienki has done groundbreaking work in gesture
and language for both English and Russian, and there is plenty of room for other
researchers to join this effort as well.
In short, we can expect cognitive linguistics to lead in many directions in the
years ahead, and Slavists can make valuable contributions to all these undertakings.
8.0 In Lieu of a Conclusion
Obviously I have used this article as a platform from which to do some preaching and to
vent some of my frustrations (as I understand it, this is part of the task of writing a
position piece). However, I would like to step away from all that for a bit and remind
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both myself and everyone else that all theoretical frameworks, cognitive linguistics
included, are built upon metaphorical models, and all metaphorical models reveal some
truths and suggest some questions while suppressing other truths and other questions that
might be asked. In other words, neither cognitive linguistics nor any other framework is
entirely comprehensive; no one framework is THE answer to all our problems. Some
frameworks are more apt than others, particularly at addressing given issues. Cognitive
linguistics happens to be a great way to deal with the kinds of puzzles that light my fire:
grammatical meaning, polysemy, and historical change. But ultimately the use of any one
framework shutters one’s eyes one from other opportunities for inquiry. If we cannot
communicate across theories, we risk a fate like the proverbial three blind men
encountering an elephant: one finds the ear and declares that an elephant is like a sheet of
leather, one finds the side and declares an elephant to be like a wall, and the third finds
the tail and declares an elephant to be like a rope. The results of their research are entirely
incompatible and they are unable to find any common ground on which to base a
discussion. Cognitive linguistics can only offer one view of linguistic inquiry. Thus far
I’ve enjoyed the view and never run out of things to see from this vantage point, and I’ve
also tried to make my contributions as accessible as possible to others who might want to
take a peek (or even an extended gaze). I’ve attempted to peer at language phenomena
from other points of view now and again (more as a spectator than as a participant), but
too often found unnecessary clouds in my way. Let’s hope that this conference and this
volume will help to clear away some of the clutter that has accumulated over the years
and foster closer unfettered communication across our various frameworks. In the future,
may we all, in all of our work, collectively recognize and support each other.
9.0 Bibliographies
9.1 Some Classic Texts on Cognitive Linguistics
Casad, Eugene, ed. 1996. Cognitive Linguistics in the Redwoods. Berlin/New York:
Mouton de Gruyter.
Coleman, Linda and Paul Kay. 1981. "Prototype semantics: The English verb lie,"
Language 57, 26-44.

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

39

Croft, William. 1993. “The Role of Domains in the Interpretation of Metaphors and
Metonymies” Cognitive Linguistics 4, 335-370.
Croft, William. forthcoming. “Some Contributions of Typology to Cognitive Linguistics,
and Vice Versa” in Theo Janssen and Gisela Redeker, eds. Foundations and
Scope of Cognitive Linguistics. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
de Stadler, Leon and Christoph Eyrich, eds. Issues in Cognitive Linguistics. 1999.
Berlin/New York: Mouton de Gruyter.
Dirven, René and Marjolijn Verspoor. 1998. Cognitive Exploration of Language and
Linguistics (= Cognitive Linguistics in Practice, Vol. 1). Amsterdam/Philadelphia:
John Benjamins.
Fauconnier, Gilles. 1985. Mental Spaces. Cambridge/London: MIT Press.
Geeraerts, Dirk. 1987. “Cognitive Grammar and the History of Lexical Semantics” in
Brygida Rudzka-Ostyn, ed. Topics in Cognitive Linguistics. Amsterdam &
Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 647-678.
Goldberg, Adele, ed. 1996. Conceptual Structure, Discourse and Language. Stanford:
CSLI Publications.
Goossens, Louis. 1990. “Metaphtonymy: The Interaction of Metaphor and Metonymy in
Expressions for Linguistic Action” Cognitive Linguistics 1, 323-340.
Johnson, Mark. 1987. The Body in the Mind. Chicago/London: U of Chicago Press.
Kövecses, Zoltán and Günter Radden. 1998. “Metonymy: Developing a Cognitive
Linguistic View” Cognitive Linguistics 9, 37-77.
Lakoff, George. 1987. Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things. Chicago/London: U of
Chicago Press.
Langacker, Ronald W. 1987. Foundations of Cognitive Grammar. Vol. I. Theoretical
Prerequisites. Stanford: Stanford U Press.
Langacker, Ronald W. 1990. "Subjectification," Cognitive linguistics 1, 5-38.
Langacker, Ronald W. 1991. Concept, image, and symbol: The cognitive basis of
grammar. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
Langacker, Ronald W. 1991. Foundations of Cognitive Grammar. Vol. II. Descriptive
Application. Stanford: Stanford U Press.

40

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

Lindner, Susan. 1981. A lexico-semantic analysis of verb-particle constructions with UP
and OUT. Doctoral dissertation, UC San Diego.
Mervis, Carolyn and Rosch, Eleanor.

1981.

"Categorization of Natural Objects,"

Annual Review of Psychology 32, 89-115.
Reddy, Michael. 1979. "The conduit metaphor," Metaphor and thought, ed. by A.
Ortony. Cambridge, 284-324.
Rosch, Eleanor. 1973a. "Natural Categories," Cognitive psychology 4, 328-350.
Rosch, Eleanor.

1973b.

"On the internal structure of perceptual and semantic

categories," Cognitive development and the acquisition of language, ed. by T. E.
Moore. New York, 111-144.
Rosch, Eleanor. 1978. "Principles of categorization," Cognition and categorization, ed.
by E. Rosch and B. B. Lloyd. Hillsdale, 27-48.
Rudzka-Ostyn,

Brygida,

ed.

1988.

Topics

in

Cognitive

Linguistics.

Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
Sweetser, Eve E. 1990. From etymology to pragmatics: Metaphorical and cultural
aspects of semantic structure. Cambridge: Cambridge U. Press.
Talmy, Leonard. 1988. "Force dynamics in language and cognition," Cognitive science
12, 49-100.
Talmy, Leonard. 1996. “Fictive Motion in Language and ‘Ception’”. Language and
Space ed. by Paul Bloom et al. Cambridge/London: MIT Press.
Tuggy, David. 1993. "Ambiguity, polysemy, and vagueness," Cognitive linguistics 4,
273-290.
Ungerer, Friedrich and Hans-Jörg Schmid. 1996. An Introduction to Cognitive
Linguistics. London/New York: Longman.
Wierzbicka, Anna. 1980. Lingua Mentalis: The Semantics of Natural Language.
Sydney/New York: Academic Press.
9.2 Bibliography of Cognitive Linguistic Analyses of Slavic Data
Disclaimer: This is not a comprehensive bibliography, nor is it a careful representative
sample. It is merely the sum of what information I could gather from the sources
available to me. This bibliography is most certainly imperfect, and the author begs the

