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Introduction

The book has a dual orientation and a dual aim: theoretical and analytical.
On the theoretical side, it presents a relatively little known cognitive model of
categorization, Vantage Theory (henceforth also VT), surveys its linguistic ap-
plications and proposes its adaptation, called Extended Vantage Theory (EVT).
The adaptation is designed to suit a specific purpose, an extended analysis of
the English articles, which constitutes the analytical part. The book is thus as
much a testing ground for a theory as it is a hands-on struggle with specific
data.

In the cognitive linguistic enterprise, to which the book subscribes, the
most fundamental question is that of the nature of the relationship between
language and cognition. An in-depth discussion of the problem would add
a third, probably a superfluous dimension to the book; instead, the issue reap-
pears as a recurrent theme in the presentation of VT and of its modified ver-
sion. In brief terms, the cognitive abilities of the conceptualizer and language
speaker as an active agent act as the driving force responsible for language use.
This view of language and cognition has been shaped by the scholarly milieu
in which the present work took shape, namely the cognitivist approach to lan-
guage pursued at the Department of English, Maria Curie-Sklodowska Univer-
sity in Lublin, Poland. Inspired by the work of e.g. George Lakoff, Mark Turner,
Gilles Fauconnier, Adele Goldberg, but predominantly Ronald Langacker, the
research conducted in the department extended the work of these and other lin-
guists to analyses of Slavic, especially Polish data. Such is for example Henryk
Kardela’s (2000) account of noun morphology, aspect, complementation and the
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structure of events in Polish, couched within Ronald Langacker’s framework of
Cognitive Grammar. However, there have also been theoretically more radical
proposals, such as Przemystaw Lozowski’s idea of language as a symbol of in-
dividualized experience. In L.ozowski’s panchronic approach, language change
is viewed as resulting from an ongoing activity of human symbolic cognition:
this the author concludes having analysed King Alfred’s personalized use of
the Old English cunnan, magan and motan. Lozowski says that

[being] motivated by their experiential, inferential, and self-expressive predis-
position, language users project onto language a subjective picture of human
self. [Thus,] we have come up with an individualized approach to grammaticali-
zation, i.e., a language change that is brought about by the speaker’s spatio-tem-
poral operation on experience in the cross-generational chain of self-expressive
inferences. (Lozowski 2008: 177)

Although responding to very different data and couched within a vastly
different descriptive apparatus, such is also, in its fundamental tenets, the
approach represented by Robert E. MacLaury, an American anthropologist
and linguist, the proponent of Vantage Theory. MacLaury designed VT in
order to account for what appeared to be somewhat deviant but nevertheless
repetitive behaviour of speakers in the domain of colour categorization. He
proposes an account of cognition as a mechanism that enables us to take broad
or constricted points of view on categories. This leads him to reformulate the
notion of relativity, which is attributed not to the influence of linguistic forms
but to the plasticity of cognitive procedures that enable the construction of
categories as points of view.

It is in this light that the use of the English articles is considered: as an
expression of speakers’ cognitive construals of the situations described, along
with the tensions inherent both in those situations and in the ways they are
conceptualized. This also pertains to idiomatic, conventionalized uses. Con-
vention does not come from nowhere: from behind its arbitrary appearances
— which Biihler (1990 [1934]: 346), in reference to German, calls “labyrinthine”
— there frequently lurks a deep cognitive motivation. The analytical parts of the
book (part of Chapter 4, plus Chapters 5-6) are devoted to an account of that
motivation. The theoretical parts, in turn, are concerned with three subjects:
Vantage Theory as originally formulated (Chapter 1), linguistic applications
of the theory (Chapter 2 and part of Chapter 4) and a survey of previous ap-
proaches to the English articles (Chapter 3).
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The cognitive grounding of language in general and specifically of the use
of articles requires that one extends the understanding of the term’s etymology.
Article comes from Latin articulus ‘small joint” (artus + diminutive suffix -culus),
ultimately from Proto-Indo-European *ar-tu-, from *ar- ‘fit together’. The term
fits very well with the Ancient Greek idea of linguistic structure as “articu-
lation”, in the sense of a jointed state or formation, and anaphoric words as

“joints” which link the various elements of the structure (Biithler 1990 [1934]:
349). However, as will be illustrated in the analysis, the function does not only
pertain to linking the elements for the purpose of textual coherence but also
to the way they link what is being talked about with how it is talked about.
Ultimately, the link reaches deep into the cognitive processes of the speaker
and how that speaker operates mentally in relation to the mental object he or
she is dealing with.

It is hoped that by combining the theoretical presentation with the analy-
sis, the book will reveal the huge potential dormant in VT. I became more
and more aware of the potential over the course of time, ever since my first
encounter with it in the late 1990s. I owe the encounter, through reading, to
Henryk Kardela. Then, at the 6™ International Cognitive Linguistic Conference
in Stockholm, 1999, came a personal encounter with Robert MacLaury. Sadly,
the scholar passed away shortly before another conference, where he was to
give a plenary lecture, Progress in Colour Studies, in Glasgow, UK, 2004. Over
the years in between, however, we exchanged dozens of e-mails devoted to VT;
I also became acquainted, though e-mail or personal contact, with several other
VT researchers, notably Keith Allan. Without the help and personal guidance
of VT’s originator, understanding the intricacies of the theory and applying
it to language data proved challenging, thanks to Keith and many other col-
leagues it has also been rewarding,.

A few words of explanation are in order as to why it is the use of articles
that has been chosen as the testing ground for Vantage Theory and its exten-
sion. While it may be true that potentially all aspects of grammar involve the
notions of viewpoint (recall the title of Maturana 1987: “Everything said is said
by an observer”), there are some that offer an especially fertile ground in this
respect. In English, these include the use of tenses, word order (in e.g. clefting,
pseudo-clefting, inversion) or markers of modality. Articles doubtless belong to
the group: their use has been analysed from the logical, functional, pragmatic
etc. angles (cf. Chapter 3 here) and it seems that while all of these approaches
offer crucial insights, none can do so without leaving gaps for others to fill.
This is especially conspicuous in the case of novel, original, surprising and
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apparently little-motivated uses, oftentimes sidestepped as simply idiomatic
or conventional. While I do not negate the existence of convention, I claim that
it is all too easily resorted to as the ultimate answer. On the contrary, in the
present work I attempt to seek cognitive motivation for what, having sprung
up from cognition, later became conventionalized.

Secondly, the English articles constitute a very demanding aspect of usage
for native speakers. It is probably a regular experience of thousands of non-
native English teachers, translators, writers and scholars to inquire with native
speakers about this or that usage and receive different, often contradictory
answers from different competent informants. Moreover, the same speaker
may provide diverse solutions to the same problems on different occasions.
This shows not only that speakers adopt various viewpoints on the same por-
tion of reality, but also that they do not always control these viewpoints at the
conscious level. But they need not: the mechanism of categorization described
in VT as vantage construction does not require that that the speaker be aware
of what happens in cognition and language use and why.

It is therefore especially appropriate that the use of articles be also sub-
jected to an analysis based on the notion of point of view. Because the articles
are small in number and form a system of oppositions, it is very tempting
to describe them in systemic terms, and indeed such descriptions have been
frequently proposed. Yet, despite their neatness and partial appropriateness,
they are woefully insufficient. The present account proposes to at least partially
amend that insufficiency by searching for the cognitive grounding of both the
systemic oppositions and the uses that go beyond them. If language is a sys-
tem (a view not always shared by the more radical thinkers, such as L.ozowski
2008), it is definitely more than a system. Whatever it is, its nature and shape
must, I believe, be attributed to cognitive grounding, both in the areas which
do and those that do not exhibit systemic features.

