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Introduction
Hanne Gram Simonsen and Rolf Theil Endresen

1. Background
In June 1998, a small conference took place at Sanner Hotel, Gran,
Norway, with the title "The Verb in Cognitive Grammar:
Morphological, Semantic, and Syntactic Aspects". The bulk of the
participants at the conference had all for a longer or shorter time
been affiliated to a Cognitive Linguistics research group based at the
Department of Linguistics at the University of Oslo. This group,
named The Oslo Project in Cognitive Grammar (OPCoG), is headed
by Rolf Theil Endresen and Hanne Gram Simonsen, and has been
active since 1992. The conference was financed through a prize of
NOK 75.000 awarded to the research group by the Faculty of Arts,
University of Oslo.
There were two invited keynote speakers: Ronald W. Langacker
from the University of California at San Diego, and Richard A.
Hudson from University College, London. In addition, 18 other
papers were presented. The present book consists of a selection of
the papers, which have been through a thorough reviewing and
rewriting process.1
Given the topic of the conference, "The Verb in Cognitive
Grammar"—or, rather—"The Verb in Cognitive Linguistics", the
papers concentrated on a central theme and addressed this theme
from different angles, illustrated through different languages, but all
within a cognitive linguistics perspective. A majority of the papers
described different aspects of Norwegian—a language not earlier
investigated at such a scale within cognitive linguistics. Norwegian
offers valuable contributions through being closely related to
English, yet differing in certain important and interesting ways. In
addition, several other languages were included, providing a wider
typological range.
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In their papers, the two keynote speakers provided a broad
perspective and a general theoretical background for the main theme.
Richard A. Hudson drew mainly upon his own theory of Word
Grammar in explaining his view of language as a network, while
Ronald W. Langacker discussed and developed new ways of
characterising semantic and grammatical organisation within his
theory of Cognitive Grammar.2 We have placed these two papers
together in Section One of the book. The rest of the papers fall
naturally into two groups: those mainly addressing morphological
aspects of the verb—placed in Section Two, and those discussing
constructional aspects of the verb—placed in Section Three.
However, the division into three main sections does not mean that
there is a strict border between the sections, as several of the papers
touch upon themes crossing the section borders. In this way all the
papers can be seen as being in a network relation to each other ...

2. Section I: Basic issues
The first section starts with Ronald W. Langacker: Topic, subject,
and possessor. This paper explores the special, intimate relationship
between the grammatical notions topic, subject and possessor,
illustrating this relationship with examples from a wide range of
languages, and analysing it within the framework of Cognitive
Grammar. The notions are discussed in terms of reference point
relationships, where they are presented as prominent reference points
with respect to propositions, processes, or things, creating
asymmetric relationships with an inherently dynamic, temporal
dimension. The differences between them are further discussed as
related to different levels of organisation: the lexical, the
grammatical, and the discourse levels. This way, the paper presents a
new and integrated, conceptually based view of these phenomena.
Then follows Richard Hudson: Language as a cognitive network.
As indicated by the title, it develops the central idea of language
being a network, and discusses several consequences of this view,
relating them to cognitive theories like Langacker's Cognitive
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Grammar (Langacker 1987a, 1990, 1991), Goldberg's Construction
Grammar (Goldberg 1995a), Bybee's morphology (Bybee 1985,
1995a), and most thoroughly to his own theory, Word Grammar
(Hudson 1984, 1990, 1995, 1998). The basic similarities between
these theories, in spite of different terminologies and and starting
points, are underlined. He illustrates his arguments with examples
from two areas of language analysis: the polysemy/homonymy
distinction, and regular/irregular morphology. The examples from
morphology include a Word Grammar analysis of Norwegian verbs,
pointing forward to subsequent papers in the book.

