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on syntactic operations on the other means giving up the most basic insights about the linking 

competence. 

In the first part of this book I promised to develop a theory of the linking competence in 

accordance to the research programme proposed in the corresponding sections (see Figure 

2.3). The model underlying that research programme and the filling of its “panels” has been 

discussed in a rather general manner. I have stated that on the data level there are syntactic 

structures and interactional variables that describe verbal interaction. On the individual level 

the theory of the syntax-semantics relationship is meant to describe the linking competence, 

and on the species/community level theories of non-linguistic
o
 competences and interaction 

are supposed to describe the respective competences and interaction. Parts II and III should 

serve to breathe life into these general notions. Accordingly, the model underlying the 

research programme proposed here can finally be filled in by the key theoretical notions and 

mechanisms whose explication was the main purpose of this work. 

 

 
Figure 5.1: Model underlying the research programme, specified for linking competence as 

developed throughout this work 
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Some more general conclusions may be appropriate here. In part I I justified the deviation 

from the Cognitive-Functional Linguistics framework by stating that CFL sticks to individual 

cognition when dealing with the linguistic
o
 competence. I dedicated large parts of the present 

work to the demonstration that the linking competence cannot be characterized adequately 

without taking into account the embedment of linguistic
o
 activities in sociocultural praxes. It 

is mechanisms of our living together – supra-individual matters – that shape how we use and 

understand language in crucial respects. In fact, meaning has been argued to be a social 

activity, not an individual one. It is what does not let fail verbal interaction; meaning shows 

itself in success in (inter)action. This is the crucial difference between conceptualization and 

meaning. CFL claims that meanings are embodied because meaning is conceptualization. I 

have tried to show that conceptualization is in important respects and to a large degree 

embodied in the senses in which people in the neurocognitive community understand it: Its 

workings can be described as the result of evolutionary processes, of the interplay between the 

physis of a living being with the environment in which it lives, as being subjected to natural 

laws, as being constrained in its potentialities by the anatomical and physical limits of the 

body and so on. But all this does not hold for understanding and with respect to the notion of 

meaning. Where we subject these activities to natural laws and to embodiment, we surrender 

our most highly developed praxes to relativism and contingency, among them our scientific 

claims. Understanding and establishing meaning in interaction are cultural activities. Where 

they are reduced to natural objects they cease to exist. 
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Glossary 
 

 

action type of →movement that can be desisted from in accordance with 

→attribution, and that cannot be described (predicted) scientifically by 

means of natural laws. Attributing a. corresponds to attributing 

someone →responsibility for some activity (→circumstance). To be 

differentiated from →behavior. 

 

actor/cognizer human being involved in internal (cognitive) and/or external (physical) 

activities (→movement), either →perceptual, →conceptual 

(→identification), actional (→attribution), (and/) or verbal. The a./c. 

can be shown to be a pragmatic who always strives for maintaining 

his/her self-concept and for realizing his/her →purposes. Practical 

consequences are that his/her attributions do not conform to lay 

scientific methods but are pragmatic in kind. 

 

adicity aspect of →circumstances and →constructions that concerns the 

number of objects/NPs that are (co-)determinative of the identity of the 

circumstance and the construction, respectively. Subtypes dealt with 

are monadic, dyadic, and triadic circumstances and constructions. 

 

affordance a state/process/activity (→circumstance) that an →object indicates to a 

perceiver/conceptualizer neuronally and conceptually on the basis of its 

recognized (bottom-up a.; →perception) or →identified →features, the 

frequency with which it occurs in certain circumstances, and the 

present →purposes (→pertinence) of the perceiver/conceptualizer. 

 

attribution cognitive activity (→circumstance) of →actors/cognizers concerning 

the ascription of →action and →behavior (→responsibility) to the 

animate →objects involved in activities with respect to these activities. 

A. is part of sociocultural →praxis. Actor/cognizers’ attribution 

performances can be shown to depend on certain socio-cognitive 

parameters that cannot be reconciled with the view of the 

actor/cognizer as a lay scientist. A. applies to, or operates on, percepts 

(→perception) or concepts of (→conceptualization) →circumstances 

that are inherently →underspecified with respect to the factors 

governing a. 

 

behavior type of →movement that cannot be desisted from in accordance with 

→attribution and that can be described scientifically by natural laws. 

Attributing b. corresponds to exonerating someone from 

→responsibility for some activity (→circumstance). To be 

differentiated from →action. 
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capacity the (condition of the) possibility to develop a →competence. While 

human beings are capable of developing the →linking competence, 

other species are not. Being capable of something is a necessary though 

not sufficient condition for the development of a competence. 

 

categorization → identification 

 

causation aspect of the relation between two →circumstances with respect to 

which →percepts are →underspecified. An instance of c. is 

→identified where the →objects involved in two circumstances exhibit 

mutually dependent →affordances, where the circumstances are 

identified to stand in a relation of spatial and temporal contiguity, and 

where exertion of force is either haptically sensed or →neuronally re-

enacted, having the status of a simulated perception 

(→conceptualization). 

