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TMBALMA B S3BIKE», NOCBAIIEHHBIH KPHTHKE COCCIOPOBCKOTO TE3HCA O MPOH3BONLHOCTH
snaxa. Ho Kak cieyeT H3 aHHOTALH, PeHb B 3TOM COOPHHKE HACT O MOTHBHPOBAHHBIX
CRABIX MEXLY 3HAYEHUAMH CIOBA — O KOTOPBIX TOBOPHIOCH BBIIIE H KOTOPHIC SBJIAIOT-
Cs ceiiuac TIABHBIM IPEAMETOM BHHMAHMS B OOBIMHOH CEMAHTHKE: SIMTET «KOTHUTHB-
Has» haKynsTaTHBeH.

CoBpEMEHHYIO CEMAHTHKY, B KOTOPO#H rapMOHHHHO HHTCTPUPOBAHA HepeuncIeHHas
BBILIE COBOKYNHOCTb MAEH U MOIXO0B, KOHEYHO, MOKHO 661710 Obl HA3BaTh KOTHUTHB-
Hoit. beaa ToNbKO B TOM, YTO 3TOT SMHTET NpUHOGpen OTIETAHBO PEKIaMHBIA NIPHBKYC,
Cp. BBICOKYIO 9aCTOTHOCTb CJ10B2 «KOTHHTHBHBII» B HA3BAHHUAX JHCCEPTALMi U LIHPO-
KO€ PacnpOCTPaHEHHE COUETaHHH KOSHUMUBHBITI OUCCOHAHC, KOZHUMUBHBITE 00pa3, Ko-
onumuenblil aanu3. Bee OHYM KPacuBO 3BydaT, HO He MMEIOT SCHOTO SHAYCHUA: HOTEMY
HE CKA3aTh CEMAHMUYECKULl OUCCOHAHC?!

Buicrynars [TPOTUB «KOTHHTHBHO# JTHHIBACTHKIDY HE HMECT CMbICIa B TOH ke
Mepe, 4To 1 GopoThes 3A Hee. MOXHO XyMath, 4TO B CKOPOM BPEMEHH JIUTET «KOTHHU-
THBHAS» W3HOCHTCS U OTHAfeT cam coboit. Tak GbI0 B CBOE BPEMA € STHTETOM «CIPYK-
TypHas» (TUHTBUCTHKA). OT CTPYKTYPHOH JIMHIBUCTHKH OCTaICAH, OHAKO, METOI MMHU-
MaJTbHBIX [1ap, YCTAHOBKA HA TOYHOCTB M PAJ APYTHX NPHHLHIIOB, KOTOPLIE COXPaHII0T
CBOIO LIEHHOCTS. UTO OCTAHETCA OT KOTHATMBHOTO AKILIEHTA B CEMAHTHKE, MOKAXCT Oy-
Adylee.

HeCOMHEHHO, OJHAKO, YTO B JMHTBHCTHYECKOH CEMAHTHKE B MOCHCAHEE ACCATH-
JNieTHe TPOM3OLIEN P CABMIOB (OKyCa BHHMAHHA: OT ACHOTALHK K KOHLIEOTYanu3a-
UMK, OT CHHOHMMHHU K MHOTO3HAYHOCTH; OT nepeqHeil 3HAUEHHA K HEpapXusM, obo-
CHOBAHHBIM MOJIENISAMH CEMAHTHYECKHX [EePEXOnoB. DTH CABHTH HE TaKHE 3aMETHRIC,
KaK «XOMCKHAHCKas PEBOMIOLHA», HO CYIECTBEHHbIE: B LECHTPE BHUMAHHA OKa3aluch
HOBBIE 061aCTH, KOTOpbIE paKblile He Obiin JOCTYIHbI HCCIEAOBATETO. Ceityac 11q HUX
YIOArOTOBJEHA 1104BA, M B 3TOM (0JIbilIas 3aC/Hyra KOTHHTHBUCTOB.