3. Section II: Morphological aspects of the verb
This section contains six papers, most of them concerning
Norwegian. To give an overview of some relevant aspects of this
language which may function as necessary background knowledge,
we begin with Rolf Theil Endresen & Hanne Gram Simonsen: The
Norwegian verb. This paper gives a short survey of the Norwegian
verbal system, starting with some phonological notes, followed by an
outline of the morphological and periphrastic constructions and their
use, and summing up by an overview of the verb classes, their
relative sizes, and their phonological and morphological make-up. To
be able to evaluate different theoretical approaches to morphology
detailed knowledge both of phonological patterns and of frequency
patterns in the relevant language is needed.
Then follows Helge Gundersen: Building blocks or network
relations: Problems of morphological segmentation. Here two
morphological models are contrasted: the morpheme or building
block model, and the network model as presented in cognitive
linguistics. It is demonstrated how the requirement of exhaustive
segmentation of the building block model creates problems which do
not appear within a network model, illustrated through a special type
of Norwegian verbs, derived by the suffix -er. Gundersen argues that
while segmentation may be an important part of morphology, it is
neither necessary nor sufficient to account for morphological
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relations, and he posits Langacker's and Bybee's theories as
alternative, superior accounts.
The remaining papers in this section all concern the acquisition of
past tense inflection of verbs, addressing the role of input factors
(phonological properties and type and token frequencies) during the
acquisition process. In this connection they also address the ongoing
debate as to which kind of model is better suited to account for the
acquisition and processing of morphology: a single mechanism
model or a dual mechanism model. According to the dual mechanism
model, there is a qualitative difference in processing between regular
and irregular verbs, while the single mechanism model assumes
essentially the same kind of processing for both regular and irregular
verbs, input factors playing an important role for both types of
inflection. These questions are investigated through different kinds
of experimental data in the following papers.
Past tense acquisition in Norwegian: Experimental evidence by
Hanne Gram Simonsen investigates the performance of Norwegian
4-, 6-, and 8-year-olds in an experimental task eliciting past tense
forms of verbs from different verb classes, and also comparing their
performance with that of adults. The results clearly indicate that
input factors play an important role, both for correct performance
and for the errors made, and also that they play a role for all verb
classes. Furthermore, the relative importance of each factor changes
in the course of development, in such a way as to lend support to a
single mechanism, exemplar-based model for morphological
acquisition.
Kirsten Meyer Bjerkan: Individual variation in past tense
inflection: Experimental data from Norwegian SLI children reports
on results from the same elicitation task applied to 6- and 8-year-old
Norwegian children with specific language impairment. The different
response patterns in the children are discussed as results of different
kinds of schema formation and entrenchment. Anders N0klestad: A
connectionist model of past tense acquisition in Norwegian presents
a connectionist model of past tense acquisition of Norwegian,
comparing the model's behaviour to results of the past tense
elicitation experiments presented in the preceding papers. The
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modelling results show that a single mechanism is able to learn to
produce past tense forms of Norwegian verbs, on the basis of the
corresponding present tense forms. The developmental profile of the
model shows striking similarities with the other experimental data,
but also some very interesting differences, which are given a
thorough discussion, both in the light of the simulation architecture,
and in the light of the different models proposed.
The final paper in this section is Paola F. Matcovich: Regular
inflection in the mental lexicon: Evidence from Italian. Closely
related to the preceding papers, it investigates the acquisition and
processing of Italian verb inflection in 4-, 6-, and 8-year-old children
and adults through two sets of experiments—eliciting past participle
forms of existing verbs as well as nonce verbs. Again, the results
offer support for a single mechanism model, since no qualitative
difference is found between regular and irregular inflection with
respect to the influence of phonological or token frequency factors.

4. Section III: Constructional aspects of the verb
The second section contains four papers, starting with Öle T. Fagerli:
Malefactive by means of GIVE. Fagerli discusses semantic aspects of
certain African languages—more specifically the benefactive and the
malefactive, both in serializing languages using a word identical to
the verb GIVE, and in languages using verbal extensions to express
these semantic relations. In both language types malefactive events
may be marked by expressions used also for benefactive events.
Seeing both types of expressions as special instances of a cognitively
and semantically basic GIVE relation, the author argues that the
malefactive meaning may be seen as an extension of the originally
benefactive marker, in combination with the semantics of the host
verb and its complements.
In the next paper, Hans-Olav Enger and Tore Nesset: The
Norwegian and Russian reflexive-middle-passive systems and
Cognitive Grammar, the authors give an extensive analysis and
comparison of the reflexive-middle-passive systems in Norwegian
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and Russian, and show how they can be presented in Cognitive
Grammar networks with Schemas and extension relations. Their
analysis illustrates the value of networks of this type both as heuristic
devices and as valuable tools for gaining new insight, particularly in
typological research.
Hans-Olav Enger: The reflexive-middle-passive marker -s in
Norwegian: Homonymy/polysemy and morphology singles out one
Norwegian suffix marking a set of the meanings examined in the
previous paper, discussing whether it should be counted as one
polysemous suffix or several homonymous ones. Arguing in favour
of the polysemy position, the author examines the status of the suffix
as inflectional or derivational in different functions, relating his
discussion to Bybee's (1985) concept of relevance. Both in its
content and its discussions, this paper also ties back to Hudson's
paper.
Finally follows Kristian Emil Kristoffersen: Control and
transitivity: A study of the Norwegian verb love 'promise'. Like the
preceding papers, this one also exploits the notion of polysemy, but
this time not of lexical items, but of constructions. The author
investigates the relation between transitivity and argument control in
one Norwegian verb in a Construction Grammar perspective. It is
argued that argument control should be treated as a property not of
the individual verbs, but of the constructions in which the verb may
occur. The specific, different patterns of transitivity and argument
control concerning the verb love are explained through the notion of
multiple inheritance from different construction types. Furthermore,
the frequency of use of the different love constructions is seen as a
result of differences in type frequency of the constructions.