 

circumstance form of appearance of an →object. C.s of objects or between objects 

are in a →perceptual and →conceptual sense inherent to the objects, 

namely as actualizations of →affordances which in turn depend on the 

→features of the object(s). C.s express themselves only “through” 

objects and are in this sense secondary to objects: It is impossible to 

conceptualize some polyadic (→adicity) and/or complex 

(→complexity (temporal)) c. without conceptualizing some object(s) 

first by which the c. is constituted. 

 

closure in the domain of →perception supposedly one of the →gestalt laws that 

contribute to integrating →features into →objects. The law of c. states 

that elements are more likely to belong together which yield a closed 

shape when “filled in”. In →conceptualizing (+/-attribution) 

→circumstances c. represents the need of an →actor/cognizer for 

identifying (either by →identification or by →attribution) the 

(responsible) cause(r) (→responsible causer preference (RCP)) of that 

circumstance in order to be able to evaluate the consequences of that 

circumstance for him-/herself and his/her action plans (→purpose). The 

latter can be considered a “large-scale” law of c. 

 

competence ability to actualize particular →movement →schemas. 

 

complexity 

(temporal) 

concerns the number of sub-parts of a →circumstance. Circumstances 

can be segmented at the levels of sensation (→perception) in terms of 

→figure/ground configurations, →conceptualization in terms of 

→schematizations, and action (→purpose), yielding different 

segmentations. Segmentations on higher levels respect segmentations 
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on lower levels. 

 

concept simulated percept (→perception) or activity (→circumstance, 

→movement) retrievable from memory, including →object 

→affordances. On the neural level a partial →re-enaction of the 

neuronal activity which is also observable in the actual perception of 

something or the enaction of some movement →schema. 

 

conceptualization activity of simulated →perception (→concept). Contents of 

conceptualization are restricted to what is in principle perceivable. 

Matters like →purposes, dispositions, causes (→causation), or 

affections are not conceptual in kind but belong to the domain of 

→attribution. C. provides the structures to which utterances 

(→construction) are →diagrammatically iconic. Central to these 

structures are the notions of →trajector and landmark. 

 

construction syntactic structure underlying utterances in terms of →adicity, parts of 

speech, morphological case, and morphological agreement. C.s are 

supposed to regularly code →circumstance types in terms of 

→trajector & landmark configurations by means of →diagrammatic 

iconicity. C.s exhibit different degrees of polysemy and homonymy in 

dependence of their formal properties. C.s also vary with respect to 

whether they are →motivated or exploiting instances, whether they 

code allocentric or egocentric reference frames, and they vary with 

respect to →complexity, and with respect to whether they exhibit 

regular or inversed →mappings. 

 

culture complex of →actions, interdependent actions, concerted actions, their 

→schematizations, and →attributional norms within a community. 

 

diagrammatic 

iconicity 

perceivable similarity between the organizational principle underlying 

a symbol system like language and something outside the system. Here, 

the organization of utterances in terms of →constructions are 

conceived of as d. i. to the order in which →conceptualizations unfold 

or as d. i. to the order in which an actor/cognizer’s eye gaze is 

simulated. 

 

differentiation d.s are what categories are constituted by (→identification). Categories 

are not the result of the partitioning of the environment in accordance 

to objective criteria but are brought about by how living beings act 

(→action) or behave (→behavior) towards →objects in the 

environment, depending on their biotic make-ups (→embodiment) and 

present →purposes. In general, indifferent activities towards various 

objects in similar contexts by different human beings make these 
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objects belong to a category.   

 

embodiment cover term for the diverse ways in which neuronal, cognitive, and 

bodily activities (→movement), accomplishments, potentials as well as 

their epistemological validity can be shown to be dependent on the 

biotic/physical makeup of their bearers. 

 

exploitation kind of relation that a linguistic
o
 form bears to some 

→conceptualization. E. is opposed to →motivation (see also 

→diagrammatic iconicity). In the case of e., a linguistic
o
 form exploits 

the organizational principle of motivated conceptualization-linguistic
o
 

structure →mappings, either by pretending to code a unique 

→conceptualization (→trajector & landmark) while it actually 

compresses multiple conceptualizations into a single construction, or 

by →hypostatization, i.e., by pretending to code an →object while it 

actually codes a →circumstance. 

 

feature perceptual f.s are what is integrated by means of →gestalt laws into 

→objects. What can be a feature is restricted by what a living being 

can →differentiate in its environment in terms of the feature detectors 

in its perceptual apparatus (→embodiment). F.s play a crucial role in 

what →objects →afford to →actors/cognizers, since the →identified 

f.s of an object restrict the range of →circumstances in which this 

object can stand. 

 

fictivity  

(motion/ 

movement) 

there may be →motion/→movement →conceptually while there is 

actually none in the environment. This “fictive” motion/movement thus 

relates to the simulated eye gaze that conceptualizers employ when 

they “scan” a concept, for instance by gradually moving their 

(simulated) visual focus from one object of conceptualization to 

another object of conceptualization in a stative relation. 

 

figure & ground the notions giving structure to →percepts. By integrating formerly 

disintegrated →features into wholes by means of the →gestalt laws, the 

resulting →object is segregated, or isolated, from a background. Across 

all instances of singling out objects from backgrounds, the isolated 

object is called f., and the background from which it is singled out is 

called g. The g. may eventually exhibit →object →features similarly to 

the f. Then it is the g. relative to which the f. is singled out, i.e., in 

relation to which the →circumstance of the f. is specified. A g. that has 

no object features is called “location g.”, a g. with object features is 

called “object g.” 