The reader is thus invited to embark on this two-directional journey: into
the intricacies of Vantage Theory and into the vast but navigable seas of the
English article usage. The two paths eventually merge into one, hopefully
coherent, account.



Vantage Theory:
origin and basic tenets

1. Introductory comments

Between 1978 and 1981, an American anthropologist and linguist, Robert E.
MacLaury, toured Mesoamerica with a set of Munsell colour chips and con-
ducted interviews with speakers of indigenous languages. His aim was to dis-
cover how his subjects categorize colour. In total, MacLaury and his associates
interviewed approximately 900 speakers of 116 languages. The fieldwork was
conducted as the Mesoamerican Color Survey, part of the more comprehensive
World Color Survey, and its findings were later enriched with data from many
other language families. The scholar then attempted to explain his findings
by means of the models available at the time. However, none seemed to be
fully adequate, be it the classical conception of necessary and sufficient condi-
tions, Zadeh’s (1965) fuzzy sets or Rosch’s (e.g. 1975, 1978) prototype approach.
Puzzled by the findings, MacLaury proposed his own model, which he called
Vantage Theory (VT). In a nutshell, the model postulates that categories are
constructed as vantages, or points of view. However, these are not mere locations
one adopts for seeing but complex and coherent arrays of cognitive procedures
constructed as arrangements of mental coordinates.

A comprehensive description of both the interviews and the theory is Mac-
Laury’s Color and Cognition in Mesoamerica (1997, reprinted in 2011). The present
chapter will present VT succinctly.
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1.1 The Munsell set

The equipment used by MacLaury is, in his own words (p.c. at the 6" ICLC in
Stockholm, Sweden, July 1999), “the simplest and yet the most ingenious” ap-
paratus that can be used in categorization and semantic research. It ultimately
derives from the three-dimensional Munsell colour solid (Figure 1-1), devised
by Albert H. Munsell in the early 20™ c. as a spatial representation of colour
in its three dimensions.

Yhite Neutral
Axis 25vY8/16

Yellow

Blue

=%§Q
Isaturation——

Yellow

Brightness

|

Blue
25B5/10

a Black b

Figure 1-1. The Munsell colour solid representing three parameters of colour: hue (along the
circumference), brightness (lightness or luminance, along the vertical axis) and saturation
(vividness or purity of colour, as the distance from the centre, maximum saturation on the
outer layer). Hue, brightness and saturation are psychological dimensions correlated with
the physical dimensions of, respectively, wavelength, amount/intensity and complexity
of light. (From MacLaury 1997: 11; reproduced with permission of Texas University Press.)

The Munsell chart or array (see insert, © Hale Color Consultants, William
N. Hale, Jr.,, reproduced with permission) is a two-dimensional rendering of the
outer layer of the solid, the point at which colours have maximum saturation.
The colours are arranged in rows according to hue and in columns according
to brightness. The actual equipment used in interviews consists of 320 colour-
ful chips and an additional column on the left hand-side of the array contains
ten achromatic colours from white at the top through shades of grey to black
at the bottom.

In order to arrive at the array, the Munsell solid has first to be transformed
into a cylinder (for details see MacLaury 1997: 10ff) and then severed along
a line between two columns. The disruption is frequently introduced in the
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middle of the red area, with yellows, greens, blues and purples from left to
right, but for immediate purposes it can be effected at any column.

The array can be manipulated in that it consists of individual chips and so
may be randomized and de-randomized at will.

1.2 Interviews

In interviews, MacLaury required his informant to apply three kinds of pro-
cedure: naming, focus selection and mapping. In the procedure of naming, an
informant is shown each of the chips in isolation and asked to provide its
name. The chips are shown one by one, in random order and against a grey
background, so as to reduce the influence of context. The names are recorded
and the chips are then arranged into the full array, which shows the ranges
of each colour category. In the next step, the informant is asked to choose the
best example or the focus of each category he/she has used in the naming task.
Finally, in mapping, the informant is shown the arranged set and asked to put
a grain of rice on every chip he/she would name X. This proceeds in stages:
when finished, the interviewer repeats the same request until the informant
insists that no more chips can be so named. The boundaries of category range
(broken down into stages) are recorded and the next term is covered in the
same way.

A scrutiny of the data thus obtained yields rather surprising results. For
example, the naming and mapping ranges of a category need not coincide, the
focus of a particular term may fall on the area named with another term or
two terms can be used in reference to the same category by the same speaker
during a single interview. These and other observations (the full list of a hun-
dred regularities can be found in MacLaury 1997, Appendix VII, pp. 449-457)
led MacLaury to conclude that conceptualizers view and talk about a category
from different points of view. In other words, they construct different arrange-
ments of cognitive coordinates. He further proposed that the manipulation of
the coordinates is performed by analogy to what humans do in spatio-temporal
orientation, the idea of which we turn to below.
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2. The theory
2.1 The space-time: categorization analogy

A person locates him or herself in space-time by plotting the spatial axes of
up-down, front-back and left-right, unified into a single body of reference,
with the temporal coordinate manifested as motion. The coordinates define
the person’s location in space-time or a series of locations through which the
person progresses. Einstein’s (1920) classic example is that of a rock dropped
from a moving train. For someone on the train, its trajectory is straight but for
someone standing by the track it is parabolic. From the shape of trajectory one
can deduce the position of the viewer.!

MacLaury’s example to illustrate the way a person functions in space-time
is that of someone locating an object through a series of figure-ground ar-
rangements:

To comprehend the ordinary spatial description The newspaper is on the living
room table, one must locate the living room in relation to the house design, the
table in relation to the living room, and the newspaper in relation to the table.
One “zooms in” from a broad to a narrow purview by envisioning three rela-
tions of figure to ground: living room to house design, table to living room, and
newspaper to table. As one narrows concentration through the three levels, one
takes the figure from the broadest level to use as the ground on the next level.
Thus, the living room is a figure in relation to the house design but a ground
in relation to the table, which, in turn, is a figure in relation to the living room
but a ground in relation to the newspaper. (MacLaury 1997: 139)

There also exists the reverse phenomenon of zooming/panning out. Both are
continuously utilized in spatio-temporal orientation. Aoyagi (1995) provides
the following example:

! In Einstein’s own words:

I stand at the window of a railway carriage which is travelling uniformly, and drop a stone on the
embankment, without throwing it. Then, disregarding the influence of the air resistance, I see
the stone descend in a straight line. A pedestrian who observes the misdeed from the footpath
notices that the stone falls to earth in a parabolic curve. I now ask: Do the “positions” traversed
by the stone lie “in reality” on a straight line or on a parabola? ... The stone traverses a straight
line relative to a system of co-ordinates rigidly attached to the carriage, but relative to a system
of co-ordinates rigidly attached to the ground (embankment) it describes a parabola. With the
aid of this example it is clearly seen that there is no such thing as an independently existing
trajectory, but only a trajectory relative to a particular body of reference. (Einstein 1920, ch. 3)
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Imagine a flower vase on a table. Initially, the vase is a figure and the table is
a ground. By zooming in, one can look into the vase, where the vase becomes
a ground in which the figure of a flower is located. By zooming out, the view
may move from the table on which the vase is located to the room in which the
table is located. A new ground of room is introduced, and the table becomes
a figure. Through a series of zooms, vantages are constructed and linked with
each other in narrow and broad scopes. (Aoyagi 1995: 334-335)

But locating objects in space need not necessarily involve physical movement:
the conceptualizer may zoom in or pan out mentally. The points of reference
or orientation are therefore treated as coordinates in the zooming procedure:

In vantage theory, the newspaper on the living room table is a point of view con-
structed in reference to “fixed” and “mobile” coordinates. The house plan, living
room, table, and newspaper are coordinates. They are “fixed” when thought
of as a ground and “mobile” when thought of as a figure, even though they do
not actually move. Rather, each figure is held in attention against an established
background as a moving object would be regarded in relation to a stationary
surround. Further, each figure can be moved to the next level of concentration
where it is converted to established knowledge and thereby becomes a ground
where, in relation to it, a new figure is introduced as the point of active interest.
(MacLaury 1997: 140)

An important caveat is in order: even though the authors refer to physical
objects, the processes of zooming in and out in fact involve coordinates as
mental constructs: it is on this basis that one can postulate the existence of an
analogy between space-time and categorization. In other words, “[t]he anal-
ogy is performed between two systems of thought, not between ... things and
a system of thought” (MacLaury 1997: 140).