5. Final remarks and acknowledgements
All the authors have profited from the fruitful and active discussion
of all the participants during the conference. Of particular value was
the active participation of the two keynote speakers, Richard A.
Hudson and Ronald W. Langacker, who deserve special thanks.
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The editors of the Cognitive Linguistics Research series gave very
useful advice and comments during the publishing process.
We are also grateful to the Faculty of Arts, University of Oslo, for
providing financial support. Finally, as convenors of the conference,
we would like to thank our conference secretary, Ame Martinus
Lindstad. He has been an invaluable coworker at all stages, both at
the conference and through the finalising of the book manuscript.

Notes
1. Reviewing is a time-consuming job. We wish to thank the following persons
for taking of their time to review the papers in this volume, giving valuable
suggestions, comments and evaluations: Hans Basb011, Elizabeth Bates,
Andrew Carstairs-McCarthy, Bruce Derwing, Wolfgang Dressier, Lena
Ekberg, Hans-Olav Enger, Richard Hudson, Laura Janda, Suzanne Kemmer,
Ronald W. Langacker, Virginia Marchman, Tore Nesset, Eric Pederson, Trond
Trosterud, Äke Viberg, Wolfgang Wurzel.
2. This paper by Ronald Langacker was first presented at the Bielefeld
Symposium in April 1998, and will be published in the proceedings from that
symposium. We are grateful that the arrangement committee for the Bielefeld
Symposium has agreed to our publication of Langacker's contribution in the
present book.

Section I
Basic issues

Topic, subject, and possessor
Ronald W. Langacker

Language offers ample evidence that the grammatical notions topic,
subject, and possessor have special affinities for one another. The
basis for their close relationship is explored from the standpoint of
cognitive grammar. They are all described as instantiating a basic
aspect of dynamic conceptualization involving successive foci of
attention: a salient reference point affords mental access to a context
(its dominion,) in which a target is located. A possessive construction
is characterized schematically as specifying a reference point
relation between two things. A topic construction establishes a
reference point relation between a thing and a proposition. Subject
and object are analyzed as reference points with respect to the
relationship designated by a verb or a clause (called a process): they
represent the initial and secondary focal participants accessed in
building up to the full relational conception. Evidence is provided for
their focal prominence, for their asymmetry in this regard, for this
asymmetry having a temporal dimension, and for its assimilation to
reference point phenomena. The relation between topic and subject is
discussed in terms of function and levels of organization.'