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

41

reader’s indulgence to overlook gaps and omissions. It is, however, hoped that this
bibliography will give the reader some sense of the breadth and depth of the impact of
cognitive linguistics on Slavic linguistics.
Anstatt, Tanja. 1996a. “‘Zeit’. Motivierungen und Strukturen der Bedeutungen von
Zeitbezeichnungen in slavischen und anderen Sprachen”. Specimina Philologiae
Slavicae Supplementband 43, Hamburger Arbeiten zur slavistischen Linguistik 1.
Anstatt, Tanja. 1996b. “Interaktion von aktionalen Verbfunktionen und semantischen
Kasus der Aktanten am Beispiel russischer Transitiva” in Linguistische Beiträge zur
Slavistik aus Deutschland und Österreich (Specimina Philologiae Slavicae,
Supplementband 51), ed. by Franz Schindler, 7-28.
Anstatt, Tanja. 1997. “Polnische Deonyme: Vom Nomen Proprium zum Appellativum”
in Linguistische Beiträge zur Slavistik aus Deutschland und Österreich (Specimina
Philologiae Slavicae, Supplementband 58), ed. by Jana Schulze and Eduard Werner,
7-33.
Anstatt, Tanja. 1998. “Verben der Bewegung und Zielaktanten im Altrussischen” in
Slavistische Linguistik 1997 (=Slavistische Beiträge 375), ed. by Tilman Berger
and Jochen Raecke, 9-28.
Anstatt, Tanja. 1999. “Die Entwicklung von Verb-Aktanten-Kombinationen vom Altzum Neurussischen” in Entwicklungen in slavischen Sprachen (= Specimina
Philologiae Slavicae 66, Hamburger Arbeiten zur slavistischen Linguistik 7), ed. by
Tanja Anstatt, 7-40.
Apresjan, Ju.D. 1986. “Deiksis v leksike i grammatike i naivnaja model’ mira” Semiotika
i informatika 28.
Apresjan, Ju.D. 1995a. “Obraz čeloveka po dannym jazyka: popytka systemnogo
opisania” Voprosy jazykoznanija 1, 37-67.
Apresjan, Ju.D. 1995b. Izbrannye trudy, t. 2. Integral’noe opisanie jazyka i sistemnaja
leksikografija. Moscow: Jazyki russkoj kul’tury.
Apresjan, Ju.D. and V. Ju. Apresjan. 1993. “Metafora v semantičeskom predstavlenii
emocji” Voprosy jazykoznanija 3, 27-35.

42

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

Arutjunova Nina D. 1997. “Vremja: modeli i metafory” in Nina D. Arutjunova and T. E.
Yanko, eds. Logičeskij analiz jazyka: Jazyk i vremja. Moscow: Indrik, 51-61.
Arutjunova, Nina D. 1998. Jazyk i mir čeloveka. Moscow: Jazyki russkoj kul’tury.
Baranov, A. N., Vladimir A. Plungian, and Ekaterina V. Rakhilina. 1993. Putevoditel’ po
diskursivnym slovam russkogo jazyka. Moscow: Pomovskij i partnery.
Barszcz, Agnieszka. 1996. Imagination in Grammar. The Function of Metaphor in
Selected Theories of Grammar and their Translation. Jagiellonian University of
Kraków MA Thesis.
Bergel’son, M. B. 1998. “Sostojanie lica v russkom jazyke” in Jazyk afrika ful’be, ed. by
V. F. Vydrin and Aleksandr A. Kibrik. St. Petersburg & Moscow: Evropejskij dom,
53-66.
Bergel’son, M. B. 1999. “Kognitivnye mexanizmy čerez prizmu praktičeskogo
ovladenija jazykom” Vestnik MGU. Serija 19. Lingvistika i mežkul’turnaja
kommunikacija, 36-53.
Biel, Łucja. 1998. Cognitive Analysis of Distance in Language. A Case Study of Kazuo
Ishiguro’s The Remains of the Day and its Polish Translation (U schyłku dnia by
Jan Rybicki). Jagiellonian University of Kraków MA Thesis.
Bulygina, T. V. and A. D. Šmelev. 1997. Jazykovaja

konceptualizacija mira (na

materiale russkoj grammatiki). Moscow: Jazyki russkoj kul’tury.
Černejko, Ljudmila O. 1997. Lingvo-filosofskij analiz abstraktnogo imeni. Moscow:
MGU.
Cienki, Alan. 1989. Spatial Cognition and the Semantics of Prepositions in English,
Polish, and Russian (Slavistische Beiträge 237). Munich: Sagner.
Cienki, Alan. 1992. “A Cognitive Semantic Approach to Russian and Polish Causal
Constructions”, in For Henry Kucera:

Essays in Slavic Philology and

Computational Linguistics, ed. by Andrew Mackie, Tanya McAuley, and Cynthia
Simmons. Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications, 73-93.
Cienki, Alan. 1993. “Experiencers, Possessors, and Overlap Between Russian Dative and
u + Genitive,” Proceedings of the Nineteenth Annual Meeting of the Berkeley
Linguistics Society. Berkeley: Berkeley Linguistics Society, 76-89.

43

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

Cienki, Alan. 1995a. “19th and 20th Century Theories of Case: A Comparison of Localist
and Cognitive Approaches” Historiographia Linguistica 22, 123-162.
Cienki, Alan. 1995b. “The Semantics of Possessive and Spatial Constructions in Russian
and Bulgarian: A Comparative Analysis in Cognitive Grammar” Slavic and East
European Journal 39, 73-114.
Cienki, Alan. 1996. “Sovremennye kognitivnye podxody k semantike: sxodstva i različija
v teorijax i celjax” Voprosy Jazykoznanija 2, 68-78.
Cienki, Alan. 1997. “Semantika v kognitivnoj lingvistike”, in Fundamentalnye
napravlenija sovremmenoj amerikanskoj lingvistiki, ed. by Andrej A. Kibrik, Irina
M. Kobozeva, and Irina A. Sekerina. Moscow: MGU, 340-369.
Cienki, Alan. 1998a. “Slavic Roots for Straight and Bent:

Experiential Gestalts,

Conceptual Metaphors, and Cultural Models as Factors in Semantic Change”, in
American Contributions to the Twelfth International Congress of Slavists, ed. by
Alan Timberlake. Bloomington, IN: Slavica, 298-313.
Cienki, Alan. 1998b. “STRAIGHT: An Image Schema and its Metaphorical Extensions”,
Cognitive Linguistics 9, 107-149.
Cienki, Alan. 1999a. “Metaphors and Cultural Models as Profiles and Bases”, in
Metaphor in Cognitive Linguistics, ed. by Ray Gibbs and Gerard Steen.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 189-203.
Cienki, Alan. 1999b. “The Strengths and Weaknesses of the Left/Right Polarity in
Russian: Diachronic and Synchronic Semantic Analyses” in Contributions in
Cognitive Linguistics: Papers Read at the Third International Cognitive Linguistics
Conference, Belgium, ed. by Leon de Stadler. Berlin/New York: Mouton de
Gruyter, 299-329.
Clancy, Steven J. 1998. Haves and Have-nots: A Look at the Relationship between HAVE
and BE in Russian. UNC-CH MA Thesis.
Clancy, Steven J. forthcoming. The Chain of BEING and HAVING in Slavic. UNC-CH
PhD Dissertation.
Dąbrowska, Ewa. 1987. The Semantics of Case. University of Gdańsk MA Thesis.
Dąbrowska, Ewa. 1991. "The Case for Case Resurrected" Linguistica Silesiana 13, 7-37.