Thus, as a result of the subconsciously performed analogy, a conceptualizer
establishes inherently fixed coordinates, characteristic of a given domain (in the
domain of colour, these are typically hue, less frequently brightness, and as
a theoretical possibility saturation), and inherently mobile coordinates of recipro-
cally balanced emphases on similarity or difference.? In the process of zooming in

2 Difference is the more commonly used term, also in MacLaury’s latest publications, though
in his major work, (1997) he consistently talks about distinctiveness. I will predominantly use
difference, the more recent and therefore probably the preferred term, although distinctiveness will
also be evoked in a small number of contexts. In an e-mail of March 24, 2001, MacLaury writes:

“I was using distinctiveness and difference synonymously. I switched from distinctiveness to
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and out a coordinate may change its status from fixed to mobile for immediate
purposes, though retaining its inherent, “default” value. Examples follow but
a more precise formulation of the correspondences (equivalences in MacLaury’s
terminology) between space-time and categorization is offered in MacLaury
(2003a) and Gtaz (2010a).2

2.2 Vantages

As has been stated previously, the origin and the primary area of the applica-
tion of the theory is the colour domain. Let us assume that a person constructs
a hue-based category called blue. The process starts with selecting the focus
(a blue hue), after which other stimuli are incorporated into the category’s range.
As long as they are deemed similar to the focus, the range will expand; once
they start being viewed as different from the focus, the range will be curtailed.
Figure 1-2 models the process.

Fixed Mobile

Levels Coordinates Coordinates Entailments
1 Bu S focus, range
74
2 S D breadth, margin

Figure 1-2. Modelling of the BLUE category in VT

In this simplest case, the inherently fixed Bu (for blue) is on level 1 juxta-
posed with the inherently mobile attention to similarity (S). Then, on level 2, S
is “fixated”: its status changes from new to old information, allowing for new
information to be added. This is analogous to the “zooming in” process while
locating the newspaper (where the table is first new information relative to
the room but once located, it is treated as known and capable of serving as
a reference point for locating the paper). That new information on level 2 is
the attention to difference (D) at the expense of attention to similarity (more
on attention in section 2.3).*

difference to simplify the terminology, and to make it match that of psychologists. But, come to
think of it, ... the terms are not the same”.

* The analogy between categorization and space-time, rather than space and time, also has
another consequence. It is namely not the case that time is universally conceptualized in spatial
terms, as is frequent in English or many other (Indo-European) languages. This kind of mapping
may either be non-existent or need not agree with the time’s arrow.

* The nature of similarity as understood in VT is in itself worthy of a separate study. Since,



2. The theory 25

These processes are hidden cognitions, whose existence is postulated on
the basis of observable linguistic behaviours called entailments. On level 1 the
category is endowed with a focus (i.e. the primary inherently fixed coordinate
as the starting point) and — through attention to similarity — with a range:
a certain number of colour stimuli are perceived as similar to the Bu focus.
Once attention to similarity weakens sufficiently for difference to become more
prominent on level 2, the category receives its boundary or margin.

Crucially, the value of the whole arrangement derives from all of its levels
as a coherent whole, even though only one level is focused on at any single
moment:

Because a person can concentrate on only one level at a time — on only one
ground-figure relation at any instant — the other level will be remembered as
a presupposition... The level out of concentration is presupposed by the level in
concentration because the coordinates comprise a closed system of parameters...,
in which each part is linked to the others and so implies their existence — even
when a particular part is not at the center of awareness. (MacLaury 2002: 496)

The BLUE category thus modelled is characterized by only one arrange-
ment of coordinates, one point of view or vantage. But there may be more than
one, each being referred to with a separate term. Such is for instance the case
with COOL (usually blue-green) or WARM (usually yellow-red) categories in
a number of world languages. As an example consider the COOL category in
Zulu (the Bantu group, Niger-Congo family), in Figure 1-3.

DOMINANT RECESSIVE
VANTAGE VANTAGE
hlaza kosazana
Entailments FC MC Levels EC MC Entailments
focus, range| Bu S 1 Gn D focus, margin
74 174
breadth S Gn 2 D Bu |curtailment
74 174
margin| Gn D 3 Bu S range

Figure 1-3. Modelling of the Zulu COOL category in VT

however, it falls outside the focus of the present work, some discussion will only be offered on
the relationship between similarity and cognitive distance in section 2.4.
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The category is conceptualized as two vantages, called dominant and reces-
sive. The dominant vantage starts with a blue focus and the stronger attention
to similarity endows it with a wider range. At level 2, S is fixated and the new
mobile coordinate Gn (green) is introduced. This is in turn fixated at level 3,
when difference (D) appears on stage. Otherwise phrased, as a result of the
appearance of the green hue in the conceptualizer’s field of attention, the role
of similarity weakens to make way for difference: the vantage is endowed with
a margin. The recessive vantage arises through a reversal of the coordinates:
Gn is the primary fixed coordinate, D is emphasized first and more than S. As
a result, the margin of the vantage is established before its range: the range

“fills in” the portion of the colour spectrum between Gn and the margin thus
instituted. The blue hue is introduced late as weakly similar to the green start-
ing point. The procedures are diagrammed in Figure 1-4.

1

A

Dominant vantage Bu

Recessive vantage

Figure 1-4. Levels of concentration in the dominant and recessive vantages of the COOL
category (modified Fig. 14, the WARM category, of MacLaury 1999: 21; cf. Figs. 2 and 5 in
MacLaury 2002)

A category as a whole is a sum of its vantages, or more precisely, an assem-
bly of its coordinates plus their arrangement. For example, a COOL category
may consist of the blue and green foci plus reciprocally balanced degrees of
attention to similarity and difference. The coordinates, however, are structured,



2. The theory 27

rather than constituting a random aggregate. Therefore, a category is a “dy-
namic relation among selective emphases, coordinates, and at least one point of
view” (MacLaury 1997: 181). The relation is dynamic because of the processes
of zooming in and out, the selective emphases relate to degrees of attention to
either S or D; coordinates are fixed reference points and the S-or-D relations
between them; a point of view is an arrangement of the above, i.e. a vantage.
How are the differences between the dominant and the recessive vantages
manifested in a colour category? Figure 1-5 shows the results of the naming and
focus-selection procedures for the COOL category in Zulu (cf. Figure 1-3 above).
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ﬁ hlaza (dominant) %% kosazana (recessive)

Figure 1-5. Naming and focusing of the cool category in Zulu (Bantu group, Niger-Congo
family) (received by the author from Robert E. MacLaury)

Chips F29 and F17 are what MacLaury calls elemental blue and green, i.e.
“the purest, most intense perceptions” of these hues (MacLaury 1997: 467°). C17
and G28 are foci.