1. Evidence of special affinities
I start from the observation, not at all a novel one, that the grammatical notions topic, subject, and possessor display certain affinities
for one another. Numerous phenomena, in particular languages and
cross-linguistically, suggest that these constructs have a special and
intimate relationship. My goal is to find a precise description of the
abstract similarity that is presumably responsible for their affinity.
This supports the semantic characterization of subject and object
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proposed in cognitive grammar (Langacker 1991:7.3). It also bears
on the internal conceptual organization of verbs and clauses.2
Let me start by offering some empirical evidence for topic,
subject, and possessor being specially related in some fashion. I will
merely list certain phenomena that have come to my attention. The
following inventory is not intended to be exhaustive, nor have I
undertaken a systematic survey. Other linguists could no doubt easily
add to the list.
The close connection between subject and topic is of course well
known, if not notorious. Linguists often have difficulty determining
whether a given nominal element is best analyzed as a subject, a
topic, or both. Moreover, topic status is commonly ascribed to
subjects as part of their characterization, at least prototypically.
Givon, for instance, describes subject and object as primary and
secondary clausal topic (1984:138). I basically agree with this
description and will try later to render it less vague.
Diachronically, topics often evolve into subjects. Li and
Thompson (1976:484) describe this recurrent path of grammaticization as follows: "...it seems clear that subject and topic are not
unrelated notions. Subjects are essentially grammaticalized topics; in
the process of being integrated into the case frame of the verb (at
which point we call them subjects), topics become somewhat impure,
and certain of their topic properties are weakened, but their topicness
is still recognizable...That is why many of the topic properties are
shared by subjects in a number of languages. For example, some
[subject-prominent] languages do not allow indefinite subjects.".
A second observation concerns the notion pivot. I define a pivot as
the entity within a proposition that corresponds to a topic and thus
enables the proposition to function as a comment with respect to that
topic. In (1), for example, the topic is your friend, and the pivot is the
coreferential pronoun in the following clause.
I am reasonably confident that systematic investigation would
reveal a strong tendency for the subject of a comment clause to
function as pivot. Secondarily, the object of the comment clause
often serves as pivot, or else the possessor of the subject or object.
The expressions in (1) are, I believe, quite typical.

Topic, subject, and possessor

(1)

a.
b.
c.
d.

Your friend,
Your friend,
Your friend,
Your friend,
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he will never amount to anything.
I really like him.
his mother just died.
I really liked his mother.

Data showing an intimate relationship between subject and topic in
Russian is presented in Nichols, Rappaport, and Timberlake (1980).
The authors discuss a variety of control phenomena—involving
reflexivization, adverbial participles, predicate agreement, and case
agreement of predicate nominatives—in which the controller is
typically the grammatical subject. For each, they claim that topic
status (signaled by preverbal position) is a factor that affects the
possibility of control in less typical instances. The authors conclude
that subject and topic status (also animacy) are special cases of
nominal prominence, which favors control. This is quite compatible
with the account I will offer below.
Let us next consider phenomena indicating a special relationship
between subject and possessor. Some of these are well known. For
instance, when a verb or a clause is nominalized, it is extremely
common cross-linguistically for its subject or object to be specified
periphrastically by means of a possessive construction:
(2)

Booth's assassination [of Lincoln];
Lincoln 's assassination [by Booth]

Another such phenomenon, found in French, Norwegian, and
numerous other languages, is for a subject nominal to simultaneously
function as possessor (in this case of a bodypart object) even in the
absence of any specific possessive marking, consider (3):
(3)

a.
b.

II leve la main. / Han rekker opp handa.
'He raises his hand.'
J'ouvre la bouche. /Eg opnar munnen.
Ί open my mouth.'
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Phenomena specifically relating topic and possessor may be less
common, but they do exist. One example is the prevalence of nonsubject possessor pivots, as in (Id). Another interesting case is found
in spoken French, as described by Lambrecht (1996). It is possible
for multiple topics to occur preposed to the comment clause, as seen
in (4a). Sentence (4b) is slightly different, however, since only the
sister has any direct role in the comment clause. Strictly speaking,
then, only sa soeur 'his sister' functions as topic with respect to that
clause. The first preposed nominal, Pierre, instead functions as
possessor for the second, sa soeur. While this looks just like a
double-topic construction, in actuality it represents the combination
of a possessive and a topic relationship.
(4)

a.
b.

Nicole, Pierre, eile ne I'aimepas.
'Nicole, Peter, she doesn't like him.'
Pierre, sa soeur, je la deteste.
'Peter, his sister, I hate her.'

There are also phenomena where topic, subject, and possessor all
figure crucially, suggesting that all three have some special affinity.
Li and Thompson (1976) report that in Indonesian the pivot in a topic
construction can only be the subject of the comment clause or a
possessor of the subject:
(5)

a. Ibu
anak
itu membeli sepatu.
mother child
that buy
shoe
'That child's mother bought shoes.'
b. Ibu
anak
itu, dia membeli sepatu.
mother child
that she buy
shoe
That child's mother, she bought shoes.'
c. Anak itu, ibu-nja
membeli sepatu.
child that mother-his buy
shoe
That child, his mother bought shoes.'
d. *Sepatu itu, ibu
anak itu membeli.
shoe
that mother child that buy
Those shoes, that child's mother bought them.'

