CHAPTER 20

COGNITIVE
LINGUISTICS AND
FUNCTIONAL
LINGUISTICS

JAN NUYTS

1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter is an inquiry into how Cognitive Linguistics relates to, complements,
and/or differs from other approaches within the wider field of functionally oriented
linguistics (of which Cognitive Linguistics is a member as well). In order to avoid
terminological confusion, I will use the notion “Functional Linguistics” strictly to
th.erto such “other functional approaches” only, to the exclusion of Cognitive Lin-
Buistics. The notion “functionally oriented linguistics” will serve as a cover term for
ll functional approaches to language, including Cognitive Linguistics.
_mis chapter is organized as follows. In section 2, I will discuss the problem of
dehmlting Cognitive Linguistics on the one hand, and Functional Linguistics on
other. The subsequent sections deal with major dimensions along which one
iy Con'lpare Cognitive Linguistics and Functional Linguistics. Section 3 assesses
€ Position of the two paradigms vis-a-vis the basic theoretical notions from
con::;iheir names have been derived: “functionalism” and “cognition.” Section 4
rs how and to what extent these two paradigms deal with major dimensions
.the object domain of language (structure, meaning, discourse, etc.). Section 5
€fly addresses the methods of inquiry. Section 6, finally, turns to the views on
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544 JAN NUYTS
the nature and status of (linguistic) knowledge espoused in Cognitive Lingy
and Functional Linguistics, including what may be the most significant distj
element between them, namely, the “pattern” versus “process” issue.

2. DELIMITING COGNITIVE
LINGUISTICS AND
FuNncTIONAL LINGUISTICS

In order to uncover the differences and similarities between Cognitive Ling
and Functional Linguistics, one obviously needs a clear notion of how thy
search fields or paradigms can be mutually delimited. It is far from easy, ho
to draw an actual borderline. Cognitive Linguistics is generally considered to
clear scientific identity, distinguishing it from other approaches in linguistig
thus also from Functional Linguistics. The existence of the present Handboo
cifically devoted to Cognitive Linguistics, may testify to this point. However,
it comes to characterizing this identity, it soon turns out that there are ve
criteria (if any) that are really specific or unique to Cognitive Linguistics ang
us to oppose Cognitive Linguistics to other functional approaches. Ultin
any delimitation of Cognitive Linguistics is bound to be, to some extent, arb
or inspired by nonscientific criteria, such as social ones (see below). Conseqe
opinions about where to draw the line can easily diverge. The present Haf
can again serve as an illustration, as it features several subjects that many
consider to go well beyond Cognitive Linguistics proper, into the realm of
tional Linguistics, while others might find that the Handbook covers too na
section of the entire field of Cognitive Linguistics.

Here, then, is a brief characterization of how I will delimit the fields @
nitive Linguistics and Functional Linguistics for the purpose of this €
in terms of research groups or traditions belonging to each.

Cognitive Linguistics

I define the field of Cognitive Linguistics at two “levels of extension.” At
level, I define it fairly narrowly (more narrowly than the present Hand!
confining it to what could be considered its “core”: a body of research ¢él
around semantic analyses of the type pioneered by Talmy (1988a, 1988k
2000a, 2000b); Lakoff (1987; Lakoff and Johnson 1980; see also Gibbs 1994
connier (in his semantic “Mental Spaces” theory; 1985, 1997); Langacker:
model of “Cognitive Grammar”; 1987, 1991); and further found in several
grammatical models labeled “Construction Grammar.” Construction Grait
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squarely situate themselves within the field of Cognitive Linguistics (rathe y
within Functional Linguistics), I will call them “functional-cognitive lingujsts
order to distinguish their approach from that of the cognitive linguists as g o
above. These functional-cognitive linguists, then, represent the second “Jeya
extension” in the present definition of Cognitive Linguistics. In a way, this o
acterization already applies to Croft’s (2001) version of Construction Gramy
(although it has been included in the above overview of “core” cognitive lingy;
work), as it blends ideas from Cognitive Linguistics and language tYpOlogy,'
characterization certainly applies to scholars such as Kemmer (1993, 2003; §
low and Kemmer 2000), Verhagen (1995, 2000; Kemmer and Verhagen 1994}
Geeraerts (1989, 1993, 1997), to name just a few (many more will be mentjg
later in this chapter).” In fact, it applies to nearly the entire “European branch
Cognitive Linguistics (of which Verhagen and Geeraerts are representatiyes
course). After all, whereas the North American branch of Cognitive Linguisti
to a considerable extent grown out of a negative reaction against the Generg
Grammar tradition that has been prevailing on that continent, the members of
European branch have mostly been trained in one of the European, functios

oriented (structuralist or post-structuralist) linguistic schools or traditions
have adopted the ideas from Californian Cognitive Linguistics in the cous

their careers, while at the same time retaining many of the basic ideas and resea
attitudes they have been raised with. This is possible because there is usually pet
compatibility between the “old” and the “new” ideas (see below).*