 

gestalt laws notion from perceptual psychology with somewhat unclear status but 
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undeniable significance. G. l.s are instrumental in grouping stimuli of 

→perception into (parts and) wholes, i.e., in making possible 

recognition of discriminable →objects by integrating formerly 

disintegrated →features (→figure & ground). There are five g. l.s: 

proximity, similarity, common fate, →closure, and good continuation. 

 

goal  

(action theory) 

→ purpose 

 

 

ground 

(perception) 

→ figure & ground 

 

 

grounding 

problem 

originally the question of how meaningless symbols in a computational 

mind can “have →meanings” although they are not connected to the 

environment they are supposed to be “about”. Here, the problem of 

how the →linking competence can be traced back to sub-competences 

that relate to →perception, →conceptualization, and action 

(→attribution). 

 

iconicity → diagrammatic iconicity 

 

identification cognitive activity (→movement) of matching a percept (→perception) 

with a retrievable →concept on the basis of the →salience (as stimulus-

driven i.) or →pertinence (as purpose-driven i.) of the stimulus. 

 

incremental 

interpretation 

a feature of on-line interpretation, according to which interpreters 

immediately integrate each “incoming” part of an utterance into their 

→conceptualization of that utterance. At any point they strive for 

maximizing their prediction of how the uttered sentence and thus the 

coded →circumstance →concept will work out. 

 

interest  → purpose 

 

hypostatization kind of →exploitation besides compression.  H. is given where a 

linguistic
o
 form, mostly a noun, pretends by its category to designate a 

conceptual →object, while it actually codes a whole →circumstance 

→conceptually. It is thus a linguistic
o
 strategy to exploit 

→diagrammatic iconicity (→motivation). 

 

landmark → trajector & landmark 

 

linking 

competence 

the ability to encode and decode →concepts of →circumstances 

successfully, i.e., either by being able to produce appropriate and well-

formed utterances or by being able to →identify appropriate and well-
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formed utterances. This requires several sub-competences, in particular 

→perception, →conceptualization, and action (→attribution, 

→purpose) competences, as well as being able to apply regular 

→mappings to →constructions underlying utterances in the context of 

interpretation, and to apply regular →mappings to conceptualizations 

that shall be verbalized in the context of production. 

 

mapping, inversed alternative to regular mapping (→mapping, regular). In i. m., the 

→construction is not →diagrammatically iconic with respect to the 

order in which the →conceptualization (and the →circumstance) 

unfolds but to the order in which a →concept is examined, or scanned. 

Corresponds to a PSC-landmark (→trajector & landmark) mapping in 

German. 

 

mapping, regular conventionalized pattern of how parts of →constructions (phrases) in a 

language are related to parts of →conceptualizations across types of 

constructions. For instance, in a regular mapping exhibiting 

→diagrammatic iconicity (order in which conceptualization unfolds), 

the →trajector is coded as PSC, the object landmark by means of an 

NP with oblique (dative or accusative) case, the location landmark 

within a PP, the circumstance including manner specification as verb, 

path specification as P. Can be →exploited. 

 

meaning the m. of an utterance is not identifiable, since it is not identified here 

with →conceptualization. It can only be specified negatively: The m. 

of an utterance is what did not let fail the verbal interaction, or 

alternatively, the m. of an utterance is what sustains the illusion of 

→understanding each other. Trying to clarify the m. of some successful 

verbal interaction verbally leads to an infinite semiosis: The m. of the 

m. negotiating utterances would have to be discussed again by m. 

negotiating utterances and so on ad infinitum. 

 

motion change of position over time and/or change of →feature over time of 

(an) inanimate →object(s). →Circumstances constituted by m. are 

processes. To be differentiated from →movement/activity. M. can be 

recognized on the basis of bottom-up sensation (→perception). 

 

motivation here mainly a property of the arrangement of signs. If signs can be 

shown to be arranged in accordance with →diagrammatic iconicity or 

in accordance with other cognitive requirements (e.g., economy or 

efficiency considerations), then this arrangement is motivated. 

Processes (→circumstance) leading away from m. due to diagrammatic 

iconicity are accompanied by →exploitation. 
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movement change of position over time and/or change of →feature over time of 

(an) animate object(s). →Circumstances constituted by m. are 

activities. To be differentiated from →motion/process. Requires top-

down identification. 

 

neuronal re-

enaction 

Analogous to →conceptualization which simulates the →perception of 

something in the absence of stimuli, neuronal re-enaction consists in 

neuronal activity in the absence of the perceptual experience or the 

motor activity with which it is originally associated, respectively. 

 

object  

(perception, 

conceptualization) 

result of the integration of disintegrated →features in sensation thanks 

to the working of the →gestalt laws. What can be an o. of →perception 

or →conceptualization is thus conditioned by there being o. →features, 

i.e., by being figure-apt (→figure & ground). Figure-aptness is of 

crucial importance for certain linking phenomena. 