Topic, subject, and possessor
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For Korean, Cho (1991) points out that certain phenomena which
normally involve subjects can instead be controlled by the possessor
of an inanimate subject, provided that the possessor is part of a
topicalized constituent. One such phenomenon is subject
honorification:
(6)

a. Apeci-ka
Kim sensayngnim-ul mana-si-ess-ta.
father-SUBJ Kim teacher-OBJ
meet-HON-PAST-ASSR
'Honorable father met teacher Kim.'
b. Halmeny-uy sayngsi-eyse-nun samsiptay-ka kacang
gr.m.-POSS life-LOC-TOP
thirties-SUBJ most
hayngpokha-si-ess-ta.
happy-HON-PAST-ASSR
'In honorable grandmother's life, the thirties were the
happiest.'

Control of the reflexive marker casin works analogously.
Finally, I note the prevalence in many languages of what are often
called "double-subject constructions" (Langacker 1999a). Illustration
is provided by Luiseno, a Uto-Aztecan language of southern
California (Steele 1977):
(7)

a. Noo=n
no-puush konoknish.
I=1SG:PRES my-eye
green
Ί have green eyes.'
b. Xwaan=up
po-toonav qala.
Juan=3SG:PRES his-basket sits
'Juan has a basket.'
c. Noo-up
no-te'
tiiwu-q.
I=3SG:PRES my-stomach hurt-PRES
Ί have a stomach ache.'
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These expressions have the following abstract form:
(8)

[ noo-up
outer
subject

[ no-te' tiiwu-q ] ]
inner
subject
inner clause

full clause
Depending on the language, there is evidence for both the "outer
subject" and the "inner subject" having subject status at some level,
and also for the entire expression constituting a single clause. In the
case of Luiseno, for instance, the tense/agreement clitic which
regularly follows the first element of a clause appears in this
construction after the outer subject (indicating that the full clause is
in fact a single clause). Moreover, it can agree with either the outer
subject (as does -n in (7a)) or else the inner subject (as does -up in
(7c)).
I analyze the outer subject in this construction as being both a
subject and a topic with respect to the full clause. Furthermore, the
construction is strongly associated with possessive relationships,
prototypically involving bodypart relations. More specifically, the
outer subject is usually understood as the possessor of the inner
subject. Luiseno requires that this possessive relationship be
explicitly marked by means of a possessor prefix. In other languages
(e.g. Japanese and Korean) it remains implicit (cf. (3)).
I am sure that this inventory can be greatly expanded. But even
from this short, random list, it should be evident that something of
interest is going on. To what can the intimate relationship among
topic, subject, and possessor reasonably be attributed?

Topic, subject, and possessor
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2. Some basic notions of cognitive grammar
Naturally, I will approach this question from the standpoint of
cognitive grammar (Langacker 1987a, 1990, 1991). Its central claim
is that grammar is symbolic in nature. More specifically, lexicon,
morphology, and syntax form a continuum fully describable as
assemblies of symbolic structures. A symbolic structure resides in the
pairing between a semantic structure (some kind of conceptualization) and a phonological structure (its semantic and
phonological poles). It follows that all elements posited in
grammatical description must have some kind of semantic value
(often highly schematic).
The possibility of a symbolic account of grammar presupposes a
conceptualist semantics that properly accommodates construal, i.e.
our multifaceted ability to conceive and portray the same content in
alternate ways. Lexical and grammatical elements incorporate
particular ways of construing conceptual "content", as an inherent
part of their conventional meanings. Some facets of construal
selected for brief illustration are level of specificity (conversely
schematicity), perspective, ana prominence.
Degrees of specificity are exemplified by lexical hierarchies such
as (9). Each expression is schematic with respect to one that follows,
which elaborates its coarse-grained specifications (i.e. spells them
out in finer-grained detail).
(9)

