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universe of discourse.

Our work approaches two main directions of semantics, which, starting with the sixth decade
of the last century, have claimed, each in its own perspective, the achievment of a ,,cognitive turn” in
human sciences. These directions are cognitive semantics and integral linguistics. The main purpose
of our work was to plead in favour of a possible relevant contribution of the cognitive semantics
orientation to the development of integral semantics, more precisely, in the domain of elocutional
competence and in the perspective of laying the foundations of the designational semantics studies of
expressive speaking.

The thesis has attempted to bring a modest contribution to the emergence of these studies, by
giving a real value to the concepts of “image schema” and “conceptual metaphor”, which have been
firstly developed within cognitive semantics.

Hereinafter we resume the main ideas of the work, by presenting in chapters our inquiring
demarche.

0. Introduction: Integral linguistics and cognitive semantics

In the introductory section we have formed the main scope of the work by integrating three
important ,,arguments”, on which our endeavour is based. The first argument for the valorization of
the scientific inovations from the Lakovian cognitive semantics has been related to the Coserian
“project” of founding the linguistics as an integral science of language. In achieving this type of
science, the Romanian linguist has elaborated a conceptual framework of great disclosure, meant to
offer a total comprehension of the real object and a “unitary” base for the integration of multiple
perspectives on the phenomenon of language. The objective of our work is firstly sustained by the
aim of “conceptual unification” of linguistics, initially assumed by Coseriu “project”. Secondly, it can
be achieved only by ,reinterperting” the concepts of cognitive semantics, in the theoretical and

conceptual perspective of integral linguistics.



The second argument regards the need of developing the elocutional studies within the
integral linguistic movement. We have underlined, in this context, the fact that the distinction
between the three levels of semantic content (designation, meaning proper and sense) and that
between the categories and the functions of designation and meaning proper have been the starting
point in promoting an elocutional linguistics and its main domain, designational semantics. A
development of this domain, by thorough study of ,,the contribution of knowledge of things in the
activity of speaking”, more precisely, in the act of designation, was necessary and was aknowledged
by the Romanian linguist.

The third argument concerns the conceptual attitude of E. Coseriu towards cognitive
semantics. In some important studies, the Romanian linguist attests the compatibility of principle of
cognitive semantics with his project of a “skeuological linguistics” or of things. However, he
undelines the necessity of rethinking this ,,cognitive” direction on a linguistic ground or in a
conception based on the meaning proper, drawing attention on the paradox of a “semantics” confined
previous to knowledge through language.

The most significant step in the direction of approaching ,,cognitive semantics” was set by the
Romanian scientist in his critical study regarding the “prototypes theory” (v. Coseriu, 1990/2000).
His first suggestion of approaching the two directions was in general reticently seen in the cognitive
field of research, as well as in the “camp” of direct successors of E. Coseriu. Whithin the integralist
studies, initiated at Cluj, it has been attempted still, starting 1997, a corelation of the two semantic
directions, which would follow exactly the suggestions offered by E. Coseriu in his fundamental
study that we mentioned before. At the end of the introductive chapter we thus made reference to the
fact that a rigurous examination of cognitive semantics in the conceptual perspective of linguistic
integralism has been promoted firstly in the scientific context in which our work as well sets.

We have underlined the fact that the more recent developments of “embodiment theory”, of
»primary experiences” and of “neuronal connections”, recorded in the last two decades within the
American cognitive semantics — ulterior to its fondational works (Lakoff 1987, Johnson 1987) and
subsequent to the essential reference of E. Coseriu to these (1990/2000) —, has led us to appeal to the
alternative movement in cognitive science, developed in the north-European space, more exactly
within the Cognitive Semiotics Centre in Lund. The newer perspective, offered by this movement
suggests a rethinking of the main concepts of cognitive semantics on a new theoretical basis, much

more firmly grounded in Husserelian phenomenology and thus closer to the integralist conception.