Functional Linguistics

The field of Functional Linguistics is even harder to delimit, at least in ter
scholars or research groups belonging to it, because it is much wider and m
more diverse than that of Cognitive Linguistics. In fact, the only reasonable¢
acterization of Functional Linguistics is in terms of all research in linguistics
directly related fields) that adopts a functional approach to the analysis of
guistic phenomena (see section 3)—this would, in principle, include Cogt
Linguistics, if it were not for the terminological conventions specified in t
troduction. In other words, unlike Cognitive Linguistics, Functional Lingt
cannot be caught in terms of some specific, regional, social, or related (eg:
torical) criterion, but only in terms of a general “conceptual” criterion, nam
single basic research attitude shared by many researchers and research group
over the world.

Although it is nearly impossible to give an exhaustive overview, the best#
give an impression of the extension of Functional Linguistics is to present a8
of some of its major exponents.” This survey should obviously include a nit
of “schools” of functional grammar models, the most important of whi€

Systemic-Functional Grammar (as part of the wider field of Systemic Ling pisti

Halliday 1994), Functional Grammar as developed in the Amsterdam trad
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than with basic research orientations or positions. Yet, it is well known b
example, taking a narrow or a broad perspective on some dimension of 3 re
object (i.e., a perspective which either is or is not informed by the characterjg
other dimensions of the same research object) may lead to very different 3 d
hardly reconcilable conceptions of that dimension.'” So the matter is not wj
theoretical importance.

Although, arguably, there is cognitive linguistic work on practically a]]
domains of language (see parts IV and V of the present Handbook), Cog
Linguistics as defined above is predominantly oriented to semantic pheng
(witness part I of the present Handbook, which almost exclusively features 3
semantic notions). What is more, these semantic concerns are to a consig
extent (though certainly not exclusively) directed at phenomena such as cat
zation and schematization in conceptualizing the world (cognitive models, p
spaces, type-token relations, metaphorization, imagery, etc.). Cognitive Ling
also pays serious attention to language-structural phenomena proper in Co
Grammar and in various Construction Grammars,'* but research in this a ,
as well represented as the semantically oriented research. Moreover, in its af
of structure, Cognitive Grammar (much more so than the various Constr
Grammars) is strongly oriented to semantics (in particular, the semantic
relating to human categorization) and is therefore as much a semantic model;
a syntactic one. The level of discourse structure js practically absent in 0g
Linguistics, except for considerations such as those in Langacker (2001a)
Sanders and Spooren (this volume, chapter 35) for more references from a
broadly defined field of Cognitive Linguistics. Finally, Cognitive Linguistics
strongly synchronic orientation. Few exceptions apart (including Sweetser
there is hardly any consideration of diachrony."” However, given a broader
mitation of the field of Cognitive Linguistics—which would then inclu
functional-cognitive linguists—the situation regarding diachrony is comj
different: many European cognitive linguists, in particular, have always shown
active interest in the issue of language change (again, not surprisingly, with a
focus on semantic issues; see, e.g., Geeraerts 1997; Blank and Koch 1999).

Functional Linguistics, by contrast, is mainly oriented toward an acco
linguistic structure.'® Functional Linguistics, too, has seen a few predomil
semantic approaches, such as that by Wierzbicka (which, in a way, is also abo
basics of human categorization) or by the cognitive anthropologists at the
Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics (see also several contributions in Nuyt
Pederson 1997). But, on the whole, purely semantic research, partic
the kind predominating in Cognitive Linguistics, is rare in Functional Lingt
Of course, meaning does play a crucial role in functional linguistic approad
structural phenomena, as it is one of the central elements of the functionali
entation (see also Harder 1996), and this sometimes even implies a certain co
with semantic phenomena proper. A prime example is the considerable atte
in Functional Linguistics (more so than in Cognitive Linguistics) to phenom