thing>creature>bird>bird of prey>hawk>red-tailed hawk

The meanings of grammatical elements tend to be quite schematic.
To put it another way, the more schematic an element is
semantically, the more inclined linguists are to consider it
"grammatical" rather than "lexical". Naturally I view this as a false
dichotomy.
Perspective includes numerous factors, only one of which will be
exemplified:
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(10) a. A big crack extends from the corner of the window up to
the ceiling.
b. A big crack extends from the ceiling down to the corner
of the window.
These sentences describe precisely the same, static situation—
nothing actually moves. Yet intuitively they exhibit some kind of
motion or dynamicity, and contrast semantically owing to its
opposite directionality in the two cases. I attribute this to subjective
motion on the part of the conceptualizer (i.e. the speaker, and
secondarily the addressee), who mentally scans through the scene in
one direction or the other in "building up" to its full
conceptualization (Langacker 1986). Subjective or "fictive" motion
is actually quite prevalent and varied (Matsumoto 1996a, 1996b;
Talmy 1996; Langacker to appear).
Two kinds of prominence are especially relevant to grammar. The
first is profiling. Within its conceptual base (i.e. the array of content
it evokes as the basis for its meaning), an expression designates
(refers to, directs attention to) some substructure, called its profile.
This is best seen from expressions that evoke essentially the same
content but nonetheless differ in meaning.
(a)

Base

iris

(")

Base

admire

pupil

admirer

O-O O-«O O--O
tr

Im

Figure 1. Base and profile

As shown in Figure l(a), for instance, the conception of the human
eye provides the common conceptual base for terms like im and
pupil, which are certainly not synonymous (even if one's knowledge
of their referents is limited to the configurational properties
depicted). They contrast semantically by virtue of profiling—
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referring to—different sub-parts of the base. Observe that profiling is
indicated by heavy lines.
Expressions can profile not only things (abstractly defined) but
also relationships. An example is given in Figure l(b). The verb
admire profiles a relationship where one individual manifests a
certain mental attitude in regard to another.3 The noun admirer
evokes the same conceptual content—one cannot apprehend its
meaning without conceptualizing the process of admiring—yet it
surely contrasts semantically with the verb. They have different
meanings because the noun profiles a thing, specifically the
participant displaying the mental attitude.
Expressions that evoke the same content and profile the same
relationship can also differ in meaning due to another kind of
prominence, namely the degree of salience accorded to the
participants in the profiled relation. For instance, as illustrated in
Figure 2, above and below are semantically distinct despite invoking
the same elements and profiling the same spatial relation
(referentially, an above relationship is also a below relationship).
(a)

above

(b)

below

?
<*>
Figure 2. Trajector/landmark alignment

Their semantic contrast resides in the fact that above takes the lower
participant as a landmark for purposes of specifying the location of
the higher one, whereas below does just the opposite. To capture such
differences, I say that a relational expression accords focal
prominence to one or more participants. It is usual for one
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participant—termed the trajector (tr)—to stand out as the primary
focal participant in the sense of being the one the expression is
concerned with locating, characterizing, or assessing in relation to
others. A secondary focal participant, with respect to which the
trajector is located or evaluated, is called a landmark (Im).
An expression's grammatical class is not determined by its
conceptual content, but by the nature of its profile (Langacker
1987b). A noun profiles a thing. A verb profiles a process, defined as
a relationship whose evolution through time is rendered salient. As
shown above in Figure l(b), for example, admirer is a noun because
it profiles a thing, whereas admire is a verb because it profiles a
temporally extended relation. Classes like adjectives and prepositions
involve the profiling of non-processual relations. For instance,
although the relationships profiled by above and below typically
endure through time, this temporal dimension is not essential to their
semantic characterization.
Alice admires Bill