1. Chapter I: In search of the integrative framework

In this chapter we have proceeded to an incursion in the cognitive movement as a whole and
have ,,searched” of the best perspective in order to integrate cognitive semantics in the direction of
elocutional studies, shaped by integral linguistics.Thus we have outlined, in the chapter Three
generations of cognitive science, as coherent as possible, a sketch of the ,,generations” that have
passed through the ,,cognitive” paradigm, in their attempt of explaining knowledge and the cognitive
processes of the human mind. From this first reception we observed that, in present times, it is
attested, in the literature, the existence of three ,,generations” of ,,cognitive science”. They have been
characterized, in this section, in relationship to few essential parameters, respectively according to the
specific way in which every explanatory model conceives the ,,mind” and the human knowledge.

The characteristic of the first ,,generation” (known as “cognitivism”, whose debut is traceable
to the 1950s) is the understanding of the “mind as a digital computer”, which processes the
information as symbols. “The knowledge” and “the meaning proper” are, in this framework,
completely dissociated from the “subjective experience” and the human “embodiment”, and the
cognitive processes are reduced, in essence, to the purely “computational” dimension of mental
activity. To synthesize, this conception (1) proposes a ‘“disembodied”, “amodal” and formal
perspective of the mind; (2) considers that the relationship of “unconscious” cognitive processes with
the field of “conscious” and the language rests entirely outside the sphere of interest and the
explanatory possibilities of science.

The next “generation” is formed as a reaction to the previous solution and it focuses on the
articulation of human knowledge by the interaction, as part of this process, between brain/mind, body
and world. Initially adopting a narrow phenomenological platform in the study of human cognition,
cognitive semantics — “the mainstream cognitive science” that raises in 1980 and is represented by G.
Lakoff and M. Johnson — tries to recuperate the “subjective experience” and the cognitive role that it
has, in the process of knowledge, the interaction of the human being with the world. The most
important ganes of this orientation can be synthesised thusly: (1) the (re)discovery of the imaginative-
intuitive nature of human knowledge, which has lead to imposing a “paradigm of imaginative
rationality” in human sciences and (2) the reestablishment of the inherently semantic dimension of
knowledge and of its “embodied” character. Nonetheless, the problem of the relationship between the

unconscious processes, on the one hand, and conscience and language, on the other hand, is, even in



this case, impossible to solve and will only become more acute with the emergence of the version of
the “embodiment theory” proposed by G. Lakoft and M. Johnson (1999).

Unlike the first two “generations” — where the language serves no cognitive role at all -, the
third “generation” brings about a significant increase in the interest for the cognitive dimension of
language and its contribution to the functioning of the human mind. This more recent direction,
developed mainly in the north-European world, is purpoted to rethink the conceptual foundations of
the cognitive science, on the strenght of the concepts of “intersubjectivity”, “conscience”,
“representation” and “linguistic sign”. The functional autonomy of language is thus for the first time
aknowledged in the framework of the research whitin cognitive science as well. This fact opens the
door, today, to a much more fruitful dialogue of cognitive science with other investigational
traditions, developed in the European world, including with the integral linguistics.

Such a dialogue is possible yet only on unitary conceptual grounds, which should enable a
coherent correlation of the three “generations” in cognitive sciences and their relation to the integral
science of the language. It has been observed that the objective of cognitive science, as a whole, and,
in particular, of each of the three “generations”, was the development of a “unified” theory of human
knowledge. The solutions offered by each generation, however, led to the elaboration of very
different disciplinary frameworks which proved insufficient to account for the fundamental function
of language.

The debate on this crucial aspect has finally compeled us to change the conceptual framework
of the cognitive sciences. This conclusion has become necessary mainly because the perspectives
offered by the “cognitive paradigm” have proven far too wide in their ambition to carry out the “total
science” as an “‘unification” or, more precisely, an integration of the sciences of culture in the
epistemological framework of the sciences of nature.

From the need to establish the conceptual thresholds which should enable the ontological and
epistemological confinements imposed by the “nature of the objectual domain” (Borcila 2006: 43), it
has been opted in the last section of chapter one for the Conceptual framework of the integralism and
it has been considered to be the unitary basis of the integrated sciences of culture. The main point in
the argumentation in this chapter is the fundamental distinction noted by E. Coseriu (1988: 64)
between the two levels of “linguistic competence”, taken “as a whole”: the biological level and the
cultural level. According to the way in which each of the three “generations” relates to the cultural

level — seen, in the new perspective, as having priority over the biological level —, the necessity of



rethinking the three conceptions developed by cognitive science in relation with the “significative

function” of the language has been argued for.