sentence modification and evaluation, that is, what is often called “Tense-A
Modality,” or “TAM,” marking (despite the fact that it also involves other sen
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ategories such as negation., space,. and.ev.ider'ltiality'). ' The topic is centr.al to very
iflrent branches of Functional Lnlgmstlcs,”mcludfng several of the major gram-
B models (see the }?roposals for “layered” or “hierarchical” representations of
operators and adverbials/satellites in Functional Grammar and Role and Refer-
R Grammar—see, e.g., Va.n Vflll'n 1?93; Van Valin and LaPolla 1997; Hengeveld
1089 Dik 1997; several C(?ntrll?utlons in Nuyts, Bo}kestem, and Vet 1990; see also
Nuyts 2004), the typological literature (e.g., Comrie 1976, 1985; Chafe and Nichols
1086; willett 1988;.Ka.hrel and van den Berg 1994; Palmer 2001; among many others),
and the diachronic literature ( Tense—Aspect-Modality markers are obviously cru-
cial in both the grammaticalization and the subjectification literature—see, e.g.,
Traugott 1989, 1997; Bybee, Perkins, and Pagliuca 1994). However, the functional
Jinguistic interest in these semantic categories is primarily due to the fact that their
linguistic expression tends to exhibit remarkable grammatical properties that pose
a challenge to many accounts of linguistic structure. Interest in the topic of Tense-
Aspect-Modality markers is therefore primarily inspired by structural phenomena,
and semantics are dealt with as “instrumental” to an account of the structural di-
mension.® (This strong bias toward the structural end often leads to a biased view
of the semantic issues involved and to problems in handling Tense-Aspect-
Modality markers in grammar; see Nuyts 2001, 2003.) The purely semantic work
on space by the cognitive anthropologists obviously belongs in the same category
of semantic investigations but is not biased by the structural dimension.

The attention to structure in Functional Linguistics not only pertains to the
level of the sentence, but also to the leve] of discourse. To be sure, not all of the
work in Functional Linguistics dealing with sentence structure is also explicitly
concerned with discourse structure proper. For example, (traditional) Functional
Grammar,'” Role and Reference Grammar, and much typological and diachronic
research shows little interest in discourse structure. But Systemic Linguistics, or the
work by researchers such as Givon or Chafe (Givon 1983; see section 3 for further
references), clearly does. And there is work that is even exclusively concerned with
discourse structure, including, quite prominently, the frameworks of Discourse
Analysis and Conversation Analysis. Still, even in the “sentence structure only”
dpproaches, there is much attention to the way the internal structure of a sentence
or C.lause is adjusted to its discourse environment (e.g., consider the elaborate work
Ohinformation structure and its effect on word order in the clause), probably more
%0 than in cognitive linguistic syntax. In Cognitive Grammar, for example, there is

rmation structuring and perspectivization, namely,

) rations (where we find notions such as “trajectory”

Bk, . ), but these are treate'd frqm a purely se.mantic perspective, in terms

R )Speaker conceptualizes a suuatlo.n and not in tE{rms of how (the infor-

- n an utt.erance relat'es to. its precedl'nig conte.xt (whlcb would involve issues

oy Cocontm.u.lty and topic shift, rhematicity of information and text develop-

> CONtrastivity, etc.).

SUist?css-af:, f.fady indicated,. di.achrony also figures promi'nen.tly .in Functional Lin-

Rien, ; ltne§s tl?e ﬂo'unshmg of research on grammaticalization and, to a lesser
» On subjectification.
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So, on the whole, as far as the object of investigation is concerned, Cg :,
Linguistics and Functional Linguistics are to a considerable extent complemer
their concerns. As a result, relating their views on different aspects of the s
may offer a wealth of new insights on both “sides”. Ideally, one might even stri;
a direct integration of models. But doing so is obviously only possible if these
are compatible, not only in general terms (see section 3), but also at a more cop
level. As a matter of fact, areas in which Cognitive Linguistics and Functiona]
guistics have overlapping concerns (the domain of grammatical or syntacti
scription) demonstrate that there may be divergence in terms of their views g
nature of (linguistic and general) knowledge (see section 6 below).