Mucsmo Type Heccera. On the epithet “cognitive”

Thank you very much for letting me read your article. Since it is about epithets, I
would like to mention two that describe my impression of your text. First of all, I find
it fresh. It looks at cognitive semantics from a different angle, which 1 find very stimu-
lating — especially since your overview of different schools and ideas in the east and
west is truly amazing. Another epithet that came 10 my mind while reading your article
is balanced. 1 enjoyed reading your sober and factual prose. At this point you are prob-
ably expecting a “however”, so let me warn you that I am not planning on constructing
an argument in this little text. What I would like to do, is to offer you some reflections
based on a couple of points in your article. If they turn out to be of interest for you, I
would be proud.

Cognitive linguistics and also cognitive semantics are currently used as names of
a linguistic theory or framework. If we ask whether we need the epithet “cognitive”
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in the name of a linguistic theory, it may be useful to ask what linguistic theories are.
(For convenience, I will use the term “theory” — others may prefer “framework” or
“model”, while some linguists use all these terms, but with different meanings.) Obvi-
ously, a linguistic theory can be understood as a (hopetully) consistent set of ideas about
language. But at the same time there is a sociological dimension to linguistic theories.
When people share the same ideas. these ideas define a social group of researchers. In
this way, theories become the demarcation line between different groups of linguists who
are engaged in a power struggle. People want to attract good students, hire people who
support “their” theory, etc. What this adds up is the following. Asking whether we need
the epithet “cognitive” is really two questions. Does the epithet give an accurate descrip-
tion of the ideas in question, and is it a “good” label for a group of researchers?

I would like to offer two comments on the sociological question. First of all, the
epithet “cognitive™ became popular on the American West Coast. | think it is very hard
for Europeans (including me) to understand how hostile the environment was when La-
koff and Langacker started to develop their ideas in the late 19705 In the US, almost all
linguistic departments at the prestigious universities were (and still are) dominated by
Chomskian generative linguistics. The “syntactic wars” that led to the suppression of the
generative semantics “heresy” were still fresh in people’s minds. It was (and probably
is) difficult for young researchers who sympathized with cognitive linguistics to get jobs
in the US. [ have often felt that some of the central people in cognitive linguistics use a
somewhat aggressive rhetoric, and that not enough credit is given to other theories. This
is something I have always found irritating myself, but I think to some extent the expla-
nation is in the hostility of the environment, in which ““cognitive semantics” was born.

A second comment on the sociological question concerns your point about
“pexnamubiii puskve” on p. 10. I assume that your complaint is that some researchers
use the epithet “cognitive” for self-promotion because it looks “catchy”, “trendy” or
“fancy”, although the epithet doesn’t really provide a good description of the content of
 their work. 1 believe this is regrettable, but unavoidable. When a word gets prestigious,
everybody starts using it, and the word loses its meaning. But there is a sense where
“advertising” is important. In order for important ideas like prototypes, radial categories
and metaphor to have a chance to be taken seriously in American linguistics, it was ab-
solutely necessary to bring them together as a “theory” with a catchy name. The epithet
“cognitive” was chosen to do the job, and I believe it did it well. At the same time, your
article reminds me how different this looks from a European, and maybe especially from
a Russian perspective. Without the context of syntactic wars and a power struggle with
a totally dominant generative linguistics, much of the thetorical use of the “cognitive”
epithet becomes meaningless.

This brings us back to the more fundamental question whether “cognitive” actu-
ally tells us anything about the content of the ideas. On p. 9, you argue that linguistics
has given more to psychology than psychology has given to linguistics. I cannot assess
this claim, but I would like to point out that the ideas about prototypes and radial cat-
egories came from psychology to linguistics through the work of Eleanor Rosh in the
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1970s. I don’t know the details, but I would not think it is a coincidence that Rosh is at
Berkeley — the same university as Lakoff. Not all cognitive semanticists are directly
involved in research that go beyond linguistics, but ideas from cognitive science have
indeed shaped cognitive linguistics, including cognitive semantics. Langacker’s work on
the usage-based model, for instance, takes connectionism seriously. An article by Dodge
and Lakoff from 2005 tries to establish connections between image schemas and brain
activity, and Jerome Feldmans recent monograph “Frome molecule to metaphor” tries to
integrate cognitive linguistics and artificial intelligence. So in this sense, I think cogni-
tive semantics really is “cognitive”.