2. CHAPTER II: The semantic matrix of integral linguistics

Setting the conceptual framework of integral linguistics as the the basis for the integration of
the humanistic sciences has imposed afterwards the need for a presentation of the epistemological
premises of the research in the first section of chapter 1l of our work, entitled The epistemological
basis of integral semantics. In this way the “significative function” of the language (the authentic
object of linguistics as a “science of culture”) has been determined to be constitutive and fundamental
for the activity of the human mind. Its definition has been achieved by means of three characteristics
(“universals”), proposed by E. Coseriu, namely creativity, semanticity and alterity. In this manner a
common sense, very wide, in accordance with which the category of the “cognitive” may constitute,
in a legitimal manner, a point of convergency of integral semantics with the cognitive science has
also been established. The common point of the two orientations is that of the man “contacting” the
world. The differences of interpretation have been described according to the medium in which the
two “cognitive” orientations set the knowledge: the conceptual, an emergent level of the mind
preceeding language is the specific medium for the semantic and semiotic approaches in cognitive
science; on the other hand, the activity of speaking is specific to integral semantics.

An important aspect discussed in the context of defining the dimension of linguistic creativity
has been the metaphoric creativity. E. Coseriu places, from the very beginning, the metaphor within
the significative function of the language — a function essentially distinctive — and orients the
“metaphoric creation” towards the achievement of the same finality as the language: the finality of
establishing shared semantic entities, in order to structure human experience. The presentation of the
Coserian perspective on the “metaphoric creation in language” in this section is important, for the
work as a whole, as the first form of approaching the term of “conceptual metaphor” of cognitive
semantics (disscused in the final chapter of the thesis). Thus the major differencies between the two
orientations in the understanding the metaphor have already cristalised from this moment on and far
more coherently, even without an explicit reference to the alternative approach: if for integral
semantics the primary medium of manifestation of the metaphor is speaking, cognitive semantics

approaches this phenomenon as belonging to the conceptual level of the mind too.



The second subchapter, The place of designational semantics in Coseriu’s conception of the
levels of language, is meant to describe the manifestation of the significative function of language in
the three levels of linguistic competence. The importance of the Coserian distinctions between the
types of semantic content employed in instituting significative contents for each of the three levels
under consideration has been highlighted in this context: designation, meaning proper, and sense. In
order to establish the specific of the elocutional linguistics and of its correlated semantic domain we
have started from a succinct presentation of the three types of autonomous linguistics (elocutional,
idiomatic or historic and textual), identified by E. Coseriu on the basis of of the dissociated semantic
strata.

A large part of this subchapter has been devoted to problems of approaching the universal
competence or “technique” of speaking, which represents the “actual object” of elocutional linguistics
and the primordial sphere of interest of this work. Since, at first sight, this level of language seems to
engulf a heterogenous category of phenomena, we have attempted first to discover the unity of the
investigational field which comes under the elocutional competence. The unity of these phenomena
was appreciated mostly on the stratum of semantic content of designation, in relation to which both
the elocutional linguistics as an autonomous field of the science of language and the status of this type
of (not just theoretical, but also applicative) linguistics are justified.

In the process of legitimizing the linguistics of speaking, the problem of the extralinguistic
knowledge (pre-verbal or semantic, i.e. dependent on the linguistic knowledge) has been treated both
by the permanent confrontation with the results of current research in cognitive linguistics and by the
constant definition of our position towards this orientation. Against the background of the current
debate between the two movements the conclusion that the Coserian perspective, which considers
linguistics, as a whole, as semantic (for it relies on linguistic knowledge), is the only means of
explaining the nature of extralinguistic knowledge (which is “semantic” and not “pre-verbal”) has
been reached. On the other hand, taking into account the specific content of the universal level,
designation, the domain corresponding to this significational stratum — that of designational
semantics, for which designation acts as a structuring principle —, has been circumscribed.