admires Bill

Alice

admires
Figure 3. A symbolic assembly

Topic, subject, and possessor
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A grammatical construction comprises a set of component symbolic
structures that are integrated to form a composite symbolic structure.
Integration depends on correspondences between elements of the
component structures. Consider the lower right-hand portion of
Figure 3, showing how the component structures admires and Bill are
integrated to form the composite structure admires Bill. Their
integration hinges on a correspondence between the profile of Bill
and the schematic landmark of admires, which it serves to elaborate.4
Corresponding elements are superimposed and merged (or "unified")
to form the composite structure. The composite structure admires Bill
is therefore specific in regard to its landmark, which inherits the
semantic specifications of the component Bill (abbreviated B). It is
usual for the composite structure to inherit its profile from one of the
components. The component structure which bequeathes its profile
upward is called the profile determinant, identified by being enclosed
in a heavy-line box. Admires is thus the profile determinant in
admires Bill, for the composite expression profiles the same
relationship as the verb. The profile determinant constitutes the
grammatical head, at a given level of organization.
Grammar resides in conventional patterns for combining symbolic
structures into complex symbolic assemblies. I claim that such
patterns are represented by symbolic assemblies that are partially or
fully schematic, i.e. templates that embody the abstract commonality
exhibited by particular complex expressions. These constructional
schemas govern the formation of novel expressions. For instance,
admires Bill instantiates a constructional schema that specifies the
integration of a verb with its object by virtue of a correspondence
between the former's landmark and the latter's profile. Constructional
schemas will not be a prime concern here, however.
A composite structure at one level of organization (in one
construction) can in turn function as component structure at a higher
level of organization (in a higher-order construction). In Figure 3, for
example, we see that the composite structure admires Bill is
integrated at a higher level of organization with the component Alice,
which elaborates its schematic trajector to form the higher-order
composite structure Alice admires BilL Symbolic assemblies with
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this character thus exhibit a kind of constituency. However, I have
argued elsewhere (1995a, 1997a) that constituency of the classic sort
is far less consistent or important than is assumed in most theories.
Symbolic assemblies with the properties just described support
what I believe to be a viable characterization of the grammatical
notions subject and object: at a given level of organization, a subject
is a nominal whose profile corresponds to the trajector of a profiled
relationship, and an object, one whose profile corresponds to the
landmark. Thus, considering both the "horizontal" and the "vertical"
correspondences in Figure 3, Bill is identified as the object of
admires, admires Bill, and Alice admires Bill, for its profile
corresponds to their landmark. Likewise, Alice is identified as their
subject, since its profile corresponds to their trajector. Observe that
this characterization is not based on constituency. It is not
configurational but rather conceptual, and alternate constituencies
(e.g. a flat structure) yield the same grammatical relations. This
illustrates the notion that constituency is neither fundamental nor
essential to grammatical structure. It is a feature of symbolic
assemblies that sometimes emerges, but not always, and is often
flexible and variable when it does. The key work of grammar and
semantics is done instead by correspondences, profiling, and other
aspects of conceptual structuring.

3. Reference point phenomena
As I view it, conceptualization is inherently dynamic (Langacker
1997b). By this I mean that it develops and manifests itself through
processing time, the specific nature of its temporal development
being essential to its value. This was shown quite clearly in (10),
where the semantic contrast resides in the directionality of the
conceptualized mental scanning through the scene.
One aspect of dynamic conceptualization is our very general
cognitive ability to direct attention to some entity for purposes of
then establishing "mental contact" with another. This attention may
be perceptual, as in (1 la). A more abstract example is given in (1 Ib).
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(11) a. Do you see that boat out there in the middle of the lake ?
There's an otter in the water just alongside it.
b. Do you remember the surgeon we met at your sister's
party? His wife just had quintuplets.
In such cases I speak of a conceptual reference point (R) providing
mental access to a target (T) found in its dominion (D). By serving as
an initial focus of attention, the reference point tends to activate an
array of associated entities which collectively constitute its
dominion. This enables attention to shift to a secondary focus within
it, the target (which activates its own dominion and may in turn
function as a reference point). The components of a reference point
relationship are depicted in Figure 4.
This reference point ability has many linguistic manifestations.
For instance, it plays a role in the sanction of definite articles, whose
presupposition of contextual uniqueness can be explicated in terms of
the speaker and addressee establishing mental contact with the same
conceived entity (Langacker 1991:89-103). Consider examples like
(12), where the definite article occurs even in the absence of previous
mention:
(12) a. My car is no longer dependable.
The motor is just about shot.
b. / would never buy this house. The roof leaks badly.
The noun car evokes an established frame, including the standard
knowledge that cars have motors, and that a given car has just one.
Likewise, house evokes a frame that includes the notion of a (single)
roof. Thus in (12a), my car directs attention to a specific car, which
can thereby function as a reference point. The frame consisting of our
general knowledge of cars specifies a set of entities accessible via
this reference point, among which are its basic parts (motor, steering
wheel, tires, etc.). Because the dominion defined in this manner contains just a single motor, the intended referent of motor in the second
sentence is contextually unique, hence the definite article is used.
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C = conceptualize!
R = reference point
T = target
D = dominion
= mental path

Figure 4. A reference point relationship

Another reference point phenomenon is metonymy, where an
expression's usual referent (R) is able to evoke its intended referent
(T). The term Chicago, for example, refers primarily to a city, but in
the proper context it might instead be construed as referring to any
number of associated entities comprising its dominion. Possibilities
include its populace, a sports team located there, the city government,
the physical embodiment of a grant application its government has
submitted, etc.
(13) a.
b.
c.
d.