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

44

Dąbrowska, Ewa. 1992a. "O tak zwanym datiwie konwencjonalnym, czyli o znaczeniu
form pozbawionych znaczenia" Poradnik Językowy 9-10, 643-651.
Dąbrowska, Ewa. 1992b. "Potoczność w służbie semantyki -- językowy model relacji
przestrzennych w pionie" Język a kultura 5, Potoczność w języku i kulturze,
Uniwersytet Wrocławski, Wrocław.
Dąbrowska, Ewa. 1993. "O językowej idealizacji świata" Bulletin de la Société Polonaise
de Linguistique XLIX, 35-42.
Dąbrowska, Ewa. 1994a. “Nominative and Dative Experiencers: Two Folk Theories of
the Mind” Linguistics 32, 1029-1054.
Dąbrowska, Ewa. 1994b. “Some English Equivalents of Polish Dative Constructions”
Papers and Studies in Contrastive Linguistics 29, 105-121.
Dąbrowska, Ewa. 1994c. “Radial Categories in Grammar: The Polish Instrumental Case”
Linguistica Silesiana 15.
Dąbrowska, Ewa. 1995a. “How to talk about bodily experience: The role of construal in
determining the choice of case category” in A Celebration of Donald Pirie's
Contribution to Polish Studies, ed. by Rosemary Hunt and Ursula Phillips.
Nottingham: Astra Press, 23-35.
Dąbrowska, Ewa. 1995b. The Semantics of the Polish Dative. University of Gdaºsk PhD
Dissertation.
Dąbrowska, Ewa. 1996. “The linguistic structuring of events: A study of Polish
perfectivizing prefixes” in The Construal of Space in Language and Thought, ed. by
René Dirven and Martin Putz, Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 467-490.
Dąbrowska, Ewa. 1997. Cognitive Semantics and the Polish Dative. Berlin & New York:
Mouton de Gruyter.
Danaher, David S. 1995. The Expression of Habituality in Czech. Brown University PhD
Dissertation.
Danaher, David S. 1996. “A Semiotic Approach to the Semantics of Czech Habitual
Verbs”, Slavic and East European Journal 40, 118-33.
Danaher, David S. 1998a. “The Function of Pain in Tolstoy's The Death of Ivan Il’ich”
Tolstoy Studies Journal 10, 20-8.

45

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

Danaher, David S. 1998b. “Peirce’s Semiotic and Conceptual Metaphor Theory”,
Semiotica 119, 171-207.
Danaher, David S. 1999. “Iteration and the Peircean Habit”, in The Peirce Seminar
Papers: Essays in Semiotic Analysis 4, ed. by Michael Shapiro. NY: Berghahn
Books, 563-87.
Doleschal,

Ursula.

1995.

“Genuszuweisung

im

Russischen.

Ein

kognitives

Assoziationsmodell”, in Linguistische Beiträge zur Slawistik aus Deutschland und
Österreich. Wiener Slawistischer Almanach Sonderband 37, ed. by Uwe Junghanns,
75-96.
Doleschal, Ursula. forthcoming. “Gender Assignment Revisited” in Gender in Grammar
and Cognition: I. Approaches to Gender, II. Manifestations of Gender (Trends in
Linguistics. Studies and Monographs), ed. by Barbara Unterbeck andMatti
Rissanen. Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter.
Doleschal, Ursula. forthcoming. Genus als grammatische und textlinguistische Kategorie.
Eine kognitiv-funktionalistische Untersuchung des Russischen. Munich: LINCOM
Europa.
Frarie, Susan. 1992. A study of animacy in Czech and Russian. UNC-CH MA Thesis.
Gorska, Elżbieta, ed. 1993. Images from the Cognitive Scene. Kraków: TAiWPN.
Haberko, Ewa. 1999. Metaphors in the Language of Press: An Analysis of Selected
Polish and English Metaphors Referring to the Zippergate Scandal. Jagiellonian
University of Kraków MA Thesis.
Haspelmath, Martin. 1997a. Indefinite pronouns. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Haspelmath, Martin. 1997b. From space to time: Temporal adverbials in the world's
languages. Munich: Lincom Europa.
Isaakian, I.L. 1999. “Prostranstvennyje predlogi i al’ternativnyje miry čeloveka” in
Logičeskij analiz jazyka. Obraz čeloveka v kul’ture i jazyke, ed. by Nina D.
Arutjunova. Moscow: Indrik.
Janda, Laura A. 1985. “The Meaning of Russian Verbal Prefixes: Semantics and
Grammar”, in The Scope of Slavic Aspect, (UCLA Slavic Studies, vol. 12) ed. by
Michael Flier and Alan Timberlake. Columbus, Ohio: Slavica, 26-40.

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

46

Janda, Laura A. 1986. A Semantic Analysis of the Russian Verbal Prefixes ZA-, PERE-,
DO- and OT- (= Slavistische Beiträge, Band 192). Munich: Otto Sagner.
Janda, Laura A. 1988a. “Pragmatic vs. Semantic Uses of Case”, in Chicago Linguistic
Society 24-I: Papers from the Twenty-Fourth Regional Meeting, ed. by Diane
Brentari et al. Chicago: U of Chicago Press, 189-202.
Janda, Laura A. 1988b. “The Mapping of Elements of Cognitive Space onto Grammatical
Relations: An Example from Russian Verbal Prefixation”, in Topics in Cognitive
Linguistics, ed. by Brygida Rudzka-Ostyn. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 327-343.
Janda, Laura A. 1990. “The Radial Network of a Grammatical Category – Its Genesis and
Dynamic Structure” Cognitive Linguistics 1, 269-288.
Janda, Laura A. 1993a. “The Shape of the Indirect Object in Central and Eastern
Europe”, Slavic and East European Journal 37, 533-563.
Janda, Laura A. 1993b. “Cognitive linguistics as a continuation of the Jakobsonian
tradition: the semantics of Russian and Czech reflexives”, in American
Contributions to the Eleventh International Congress of Slavists in Bratislava, ed.
by Robert A. Maguire and Alan Timberlake. Columbus: Slavica, 310-319.
Janda, Laura A. 1993c. A Geography of Case Semantics: The Czech Dative and the
Russian Instrumental (=Cognitive Linguistics Research, v. 4). Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter.
Janda, Laura A. 1994. “The spread of athematic 1sg -m in the major West Slavic
languages”, Slavic and East European Journal 38, 90-119.
Janda, Laura A. 1995. “The ordering of events introduced by Czech až and než”, in
Proceedings of LP ’94, ed. by Bohumil Palek. Prague: Charles U. Press, 340-356.
Janda, Laura A. 1996a. Back from the brink: a study of how relic forms in languages
serve as source material for analogical extension (= LINCOM Studies in Slavic
Linguistics 01). Munich/Newcastle: LINCOM EUROPA.
Janda, Laura A. 1996b. “Figure, ground, and animacy in Slavic declension”, Slavic and
East European Journal 40, 325-355.
Janda, Laura A. 1996c. “Unpacking Markedness”, in Linguistics in the Redwoods: The
expansion of a new paradigm in Linguistics, ed. by Eugene Casad. Berlin: Mouton
de Gruyter, 207-233.