 

perception the processes/activities (→circumstance) leading from light waves 

hitting the retina over the building up of a percept (bottom-up) to the 

→identification of the percept (top-down) as an instance of some 

category. The percept as the result of sensation is a structural 

description of the stimuli in the visual field due to retinotopic 

mappings. Being able to describe the percept means to have recognized 

it. The percept can be shown be →underspecified with respect to 

action-theoretic, →causal, physical, and socio-cognitive considerations 

(→attribution). 

 

pertinence the significance of a perceived (→perception) or conceptualized 

(→conceptualization) →feature or →object for the action planning 

(→purpose) of an →actor/cognizer. P. are those features or objects that 

are part of the circumstances that instantiate a subordinate or superior 

purpose of the actor/cognizer. The p. of a feature or object co-

determines not only whether something is identified/conceptualized but 

also the taxonomical level at which it is identified/conceptualized. 

 

praxis interdependences of acts (→action) that are regular, rule-governed, and 

that are actualized independently of particular persons. Praxes can be 

sub-classified with respect to practical domains. Sociocultural praxis 

concerns the interdependences of acts that constitute and let succeed 

our living together in everyday life. Of special importance in 

sociocultural praxis are the factors underlying →attribution. 

 

purpose results or outcomes of acts (→action) that shall be brought about (as 

goals) or avoided/maintained (as interests) in order to fulfill the needs 

of →actors/cognizers. Actors/cognizers know which action →schemas 
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are appropriate means to put their p.s into effect. P.s can be sub-

classified into subordinate and superior p.s. Realizing p.s requires the 

actualization of action schemas. Since p.s involve bringing about 

→circumstances, →objects and →features in these circumstances are 

→pertinent. →Attributing →responsibility involves attributing a p. to 

the person in question.  

 

recognition → perception 

 

reference relationship between signs and →concepts, the latter being connected 

to →objects in the environment via joint attentional (simulated) 

→perception. Fixing r. in verbal interaction in acquisition works (in the 

case of →motivation) by the triangulation between speaker, hearer, and 

→object, or (in the case of →exploitation) with the help of joint 

→pertinences, common ground, and the evaluation of practical 

consequences of the utterance in question. 

 

research 

programme 

a codified complex of assumptions supplementing a model that makes 

the empirical cycle work. The model contains the data, observations, 

descriptions, explanations, and tests that constitute the empirical cycle. 

In accordance to research →purposes certain heuristics, criteria, and 

absolute assumptions are supposed to circumvent the inherent problems 

of the empirical cycle. 

 

responsibility binary distinction, →attributed or not attributed to animate →objects in 

activities (→circumstance). Whether someone is attributed r. or not 

depends on the precariousness of activities and on the factors 

underlying →attribution performance. In childhood, some activities are 

invariantly associated with credit or blame, others are precarious in that 

it depends on certain socio-cognitive criteria, whether the animate 

object deserves credit or blame and is attributed r. The crucial 

implication of the attribution of responsibility is the ascription of 

reason to the animate →object and that he/she/it could have desisted 

from the activity. 

  

responsible causer 

preference (RCP) 

psycho- and neurolinguistic generalization saying that 

→actors/cognizers treat the first “incoming” ambiguous NP referent as 

the (responsible (→responsibility) causer (→causation) of the 

→circumstance in →incremental interpretation. This overwhelming 

cognitive tendency is enforced by certain formal and non-formal 

properties of the NPs and their referents. The RCP is an expression of 

the large-scale law of →closure. 

 

salience the →features of →objects in the visual field which are rendered more 



384 

 

prominent in relation to a perceiver (→perception) than other features 

and which therefore are more likely to be attended to by the perceiver. 

Prominent are those features that grab the perceiver’s attention, 

measurable in terms of eye fixation/foveal seeing. Salient stimuli may 

interfere with present →purposes and thus with the →identification of 

→pertinent stimuli. They force the perceiver to identify these stimuli. 

 

schema as a theoretical term the result of abstracting (Lat. abstrahere ‘draw 

off’) differences between →features, →objects, or →circumstances 

encountered in various occurrences. In other words: treating as 

invariant what actually differs in featural, positional, temporal, or other 

aspects. Schematization expresses itself in activities: Something gets 

schematized if an animate object actualizes similar movement schemas 

towards (slightly) differing features, objects, or circumstances.  

 

sensation → perception 

 

trajector & 

landmark 

the notions giving structure to →conceptualization and →concepts, 

analogously to →figure & ground. Since conceptualization is simulated 

→perception, the conceptual counterpart of a perceptual figure is a t. 

The conceptual counterpart of a perceptual ground is a l. Due to its 

independence of the presence of stimuli, conceptualization and with it 

t/l segregation are more flexible than figure/ground segregation in that 

a vantage point can freely be chosen by the conceptualizer. T. & l. are 

regularly mapped (→mapping, regular) to NPs. Especially the 

landmark has some importance for the temporal organization of 

→circumstances and the temporal semantics of utterances. 

 

underspecification property of →percepts, →concepts, and the semantics of utterances in 

relation to their specificity as required in successful verbal interaction. 