As can be observed in the figure, the dominant hlaza names 62 chips, as op-
posed to 56 for the recessive kosazana, but it only spans 20 columns vs. 25 that
kosazana spans. (Although the recessive vantage need not span a larger area
than the dominant vantage, and usually it does not, the phenomenon is fre-
quent enough to deserve explanation and comment, provided below.) Further,
hlaza is focused in G28, which is very near elemental blue in F29, whereas kosa-
zana'’s first focus (the second focus being disregarded for the present purposes)

5 Elemental colours are “the purest, most intense perceptions of red, yellow, green, blue,
white and black” (MacLaury 1997: 467), although black and white are traditionally not treated as
colours. The term is MacLaury’s coinage and is based on Miller and Wooten’s (1990) elemental
hues, plus the achromatic black and white (the six elemental colours are recognized as “fire-

engine red”, “chrome yellow”, “kelly green”, “true blue”, “snow white” and “jet black”, MacLaury
1997: 467).
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falls on C17, three rows above elemental green in F17. The differences are sum-
marized in Table 1-1.

Table 1-1. Characteristics of the dominant and recessive vantages

DOMINANT VANTAGE RECESSIVE VANTAGE

greater number of chips named and smaller number of chips named and
mapped mapped

range (often) more concentrated — range (often) more dispersed — over
over a more compact area a larger area

focus more centralized relative to el- focus less centralized relative to el-
emental colours emental colours

The type of vantage, then, depends on whether its first and predominating
inherently mobile coordinate is similarity or difference. The value of one inher-
ently mobile coordinate (S or D) can be increased6 at the expense of the other.
This does not happen with inherently fixed coordinates, which only function
as points of orientation and cannot be augmented (even though they may
occur at two levels in a vantage model). Thus, the formula for the dominant
vantage of the Zulu COOL category is Bu SS Gn D (but not *Bu SS GnGn D),
while that for the recessive vantage is Gn DD Bu S (and not *Gn DD BuBu S).
The predominating inherently mobile coordinate occurs as the first and the
stronger one of the two.

2.3 An excursus: attention

As will have become clear by now, a crucial parameter in Vantage Theory ar-
chitecture is that of attention to (or emphasis on — MacLaury seems to be using
the terms interchangeably) one of the inherently mobile coordinates, similarity
or difference, at the expense of the other. In a classic account, attention is

the taking possession by the mind, in clear and vivid form, of one out of what
seem several simultaneously possible objects or trains of thought. Focalization,
concentration, of consciousness are of its essence. It implies withdrawal from
some things in order to deal effectively with others. (James 1890: 403-404)

¢ Doubled here does not mean “made (exactly) twice as strong” but rather “made (signifi-
cantly) stronger than the other”. This misleading term is used because the appropriate symbol
is actually doubled in VT formulae.
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According to a contemporary but a fundamentally compatible definition, it is

[tlhe means by which we actively process a limited amount of information from
the enormous amount of information available through our senses, our stored
memories, and our other cognitive processes. (Sternberg 2009: 123)

Attention thus underlies other crucial psychological processes, such as fig-
ure-ground organization or its continuation in Cognitive Grammar in terms of
profile and base (Langacker 1987, 1991a,b, 2008). Talmy (2010) (a fuller account
in Talmy forthcoming), in turn, is a study of attention as one of the systems
that assist in organizing the conceptual content in language, the others being
configurational structure, perspective point, force dynamics and cognitive
states. In VT, a terminological and theoretical distinction is drawn between
attention, concentration and focusing, even if all three pertain to a process of
mentally selecting one entity or aspect of experience and downplaying others.
Attention is a selection, on the part of the conceptualizer, of either similarity
or difference as the primary mobile coordinate for vantage construction. Con-
centration is enhanced mental contact with one of the vantage levels (called,
in fact, levels of concentration). Finally, focusing (a category) is the selection of
its best example, prototype or, in colour categories, focus (the primary fixed
coordinate for vantage construction) (MacLaury 1997: 487). It must be borne in
mind, however, that the distinction between the three cognitive procedures is
theory-internal and that all three may in some broad overarching approach be
deemed to represent attentional behaviour.

For MacLaury, when a person attends to either similarity or difference, they
are probably making use of their ability to employ goal-driven (or endogenous)
attention. The “probably” stems from the fact that the conceptualizer need not
exercise full attentional control and the choice of the coordinate may not be
voluntary - in fact, MacLaury views the space-time : categorization analogy
as performed instinctively rather than consciously (1997: 180) and suggests
that the mechanism may be innate.” Even so, it is a top-down procedure in
that attention comes from the subject and is not caused by the properties of
the objects. Contrasted with it may be a bottom-up, exogenous attention, when
the senses “by themselves” react to a strong, perhaps an unexpected stimulus
and result in automatic attention shift.

7 It is not inconceivable, although it must be subjected to further consideration and debate,
that there is an affinity of this view with Kant’s (1952 [1781/1787]) idea of the innateness of space
and time.
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Since the capacity of short-term memory is finite, concentration on one
vantage level, i.e. a pairing of coordinates in a figure-ground fashion, makes
the other levels recede to “the back of the mind” (MacLaury 1997: 139). Con-
centration, as well as attention to similarity or difference, are covert processes,
mental acts, rather than overt processes, in which a stimulus directs sense
organs to itself (cf. Wright and Ward 2008).

It is the third procedure, focusing a category, that may be hypothesized
to be an overt process: senses are directed to colour stimuli, one of which is
then selected as a vantage focus. Essentially, concentration and focusing are
distinct in that they occur on different planes: it is thanks to focus selection
that a vantage obtains its primary fixed coordinate, which is a prerequisite
for arranging the vantage levels of concentration. Focus selection necessar-
ily involves sensory perception, whereas concentrating on a figure-ground
arrangement does not: it is a purely mental operation. The experience of the
two processes being distinct is commonplace, as when thinking of something
(attending to it mentally) while performing a routine activity, such as ironing
or driving through a familiar terrain.®

These brief comments cannot possibly present a full picture of what atten-
tion is, or even what it is in VT. Such, however, is not their aim; rather, they
hopefully help locate MacLaury’s understanding of attention with regard to his
other, related concepts. The following section shows the further consequences
of selectively attending to similarity vs. difference.

2.4 Contraction and protraction of cognitive distance

The major consequences of attending to similarity or difference is the contrac-
tion or protraction of the cognitive distance between the entities being per-
ceived. When attention to similarity prevails, the cognitive distance contracts
and the objects viewed are brought closer together. When the emphasis is very
strong, they become indistinguishable and may be treated as a homogeneous
mass. Stronger attention to difference, on the other hand, causes protraction
of the mental distance and the objects being conceptualized can be viewed as
discrete entities.

This kind of correlation between similarity and (cognitive) distance rests
on the assumption that attention to similarity is a fundamental, perhaps

8 These are multi-modal contexts. It is interesting to note that in single-modal ones, covert
attention precedes overt organ shifting, at least in vision (Peterson, Kramer and Irwin 2004).
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a primitive, cognitive process. Thinking along these lines has enjoyed a rather
long tradition in philosophy and psychology: similarity has been thought of
as a natural operation of the mind, one of the principles of connecting ideas
(Hume 1975 [1739-1740]: 662; his term: resemblance), an elementary law (Mill
1843), an elementary relation (James 1950 [1890]: 688), an epistemologically
primitive relation (Carnap 1967 [1928]), a fundamental concept in theories of
knowledge and behaviour (Tversky 1977: 327), one that is “basic, primitive,
not further explicable” (Heil 2003: 151) and “central to many cognitive proc-
esses” (Schwering and Kuhn 2009: 30) or even to “all categorisation processes”
(Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk, forthcoming).