5. METHODS

Maybe the difference between Cognitive Linguistics and Functional Linguisti
to do with different research traditions, styles, and methods. Again, this is
case in any principled way. Neither Cognitive Linguistics nor Functional Ling
bar the use of any type of strategy to investigate a specific phenomenon; all mef
are considered potentially valid.”® In practice, however, they differ to some [
in terms of the default methods used in empirical research. i

Systematic corpus-based analyses of phenomena are rather common in|
tional Linguistics, but less so in Cognitive Linguistics. Of course, even in-
tional Linguistics, corpus studies are far from general practice. Corpus in
gation (including the use of quantitative methods) is, for example, al
obligatory in a framework such as Systemic Linguistics (in both its lexicof
matical branch, i.e., Systemic-Functional Grammar, and its discourse-ori
branch); it is also popular in much other discourse-oriented work (such as#
Givén and Chafe or frameworks such as Rhetorical Structure Theory or Dis¢
Analysis) and in most diachronic research. By contrast, it is rather exceptic
frameworks such as Dik’s Functional Grammar or Van Valin’s Role and Ref¢
Grammar. Similarly, Cognitive Linguistics shows exceptions to the general
corpus linguistics is very rare (if present at all) in core Cognitive Linguistics;
is far from exceptional in the work of the functional-cognitive linguists, no
the work of Barlow and Kemmer (see Barlow 1996; Kemmer and Barlow 200¢
of several European cognitive linguists (see, e.g., several of the contributs
Rudzka-Ostyn 1988; Geeraerts 1999).

Further, the systematic and large-scale use of cross-linguistic data is co¥
in Functional Linguistics, but hardly so in Cognitive Linguistics (see van der A
and Nuyts, this volume, chapter 40). Thus, as already indicated in sectior

pology is a prominent and continuously growing branch of Functional Lingt

and the same applies to comparative linguistics (where much smaller sets
guages are studied). In Cognitive Linguistics, the use of cross-linguistic dat
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6. THEORETICAL CONCEPTIONS
OF LANGUAGE AND GRAMMAR

Last but not least, one may wonder to what extent there are systematic diffeg
in the theoretical views in Cognitive Linguistics and Functional Linguistj
garding the nature, the organization, and the wider cognitive embedding
guage and grammar at a more concrete level than the one discussed in seg
above. Of course, the two paradigms are in themselves far from theoreticall
herent. Thus, in Cognitive Linguistics, the grammatical analyses in Langa
Cognitive Grammar are in several respects substantially different from the
Construction Grammar approaches, and they do not appear easily recongi
Likewise, in spite of many basic similarities, Talmy’s, Lakoff’s, Fauconnier’
Langacker’s views on the nature and organization of (conceptual) semanti
resentation are far from identical, and the differences may go well beyond pl
different accents or being concerned with different facets of the issue (for exa
they probably do not share the same view on the status of metaphor in semal
In that respect, it is probably no coincidence that there is little explicit m
discussion of views among these four scholars or their research groups. Sim
in Functional Linguistics the major alternative grammar models often differ it
stantial respects (e.g., Systemic-Functional Grammar is in many respects it
cilable with Functional Grammar or Role and Reference Grammar), as do the vz
conceptions of discourse organization (recall the radical disputes between ¢
sational analysts and discourse analysts—see, e.g., Levinson 1983: 286-94).

Still, at a sufficiently high level of generality, some patterns emerge. First
Cognitive Linguistics and Functional Linguistics share a few basic views &
ing the status of grammar. In line with their shared functionalist orientatior
both adopt a “usage-based” concept of grammar (see Langacker 1988; Barlos
Kemmer 2000). In other words, they reject a “competence” view of gram
the kind espoused in Chomskyan Generative Grammar, in which linguistick
edge is considered fully independent of linguistic performance (see Nuyts
1994a). In Cognitive Linguistics and Functional Linguistics, linguistic kno
“knowledge for use.” Correspondingly, both Cognitive Linguistics and the
tively conscious” branches of Functional Linguistics see the linguistic system
integrated subpart of human cognition and reject a (strongly) modular view
language faculty as it is adopted in the generative tradition in linguistics (or in
branches of psychology, following Fodor 1983). Thus, the principles inher
language are assumed to be (potentially) instantiations of more general 08
principles, and the grammar is seen as fully interconnected and tuned in with
dimensions of cognitive functioning, including the conceptual systems.