The explanation of the status of elocutional linguistics from a Coserian point of view, as a
theoretical and applicative discipline at the same time, has also been achieved by relating to the strata
of semantic content. Elocutional linguistics is, fistly, a theoretical linguistics where the linguistic

categories are defined as universal possibilities of the language. Secondly, the representative
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discipline, by excellence, for the universal level, the “grammar of speaking” (v. Coseriu 1955/1967)
and its amphibious nature have allowed us to notice the “descriptive” aspect of speaking as well. On
one hand, the “grammar of speaking” has to be seen as a theoretical discipline for it has the task of
defining the “functions”, the “instruments” (both “verbal” and “extraverbal”) and the specific
“operations” of speaking on the universal level. In this sense it is a preliminary theory for the other
two types of linguistics. On the other hand, it is also a descriptive discipline, for it also has the role of
describing these “functions”, “instruments” and “operations”in their concrete functioning. Moreover,
this type of grammar has to be situated at the universal level of speaking, as the non-linguistic
possibilities — i.e. the knowledge of the things, of the contexts, of the universe of discourse — targets
the aspects of speaking, which can be studied only in relation to the act of designation (and,
consequently, to the semantic content specific to this level).

In the next section, titled the Elocutional Competence, we have focused closely on the
description of the semantic content corresponding to this competence. The study of the competence at
the universal level is comprised of: (1) a general theory of elocutional knowledge, wherein E. Coseriu
has distinguished between: (a) the knowledge of the principles of thought; (b) the capacity of
interpreting the functions of particular languages, (c) the knowledge of things; and (2) the grammar of
speaking. The third central component of the universal technique of speaking, which was sketched by
the Romanian linguist only in very broad terms, is the “expressive” speaking, built on the principle of
metaphoric creation. As a central echelon of the elocutional competence, it was necessary that this
aspect be investigated in depth. A priority development of the theory of expressive speaking, on the
“theoretical basis” of integral linguistics, has been undertaken by the scientific advisor of this thesis
as part of the integralist studies at Cluj-Napoca.

The interpretation of the Coserian conception, proposed by Zlatev, has offered us the chance
to refer, throughout this chapter, to the position of the Romanian linguist compared to the cognitivist
position. The examples by means of which we have interpreted the role of knowledge the principles
of thought in establishing the norms of congruence of speaking have been helpful in specifying, in
parallel, the intuitive character of the norms of thought, which apply in speaking, as well as those of
speaking itself: thus, both appear “undetermined” in relation with the apophantic logics or with the
rational-conceptual thought.

If, in the case of the knowledge of the principles of thought we have taken the approach of

facts which are inconsistent with the norms of congruent speaking, in the case of interpreting the
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functions of particular languages we have started from positive elements. The outlined essential
aspects have targeted the specific semantic content of the universal level, i.e. the designation, in
relation to which we has mentioned and explained the distinctions used by E. Coseriu between the
“functions of language” (or “idiomatic”), together with the respective categories of meaning proper
and those of designation. It is also by means of dissociations between the strata of significational
content and in the perspective of the act of designation that we have mentioned the distinction
between the synonimy on the level of historical languages and the “cognitive synonimy” on the
universal level (i.e. distinct meanings proper, from an idiomatic point of view, which are equivalent in
designation), as well as between polysemy and “designational polyvalence” (i.e. utterances with the
same meaning proper, from an idiomatic point of view, which are equivalent in designation).

The third component of the elocutional competence, the knowledge of things, is central to the
study of the universal technique of speaking, for it appears in any act of speaking and in the
interpretation of the congruence of any utterance. We have illustrated this component through
numerous examples, which have demonstrated, on the one hand, that the relation of our acts of
speaking to the human experience in the world, to our representations of things and to the normal
mode in which we act and behave (in certain situations) is a constant dimension of the linguistic
activity at the universal level. On the other hand, we have emphasized the idea that this dimesnion
cannot be explained by the semantics of particular languages; in contrast, it has to be interpreted as
belonging to the domain of the designational semantics, for this type of knowledge based on the
experience with things is involved in the orientation of our utterances towards the world.