However, the status of similarity as a primitive is not something that is
advocated unanimously. For example, Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk follows the
ideas of Shepard (1987; cf. Chater and Vitanyi 2003: 347), and treats similarity
(resemblance) as a function of conceptual distance within or between con-
ceptual spaces, in the understanding of Gardenfors (2000) — colour, shape, etc.
She uses the notion of similarity to model the metonymic nature of meaning
and communication: only a portion of the meaning in the mind is actually
expressed and it is expressed from a certain point of view (Lewandowska-
Tomaszczyk 2010 addresses the problem in the context of translation).

For Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk, then, meanings are networks that fall
within the bounds imposed by the upper and lower limits, the so-called toler-
ance space. A meaning is acceptable if it does not exceed a tolerance threshold.
In this way, says the author, speakers in communication reconstruct meanings,
approximate and enhance similarity between them by reducing the distance
between the speaker and hearer:

Itis argued ... that, conceptually, similarity is a mapping of physical distance on
a cline between the Speaker’s and Addressee’s conceptual spaces, containing
objects, relations and events. Discourse participants manipulate the distance
— either by shortening or by lengthening it, even though the prototypical inten-
tion of the interactants is to reduce the distance between meanings... They use
numerous strategies (synonymy, paraphrase, polysemy, super-/subordinate
category members, etc.) to achieve this communicative goal. (Lewandowska-
Tomaszczyk, forthcoming)

The author proposes parameters of the approximation, noting that “resem-
blances are culture-, context- and ... speaker-specific”. While this is unquestion-
able, MacLaury’s point is different: conceptualizers do not want to achieve the
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similarity of structures or meanings but employ it in order to contract or protract
the cognitive distance between them and the object of conceptualization or
between the conceptualized objects. Degrees of attention to similarity, then, ef-
fect values of cognitive distance and in this sense it is a universal phenomenon
found in all humans. Being such, its specific manifestations certainly are subject
to cultural, contextual or individual idiosyncratic pressures. More discussion
can be found below in accounts of the spotlight effect and viewpoints.

Admittedly, Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk’s ideas challenge the approach ad-
duced here in one more respect. She proposes that in online communication fol-
erance threshold emerges for categories, whereas MacLaury’s model has been con-
structed mainly on the basis of experimental data (questionnaires): it remains
dubious whether experimental conditions replicate the processes that take place
in living speech. However, an application (with the necessary modification)
of VT to linguistic material, such as that proposed in the present book, allows
one to test the viability of VT or its extended version to findings from outside
the questionnaire context. Naturally, only an observation of the activity of the
brain would illuminate how speakers operate cognitively but, first, this would
also require a theoretical background necessary for the interpretation of the
findings; second, the requirement pertains to both Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk’s
and MacLaury’s models; and third, such direct brain monitoring would also
entail experimental conditions. Having said that, areas within VT that require
further justification must certainly be marked out — it is with this proviso that
one should approach the similarity-distance correlation as viewed in VT.

Because emphases on S or D function within the vantage architecture, they
produce different effects depending on their position in a vantage and result in
what we will call, somewhat modifying MacLaury’s terminology, non-discrimi-
natory, analytic and synthetic-systemic viewing modes (or modes of conceptualization;
cf. Chapter 4 for elaboration). Figure 1-6 illustrates this.

DOMINANT RECESSIVE
VANTAGE VANTAGE
non- discrimination SS 1 DD (autonomous) analysis
(grounded) analysis D 2 S systemic synthesis

Figure 1-6. Three kinds of viewing mode/mode of conceptualization arranged as two
vantages

The dominant vantage starts with strong emphasis on similarity and so
results in non-discrimination: the entities being observed are collapsed into
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a homogeneous mass. But against this background, difference becomes some-
what stronger at level 2, and produces analysis: some of the entities can be
viewed as distinct, though only in a coarse-grained fashion. The recessive
vantage, on the other hand, starts with strong attention to difference, which
results in significant protraction of the cognitive distance between the objects
within the conceptualizer’s purview: this is analytic viewing. Then, on level
2, attention to similarity takes over and causes contraction of the cognitive
distance between the entities. But now the contraction is not so radical and in-
stead of the entities merging into a homogeneous mass, they are synthesized or
linked “into an abstraction, a theory, or a systemic understanding” (MacLaury
1997: 291). In other words, the dominant vantage is a progression from non-
discriminatory to analytic viewing, while the recessive vantage from analytic
to synthetic/systemic viewing.

Crucially, the two analytic viewing modes, on level 1 of the dominant
vantage and on level 2 of the recessive vantage, are not the same. The former
operates against the background of non-discriminatory mode on level 1, the
latter is the initial step in conceptualization. I will call them grounded and au-
tonomous analysis, respectively. Any of the viewing modes can be weakened or
strengthened — further elaboration will be provided in Chapter 4. In Chapters
4-6 the notion of viewing modes (modes of conceptualization) will be capital-
ized on in an analysis of the English articles.

2.5 Universal width of purview
and the spotlight effect

Recall that the range of the dominant vantage is wider (embraces more chips),
whereas that of the recessive vantage is narrower (fewer chips). This is caused
by the fact that stronger attention to similarity in the former causes contraction
of the cognitive distance between stimuli: “similar” translates into “closer”.
In the latter case, stronger attention to difference results in protraction of that
distance, so that “different” in effect means “farther away”. Assuming that
under normal circumstances the range of the visual scene in a healthy human
being is stable and spans about 120°, and that imaged categorization is based
on visual experience, the purviews projected in the dominant and recessive
vantages are the same: this is referred to as the universal width of purview. In
other words, regardless of which vantage a person is constructing, they have
at their disposal a “visual stage” of the same size. However, depending on the
vantage, they operate on each stage differently: when attention to similarity
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prevails, objects on the stage are drawn closer, when attention to difference
takes over, they are pulled apart. From this it follows that the density of stimuli
in the dominant vantage is greater than in the recessive vantage, as modelled
in Figure 1-7.

universal width of universal width of
purview purview

L O
L1 O

DD S

Dominant Vantage Recessive

Figure 1-7. Vantages modelled in terms of the universal width of purview (based on Fig.
7a of MacLaury 2000: 267, with kind permission by John Benjamins Publishing Company,
Amsterdam/Philadelphia, www.benjamins.com)

This is the view projected by the conceptualizer. If transposed into the Mun-
sell array in an actual interview, which is an objectified, external view of the
analyst, it appears that the recessive vantage should include a smaller number
of chips — precisely as has been found in interviews. This is because the array
is composed of chips with equal perceptual differences between them: the
distances between any two of them in a row or a column are the same. Thus,
the conceptualizer (subjectively) contracts or protracts the cognitive distance
between the stimuli and projects purviews of equal width, but in the objective,
independently-constructed Munsell array the purviews surface as wider or
narrower because the distance there is stable — see Figure 1-8.