47

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

Janda, Laura A. 1997a. “Russkie glagol’nye pristavki. Semantika i grammatika ( =
translation into Russian of “The Meaning of Russian Verbal Prefixes: Semantics
and Grammar”)”, in Glagol’naja prefiksacija v russkom jazyke, ed. by M. Kronhauz
and D. Pajdar. Moscow: Russkie slovari, 49-61.
Janda, Laura A. 1997b. “Implementation of the FIGURE-GROUND distinction in Polish”, in
Lexical and syntactic constructions and the construction of meaning (Current issues
in linguistic theory 150), ed. by Keedong Lee, Eve Sweetser, and Marjolijn
Verspoor. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 149-163.
Janda, Laura A. 1998a. “Linguistic innovation from defunct morphology: Old dual
endings in Polish and Russian”, in American Contributions to the Twelfth
International Congress of Slavists, ed. by Robert A. Maguire and Alan Timberlake.
Bloomington, IN: Slavica, 431-443.
Janda, Laura A. 1998b. “Back matter for a Czech reader”, Czech Language News 10, pp.
6-9.
Janda, Laura A. 1998c. “Constructing GIVE, HAVE, and TAKE in Slavic”, in The
Linguistics of Giving (= Typological Studies in Language 36), ed. by John
Newman. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 249-265.
Janda, Laura A. 1999a. “Whence virility? The rise of a new gender distinction in the
history of Slavic”, in Slavic gender linguistics, ed. by Margaret H. Mills.
Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 201-228.
Janda, Laura A. 1999b. “Categorization and analogical change: The case of athematic 1sg
-m in the Slavic languages”, in Contributions in Cognitive Linguistics: Papers
Read at the Third International Cognitive Linguistics Conference, Belgium, ed. by
Leon de Stadler. Berlin/New York: Mouton de Gruyter, 75-95.
Janda, Laura A. 1999c. “Peircean semiotics and cognitive linguistics: a case study of the
Russian genitive”, in The Peirce Seminar Papers, ed. by Michael Shapiro. New
York/Oxford: Berghahn Books, 441-466.
Janda, Laura A. forthcoming. “From number to gender, from dual to virile: bridging
cognitive categories”, in Lexical and grammatical classification: same or
different?, ed. by Yishai Tobin and Ellen Contini-Morava.
Benjamins.

Amsterdam: John

48

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

Janda, Laura A. forthcoming. “From TORT to TŭRT/TRŭT: Prototype patterning in the
spread of Russian N(A)pl –á”, in a festschrift for Dean Stoddard Worth, ed. by
Leon Ferder and John Dingley.
Janda, Laura A. forthcoming. The Case Book for Russian. A companion CD-ROM will
be co-authored with Steven J. Clancy.
Johansen, Gøril. 1999. Kak eller instrumentalis? Forholdet mellom kak og instrumentalis
i sammenligninger og predikativer. En semantisk analyse. University of Tromsø
Cand.philol. thesis.
Keown, Anne. 1999. Polite Pronouns in Russian and Czech: Metaphorical Motivations
for their Origin and Usage. UNC-CH MA Thesis.
Kibrik, Aleksandr E. 1995. “Sovremennaja lingvistika: otkuda i kuda?” Vestnik MGU.
Serija 9. Filologija. 93-103.
Kibrik, Aleksandr E. 1996. “Svjazannoe upotreblenije leksemy SAM v russkom jazyke
(sistemno-kognitivnyj analiz)”, in A. A. Gippius, T. M. Nikolaevna, and V. N.
Toporov, eds. Rusistika. Slavistika. Indoevropeistika. Moscow: Indrik, 494-509.
Kibrik, Aleksandr E. 1999. “Jazykovaja forma kak otraženije kognitivnoj struktury
(svidetel’stva aljutorskogo jazyka)” in Trudy Meždunarodnogo seminara Dialog
’99 po komp’juternoj lingvistike i ee priloženijam. Tom I. Teoretičeskie problemy.
Tarusa, 110-123.
Kibrik, Aleksandr E. and E. A. Bogdanova. 1995. “SAM kak operator korrekcii ožidanij
adresata” Voprosy jazykoznanija 3, 28-47.
Kibrik,

Andrej

A.

1997.

“Modelirovanie

mnogofaktornogo

processa:

vybor

referencial’nogo sredstva v russkom diskurse” Vestnik MGU. Serija 9. Filologija,
94-105.
Kobozeva, Irina M. 1993. “Mysl’ i ideja na fone kategorizacii mental’nyx imen” in Nina
D. Arutjunova, ed. Logičeskij analiz jazyka. Mental’nye dejstvija. Moscow: Nauka,
95-104.
Kobozeva, Irina M. 1997. “Kak my opisyvaem prostranstvo, kotoroe vidim:
kompozicionnye strategii”, in A. S. Narm’janka, ed. Trudy Meždunarodnogo
seminara Dialog ’97 po komp’juternoj lingvistiki i ee priloženijam. Moscow:
Nauka, 132-135.