The subchapter titled The enunciative speaking and its operations presents the functioning of
the elocutional competence in its enunciative dimension. It has been argued here that the central place
given by E. Coseriu to the “grammar of speaking” on this level is justified by the special content of
the proposed term: if “grammar” means operations which put in relation the linguistic meanings, and
by “speaking” is individualized the level of language corresponding to the domain of designational
semantics, then the grammar of speaking treats the referencial orientation of the linguistic meanings,
by using them for certain operations, in order to make the reference, with our utterances, to the world.
Furthermore we have tried to explain the content of the term “grammar of speaking”, by referring to a
succint characterization, from a Coserian viewpoint, of its own instruments and operations, as well as
to their specific role in this type of grammar, in opposition to their current understanding in the

grammar of historical languages.
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The enunciative speaking from the perspective of E. Coseriu (1956/1967) presupposes the
determination of the linguistic meanings by successive operations, whereby a virtual unitary meaning
is oriented towards a certain designate. It has been highlighted, in the succinct presentation, that,
despite the development of only a single aspect of enunciative speaking, the essencial contribution of
the Romanian linguist lies, especially, in assuming his model of nominal determination as a universal
model, by which certain designative-cognitive finalities are achieved through “complex operations of
‘reciprocal determination of universals’” (Borcild 2003). There was not our intent to give a detailed
account of the determining operations or some special illustration of them. We have mostly insisted
on the subclasification proposed by E. Coseriu for these operations: (1) operations which do not limit
“the designative possibilities of the sign”, but which only orient it towards the “domain of objects”
(actualization and discrimination) and (2) operations which restrict these possibilities by orienting the
sign either towards ““a certain aspect” of the denoted, or towards its “identification” (delimitation and
identification). We have taken this subclasification as a starting point in explaining, in this part of the
work as well, the differencies in approach between integral semantics, on one hand, and cognitive
linguistics and analytical semantics, on the other. It has, thus, been noticed that in current linguistics
there is a strong tendency to mix the meaning proper with its contextual variants. It is this perspective
of the operations of determination and, especially, of actualization, from which we have highlighted
the advantages which may derive from the Coserian distinction between the two types of linguistic
meaning, the meaning proper and the contextual meaning. We have also noticed that the latter is
already based on the movement from the virtuality of the meaning proper towards its actualization
(the first Coserian operation), involved by the act of designation. From this point of view, one has
considered that the alternative orientations in current linguistics approach, mostly, phenomena
specific to the universal level of language from Coserian matrix and that, in their framework of these
orientations, the meaning proper is considered only in its designative dimension, in which it appears
loaded with other features which add, in speaking, to the virtual content of the sign.

The next section of chapter Il of this work, Circumstances of speaking, with its subsections,
Contexts of speaking and Universe of discourse, is focused on the “circumstances” of speaking. E.
Coseriu identifies four circumstances - the situation, the region, the context (idiomatic, verbal,
extraverbal) and the universe of discourse (of the current experience in the world, of science, of
fantasy and of faith) — and considers them contextualisations of speaking, which “participate” “in a

constant manner” in determination of the signs. As far as the extraverbal context is concerned, it has
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been internally divided by the Romanian linguist in: (a) physical, (b) empirical, (c) natural, (d)
practical, (e) historical and (f) cultural.

Some of these circumstances, such as the situation, the region or (the idiomatic and verbal)
context relies on “linguistic possibilities” while others rely only on “non-linguistic possibilities”. Two
observations have asserted themselves, mainly, as vital in relation with the Coserian concept of
“circumstance”. First of all, the extralinguistic circumstances should not be seen as pre-linguistic,
configured previous to the act of speaking; secondly, they can not be approached but in relation with
speaking, being exclusively created by the act of speaking. Following the indications of M. Borcila
(2002) regarding the concept of “universe of discourse”, we have separated the “extralinguistic
context” from the “universe of discourse” according to the criterion of belonging or not belonging to
the act od designation. Thus unlike the extraverbal contexts, which belong to the act of designation
(in the sense that the denotatum can be individualized as a “thing” only in relation with one of the
contexts), the universe of discourse fufills a much more basic role, that of “background” for the acts
of speaking. The type of universe of discourse which constitutes the background of the act of
designation in ordinary speaking — which is the focus of our thesis — is that of the current experience
in the world, in which “all the contexts of speaking spontanousely constitute themselves into a
“world” of reference of speaking” (Borcila 2002: 55). In accordance with the observations and
modifications of this concept in 2002 study by E. Coseriu, this universe of discourse must be
understood as one of the four fundamental ways of human knowledge.