In this latter respect, there may be different tendencies in Function&
guistics and Cognitive Linguistics with regard to the default assumptions:
the nature of conceptual representation (see Pederson and Nuyts 1997 Of
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ative views of conceptual structure). To the extent that this issue is at stake in
Functional Linguistics, there. is a strqng 1nc11.nat10n to adopt a strongly language-
dated; 0T at l.east a propositional view. ThlS- can range from strong]).f lan.gu‘age—
bound views (in which conceptual structure is considered to feature linguistic or
| anguage_like structures, including the lexical material of languages), such as Dik’s
(1987) or the Whorfian vie?v. (Luqf 1992a, 19?2b), to slightly more abstract views
(which are often decomposltfonalt i.e., assuming seman.tlc—C(.)nceptual structure to
operate in terms of semantic primitives), such as Wierzbicka’s (1980), or Van
valin’s (1993)—see Levinson (1997) and Nuyts (1993b, 2001) for critical discussion
of some of these proposals. Many other functional linguists who take conceptual
sructure into consideration remain vague about its nature (see Nuyts 1996).
Cognitive linguists, on the other hand, often stress the “imagery” nature of con-
ceptualization (consider, e.g., Lakoff 1987; Langacker 1987), which might suggest
that they are thinking along the lines of a vision-based view of conceptual struc-
wre. Still, closer scrutiny of their actual views reveals uncertainty regarding the
issue—think, for instance, of Langacker’s insistence on predicates (an essentially
propositionalist notion) as the basic building blocks of conceptualization or
Lakoff’s openness to conceptual models of all conceivable types, including prop-
ositional ones (see Nuyts 1993a, 2001 for discussion).”" So, even in this regard, there
are probably no real incommensurabilities between Cognitive Linguistics and
Functional Linguistics.

Still, there appears to be one major difference between Cognitive Linguistics
and Functional Linguistics in their conception of grammar and of conceptuali-
zation, and probably of cognition in general. This difference concerns the status of
structures as opposed to processes in a cognitive model. It is most conspicuous
when comparing the grammatical models in the two paradigms, that is, the domain
in which the two are overlapping most clearly (see section 4).

Both Cognitive Grammar and Construction Grammar stress the role of struc-
tures or “constructions” in linguistic knowledge, while they hardly consider pro-
cessing, that is, the procedures or rules that might be applied by a speaker or a
hearer in “building” linguistic or semantic structures (the following applies to
language production and comprehension alike, but for the sake of simplicity, I will
Phrase the issue from the perspective of production). The point is not only that the
tognitive linguistic models do not formulate the procedures or rules needed to
€nstruct utterances (many functional grammar models do not do so, either); the
Pomt is also that in models such as Cognitive Grammar or (versions of) Con-
Stfuction Grammar procedures are attributed only a small role: they are reduced to
(PTObably quite simple) mechanisms combining (or “unifying”) fixed, coded pat-
ms (that are stored as such in the mind) of different degrees of complexity and
S_ChEmaticity—the “constructions”—in order to “assemble” a full linguistic expres-
:l()n, Most of the combining is presumably a matter of checking the compatibil-
.ty of Properties of the constructions involved. A grammar is, thus, a “structured
l::::gtor)’ of conventional linguistic units” (Langacker 1987: 57), or, in yet other