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

49

Kobozeva, Irina M. 1999. “O kriterijax illokutivnoj samostojatel’nosti častej složnogo
predloženija” in Trudy Meždunarodnogo seminara Dialog ’99 po komp’juternoj
lingvistike i ee priloženijam. Tarusa, 133-137.
Kobozeva, Irina M and N. I. Laufer. 1988. “Ob odnom sposobe kosvennogo
informirovanija” Serija literatury i jazyka 47, 462-470.
Konieczna, Magdalena. 1995. How Can Cognitive Linguistics Account for the Polish
Translation of Ogden Nash’s Poetry? Jagiellonian University of Kraków MA
Thesis.
Kopčevskaja, M. N. and Ekaterina V. Rakhilina. 1999. “S samymi teplymi čuvstvami (po
gorjačim sledam Stokgol’mskoj èkspedicii)” in Ekaterina V. Rakhilina and Ja G.
Testelec, eds. Tipologija i teorija jazyka: ot opisanija k ob”jasneniju (k 60-letiju A.
E. Kibrika). Moscow: Jazyki russkoj kul’tury, 462-487.
Košelev, A. D. 1997. “Narečije sejčas (jadro i prototipy)”, in Nina D. Arutjunova and
T. E. Yanko, eds. Logičeskij analiz jazyka: Jazyk i vremja. Moscow: Indrik, 241252.
Kravčenko, Natal’ja N. 1998. “Kognitivno-Semantičeskij analiz glagolov sidet’, stojat i
ležat” Vestnik Moskovskogo universiteta. Serija 9. Filologija. 62-72.
Kreidlin, Grigori E. 1990. “Nekotorye puti i tipy metaforizacii slov v jazyke”, in Nina D.
Arutjunova, ed.

Logičeskij analiz jazyka. Toždestvo i podobie, sravnenie i

identifikacija. Moscow: Nauka.
Kreidlin, Grigori E. 1991. “Metonimičeskij perenos i uslovija ego realizacii” in Z.
Saloni, ed. Metody formalne w opise języków słowiańskich. Białystok: UW.
Kreidlin, Grigori E. 1992. “Cel’ i prednaznačenie”, in Nina D. Arutjunova and N. K.
Rjabceva, eds. Logičeskij analiz jazyka. Modeli dejstvija. Moscow.
Kreidlin, Grigori E. 1994a. “Taksonomija, norma, ocenka”, in V. I. Belikov, E. V.
Muravenko, N. V. Percov, eds. Znak. Sbornik statej po lingvistike, semiotike i
poètike. Moscow: Russkij učebnyj centr, 19-26.
Kreidlin, Grigori E. 1994b. “Golos, golosovye priznaki i ocenka reči” in Nina D.
Arutjunova, ed. Logičeskij analiz jazyka. Jazyk rečevyx dejstvij. Moscow: Nauka.
Kreidlin, Grigori E. 1994c. “Metafora semantičeskix prostranstv i značenie predloga”
Voprosy jazykoznanija 3, 19-27.

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

50

Kreidlin, Grigori E. 1996. “Stereotipy vozrasta” Wiener Slawistischer Almanach 37.
Kreidlin, Grigori E. 1997. “Vremja skvoz’ prizmu vremennyx predlogov” in Nina D.
Arutjunova and T. E. Yanko, eds. Logičeskij analiz jazyka. Jazyk i vremja.
Moscow: Indrik, 139-151.
Kreidlin, Grigori E. 1999a. “Golos i ton v kul’ture i jazyke” in Nina D. Arutjunova, ed.
Jazyk o jazyke. Moscow: Indrik.
Kreidlin, Grigori E. 1999b. “Nacional’noe i universal’noe v semantike žesta” in Nina D.
Arutjunova, ed. Logičeskij analiz estestvennogo jazyka. Obraz čeloveka v kulture i
jazyke. Moscow: Indrik.
Kreidlin, Grigori E. 1999c. “Proksemika i povedenie čeloveka v dialoge” in Trudy
Meždunarodnogo seminara Dialog ’99 po komp’juternoj lingvistike i ee
priloženijam. Tarusa, 144-150.
Kreidlin, Grigori E. 1999d. “The Russian Body Language and Russian Phraseology: A
Comparative Cognitive and Linguistic Analysis” in Valerij D. Solov’ev Obrabotka
teksta i kognitivnye texnologii/Text Processing and Cognitive Technologies 3.
Puščino: GUP VTII, 82-91.
Kreidlin, Grigori E. 1999e. “Verbal’naja kommunikacija v ee sootnošenii s neverbal’noj”
in Andrej E. Kibrik, Ekaterina V. Rakhilina, and Ja G. Testelec Tipologija i teorija
jazyka: Ot opisanija k ob”jasneniju. K 60-letiju A. E. Kibrika. Moscow: Jazyki
russkoj kul’tury, 580-590.
Krongauz, Maksim A. 1994. “Verbs and prefixes: the grammar of combinability”
Semiotika i informatika 34, 32-57.
Krongauz, Maksim A. 1998. Pristavki i glagoli v russkom jazyke: semantičeskaja
grammatika. Moscow: Jazyki russkoj literatury.
Kustova Galina I. 1997. “Modeli semantičeskoj derivacii: semantičeskaja paradigma
glagolov sposoba” in A. S. Narm’janka, ed. Trudy Meždunarodnogo seminara
Dialog ’97 po komp’juternoj lingvistiki i ee priloženijam. Moscow: Nauka.
Kustova, Galina I. 1999. “Perceptivnyje sobytija: učastniki, nabljudateli, lokusy” in Nina
D Arutjunova and I. B. Levontina, eds. Logičeskij analiz jazyka. Obraz čeloveka v
kul’ture i jazyke. Moscow: Indrik.

51

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk, Barbara. 1996. Depth of Negation - A Cognitive-Semantic
Study. Łódź: Łódź University Press.
Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk, Barbara, ed. 1998. Lexical Semantics, Cognition and
Philosophy. Łódź: Łódź University Press.
Ljaševskaja, Ol’ga Nikolaeva. 1999. Nestandartnoe čislovoe povedenie russkix
suščestvitel’nyx. Dissertation abstract, All-Russian Institute for Scientific and
Technical Information.
Ljutikova, Ekaterina A. 1998. Intensifikatory i tipologija refleksiva. MGU Dissertation
Abstract.
Mitkovska, Liljana. 1994. “On se constructions in Macedonian”, in George Fowler et al.,
eds. Indiana Slavic Studies 7.
Mitkovska, Liljana. 1995a. “Za psevdo-pasivnite konstrukcii so ‘se’ vo Makedonskiot
jazik”, in L. Minova-Gurkova, et al. eds. Vtor naučen sobir na mladi makedonisti.
Skopje:Filološki fakultet, Univerzitet Sv.Kiril i Metodij.
Mitkovska, Liljana. 1995b. Ekvivalentite na makedonskite ‘se’ konstrukcii vo angliskiot
jazik. University St.Cyril and Methodius MA Thesis.
Mitkovska, Liljana. 1997. “Konstrukciite so predlogot ‘od’ i agensniot predloški objekt
vo makedonskiot jazik”, in Z. Cvetkovski et al., eds. Tret naučen sobir na mladi
makedonisti. Skopje: Filološki fakultet Blaže Koneski.
Mitkovska, Liljana. 1998a. “The ‘se’ passive in Macedonian compared to the
neighbouring Slavic Languages”, Studia linguistica polono-meridianoslavica 9.
Mitkovska, Liljana. 1998b. “Za dekauzalnite ‘se’ konstrukcii vo makedonskiot jazik”,
Makedonski Jazik XLV-XLVII, Skopje: Institut za makedonski jazik “Krste
Misirkov”.
Nesset, Tore. 1994a. Russian Stress. Stress as an Inflectional Formative in Russian Noun
Paradigms and Bybee’s Cognitive Morphology (=Oslo-studier i språkvitenskap 9),
Oslo: Novus Press.
Nesset, Tore. 1994b. “A feature-based analysis of Russian declension and Cognitive
Grammar”, in Kjetil Rå Hauge et al., eds. Oslo Contributions to the 13th Meeting
of Nordic Slavists (=Meddelelser fra Slavisk-baltisk
Meddelelser, 37-52.