The empiric extraverbal context (which depends, mostly on “the knowledge of things™) and
the natural one have been considered the frameworks of maximum interest in this thesis. The latter
constitutes the assembly of the “possible empirical contexts”, articulating, in this manner, a global
cognitive model based on which one interprets normal speaking designationally.

The last section of the second chapter, Expressive speaking: its specific, the levels of semantic
structuring and the metasemic operations treats the last component of the universal technique of
speaking. At the same time, this sequency ensures the opening and the possibility of reinterpretation
of the two fundamental cognitive concepts presented in the subsequent chapter. The aspect which
elicted attention, here, was the “change of perspective” proposed by E. Coseriu, in the beginning of
the 1950s in the interpretation of “expressive” speaking (Coseriu 1952/1967). We have adopted as
starting point the biihlerian model discussed by E. Coseriu himself in order to delineate from the

vision which persists in traditional research on the expressivity in language. It has been pointed out, in
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this manner, that unlike Biihler’s interpretation of the functions of language, E. Coseriu places
“expressivity” next to “representation”, as essential dimensions of the semic content or of the
meaning proper. In the new Coserian perspective, the “representation” is already imbricated and
impossible to separate from the cognitive dimension of the sign, much in the same way affectivity
and emotivity, traditionally considered to be forms of expressivity through language, become
immanent dimensions of semantic creativity in general. The term “expressive speaking” thus acquires
a new meaning: it no longer relates to the creation of some finality at the level of the expression of the
linguistic sign, but rather to the capture of a dimension of the creation of new contents in language.
The Romanian linguist admits that the maximum form of this creativity, righitfully belongs to
“expressive” speaking and most often manifests itself by “metaphoric creation”. Based on the
proposed argumentation, an attempt was made to highlight the new “non-rhetoric” or “cognitive”
perspective in which E. Coseriu, in his study, dealt with and wrote about the the language specific
“metaphoric knowledge” (Coseriu 1952/1967).

In the second part of this section we have succinctly presented the more recent elaborations of
the Coserian theory of metaphor done by the Centre for integralist studies of Cluj-Napoca. Due to the
fact that expressive speaking forms the most part of our speaking, where the the emotive-affective
and imaginative aspects constitute its finality, expressive speaking has been considered, in the Cluj-
Napoca Programme, to be the central echelon of designational semantics. The development of the
minimal theoretical nucleus and the recorded progress, from the perspective of the theoretical
framework elaborated by E. Coseriu, for the study of the designational metaphor, have been
highlighted by the conceptual dissociation of the three semantic levels of speaking and by metasemic
operations, proposed by the scientific advisor of the thesis. The distinction between the three levels
(significational, representational and skeuological) has been made “under the guidance of E. Coseriu”
and has attempted to valorize the more recent scientific acquisitions of metaphorology. In this
manner, the possibility of including and valorization of cognitive semantics’ concepts of “image
schema” and “metaphoric concept” in integral semantics has, in principle, taken shape. The semantic
levels presented here are crucial for the description of the metasemic process as a process of trans-
domain “determination” of the universals (which in the designation of an “object” is no longer
achieved by direct determination, but indirectly, via the image-schematic and affective perspective
brought about by another “object”). The three metasemic operations which “‘spontaneously” create,

both a verbal expression and a new content of thought for the metasemic designation of an “inedit”
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“perceptual aspect”, were called: diasemy, endosemy and episemy. The proposed elaboration of
metasemic creativity helped thus clarifying aspects of metasemy which were only implicitly
approximated in the coserian conception. Firstly, it could be demonstrated that the fundamental
dimension of metasemy in relationship to semy (or primary meanings proper) is constituted by the
“increase of cognitive content”. A second important aspect highlighted the fact that by metasemy a
“semantic leap” in relation to the primordial semic entities, encompassed by this process is also
achieved. Last but not least, it was thus possible to determine the fact that the metaphoric process is
oriented towards the semantic specification of some concrete aspects of experience and, therefore,
that the functional metasemic principle enriches and give a nuance to “our ordinary experience” in the

world.

CHAPTER III: Cognitive semantics’ fundamental concepts in integral perspective

In this chapter we have attempt to reinterpret the fundamental concepts of “image schema”
and “conceptual metaphor”, initially presented in Lakovian cognitive semantics.