→Perception and →conceptualization are u. in the sense that percepts 

and concepts concern only sensible matters. Dispositions, 

accomplishments and misaccomplishments, attitudes etc., and often 

causes (→causation) and physical properties of →objects which are all 

important for the syntax-semantics relationship are not sensible and 

thus absent from percepts and concepts. These matters must be 

imposed on percepts and concepts by means of →attribution. 

Utterances are u. firstly because they (and the words they are made of) 

code mainly differentiations from conceptualization which in turn are 

u. with respect to actional matters (→attribution), and secondly because 

of the privacy of conceptualization, causing that two conceptualizations 

by two persons underlying a single utterance are never identical. 

 

understanding u. an act (→action) requires the ability to specify to which →purpose 
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the →movement (chain) in question was considered a means to put into 

effect. U. action in general requires the ability to tell apart those 

movements which are acts and those which are instances of →behavior 

on the basis of the →attribution →praxis enacted within the respective 

lifeworld. In verbal interaction, complete u. is an idealization, since the 

entire overlap of →conceptualizations of two conceptualizers on the 

basis of a single utterance is virtually impossible 

(→underspecification). Successful verbal interaction thus relies on “the 

illusion of u.” which gets destroyed if the verbal interaction fails. 

 

utterance-as-

instruction 

basic assumption according to which an utterance serves as an 

instruction for simulating a perceptual experience 

(→conceptualization). What makes the instruction possible is a 

→motivated relationship between →constructions and 

conceptualizations (and eventually →attributions) in terms of 

→diagrammatic iconicity. 
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Appendix A: The status of traditional semantic notions in the present 

theory 
 

 

agent 

 

Traditionally, agents are (prototypical) volitional causers. Lacking 

volition, they are “only” causers or effectors. Lacking causation, they 

remain (non-prototypical) agents. Here, volition can be reconstructed 

by means of attributing responsibility. Attribution of responsibility 

involves the attribution of reason or intentional activity to the person in 

question. This is associated with the ascription of a purpose to this 

person. The activity of the person is then considered to be a means to 

put this purpose into effect. The advantage of the present 

characterization lies in the fact that volition need not objectively be 

postulated or stipulated by the linguist or by the actor/cognizer but 

follows from the attributional praxis enacted in a community and 

allows for cross-culturally variable notions of “agentivity”, as far as the 

attribution part of the notion is concerned. That means agentivity is 

given where responsibility is attributed. This is an all-or-nothing 

matter. The attributional part of agentivity is independent of causation 

which is independently characterized. Causation, in opposition to 

responsibility, may exhibit prototype effects and has a cross-culturally 

constant characterization because it is grounded in perception. That 

means traditional “agentivity” is a notion that cannot be uniquely 

characterized. 

 

argument 

structure  

 

(also: predicate-argument structure). Argument structure is a 

descriptive device that originates in a philosophical research 

programme whose research purposes are completely different from the 

purpose of describing in a psychologically plausible manner the human 

competence of relating linguistic
o
 signs and concepts (+/- attributions). 

It thus lacks research programmatic legitimation as a descriptive means 

at least in the present framework. It is replaced here by a dynamic 

conceptualization activity in which a circumstance (i.e., the traditional 

predicate) is identified as an aspect of the perceivable/conceptualizable 

object(s) that constitute the circumstance. A circumstance cannot be 

conceptualized without conceptualizing (an) object(s) first. A verb, by 

sourcing out an aspect of an object concept in verbalizing a 

conceptualiztion, pretends that the circumstance was something 

different from the object. In this sense is language misleading and in a 

sense hypostatizes the unity of object and circumstance. A predicate is 

the back projection from language (verb) to truth-oriented semantics 

(predicate), from where it has found its way into modern, cognitively 

oriented linguistics, where it was and is mistakenly considered 
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psychically real. 

 

beneficiary 

 

The thematic role of beneficiary (not identical with recipient) is 

reconstructed here as the referent of the (dative) NP who has an interest 

in the circumstance described by the rest of the utterance, or who has it 

as a goal. This explains why a beneficiary does not stand in a relation 

to the other complement referents in the circumstance but to the 

circumstance as a whole, and why he/she is always animate. 

 

CAUSE CAUSE is often used as a so-called base predicate in the 

decomposition of circumstances. By far the most of these proposals 

rely on a rather intuitive concept of causality, i.e., of what can cause 

what, and regarding the perceptual and conceptual conditions on there 

being a causal relationship. In the present proposal, what we call causes 

and effects is derived from the features and properties of perception 

and identification/categorization, for instance affordances, features, 

motion/movement, the contingency model, haptic perception and 

neural re-enaction. 

 

experiencer So-called psychic verbs have not separately been dealt with here, 

because they are considered to work like – and to have developed from 

– verbs which code circumstances originating in visual, haptic or other 

experiences. Experiencers are traditionally those animate beings in 

circumstances that are in some psychic state that is described by the 

verb. They often range high on the thematic hierarchy, close behind 

agents and causers. From the perspective taken here, this is due to their 

features which make these referents potential responsible causers. That 

means “experiencers” are potentially satisfying the RCP and are thus 

ranked high thematically. In this respect they are related to 

beneficiaries who are also always animate and potential RCPs. It is not 

by accident then that experiencers are often marked with dative case in 

German and other Indo-European languages. 