$ a network of constructions.
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ac . : hen they are co t
tic domains) even w
al transfer between seman : . _ le of metatil
. e phenomena.”’ A case in point is the discussion ab(?ut the ro o “
oo ped to metonymy in diachronic semantic change in the range 3 opo 3
Oppos ; ider, e.g., Sweetser 1990, a e
C o e ificational” meanings (consider, e.g., Wi
ical” or “qualificationa S | . . 18283 for discil
Traugott 1989 and Traugott and Konig 1991; see Nuyts 2001: 1d8 . 3resentati0m )
’lz:;here need not be incompatibility between process ;;n rdpl of lineuis
i mode! guis!
cognitive model: as Barsalou and Hale (1993) argue, anywaze d integrated fashion:
ot}%er) behavior must be concerned with both in a balancs ban eansgof orocelll
But the critical point is that many things that are ha'ndle y rfnconstruction
or rules in functional linguistic models are handled in ter}T " o incompati
C L i im there is n 1 . .
terns in Cognitive Linguistics. Even so, one might claim use containproe | Manks to the editors of this volume,
se: one could imagine that the mental systems for languagel ttern, buttilt | ©™ments on an earlier draft of this ¢
o 'th t allow the productive composition of any analyzable Pa' e,ve b main my own responsibility. In this
dures tha duced (i.e., well-entrenched) output of those systems is n 3 0all those who will feel mistreated in any way by the discussions to
Lo o L1} . . o . o e
frequer'ltl)’ e f ready-made patterns for immediate reuse (at the same S | Search par. and diversity of Cognitive Linguistics
shamss SRR h'y tion is compatible with the basic philosophy 2 R ch as this is a very difficult enterprise
is not obvious whether this no b d Construction Grammar I positions,
actual formalization of the Cognitive Grammar an least by Langacker (1987:6%
els).”* However, such a concept seems to be precluded at feaSt . (gSee Nuyts 199
. - i rammar e
64; 1997), who explicitly argues against a process view of g e facing a basic conl m Pae actually constantly i eyl
20;)1' 16-19 for discussion). It might seem, then, that we af Functional Liff ristic 8ly so) and that there are numerous researchers who explicitly try to combine elements of
b . n a strongly dynamic view of grammar and language in un'C hese tetill h y Mmany of whom are represented in the present Handbook). Although I have done
etwee tic one in Cognitive Linguistics. Then again, at least in these liw'”.“ un)’ tto pay due credit ay still be the victim of the
versus a static ict is preempted by Langacker’s (1997, 2000, 2001b) argum Sl | "oidable tendency to strawmen positions.
idea of a conflict is p i’ resent a dynamic, procedural view of languaﬂ 1 ! The narrow definj ake of the present discussion: as will be
Cognitive Grammar does rep iles with the strongly representational natis 1'0V10us from the foregoi m the discussion in the following sec-
cognition—a view that he reclolnc fs v ely, in terms of the “phenomenoi®e " the wider one sets Linguistics (e.g., as in the present
i namely,
ar at a metatheoretical level,
gtr atmsr’]’1 of a grammatical model (Langacker 1997: 239-40).
statu

still, this argument clearly does not

preempt the apparent conflict between
functional linguistic and cognitive linguis

tic models with regard to the actual role

Insum, although there are certainly “practical”
guistics and Functional Linguistics in terms of
tively consider and in terms of the methods the
dlear-cut or seem to involve incommensurabiliti
two paradigms are essentially in agreement, an
and Functional Linguistics can learn a lot fro

i order to find out how far the frien
resolved, namely,

differences between Cognitive Lin-
the domains of language they ac-
Y apply, none of these appear to be
es. As to their basic philosophy, the
d, no doubt, Cognitive Linguistics
m each other in many respects. But
dship can go, one critical matter needs to be

the “process versus pattern” view of language and mind, which,
it least at first sight, holds the potential of becoming an issue of real dispute,

Hubert Cuyckens and Dirk Geeraerts, for useful
hapter. Shortcomings of the final r

esult obviously
regard, let me issue an apology,

right from the start,
follow. Comparing
and Functional

. It forces one to
cast in rather shadeless black and white terms;

nfluencing and cross-fertilizing each other (

also to the latter, in some cases they m
focus on the opposition between the
tion is used simply for the s
ng considerations and fro
the margins of Cognitive
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Handbook), the more difficult it becomes to find any distigctive features between Cogpise
Linguistics and Functional Linguistics. This sh.oluld d.eﬁm'tel.y not b.e taken as a pleg
maintaining a separated, narrow field of Cogmtwe' Linguistics. Quite on 'the contrs
foreshadow the conclusions of this chapter, there is every rez.ison.to. consider Cogni
Linguistics a “school” within the wider field of Functional Linguistics and to strive fo

i tion of the two.
Stronfe;vgi%:aofihe HPSG style are not usually considered parf f)f F.unc-tion.al 'Lin list
either: they are much rather considered part of the generat'xv? tradition in llngu.lstms (see Sgg
and Wasow 1999). Yet they have clearly adopted a few bfiSlC ideas from syntactic approach
in European structuralism (which was, unlike its American counterpart, <?verwhe ming]
functionalist in orientation), most notably the concept of de.pendenc?' as it was origing I
developed by Tesniere (1959). As such, they are taking some kind of middle way betwee 1 the
classical formalist and functionalist traditions in the theory of grammar. F

3. Determining the borderlines between the field of Cognitive Linguistics in its
definition (including the two “levels of extension” dfef'ined.abm‘/e). and the field of !
tional Linguistics is, even more so than for core Cogfntn'/e Linguistics, a matter.of. applying
social criteria: one would probably have to use a criterion suc}"n .as H.lem.beljshlp in the
International Cognitive Linguistics Association or regular pé?rthlpE?thI‘l. in its confe;
to determine who is a cognitive linguist, rather than a functional .lmgmst. On most
criteria, there will be no ground to make a clear distinction, as w1.ll appear be.low. .