The first section entitled “Image schema” and its relationship to the meaning proper tries to
recapture the “image schema” concept’s originary pattern and to find a common ground with
Coserian conception (“Image schema” and its originary pattern). After indicating the originary
Kantian source of M. Johnson’s schematism, we focused on its reinterpretation from the viewpoint of
the actual setting of “experiential semantics”. Concerning the definition of the intuitive, spontaneous
and nonpropositional character of “image schema”, we considered it to be both, an innovative
element in relationship to its initial model and the stumbling block of cognitive semantics’ theory.
The grounding of the concept in the Kantian schematism allows M. Johnson to distinguish between
the images produced through the schema and the “rich” mental images. In contrast to the latter, image
schema exists at an intermediary level between abstract and concrete images and constitutes
experiential patterns, having the role of internally structuring the “rich mental images”. It is conceived
thus as a gestalt and dynamic structure, that emerges in human sensible experience in the world that
gives, already at the pre-conceptual level, “meaningful order and organization” of it. The most
problematic aspect of image schema’s definition in experientialist semantics is thought to be its
assigned essential feature of constituting unifying, meaningful pattern of experience. We have taken
therefore into consideration and criticized M. Johnson’s assumptions that image-schematic structures,

elaborated at conceptual level, are the “bedrocks” for language as well as his explanation, based on
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this assumption, of semantic creativity. Finally, we have found that the bias of M. Johnson’s
conception consists in his proposed development of Kantian concept. In the second part of this
section we have adopted, accordingly, the Humboldtian interpretation of schematism assumed in
integral semantics. Along with the outline of integral solution to the problem of the schematism —
which reckon the synthesis of the “sensible data” as being realised within the word —, and proceeding
to a critical comparison of both integral and experientialist solutions, we have established the
following: the image schemas neither can be seen as unifying structures of experience, nor might the
concept become “stable” or “conventional” — even supposing we would accept M. Johnson’s claim
that image schemas get “fixed” by permeating the structure of our concepts (fact that would also
assign them a certain “stability”). The latter is achieved, as first explained by Humboldt, only “in and
through the sound”. We have demonstrated in this way that the aim of explaining semantic creativity
is, under these circumstances, also impossible to be solved within experientialist semantics.

In the second subchapter devoted to image schema, Sign, image, word. The function of image
schema, we have tried to establish the role of image schema in the activity of speaking. We have
referred here to the most important problems encountered by cognitive semantics when the transition
from the pre-conceptual to conceptual level and from the conceptual to linguistic level is taken into
account; the problems have been approached, mainly, in the light of the strong criticism of the third
“generation” of cognitive science. We have proved that the image schemas, proposed in cognitive
semantics, have to be understood as “psychological” or “mental” phenomena and, inevitably, as
“private”. As a consequence, we have also emphasized the need to reinterpret the schemas as
pertaining to the linguistic level. The reinterpretation has been proposed from the integral semantics’
perspective. The role assigned within cognitive semantics to the schema has been compared with the
one assigned in Coserian semantics to “the word” (which is ranged in a middle cross-zone, between
sign and image, but, in the spirit of Humboldtian anticipation, much closer to image than to sign). The
integral semantics’ solution has been found to be a better alternative to the experientialist concept of
schematism. On the other hand, the integral semantics has also envisaged a specific place where these
schemata and the image-schematic structures of conceptual contents can be given a real value. Within
Coserius semantics, which is based on the linguistic knowledge, their role is thus restricted to the act
of designation. The schemata function here as “idealized cognitive models” (in the sense recuperated
from Lakoff 1987), and their contribution is situated at the level of “knowledge of things”

(skeuological level). In this context we have also noticed that the most important function of these
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schemata to the metasemic knowledge consist in that they help us specify that the image engaged at
skeuological level is not a “rich image”, but a “gestalt structure”, “associated to the meaning proper”
and organizing perceptions in coherent “wholes” of experience.