Dominant Ranges Recessive

Figure 1-8. Semantic ranges of vantages (based on Fig. 7b of MacLaury 2000: 267, with
kind permission by John Benjamins Publishing Company, Amsterdam/Philadelphia, www.
benjamins.com)
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In other words, given the stable purview width, the attention to S or D
results, respectively, in a denser or sparser stimulus population due to the
cognitive distance between the stimuli being contracted through similarity
or protracted through difference (Figure 1-8). But given the same objectively
measured distance in the Munsell array, the recessive vantage appears as nar-
rower because it is populated by fewer stimuli (Figure 1-8).

However, somewhat paradoxically, the recessive vantage, although nar-
rower, is usually more widely dispersed over a greater area than the more
compact dominant vantage (as is the case with the recessive kosazana vs. domi-
nant hlaza in the Zulu COOL category; cf. Figure 1-5 above). This observation is
modelled in VT in terms of the so called spotlight effect, the effect that a spotlight
has on a theatre stage. When the light is close to the stage, it lights a small
portion of it and its zone of operation is rather limited. If it is backed away; its
luminosity on the actual stage diminishes but it can, in an overarching fashion,
pan across a much broader area, perhaps the whole of the stage, selecting its
various portions (Figure 1-9).

Dominant vantage

SSD

L= VAN

Figure 1-9. The spotlight effect: cognitive distance, range dispersion and span (modified
Fig. 15 of MacLaury 1999: 22)

This means that from a closer location, the spotlight’s possibility of ma-
noeuvre is smaller, the whole of its “attention” being absorbed by the selected
area. This is the dominant vantage. From a more distant location (which is
the standard situation in a theatre), the spotlight can illuminate portions of
the stage distanced from one another. This is the recessive vantage: a smaller
number of more dispersed chips.’

? MacLaury’s spotlight effect in the recessive vantage thus bears resemblance to the moving-
-spotlight model of attention (cf. e.g. LaBerge, Carlson, Williams and Bunney 1997) though it
probably does not directly derive from the latter.
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The recessive vantage, thus, is one in which there is not only protraction
of the cognitive distance between stimuli but also between the conceptualizer
and the stimuli. In that sense, it is the more objective and detached point of
view, relative to the more subjective and engaged dominant vantage.

2.6 Variants of the dominant-recessive pattern

Each of the inherently mobile coordinates, S or D, can not only be attended to
more at the expense of the other but can also bear different strengths in either
case. That is, regardless of which coordinate receives greater attention, each
of the two is of neutral, augmented or decreased strength. Attention to either
S or D is thus tantamount to selecting it as the primary mobile coordinate for
a vantage, whereas assigning a degree of strength to it is the amount of cogni-
tive effort that the coordinate attracts regardless of whether it has been selected
or not.10 Mobile coordinate strength is instrumental in producing a specific
type of the dominant-recessive pattern within a category. There are thus three
major types of dominant-recessive relationships, called near-synonymy, coexten-
sion and inclusion (coextension is a unique phenomenon and will be discussed
in more detail below). The strengths of S and D progress in that order from
stronger S for near-synonymy, equal balance for coextension and stronger D
for inclusion. A fourth kind of relationship, complementation, results from an
extreme strength of D and obtains between separate categories rather than
vantages within a category: extreme value of D results in category split. The
relationships are summarized in Figure 1-11, with the strengths of the coor-
dinates being indicated by means of + and -.11 Importantly, the four types
of relationship are “segments of a continuum, not discrete kinds of relation”
(MacLaury 1997: 112).

10 Strength is a somewhat mysterious parameter in MacLaury’s own formulation of the model;
for example, it is difficult to find an unambiguous definition of it in his work, nor is it listed in
the glossary to MacLaury (1997) etc., despite its crucial role in the internal differentiation of the
dominant-recessive pattern.

' This notation has its drawbacks in that it suggests that strengths have specific values
(double or triple the normal level). In fact, they cannot be calibrated with this degree of precision
and are only to be viewed as relative: on the whole, the strengths of S and D within a vantage
must balance so that stronger S requires weaker D and vice versa. However, the original notation
of different font sizes used by MacLaury probably has to be discarded for practical reasons: it
is difficult to control in typesetting and the danger of error outweighs its benefits. Occasionally,
MacLaury endorsed, albeit reluctantly, the + and - system.
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Category Z (comprising X and Y)
Dominant vantage Recessive vantage

near-synonymy X SS*Y D- Y DD X S*

within a category | coextension XSSYD YDDXS
inclusion XSS YD' YDD*X S
Category X Category Y

Dominant vantage = Dominant vantage
across categories | complementation X SS™D* Y SS”D*

Figure 1-10. Types of the dominant-recessive pattern

In near-synonymy, the vantages are very much alike in terms of focus selec-
tion and range, the differences being minimized by considerable strength of
S and relative weakness of D. This type is rare in pure form. MacLaury (1997
123) provides an example from Jicaque (or Tol), an isolate spoken in Honduras.
His informant used only one term, he, in reference to the WARM category, but
when asked she also focused and mapped the other possible term, lu. MacLaury
supposes (1997: 125, 488) that the two terms may have meant the same to that
person but that she used the recessive he to mark the rare occasion of being
interviewed by a white-faced scholar.

Coextension, the next “stop” along the continuum, is the most mysterious
of all and apparently not previously recognized, though MacLaury (1997: 112)
specifies authors who had commented on this or similar phenomena. Its major
characteristics, some of which need not always be present, are the dominant
term’s wider range, more central focus and larger steps in mapping. Crucially,
however, the mapping of each term includes the focus of the other. (I return
to coextension below.)

In inclusion, the naming and/or mapping ranges of the recessive term fall
inside that of the dominant term: MacLaury (1997: 195-196) provides an example
of a speaker of Aguacatec (Awakateco), a Mayan language of Guatemala. The
scholar notes, however, that the term inclusion in VI sense may be misleading;:
it need not refer to a situation when one semantic range encompasses another
(cf. Whitehead and Russell 1910-1913). Rather, it arises when one of the ranges
tends to drift away from the other (as a result of strong D), but when the
two still share fixed cognitive coordinates. When the cognitive link is broken
(and the two ranges separate), inclusion becomes complementation, a relation
obtaining between the dominant vantages of distinct categories, which have
different primary fixed coordinates though are otherwise represented by the
same formula.
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2.7 Coextension

As mentioned above, coextension is the most puzzling of all types of domi-
nant-recessive relationships, therefore also the most interesting (the fullest ac-
count can be found in MacLaury 1997, chapter 5; see also MacLaury 1995, 2000,
2002). In fact, it was the identification of this relation that induced MacLaury to
postulate the spatio-temporal analogy for colour categorization. Coextension
was first observed in the WARM category of Uspantec (Uspanteco), a Mayan
language of Guatemala, and later in dozens of interviews in Mesoamerica
and elsewhere. It is more frequent and more distinct in the WARM than the
COOL category, which is in line with the physiologically explicable property
of yellow and red hues being perceived as more distinct (and more readily
dividing into separate categories) than green and blue. I will therefore discuss
its characteristics in the WARM category. The first four of these characteristics
are more common than the remaining ones, though all are subject to some
degree of variation:

1. One category is named with two different root terms.

2. Each of the two terms is focused in reference to a different elemental hue
(cf. footnote 3 for an explanation of elemental colour and elemental hue).

3. The mapping of each term encompasses the focus of the other.

4. There is substantial overlap of the mapping of the two terms (e.g. as sig-
nificant as 79% in one interview with a speaker of Uspantec; MacLaury 1997:
113-114, Figure 5.1).

The more variable features are:

1. Mappings progress in opposite directions (e.g. the Uspantec speaker
mentioned in point 4 mapped k’aq from red, orange and purple to yellow, yel-
lowish green, brown and light pink, whereas g’en was mapped from yellow
and red to brown and purple).