It is tempting to compare cognitive linguistics with chomskian generative grammar,
If one argues that language is part of biology, this sounds very “cognitive”, but if one
adds that language constitutes an autonomous module in the mind/ brain, which follows
different principles than the rest of human cognition, there isn’t much left of the cogni-
tive commitment. But this position may be a caricature, rather than an accurate descrip-
tion of Chomsky’s views, of course. I enjoyed reading your little discussion of innateness
on p. 2. I have always found it hard to take the innateness hypothesis seriously. If one
wants to argue that language is the way it is because it is innate, the most reasonable
strategy would be to try to explain as much as possible from independent principles of
cognition, communication etc. What remains unexplained could be attributed to innate-
ness. This point has been made by several researchers, for instance Lakoff and Richard
Hudson. Instead, it seems that innateness has been abused to “protect” linguistics from
healthy interaction with related fields.

Let me turn to your discussion of polysemy (p. 5ff.), which I found very lucid (an-
other epithet). I have always found network-based models interesting and insightful.
It strikes me as not very fruitful to list a set of meanings of a linguistic element if one
doesn’t attempt at characterizing the connections between the meanings. That’s where
the fun is! I am very glad that the Russian tradition focuses on such connections, which
I believe is one of the reasons why many Russian colleagues find cognitive linguistics
familiar and interesting, albeit not radically new. In any case, the focus on meanings and
the connections between them is one of the reasons why we tell our students that what
we are doing is close to the Russian linguistic tradition.

In parentheses: There is another link between cognitive linguistics and Russia. Laura
has written a little article where she argues that cognitive linguistics can be considered
a continuation of the Jakobsonian tradition. This is a claim that certainly needs modi-
fication. For one thing, Jakobson’s work was an important source of inspiration for the
early generative linguists, as is well known. Nevertheless Laura argues that even though
Jakobson focused on abstract invariant meanings, he was quite close to the network
conception when he talked about “relative invariants”. Incidently, a cognitive linguistics
network analysis enables us to capture both Jakobsonian invariant meanings as well as
several “surface” meanings. In a sense, it could be argued that e.g. Laura’s analyses of
Russian case are a synthesis of Jakobson’s abstract invariants and Wierzbicka’s focus on
surface case. '
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Let me, finally, say a few words on your very stimulating discussion of metaphor.
Your claim that Lakoff & Johnson are doing phraseology and not metaphor is very in-
teresting, but it depends on the definition of “metaphor”. Lakoff & Johnson do indeed
use the term “metaphor” in an untraditional way. Their definition is a “cross-domain
mapping relation” (cf. Lakoff’s article from 1993 on the “Contemporary theory of meta-
phor”). The problem with this definition is that it is hard to specify exactly what a domain
is. But it does allow Lakoff and his associates to make their well-known claims about
the relevance of metaphor not only for everyday language, but also for thinking and ac-
tion. I find these claims interesting, but I do understand that Lakoff & Johnson’s use of
“metaphor” gives one broad heading for a number of quite diverse phenomena — which
probably involves certain disadvantages.

So, do we need the epithet “cognitive™ I think it depends on whether we are dealing
with sociology or “pure” ideas. I wouldn’t want to invest too much in a label, because
labels like this come and go. I am convinced that we need a kind of linguistics that takes
findings in cognitive science seriously and tries to build bridges between interrelated
fields. [ am furthermore convinced that we need semantic analysis that focuses on the
connections in networks of interrelated meanings.

Tore NESSET
Vice-president of Slavic Cognitive Linguistics Association
University of Tromse, Norway