Chicago is all excited about the Bulls.
Chicago has just won another championship.
Chicago was late in sending in its application.
Chicago is right here in the stack between Dallas
and Memphis.

I will mention only in passing a reference point analysis of
pronominal anaphora worked out in great detail by Karen van Hoek
in the context of cognitive grammar (van Hoek 1995, 1996, 1997a,
1997b). The basic idea is that a pronoun needs to occur in the
structural dominion associated with a coreferential reference point
salient in the current discourse space, whereas a full NP may not
occur in such a context. I cannot go into any detail here. Instead we
will concentrate on two other grammatical phenomena that I analyze
in terms of reference points: possessive and topic constructions.
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A central problem posed by possessive constructions is the
extraordinary variety of relationships they are able to encode. The
expressions in (14a) are but a small sample of the kinds of situations
coded by prenominal possessives in English. While a case can be
made for ownership, kinship, and whole/part relations being
prototypical, it is by no means obvious that all the others can
reasonably be considered metaphorical extensions from these. It
seems as though virtually any kind of association is susceptible to
being expressed in this manner. Yet that is not quite adequate. In and
of itself, an associative relationship is symmetrical. As we see in
(14b), however, possessive expressions are usually not reversible.
(14) a. the boy's shoe; Jeffs uncle; the cat's paw; their lice;
the baby's diaper; my train; Sally's job; our problem;
her enthusiasm; its location; your candidate; the city's
destruction
b. *the shoe's boy; *the paw's cat; *the diaper's baby;
*the destruction's city
Apparently the semantic value of a possessive element or
construction needs to be both abstract (hence broadly applicable) and
asymmetrical (resulting in irreversibility). Elsewhere (Langacker
1993, 1995b) I have argued in some detail for a reference point
characterization (see also Taylor 1996). Specifically, in a possessive
construction the possessor can be described schematically as a
reference point, and the possessed, as a target found in its dominion.
In all the reference point phenomena described so far, the
reference point and target have each been things. In pronominal
anaphora, these two things are the profiles—taken as being
referentially identical—of a pronoun and its antecedent. For
metonymy, the things in question are alternate referents of the same
nominal expression: its usual referent, and the metonymic referent
intended in the context. In a possessive construction, the things in
question are distinct and are designated by separate nominals, though
one may be a constituent of the other. For instance, [[the boy]'s shoe]
invokes a reference point relation between a particular boy and a
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particular shoe. The reference point is coded by the boy, and shoe
specifies the intended target in its dominion. Hence the full nominal
the boy's shoe singles out and profiles the shoe being referred to.
Frame-based uses of the definite article, as in (12), also involve the
referents of separate nominals (often a possessive construction could
in fact be employed to describe their relationship, e.g. my car's
motor). The difference is that the two nominals are separate and the
reference point relation remains implicit. Whereas a possessive
construction specifically encodes the reference point relationship, in
(12) it is merely presupposed as part of the background knowledge
that assures the contextual uniqueness required by the definite article.
The reference point notion is not inherently limited to things,
however. In particular, I propose that a topic construction expresses a
reference point relationship between a thing and a proposition. This
is diagrammed in Figure 5. The target proposition (given as a
rectangle) is coded by a clausal expression minimally consisting of a
thing (shown as a circle) engaging in some process (solid arrow).

Figure 5. A topic relationship

I believe this characterization properly captures the dynamic nature
of topic constructions, wherein the topic is presupposed as the basis
for interpreting the comment clause and thus has a certain conceptual
priority with respect to it. A topic is sometimes described as a
"mental address" to which the comment proposition is intended to be
delivered. In terms of the reference point model, we can say that the
topic evokes a domain of knowledge (its dominion) in which the
target proposition is to be integrated. Equivalently, we can describe