 

goal  

 

The traditional goal role is assigned to NPs to which movement/motion 

is directed. It is often differentiated from recipients by means of the 

animacy feature. Here, goals are also characterized as the NP referent 

towards which some movement/motion proceeds. However, it is 

unspecified with respect to figure-aptness, i.e., it may be an object or 

location but is always a landmark. This is its defining feature which 

partially differentiates it from recipients.  

 

instrument 

 

The instrument can be characterized here partially similarly to how it is 

characterized in Cognitive-Functional Linguistics, namely by recourse 

to a causal chain. The instrument is an inanimate object which 
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undergoes force by another object (ideally animate due to the RCP), 

and exerts force on another object (landmark). However, the present 

framework provides the perceptual psychological and neuro-scientific 

background that the CFL accounts lack. 

 

location 

 

Most thematic role theories except the Cognitive-Functional linguistic 

theories lack a perceptual psychological account of what locations 

actually are. They rather presuppose an intuitive understanding of the 

notion and thus of the corresponding thematic role. Here, the location 

role can be reconstructed as the location landmark in a simple spatial 

circumstance. 

 

meaning A survey of what is traditionally meant by “meaning” cannot be 

accomplished here. In the present framework, the meaning of an 

utterance is what did not let fail the verbal interaction. It is thus 

negatively characterized, and alternatively as that what maintains the 

“illusion of understanding”. Due to the perspective-dependence and 

underspecification of perception – and thus conceptualization –, due to 

the underspecification of utterances, and due to the eventual 

inexplicitness of utterances regarding attributional matters, the identity 

of the conceptualizations (+/- attributions) of both speaker and hearer 

with respect to some utterance is precluded. What sustains the praxis-

coordinating functioning of language notwithstanding these 

shortcomings is called “meaning” here. 

 

patient 

 

Patients are mostly those referents that undergo some change of state 

by the circumstance described by the verb, or that are causally affected 

by that circumstance. Such a characterization can to some degree be 

accepted here as a reconstruction of the patient role, but it can be 

grounded in perception and conceptualization more accurately. Object 

landmarks that undergo exertion of force by some trajector, thereby 

either changing some feature, location, or their integrity (and thus 

identity), can be called patients. 

 

qualia structure Traditionally, qualia structure is supposed to capture the relational 

force of a lexical item in terms of what it is made of, its formal 

characteristics, its function, and its involvement in agentive 

circumstances. It can be viewed here as a placeholder for all theoretical 

proposals attempting to describe actor/cognizers’ encyclopedic 

knowledge about objects and circumstances. However, most of these 

proposals simply stipulate these “quales”, i.e., the constitution of this 

knowledge. In the present work, I have attempted to reconstruct what 

actors/cognizers know about the things and circumstances in their 

environments by means of a theory of perception, causation, 
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conceptualization, and action (attribution). Of crucial importance are 

the notions of salience, pertinence, frequency and especially that of 

affordance. My account of affordances is based on psychological and 

neuroscientific evidence and their significance need not be stipulated. 

The telic quale can be reconstructed on the basis of action competence 

and attribution. In combination, the above notions accomplish what 

qualia accomplish and even more, since frequency and pertinence are 

factors that are not taken into account in other proposals. 

 

recipient  

 

The traditional recipient is often treated as an animate goal. The 

recipient can here be reconstructed by the notions of asymmetric bi-

directionality, a feature licensing dative case, and by its restriction to 

object landmarks. Thus, where there is no (or where this is not clear) 

asymmetric bi-directionality and/or an object landmark in 

conceptualization, there will not be a recipient. 

 

semantics In the present work, “semantics” is the cover term for those 

conceptualizations (+/- attributions) that can be shown to be coded by 

means of the verb-complement structures that can be extracted from 

utterances. As a linguistic discipline dealing with conceptualization and 

attribution, a thus characterized semantics grounded in perception and 

action (attribution) is non-objectivistic and must refer to perceptual 

psychology, neurosciences, philosophy, social psychology, and 

sociology, at least. In order to account for the linking competence, the 

semantics of utterances must also rely on conceptual and attributional 

matters that reduce the inherent underspecification of linguistic
o
 signs. 

A “lexical” semantics dealing only with “core meanings” cannot 

accomplish this. 

 

source The object or location landmark from where some movement/motion 

proceeds. If it is an animate object landmark, traditional thematic role 

theories have to deal with the problem that this object could also be 

characterized as a causer/effector or an agent – yielding different 

predictions as to its syntactic behavior. In the present framework, 

where utterances code conceptualizations and conceptualizations are 

simulated perceptions and may be supplemented by attributions, this 

problem does not arise, since source, causer, and agent may simply 

describe different, but synchronous aspects of that object. What is 

determinative of its syntactic behavior, however, is its embeddedness in 

a whole circumstance concept. 