4. Incidentally, European cognitive linguists have pl?yed a major rol.e in dissem i
the ideas of Cognitive Linguistics, for example, by creatmg' the International Cognif
Linguistics Association (of which René Dirven is the founding father) and by estab
the Cognitive Linguistics journal (thanks to Dirk 'Geeraer.ts) and, more recently, the A
Review of Cognitive Linguistics (thanks to Francisco Ruiz de Mendoza). >

5. In order to allow the reader to “objectify” the present chapter, I s'hou!d .m
that my own research is to be situated in the framework of Furlctlonjll ngu‘lst.xcs,
rather than Cognitive Linguistics (at least its na¥r0.w]y Qeﬁned core ), even if in mﬂif
respects it is fairly close to the latter (especially in its wider definition). See, for example;

2, 2001). .
NUYt68. (}l?}?e borde)rlines between the different domains—and especially betwe'en tl.le dﬁ
mains of grammar and semantics—are obviously very vague, and many of the llnngﬂ#
traditions mentioned above defy straightforward clasmﬁcatlo.n. i .

7. The question is whether these “cognitive anthropologists” can be‘ called lm i
not. This is not the place to enter into a debate regarding the demarcatlo.n of dlsclﬂl:e
but I include them in Functional Linguistics on the basis of the ob§ewa}t19n that iy
majority of scholars who have been working in this group have a llngulstlc l?aCklf;riﬁ ‘

8. Slobin is, of course, at least as much a psychologist as a llngu1§t. .Agaln, ; -
space prevent me from dealing with the question wherfz to (%raw‘th.e disciplinary b}(:r d,w
in this case between Functional Linguistics or Cognitive Linguistics on the one hand;
language psychology on the other. (See part VI of the present Han,dbook.) ! m.‘ v

9. In fact, Mann and Thompson’s and Sinclair and Coulthard’s ﬁ:am?WOl: o
to a considerable extent, inspired by the work on discourse in Systemic ngmsu?i}t%

10. “Subjectification” is meant here in the sense of Traugott (1989, 1995), NO b
cognitive linguistic sense as developed by Langacker (1990). o .

11. Because of its very wide definition of Cognitive Linguistics, some of these g Iiﬁ'
are also represented in the present Handbook; for example, some _of tbe t.ypologdl -
ature, some of the work on discourse structure, and the grammatlcallz.atlon and Sub
jectification literature. In fact, (at least some members of) these .tr.aditl.ons 1:1aYe lz:%
influenced very directly by some of the ideas developed in Cognitive Linguistics
volume, chapters 35, 36, and 40).
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j2. There is no unanimity among functionalists regarding the analysis of the func-
u‘oﬂal dimension of language use (see Nuyts 1993c), nor about the question of how lan-

age structure and language function might relate. Illustrative for the latter is the dif-

frence in opinion among functionalist linguists as to whether a grammar requires
separated’ parallel networks to account for different functional dimensions of (different
spects OF components of) linguistic structure (as is the case in Systemic-Functional
Grammar; Halliday 1994), or, alternatively, whether a grammar should deal with different
functional dimensions as interacting forces which jointly codetermine all dimensions and
aspects of linguistic structure (as is advocated by Dik 1986).

13. This fact offers a clear argument against “methodological modularity,” the ap-
proach advocated in generative linguistics to deal with one domain (syntax) to the a priori
exclusion of any other related domains, including semantics. Whether or not modularity is
maintainable as a theoretical concept can only be settled on the basis of empirical evi-
dence, but “methodological modularity” prevents one from searching for such evidence.
There is, however, not enough room to go into this issue in the present contribution.

14. I am using the notion of “language structural phenomena” as a cover term for
all aspects of the structural organization of the sentence, that is, including not only the
syntactic but also the morphological and the phonological levels,

15. Langacker has, of course, indicated potential links between his notion of “sub-
jectification” (Langacker 1990) and the diachronic notion of subjectification introduced
by Traugott (1989, 1995), and he also relates his concept of subjectification to aspects
of grammaticalization. But this is different from active involvement with diachrony, of
course.

16. Surely, not all aspects of language structure are equally well covered in Functional
Linguistics. Specifically, phonology is quite underrepresented. But this is of no further
interest here.