avdeling 70), Oslo:

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

52

Nesset, Tore. 1997. “Russian nu-drop Verbs, Radial Categories and Cognitive Grammar”
Nordlyd 25, 91-97.
Nesset, Tore. 1998. Russian Conjugation Revisited. A Cognitive Approach to Aspects of
Russian Verb Inflection (= Tromsø Studies in Linguistics 19). Oslo: Novus Press.
Nesset, Tore and Hans-Olav Enger. 1999. “The value of Cognitive Grammar in
typological studies: the case of Norwegian and Russian passive, middle and
reflexive” Nordic Journal of Linguistics 1, 27-59.
Paducheva, Elena V. 1998. “Paradigma reguljarnoj mnogoznačnosti glagolov zvuka”
Voprosy jazykoznanija 5.
Paducheva, Elena V. 1999a. “Metonimičeskie i metaforičeskie perenosy v paradigme
značenij glagola NAZNAČIT’”, in Ekaterina V. Rakhilina and Ja G. Testelec, eds.
Tipologija i teorija jazyka: ot opisanija k ob”jasneniju (k 60-letiju A. E. Kibrika).
Moscow: Jazyki russkoj kul’tury, 488-502.
Paducheva, Elena V. 1999b. Prostranstvo v obličii vremeni i naoborot (k tipologii
metonimičeskix perenosov). MS.
Pasich, Agnieszka. 1991. Cognitive Analysis of Space Metaphors in the Language of
American and Polish Press. Jagiellonian University of Kraków MA Thesis.
Pęczalska, Joanna. 1994. The Diachronic Development of the Radial Category of English
ask in Comparison with the Changes in the Meaning of the Corresponding Polish
Verbs of Speaking. Jagiellonian University of Kraków MA Thesis.
Plungian, Vladimir A. 1998. “VREMJA i VREMENA: k voprosu o kategorii čisla” in
Nina D. Arutjunova and T. E. Yanko, eds. Logičeskij analiz jazyka: Jazyk i vremja.
Moscow: Indrik, 158-169.
Plungian, Vladimir A. and Ekaterina V. Rakhilina. 1990. “Sirkonstanty v tolkovanii?” in
Z. Saloni, ed. Metody formale w opise języków słowiańskich. Białystok: UW, 201210.
Plungian, Vladimir A. and Ekaterina V. Rakhilina. 1993. “BEZUMIE kak
leksikografičeskaja problema (k analizu prilagatel’nyx bezumnyj i sumasšedšij)”, in
Nina D. Arutjunova and N. K. Rjabceva, eds. Logičeskij analiz jazyka: Mental’nye
dejstvija. Moscow: Nauka, 120-126.

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

53

Plungian, Vladimir A. and Ekaterina V. Rakhilina. 1996. “Tušat-tušat – ne potušat:
grammatika odnoj glagol’noj konstrukcii”, in V. Zmarzer, E. V. Petruxina, eds.
Issledovanija po glagolu v slavjanskix jazykax: Glagol’naja leksika s toki zrenija
semantiki, slovoobrazovanija, grammatiki. Moscow: Filologija, 106-115.
Plungian, Vladimir A. and Ekaterina V. Rakhilina. 1996a. “S čisto russkoj
akkuratnost’ju: k voprosu ob otraženii nekotoryx stereotipov v jazyke” Moscovskij
kingvističeskij žurnal 2, 340-351.
Plungian, Vladimir A. and Ekaterina V. Rakhilina. 1996b. “Polisemija služebnyx slov:
predlogi čerez i skvoz’” Rusistika segodnja 3, 1-17.
Plungian, Vladimir A. and Ekaterina V. Rakhilina. 1998. “Paradoksy valentnostej”
Semiotika i informatika 36, 108-119.
Poljakov, Vladimir N. 1999. K kognitivnoj modeli russkogo glagola. MS.
Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1989a. “K osnovanijam lingvističeskoj mereologii” Semiotika i
informatika 30, 75-79.
Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1989b. “Po povodu ‘konceptual’nogo analiza’ A. Vežbickoj”, in
R. M. Frumkina, ed. Jazyk i kognitivnaja dejatel’nost’. Moscow: IJaz AN SSSR,
46-51.
Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1991. “Prilagatel’nye skvoz’ prizmu suščestvitel’nyx i vice
versa” NTI 2: 9, 26-28.
Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1992. “Leksičeskoe značenie i kommunikativnaja struktura” NTI
2: 6, 27-30.
Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1995a. “Semantika razmera” Semiotika i informatika 34, 58-81.
Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1995b. “O cvetnom i bescvetnom” Rusistika segodnja 1, 50-69.
Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1996a. “Semantika possessivnosti i vopros (o russkoj lekseme
čej)” NTI 2:4, 21-26.
Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1996b. “Atributivnye konstrukcii s russkimi prilagatel’nymi
razmera: dva častnyx slučaja”, NTI 2: 11, 31-35.
Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1996c. “Posessivnost’ i vopros”, in A. V. Bondarko, ed. Teorija
funkcional’noj grammatiki: lokativnost’, bytijnost’, posessivnost’, obuslovlennost’.
St. Petersburg: Nauka, 27-51.

54

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1997a. “Określanie wymiarów części ciała w języku rosyjskim”
in Renata Grzegorczykowa and Zofja Zaron, eds. Semantyczna struktura
słownictwa i wypowiedzi. Warsaw: UW, 91-95.
Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1997b. “Osnovnye idei kognitivnoj semantiki” in Andrej A.
Kibrik et al., eds. Fundamental’nye napravlenija sovremennoj amerikanskoj
lingvistiki. Moscow: MGU, 370-389.
Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1997c. “O starom: aspektual’nye xarakteristiki predmetnyx
imen”, in Nina D. Arutjunova and T. E. Yanko, eds. Logičeskij analiz jazyka: Jazyk
i vremja. Moscow: Indrik, 201-207.
Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1998a. “Kognitivnaja semantika: istorija, personalii, idei,
resul’taty” Semiotika i informatika 36, 274-323.
Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1998b. “V Meždunarodnaja konferencija po kognitivnoj
lingvistike (obzor)” Voprosy jazykoznanij 5 121-123.
Rakhilina, Ekaterina V. 1998c. “Semantika russkix pzicionnyx predikatov: stojat’, ležat’,
sidet’ i viset’ ” Voprosy jazykoznanij 6 69-80.
Rozina, Raissa. 1998. “Meaning Definitions and Grammatical Properties of Predicates:
Russian Verbs of Possession” in Hella Olbertz, Kees Hengeveld, and Jesús Sánchez
García, eds. The Structure of the Lexicon in Functional Grammar. Amsterdam &
Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 85-95.
Rozina, Raissa. forthcoming. “Konceptual’nye struktury i jazykovye pravila poroždenija
znachenij: glagoly dviženija vniz”

in Jazyk. Kul’tura. Gumanitarnoe znanie.