 

thematic role 

 

Traditionally, thematic roles are generalizations over the features of the 

argument(s) of a semantic predicate in order to capture regularities in 

the mapping between semantic and syntactic structures serving to 
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characterize the relationship between syntax and semantics as non-

accidental. The set of roles proposed mostly contain roles (or feature 

sets) that comprise spatially (e.g., theme, goal), temporally (e.g., 

extent), causally (e.g., causer), and actionally (e.g., agent) grounded 

aspects. Beyond noticing these different domains these domains are 

mostly not separately explored and explicated. In the present 

framework, all roles from all domains can be accurately reconstructed: 

spatial and temporal roles from the detailed spatio-temporal conceptual 

structure developed, causal roles from the proposal on causation 

developed, and actional roles on the basis of the action/attribution 

theory developed. The generalizations that traditional thematic roles 

allow can be reconstructed by taking into account the notion of regular 

(and inversed) conceptualization-construction mapping by means of 

diagrammatic iconicity. 

 

theme The theme is traditionally that object in a circumstance that moves. It is 

therefore often difficult to distinguish from the agent and patient roles. 

In the present framework, themes can also be reconstructed by means 

of moving objects. Though, this feature alone is not informative. In 

order to be able to make some statement as to its linguistic
o
 realization 

one must know how it is embedded in a circumstance, whether it is 

trajector or landmark, whether it undergoes some change, whether it is 

animate, whether it can be attributed responsibility or not, and so on. 

Only a sub-set of these parameters qualifies an object as a theme, 

others as an agent or a patient etc. Again, theme, patient, and agent may 

simply describe different, but synchronous aspects of the object in 

question. What is determinative of its syntactic behavior, however, is 

its embeddedness in a whole circumstance. 

 

transitivity 

 

Transitivity is mostly characterized with reference to the interplay 

between the semantics of the subject, the (grammatical) object, and the 

verb. High transitivity is mostly associated with an agentive, volitional, 

highly individuated subject, a causative verb, and a (grammatical) 

object being affected by the force exerted by the subject referent. 

Theories differ as to the precise features of the (grammatical) object. 

However, the present theory may reconstruct the notion of transitivity 

anyway: the semantics of the subject by means of mapping a 

responsible causer to the PSC, and by means of mapping a however 

conceptualized landmark on the second, oblique case-marked 

complement. The latter may undergo change of feature, position, 

integrity, and may undergo exertion of force, thus modulating the 

distinctiveness between the two objects and thus the degree of 

transitivity. From the perspective of the RCP, optimal transitivity 

would be that including a responsible causer exerting force on a 
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landmark that does not compete for the responsible causer role. It 

would thus not exhibit features licensing a dative, would certainly be 

inanimate but presumably individuated (i.e., figure-apt), and would 

lose its integrity through the force exerted by the responsible causer. 

Thus conceived, this circumstance would perfectly satisfy the 

actor/cognizer’s need for large-scale closure in that the front end and 

back end of the circumstance are definitively fixed, leaving nothing 

imponderable and uncalculable about the circumstance. 

 

truth Bearing in mind the embodied character of our cognitive activities and 

their results, as well as the fact that claims of validity for assessments 

must rely on the intersubjective traceability of how these assessments 

have come about, an objective notion of truth is not available, 

according to which those assessments are true which correspond to 

reality. Such a theory is not available, since reality is not available. The 

traditional notion of truth as correspondence must therefore be replaced 

by a notion of truth that must be produced: Truth for which one may 

claim validity is success in joint action. 

 

universality Universality with respect to the linking competence applies to cognitive 

psychological, neuroscientific, socio-cognitive, sociological, actional 

(attributional), and/or syntactic/grammatical statements that are 

claimed to be valid for all human beings supposed to possess the 

linking competence. Of all the sub-competences that have been 

discussed in this work, which of these competences or mechanisms can 

be asserted to be universally applicable? I would argue that universals 

apply only on very schematic levels: The bottom-up mechanisms of 

sensation seem to be applicable to all speakers of all languages. The 

overall conceptual operations seem to be applicable to all speakers of 

all languages. There being some attributional praxis seems to be 

applicable to the speakers of all languages. Regular conceptualization-

syntactic construction mappings seem to be applicable to all languages. 

On the other hand, languages and the speakers of these languages may 

differ with respect to how they have routinized their 

identification/categorization (is something identified as ‘plant’, ‘tree’, 

or ‘Cinnamomum loureiroi’), conceptualization, and attribution 

performances (which are the determining and determined factors 

underlying attribution), and how they have conventionalized the 

mappings between certain conceptual contents and constructions/parts 

of speech (how do they map manner and motion in circumstances to 

parts of speech? Which of the possible conceptual and actional 

differentiations are conventionalized to license passivization? To which 

degree are constructions homonymous due to the conflation of many 

conceptual differentiations in few constructions?) 
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Appendix B: SyHD materials 
 

 

1 List of the dialect regions within the borders of Hesse: 

 

dialect regions transition zones 

Northern Hessian A Northern Hessian/Central Hessian 

Northern Hessian B [Northern Hessian/Thuringian] 

Central Hessian A Northern Hessian/Eastern Hessian 

Central Hessian B Central Hessian/Moselle-Franconian A 

Eastern Hessian Central Hessian/Moselle-Franconian B 

Rhine-Franconian A Central Hessian/Moselle-

Franconian/Rhine-Franconian 

Rhine-Franconian B Central Hessian/Eastern Hessian/Eastern 

Franconian 

[Westfalian] Central Hessian/Rhine-Franconian 

[Eastfalian]  

Table AB.1:  Dialect regions within Hessian borders  

(on the basis of Wiesinger 1983) 

(Regions in angled brackets partially exhibit dative/accusative syncretisms and have been 

partialled out from the results.) 