17. This is obviously not to say that these phenomena do not play a role at all in
Cognitive Linguistics: see, for example, Talmy’s (1988a, 2000a) and Sweetser’s (1990)
accounts of the meanings of the modal auxiliaries or Langacker’s (1987) concept of
“grounding,” which pertains to the meaning of grammatical markers such as modals and
tense markers. But, all in all, Cognitive Linguistics deals much less systematically and
elaborately with TAM-related issues than Functional Linguistics (see also Nuyts 2002 on
the relation between Langacker’s notion of grounding and the functional linguistic liter-
dture on qualificational categories)

18. This is precisely how most of the functional linguistic accounts of qualificational
@tegories differ from treatments of such categories in Cognitive Linguistics (see above):

the latter clearly aim at an account of the meanings involved rather than the linguistic
behavior of the expression forms.

19. At least, this was true of Functional Grammar until recently. Lately, there has
fen a tendency to try to expand the sentence grammar into a discourse grammar. See
®veral contributions in Mackenzie and Gémez Gonzéles (2004) and Butler (2003).

20. This might seem obvious, but it is not. In Generative Grammar only constructed
daFa based on intuitions of grammaticality are considered valid. On the other hand, in the
Wider) margins of Cognitive Linguistics, some have argued that not all methods have
‘Ul potentig) in terms of what they can reveal about the cognitive organization of
aﬂgUage (e.g., Croft 1998; Sandra 1998). One may disagree with some of these claims (as I
ospedﬁcally with regards to Sandra’s), but this is not the place to go into this issue.
cogn?tl" These .()bscrvati()n.s regarding th? vagueness, implicitness, or .umjertainty among
e Ve and fu.l‘{CFl()n‘d' linguists regarding the nature of concep.tuallzatlon. shot}ld not
- t;n 98 a cr1t1c1s~n?. On the contrary: our currer.n und?rsta.ndmg of the issue is so

atit is only fair to steer away from any radical claims in this regards.
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22. The following not only applies to the established schools of grammar: it (cl: aract
the default view of linguistic knowledge (not only synte%c}tllc(,ibut also semz:rt:lce l:;ns dis s
i i inguistics i 1. One of the established grammars, , System
in Functional Linguistics in genera . P
i hat apart in a few respects: du Y nety
Functional Grammar, stands somew ects: : :
formalism, it is difficult to talk about procedures or rules in this fram.egvcc)irt 1111 other h
] ) 4
strongly metaphorical terms. Still, the basic concept of a grammar descnhie e ((1)“1;, asade
which “composes” rather than “assembles” utterances, does apply to.t s (;no el, as ,
23. This is, of course, again a simplified rendering of a compl}cate Sftuatmn, :
; ’
uite many cognitive linguists do not deny the role of metonymly 1nfcerttamhsemv 7
?elations (see below) and functional linguists do not deny the ro .e of me aE or. Not.
the way, that this statement about the more intensive conlcern w1;lh ine;apct cl)r vl” 1
’ . . . P . tteole evel”s it
i i Functional Linguistics applies a
meton in Cognitive versus in, '
lies toyrxli’at linguists actually do when describing sem;.antlc processes. Ata glet)aleVeL |
fs even more concern with the nature of metonymy (m. re.:latlon to m.et.ap or amo
cognitive linguists than among functional linguists. This is, n(zit surpnsmg(]i).r, ;lgam s
i itive linguists. orrespondingly, it
i tional-cognitive linguists. And ¢ i
cially true for the European func sts. And corres .
latteyl,' group especially that deviates from the core cognitive llngmsts 1(;1 ter%dir.xg to v
a more balanced application of metonymy, next tohmetalzlhRor,d 31 thle9 ; ;s;:rc ;;): n: |
i ns 1990; Panther and Radden ; 0C
mantic phenomena (see, e.g., Goosse ; Pai -4
se 24 SI:)mething comparable could be maintained for the met:clph.or ve;sus l:l or
issue: o.ne might consider metaphor to be a macrolevel charactercllzatlor'l 0 g.lo .
: i i = rinciple be
i i i er, come into existence—and can in p
mantic relations, which have, however, . —a S
reconstructed—through microlevel metonymic processes (this is, e.g., how H.e ; } r
. : y
and Hiinnemeyer 1991 and Heine 1993 reconcile metaphorical and metonymic I
B g . '
of semantic change in the range of qualificational meanings).
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