2. Naming ranges are intermixed, so that chips named with one term may
be surrounded on all or most sides by those named with the other (MacLaury
1997: 114-115, Figures 5.2 and 5.3).

3. Foci are polarized. In moderate cases this means that a speaker focuses
a term close to the category margin or at least between its margin and the rel-
evant elemental hue; in more extreme cases the focus or foci may fall outside
the naming range of the term. Usually one of the terms has a polarized focus,
sometimes both (MacLaury 1997: 115; cf. Figures 5.2 and 5.3 therein). This might
be the initial stage of category division: as the process gains momentum, each
term pulls away from the other and towards its own polarized focus.



2. The theory 39

Figure 1-11 shows coextension in an early phase (closer to near synonymy
than to inclusion). Another example is the Zulu COOL category in Fig. 1-5
above.

— IGOGTMMmMmOoOOo
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Figure 1-11. Coextension in an early phase: WARM in Tzeltal (Mayan, Tzeltalan), Paraje
Nabil, Tenejapa, Chiapas, Mexico, male 65, 1980; (a) naming and foci, (b-c) mappings. (Fig-
ure received from Robert E. MacLaury.)

MacLaury comments on the status of coextension in the following manner:

Semantic coextension is inexplicable solely in terms of perceptual axioms, be-
cause different organizations of the same colored stimuli by a single individual
during one short interview do not inhere in neural response to wavelength.
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It is the observer who assumes opposite slants on the same sensations and
names them differently from each angle. (MacLaury 1997: 112-113)

The observation is important for linguistic reasons: it provides a strong
argument in favour of the subjectivity of meaning and speaker agency (cf.
Chapter 2, section 2).?

Coextension also provides the strongest evidence for why two vantages
constitute points of view on one category, rather than two categories, i.e. why
we associate a name with a vantage, not with a category. The reason is that
many informants in interviews did not realize they mapped a category with
two terms until they were made aware of this by the interviewer. Consider the
following report by MacLaury:

A seventy-four year-old [Uspantec speaker] named numerous red and yellow
chips either k¥aq or q’en and focused k¥ag near elemental red and g'en near el-
emental yellow; he mapped k'aq throughout red and yellow ... [W]e asked him
to map gq'en, but he protested that he had already mapped the term. We told him
that he had mapped k¥ag, but now we would like to see him map g’en. He replied
to the effect of “If you say so,” and he mapped g’en throughout yellow and red.
For the most part, his mappings of k%aq and g'en covered the same warm colors,
but he laid down the rice in opposite directions: for k%aq, he mapped red and
later yellow; whereas he mapped g’en in the reverse order. The first mapping
step of each term matched its respective focus, which was placed at maximum
distance from the focus of the other.

It appeared that both terms named the warm category but with distinct
stresses.”® Later ... at least 100 examples of the same semantic relation were
attested by the three-part method; ... and the relation pertained to names of
various categories, for example, cool, dark-cool, green, brown, purple, and de-
saturated color. (MacLaury 1997: 111)

The two terms with their two directions of mapping are thus complemen-
tary categorical points of view: neither constitutes the category without the
other. And, as is manifest in MacLaury’s report above, they may be entertained
simultaneously.

12 Coextension has also been proposed, at least tentatively, as a pattern responsible for the
configuration of some linguistic data (cf. Taylor 2003b or Geeraerts 1997: 171, 186 — more details
and a discussion of problems with Taylor’s analysis in Chapter 2, section 3.3.5).

3 Apparently, MacLaury is using the word stress here in a non-technical sense. The technical
VT usage is explained in sections 2.10-2.11.
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There obviously remains the question of the cognitive mechanism responsi-
ble for a pattern so bizarre, yet far from haphazard. Although MacLaury never
suggests it explicitly (at least I have not been able to locate the idea), it may be
traceable to the equal strengths of S and D, such that the categorizer’s mental
effort is evenly distributed over both vantages and terminological options.
Given that vantage construction is an instinctive and subconscious process,
the categorizer has no chance of controlling the parameters that constitute
a category and so reacts to the equal mental effort exerted over S and D by col-
lapsing the two vantages into a single experience. It takes an external observer
and an experimental procedure to expose the pattern.

2.8 Individual cognition

The emergence of the dominant-recessive pattern, after other possibilities had
been considered and rejected, was attributed to individual cognition (MacLaury
1997: 136-137). I will now briefly review the other possibilities.

There are two perception-based views which may potentially illuminate
the problem. First, the dominant term is the one based on the more perceptu-
ally salient hue. However, the statistics for the WARM category show no sig-
nificant gap between yellow-dominance and red-dominance, the former being
only slightly more common, so nothing in the perceptual qualities of either
hue seems to render it favourable. Second, assuming that the acuity of colour
vision diminishes with age, the dominant-recessive pattern should not be as
conspicuous in elderly speakers — but it is: the dominant-recessive pattern is
found in Mesoamerican data in speakers of all ages.

There is also a possible cultural explanation, which proposes that the pat-
tern is conditioned by a given culture or community, such as the preference of
some Tzeltal speakers (a Mayan language of Chiapas, Mexico) to choose the
yellow-focused kan as the dominant term vs. the red-focused recessive ¢ah.
But the tendency is not absolute: other speakers of the same language treat ¢ah
as dominant. Further, the pattern cannot be inherited by children from their
caretakers (mothers) because even those adults who had always lived in the
same village produced differently structured patterns. As has been shown in
language acquisition at large, children are active constructors and not passive
imitators in the process.

Finally, a person might be physiologically “predisposed” to favour a specific
range as dominant, on a par with left- or right-handedness. MacLaury treats
this proposal as insufficient, since it does not address the issues of why the
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dominant term is more evenly spaced and usually more centrally focused, as
opposed to the more skewed and polarized recessive term.

MacLaury’s proposed solution, in the form of a “research hypothesis”, does
exhibit affinity to the “personal predisposition” view: the pattern results from
individual cognition, an application of a mental process of constructing, main-
taining and recalling a category. The strategy is the same for all speakers but
due to individual selection of coordinates and their respective emphases and
strengths, it yields diverse results.

2.9 Frames

So far we have only considered cases of categories involving two vantages
but occasionally three are possible. In such a case the three vantages, called
dominant, recessive and ultra-recessive, are grouped into two frames, a frame be-
ing “a separate system in which an independent balance of strength prevails
between S and D” (MacLaury 1999: 50). In other words, the values of S and D
are balanced within a single frame and are closed to outside influence. Given
three vantages, (a), (b) and (c), in which the attention to difference grows in that
order, (a) and (b) constitute a frame, as do (b) and (c), whereas (a) and (c) are not
directly linked. The two frames are thus two dominant-recessive relations, in
Frame I vantage (a) being dominant in relation to recessive (b), which in Frame
ITis in turn dominant in relation to the recessive vantage (c) (Figure 1-12).

FRAME |
FRAME Il
DOMINANT RECESSIVE
VANTAGE [[| VANTAGE
FRAMED ANALYSIS
RECESSIVE
VANTAGE
DOMINANT RECESSIVE ULTRA-RECESSIVE NON-FRAMED ANALYSIS

Figure 1-12. Framed and non-framed approaches to three-vantage categories

The term ultra-recessive, therefore, does not apply to a framed analysis nor
can dominant and recessive be viewed as absolute descriptors. Rather, they are
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relative in the sense of assuming different values depending on their relation
to other vantages on a given category.