Moscow.
Rudzka-Ostyn, Brygida, ed. 1988. Topics in Cognitive Linguistics. Amsterdam &
Philadelphia : Benjamins.
Rudzka-Ostyn, Brygida. 1988. “Semantic Extensions into the Domain of Verbal
Communication”, in Brygida Rudzka-Ostyn, ed. Topics in Cognitive Linguistics.
Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 507-553.
Rudzka-Ostyn,

Brygida.

1989.

“Prototypes,

Schemas,

and

Cross-Category

Correspondences : The Case of Ask”. Linguistics 27, 613-661.
Rudzka-Ostyn, Brygida. 1992. “Case Relations in Cognitive Grammar. Some Reflexive
Uses of the Polish Dative” Leuvense Bijdragen 81, 327-373.

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

55

Rudzka-Ostyn, Brygida. 1993. “Introduction”, in R. Geiger and Brygida Rudzka-Ostyn,
eds. Conceptualizations and Mental Processing in Language. Berlin & New York:
Mouton de Gruyter, 1-20.
Rudzka-Ostyn, Brygida. 1994. “Metaphor, Schema, Invariance : The Case of Verbs of
Answering”, in K. Carlon, K. Davidse and Brygida Rudzka-Ostyn, eds.
Perspectives on English. Leuven & Paris: Peeters, 408-447.
Rudzka-Ostyn, Brygida. 1995a. “Metaphor, Schema, Invariance. The Case of Verbs of
Answering”, in Brygida Rudzka-Ostyn et al., eds. Metaphor, Metonymy and
Linguistic Action in a Cognitive Perspective. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John
Benjamins, 205-250.
Rudzka-Ostyn, Brygida. 1995b. “Case and Semantic Roles”, in J. Verschueren, J.-O.
Östman and J. Blommaert, eds. Handbook of Pragmatics. 1995 Installment.
Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
Rudzka-Ostyn, Brygida. 1996. “The Polish Dative”, in W. Van Belle & W. Van
Langendonck, eds. The Dative. Descriptive Studies. Amsterdam & Philadelphia:
John Benjamins, 341-394.
Rudzka-Ostyn, Brygida, Paul Ostyn, and P. Godin. 1991. Woordkunst. Brussels: PlantynKluwer.
Rudzka-Ostyn, Brygida and R. Geiger, eds. 1993. Conceptualizations and Mental
Processing in Language. Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter.
Rudzka-Ostyn, Brygida, K. Carlon, and K. Davidse, eds. 1994. Perspectives on English.
Leuven & Paris: Peeters.
Rudzka-Ostyn, Brygida, L. Goossens, P. Pauwels, A.-M. Simon-Vandenbergen and J.
Vanparys, eds. 1995. By Word of Mouth. Metaphor, Metonymy and Linguistic
Action in a Cognitive Perspective. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
Sell, George. 1994. A Comparison of Verbal Aspect in Russian and Bulgarian. UNC-CH
PhD Dissertation.
Słon, Anna. 1999. “A Radial Category of Polish się-constructions. Differences in
Construal”, in Janusz Arabski, ed. PASE Papers in Language Studies. Katowice:
Para, 151-166.

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

56

Smith, Michael. 1994. “Agreement and Iconicity in Russian Impersonal Constructions”
Cognitive Linguistics 5, 5-55.
Smith, Michael. 1998. “From Instrument to Irrealis: Motivating Some Grammaticalized
Senses of the Russian Instrumental”, in Dzwirek, Katarzyna, Herbert Coats, and
Cynthia M. Vakareliyska, eds. Annual Workshop on Formal Approaches to Slavic
Linguistics: The Seattle Meeting. Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications, 413433.
Sorowka, Anna. 1998. Iconicity of Emotive Expression. A Contrastive Analysis of
Linguistic Material from Katherine Mansfield's Letters and Journals and their
Polish Translations. Jagiellonian University of Kraków MA Thesis.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta and Brigitte Schultze. 1992. Theٛ Polish Discourse Marker TO in
Gombrowicz’s “Ślub” (“The Marriage”) and inٛ its English, German, French and
Czech Translations: Cognitive Linguistics ٛ and Poetics of the Theatre
Text.ٛ Mainz: Liber Verlag.
ٛ Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1993. Cognitive Linguistics and Poetics of Translation.

Tubingen: Gunter Narr Verlag.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1995. Język i obrazowanie. Wprowadzenie do językoznawstwa
kognitywnego. Kraków: Polish Akademia Nauk.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1990. “Językoznawstwo kognitiwne a poetyka przekładu” Teksty
2:3, 97-113.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1991. “Przekład i obrazowanie” Arka 34, 52-61.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1993a. “Articles in translation – an exercise in cognitive
linguistics”, in Brygida Rudzka-Ostyn & R. A. Geiger, eds. Conceptualizations and
Mental Processing in Language. Berlin: Mouton de Gryuter, 785 - 800.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1993b. “Image as Grammar: Some linguistic aspects of translating
The Asian Journal of Thomas Merton”, in E. Górska, ed. Images from the Cognitive
Scene. Kraków: Universitas, 89 - 100.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1994. “Prepositions in Translation: up(on) in Macbeth”, in M.
Gibińska and Z. Mazur, eds. Literature and Language in the Intertextual and
Cultural Context. The Volume Dedicated to Professor Irena Kałuża on her 70th
Birthday. Kraków: UJ, 95-108.

57

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1995a. “The Concept of Radial Category and Polysemy. A Study
of the Polish Lexical Item TO”, in W. Smoczyński, ed. Analecta Indoeuropaea
Safarewicz Dictata. Kraków: Universitas, 429-441.