 

 

 

 
Figure AB.1: Map of Hesse, crossfaded with dialect classification 

(on the basis of Wiesinger 1983) 
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2 Dialectal SyHD tasks (selection of dialectal variants for each scenario) 

 

Scenario D: 

 

7. Sie haben sich von einer Freundin für eine Familienfeier mehrere Gläser geliehen. Durch Willi, 

Ihren von der Grippe geschwächten Vater, ist bei der Feier eines davon zu Bruch gegangen. Als 

Sie die Gläser Ihrer Freundin zurückgeben wollen, sagen Sie zu ihr: 

 

 Bitte kreuzen Sie die Sätze an, die Sie in Ihrem Platt/Dialekt sagen können (auch 

Mehrfachnennungen sind möglich). 

  

a)          De Willi hot eens von deine Gleser rengergeschmisse. 

b)       Dem Willi es eens von deine Gleser rengergefalle. 

 

 Würden Sie den Satz normalerweise in einer Form sagen, die gar nicht aufgeführt ist? 

Wenn „ja“: Bitte notieren Sie hier den Satz so, wie Sie ihn normalerweise sagen würden: 

 

c)................................................................................................... ................................................. 

 

 Welcher Satz ist für Sie der natürlichste? 

a)  , b)   oder c)   

Northern Hessian A 

 

 

  

a)          De Willi hot aans von deine Gläser erunnergeschmisse. 

b)       Dem Willi es aans von deine Gläser erunnergefalle. 

Central Hessian A 

 

 

  

a)          Däer Willi hot eins von dinne Gläser rengergeworfe. 

b)       Dem Willi es eins von dinne Gläser rengergefalle. 

Eastern Hessian 

 

 

  
a)       Der Willi hot ans vo deine Gläser runnergeworfe. 

b)    Dem Willi es ans vo deine Gläser runnergefalle. 

Central Hessian/Moselle-Franconian A 
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Scenario B: 

 

25. Während Ihre Tochter und Ihr Schwiegersohn im Urlaub sind, kümmern Sie sich um deren 

Pflanzen. Beim Durchgehen durch die Wohnung stoßen Sie gegen den größten Pokal Ihres 

Schwiegersohnes. Er fällt herunter und ist kaputt. Als die Urlauber wiederkommen, sagen Sie zu 

Ihrem Schwiegersohn: 

 

 Bitte kreuzen Sie die Sätze an, die Sie in Ihrem Platt/Dialekt sagen können (auch 

Mehrfachnennungen sind möglich). 

  

a)    Ich ho dein Pokal ronnergewoarfe. 

b)     Mer is dein Pokal ronnergefalle. 

 

 Würden Sie den Satz normalerweise in einer Form sagen, die gar nicht aufgeführt ist? 

Wenn „ja“: Bitte notieren Sie hier den Satz so, wie Sie ihn normalerweise sagen würden: 

 

c)................................................................................................................................................... 

 

 Welcher Satz ist für Sie der natürlichste? 

a)  , b)   oder c)   

Central Hessian/Eastern Hessian/Eastern Franconian 

 

 

  

a)    Ech hon dinnen Pokal rongergeschmissen. 

b)     Me is dinn Pokal rongergefallen. 

Northern Hessian B 

 

 

  

a)    Eich hu dein Pokal ronnergeworfe. 

b)    Mir es dein Pokal ronnergefann. 

Central Hessian B 

 

 

  

a)    Ich hon dinn Pokal rengergeworfe. 

b)    Mer es dinn Pokal rengergefalle. 

North Hessian/East Hessian  
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Scenario F: 

 

13. Sie hatten zwei Wochen lang die Handwerker im Haus, die Ihnen das Bad neu kacheln sollten. 

Als die Handwerker endlich weg sind und es wieder leise im Haus ist, bemerken Sie, dass aus 

Ihrem Waschbecken eine Ecke herausgebrochen ist. Sie berichten daraufhin Ihrem Mann: 

 

 Bitte kreuzen Sie die Sätze an, die Sie in Ihrem Platt/Dialekt sagen können (auch 

Mehrfachnennungen sind möglich). 

  

a)          Die Hondwerker hawwe des Waschbegge kabudd gemoacht. 

b)       De Hondwerker is des Waschbegge kabudd gange. 

 

 Würden Sie den Satz normalerweise in einer Form sagen, die gar nicht aufgeführt ist? 

Wenn „ja“: Bitte notieren Sie hier den Satz so, wie Sie ihn normalerweise sagen würden: 

 

c)............................................................................................................... ..................................... 

 

 Welcher Satz ist für Sie der natürlichste? 

a)  , b)   oder c)   

Rhine-Franconian A 

 

 

  

a)          Die Hondwärjer häwwe des Waschbegge kabudd gemoacht. 

b)       De Hondwärjer is des Waschbegge kabudd gange. 

Rhine-Franconian B 

 

 

  

a)          De Handwerker ho de Spülsteeh kabütt gemocht. 

b)       Denn Handwerkern es de Spülsteeh kabütt gegange. 

Central Hessian/Northern Hessian 
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