The closest to MacLaury’s understanding of frame is probably that pro-
posed by Minsky, for whom it is a “data-structure for representing a stere-
otyped situation” and “collections of related frames are linked together into
frame-systems” (1974: 1).#

MacLaury (1999: 50-52) exemplifies the framed analysis with an idealized
case of a COOL category and then with an actual category from Uspantec Maya
(Guatemala), whose speakers use three terms: res (focused in green), seleste
(focused in blue) and asul (also focused in blue, most certainly from Spanish
azul). The first two terms constitute Frame I, the second and the third consti-
tute Frame II (full and partial inversion of coordinates are involved, as well as
a curtailment of two inherently fixed coordinates Gn and Bu to just Bu for asul).

MacLaury’s notion of frame has been used, with idiosyncratic modifica-
tions, in a number of linguistic analyses, e.g. Adachi (2002) or Allan (2002),
discussed in Chapter 2.

2.10 Stress

Another property of vantage construction (though not ubiquitous) is stress, i.e.
emphasis on either the fixed or the mobile coordinates in a vantage. Realizing
that stress usually brings to mind phonological stress, MacLaury at one point

* Minsky acknowledges inspiration from earlier authors, who have used different terms for
the idea. The notion of frame has enjoyed a splendid career in psychology, computer science, Al,
anthropology, sociology and linguistics. Originating in Transformational Generative Grammar,
Fillmore’s (1968) “case frames” were valence descriptions for verbs in deep structure; the notion
of frame was then extended to incorporate encyclopedic semantics: it is claimed to be “any sys-
tem of concepts related in such a way that to understand any one of them you have to understand
the whole structure in which it fits” (Fillmore 1982: 111). Thus, a frame is not only a descriptive
but a cognitive construct: we “employ cognitive frames to produce and understand language”
but also “to conceptualize what is going on between the speaker and addressee” (Cienki 2007:
173). In Fillmore (1975), the author links frame to the notion of prototype and because the no-
tion proved to be so capacious, in a later work (Fillmore 1986) he no longer tries to differentiate
between the related terms frame, schema, scene and script: they all “reflect different levels of
frame knowledge” (Cienki 2007: 174).

Fillmore’s lexical frame semantics later developed into a similar treatment of grammatical
constructions in Construction Grammar (Goldberg 1995); the idea that linguistic structure is
parallel to conceptual structure led to the development of Hudson’s (1984) Word Grammar or
Langacker’s (1987, 1991a and b, 2008) Cognitive Grammar. It proved seminal for lexical semantics,
first-language acquisition and historical linguistics. The term frame has been used for the idea
of presentation of viewpoints, e.g. in politics and social discourse (e.g. Reddy [1979] 1993, Schén
[1979] 1993, Lakoff 2004). A generative-type version of semantic frames has been proposed by
Pustejovsky (1995) as “lexical semantic structures”.
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suggested proximity or approximate as alternatives. These are sensible proposals
but they have not been used in VT literature so far and a change in terminology
would now probably cause too much chaos. Besides, the two realms of usage
are distinct enough for context to disambiguate their respective realms of usage.

In the colour domain, stress is the categorizer’s greater mental proximity to
hues than to relations between them, or the opposite: the categorizer may ap-
proximate the relations between the hues, not the hues themselves (MacLaury
1997: 533). Stress is the same throughout a vantage and does not change from
one level to another, i.e. the categorizer approximates one type of coordinate
but not the other despite the fact that coordinates change their status from
mobile to fixed. Figure 1-13 diagrams two possible placements of stress in
a one-vantage, green-focused COOL category.

Levels Fixed Mobile Entailments
Coordinates Coordinates
Stress
a 1 Gn S focus, range, skew
74
2 S Bu breadth
74
3 Bu D degree of skew
Stress
b 1 Gn S range
174
2 S Bu breadth, (focus)
74
3 Bu D margin

Figure 1-13. Exemplification of stress in the COOL category: (a) stress on fixed coordinates,
(b) stress on mobile coordinates (from MacLaury 1999: 56)

If stress falls on the fixed coordinates, such as hues, “the individual hues
... are more important than their relations, even though the relations are not
and cannot be ignored” (MacLaury 1999: 56). In this situation one of the hues
functions as the primary reference point which “draws” the category to itself
(the process is called skewing). If the force is strong enough, the category will
divide into two (or more?) separate categories, the original name being retained
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for the hue which was the primary fixed coordinate before the division. This
happened in the Mayan language of Kekchi (Guatemala, Belize and El Salva-
dor), some of whose speakers used in interviews only one green-focused term
for the COOL category, ras, while others added a purple-focused morado or
blue-focused asul and seleste, morado and asul being loan words from Spanish
(MacLaury 1999: 57).

If mobile coordinates are stressed (Figure 1-13b), it is the relations that re-
ceive greater prominence at the expense of the hues. In the COOL category dia-
grammed above, the category will not skew towards either Gn or Bu. Interest-
ingly, the vantage may be focused on the mobile Bu at level 2 (as a consequence
of stress), even though Gn is the primary fixed coordinate (the preference is
weak, which is marked as a parenthetical (focus)). Focus placement may be
random and Gn and Bu may substitute for each other: speakers do not exhibit
any preference towards either. As a result, the original COOL term may be
replaced by two separate names for green and blue. An example is the COOL
category in Mazatec (Huautla), an Oto-Manguean language of Mexico (Mac-
Laury 1997: 312-315; 1999: 58-59), in which su‘sa*, the original COOL term, has
been replaced by some speakers by asul and verde. Once the category divides
and is renamed, fixed rather than mobile coordinates are stressed in asul and
verde, which is why their foci and ranges are not switched.’

The most conspicuous case of stressing mobile coordinates is that of the
coextension in the COOL category in the Mayan language of Mam (Guatemala)
(cf. MacLaury 1997: 294-306, Figs. 10.1-8, Tables 10.1-3). Eleven interviews were
conducted with Mam speakers and in several of them a mismatch was observed
between naming ranges, foci and mappings both for a single speaker and be-
tween speakers. For example, one speaker would name a term in blue but map
it in green, while another did the opposite; then, which seemingly introduced
further chaos, their mismatches criss-crossed when they mapped the second

15 A related and an important issue, though not necessarily directly linked to VT’s stress,
is that of the systemic changes which arise as a result of borrowings and other foreign influ-
ences. In the cases quotes, the loan words asul, verde and morado, from Spanish, intrude into the
vernacular systems and in doing so change the systems. That is, they do not merely enrich the
lexicons of the borrowing languages by providing their speakers with alternate naming options,
but cause shifts in foci, vantage ranges, boundaries and entailments. The resulting lexicons are
thus kinds of systemic amalgams, new qualities (Uspantec Maya-Spanish, Kekchi-Spanish or
Mazatec-Spanish), especially as MacLaury’s research captured the changes in progress, when
they had been adopted only by some speakers and to various degrees. If so, the analyst faces
another challenge: how much of the categorical behaviour of informants has been effected by
situational and idiosyncratic factors, such as the presence of an overseas scholar, the inform-
ant’s degree of self-consciousness etc. These phenomena certainly deserve closer investigation.
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term. In spite of this, both speakers maintained the dominant-recessive pat-
tern, though without any preference for which hue was dominant or recessive.
In other words, the pattern itself seems to be more important than the hues
on which it is based. It appears that the pattern, in a way, “hovers in the air”,
without any solid support from the hues — this is specifically caused by mental
approximation (i.e. stressing) of the relative strengths of S vs. D rather than any
hues to which these relate. The behaviour is consistent and possible to model
in VT