ٛ

Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1995b. “Polish translation of English technical terms: Metaphor in
the language of computer science”, in René Dirven and Jan Vanparys, eds. Current
Approaches to the Lexicon. Frankfurt am Mein: Peter Lang, 211 - 224.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1996a. “Językoznawstwo kognitywne w teorii i praktyce
przekładu: oleodruk i symfonia na dwa fortepiany”, in J. Konieczna-Twardzikowa
and U. Kropiwiec, eds. Między oryginałem a przekładem I. Kraków: Universitas,
31-42.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1996b. “Ścieżki wśród drzew: metafora w tłumaczeniu tekstów
językoznawczych”, in J. Koneiczna-Tardzikowa and M. Filipowicz-Rudek, eds.
Między oryginałem a przekładem II. Kraków: Universitas, 295-301.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1997a. “Conceptualization: conditionals as an instance of
figure/ground alignment”, in A. Athanasiadou and René Dirven, eds. On
Conditionals Again. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 273 - 288.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1997b. “Image in translation: a case study of three Polish
Hamlets”, in B. Smieja and M. Tasch, eds. Human contact through language and
linguistics. Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 167 - 185.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1997c. “The linguist and the poet: nouns and verbs in a Polish
translation of Emily Dickinson’s poetry”, in Barbara Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk
and M. Thelen, eds. Translation and Meaning, Part 4. Maastricht: Opleiding TolkVertaler, 267 - 282.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1997d. “Translating a poem, from a linguistic perspective” Target
9:1, 25 - 42.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1997e. “O tłumaczeniu wiersza: perspektywa językoznawcy”, in
J. Konieczna-Twardzikowa and M. Stoch, eds. Między oryginałem a przekładem III.
Kraków: Universitas, 29-44.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1998a. “Metaphors we curse by”, in A. Athanasiadou and Elżbieta
Tabakowska, eds. Speaking of Emotions: Conceptualization and Expression.
Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 253-270.

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

58

Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1998b. “Profilowanie w języku i w tekście -- perspektywa
językoznawca, tłumacza i poety”, in J. Bartmiński and R. Tokarski, eds.
Profilowanie w języku i w tekście. Lublin: Wyd. Marii Curie-Skłodowskiej, 167184.
Tabakowska, Elżbieta. 1998c. Grammar and Ontology: A Case Study of Polish Religious
Discourse (= LAUD Seria A 436). Essen: LAUD.
Uryson, Elena V. 1995a. “Fundamental’nyje sposobnosti čeloveka i naivnaja
‘anatomija’” Voprosy jazykoznanija 3, 3-16.
Uryson, Elena V. 1995b. “Slovarnaja stat’ja mestoimenija SAM: problemy opisanija
leksičeskoj mnogoznačnosti”, in Ju. D. Apresjan, ed. Teoretičeskaja lingvistika i
leksikografija: opyty sistemnogo opisanija leksiki. Moscow: Russkie slovari, 126140.
Uryson, Elena V. 1998. “Jazykovaja kartina mira VS. obixodnye predstavlenija (model’
vosprijatija v russkom jazyke)” Voprosy jazykoznanija 2, 3-21.
Uryson, Elena V.

1999. “Dux i duša: k rekonstrukcii arxaičnyx predstavlenij o

čeloveke”, in Nina D Arutjunova, I. B. Levontina, eds. Logičeskij analiz jazyka.
Obraz čeloveka v kul’ture i jazyke. Moscow: Indrik, 11-25.
Voroncova, M. I. and Ekaterina V. Rakhilina. 1989. “Predmetnye imena i leksičeskaja
tipologija”, in V. I. Podlesskaja, ed. Problemy semantičeskoj in sintaksičeskoj
tipologii. Moscow: Nauka, 10-15.
Voroncova, M. I. and Ekaterina V. Rakhilina. 1994. “Predmetnye imena i predložnye
konstrukcii”, in V. I. Belikov, E. V. Muravenko, and N. V. Percov, eds. Znak.
Sbornik statej po lingvistike, semiotike i poètike. Moscow: Russkij učebnyj centr,
181-190.
Yakovenko, E. B. 1999. “Serdce, duša, dux v anglijskoj i nemeckoj jazykovyx kartinax
mira (Opyt rekonstruktsiji konceptov)”, in Nina D Arutjunova, I. B. Levontina, eds.
Logičeskij analiz jazyka. Obraz čeloveka v kul’ture i jazyke. Moscow: Indrik.
Yanko, T. E. 1994. “Kognitivnyje strategii v reči: kommunikativnaja struktura russkix
introduktivnyx predloženij” Voprosy jazykoznanija 6, 37-59.
Zaliznjak, Anna A. 1995. “Opyt modelirovanija semantiki pristavočnyx glagolov v
russkom jazyke” Russian Linguistics 19, 143-185.

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

59

WORKS CITED (that do not appear in 9.1 or 9.2)
Blake, Barry J. 1994. Case. Cambridge: Cambridge U Press.
Coleman, Linda and Kay, Paul. 1981. “Prototype semantics: The English verb lie”,
Language 57, 26-44.
Churchland, Patricia. 1986. Neurophilosophy. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Churchland, Paul. 1996. The engine of reason, the seat of the soul. Cambridge: MIT
Press.
Churchland, Paul and Patricia Churchland. Scientific American (January 1990), reprinted
in: Geirsson, Heimir and Michael Losonsky, eds. 1996. Readings in Language and
Mind. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell, 273-281.
Gorayska, Barbara. 1993. “Reflections: A Commentary on ‘Philosophical Implications of
Cognitive Semantics’” Cognitive Linguistics 4, 47-53.
Innis, Robert E. 1994. Consciousness and the Play of Signs. Bloomington/Indianapolis:
Indiana U Press.
Jakobson, Roman O. 1936. “Beitrag zur allgemeinen Kasuslehre: Gesamtbedeutungen
der russischen Kasus” Travaux du Cercle linguistique de Prague VI, 240-288,
reprinted in: Jakobson, Roman O. 1971. Selected Writings, Vol. 2. The Hague:
Mouton, 23-71.
Johnson, Mark. 1992. “Philosophical implications of cognitive semantics” Cognitive
linguistics 3, 345-366.
Lakoff, George. 1996. Moral Politics. Chicago: U of Chicago Press.
Lakoff, George and Mark Johnson. 1999. Philosophy in the Flesh. New York: Basic
Books.
McLure, Roger. 1993. “On Philosophical Implications of Cognitive Semantics’”
Cognitive Linguistics 4, 39-47.
Searle, John R. 1990. “Is the Brain’s Mind a Computer Program?” Scientific American
(January 1990), reprinted in: Geirsson, Heimir and Michael Losonsky, eds. 1996.
Readings in Language and Mind. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell, 264-273.
Sinha, Chris. 1993. “Cognitive Semantics and Philosophy: A Reply to Mark Johnson”
Cognitive Linguistics 4, 53-62.

Laura Janda, Cognitive Linguistics

60

Turing, Alan M. 1950. “Computing Machinery and Intelligence” Mind 59, reprinted in:
Geirsson, Heimir and Michael Losonsky, eds. 1996. Readings in Language and
Mind. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell, 245-264.