The second section of chapter 111, Conceptual metaphor and metasemy, has focused on the
conceptual metaphor and its connected problems. The first step towards the ‘reception’ of the concept
has been made in the first subchapter, Conceptual metaphor in ‘cognitive’ semantics, Where we
challenged the status of these metaphors, namely their cognitive and creative dimension. We have
shown from the very beginning the importance ascribed by cognitive semantics to the “non-
rhetorical” dimension in conceptualizing metaphor as well. The understanding of the metaphorical
knowledge module as creation of new semantic contents — and one of our usual means in ordinary
speaking — constituted the common broad sense in which “the theory of conceptual metaphor” could
be correlated with integral metasemic conception. We have tried to reconsider the ‘“‘conceptual
metaphor” notion firstly in its originary cognitive framework, both from the perspective of
“sociocultural embeddedness” of the conceptual metaphor and in accord to the third “generation” of
cognitive science. These recent perspectives have highlighted the need to re-evaluate certain
fundamental notions of cognitive semantics — especially the term of “embodiment” —, which lay at the
very core of G. Lakoff and M. Johnson’s theory of metaphor. In this context, we have stressed on the
cognitive semiotics’ main idea concerning the impossibility of gaining any substantial progress in
researching metaphor on the initially assumed theoretical grounds in cognitive semantics. In
convergence with this recent movement in cognitive science, we have emphasized the need for
rethinking the metaphor in a new, appropriate theoretical framework, i.e. in rapport to the
development of notions such as “subjectivity”, “conscious” and, in particular, from the viewpoint of
the specificity of “linguistic sign™. Against this background, we have attempted afterwards to
reconsider conceptual metaphor in the integral linguistics perspective. Thus, conceptual metaphor has
been thought as pertaining to the linguistic level, and reinterpreted in relationship to the finality of
metasemic process, as creation of metasemic designational contents in the activity of speaking. We
considered this solution the best that can be given in order to recapture the creative dimension of

EANT3

metaphor as well: it could not be explained within cognitive semantics’ “theory of conceptual
metaphor” neither by the functional principle of “mapping” between experiential domains or by the

principle of “projection” of image-schematic structure from a source domain to a target domain.
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In the last two subchapters we have discussed another concept developed in cognitive science,
namely the “invariance principle”. Firstly, we have argued that the principle introduces a double
“constraint” on metaphor: (1) of preserving “the structure of generic level of the target” in the
mapping of “image” from the source domain to the target domain; (2) of imposing a “guiding role”
on the metaphoric process from source to target. As a result of our argumentation we have concluded
that this principle can be maintained neither in G.Lakoff’s strong version, nor in the moderate
version, proposed by M. Turner. The principle has been rejected on the ground that it denies both the
cognitive and the creative character of metaphor. Secondly, we have questioned the claim of an
“empirical hypothesis” assigned to the invariance principle and demonstrated that this principle seems
to be necessary in cognitive semantics in order to impose a “theory of embodied cognition”: herein,
the invariance principle becomes a theoretical construct, by means of which this approach intends to
explain the straightforward continuous movement from perception to language, where the only
variation consists in different degrees of abstractness involved in the process.

The “guiding role” of metaphoric process, attributed by G. Lakoft and M. Turner (1989) to
the invariance principle, has been the focus of the last subchapter of the work, entitled “Guiding
role” or ,,spontaneity” in metasemy. The role rests with the invariance principle and it is as a result of
the systematic elaboration of the “Great Chain of Being” model — which is took over from philosophy
and reinterpreted as a model of image-schematic provenance within cognitive semantics.

“Source” and “target” notions could be accepted in integral semantics only to the extent that
they have been discharged both of the presuppositions concerning the “guiding role” of the
metasemic process and of the “constraint” of not violating the “target image”. Reinterpreted in
integral perspective, conceptual metaphor presupposes thus an “intuitive” “unitary, spontaneous and
immediate” “knowledge” (Coseriu 1952/1967), since it is of the same nature as the meaning proper
itself. From this perspective, the creation of metasemic and primary meanings have been seen as “free
activities of imagination” and, as such, they are “spontaneous” and could not be “guided” by and are

not reducible to the “experience in the world” or its primordial structures.

4. Conclusions and perspectives
In this section we have tried to draw the whole picture of the thesis and the coherence of the
proposed argumentation. We have also specified, in this context, that our research constitutes only a

part of a broader project, whose aim is to contribute — through the integration of the innovation
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proposed in the Lakovian semanitics — to the systematic launch of the studies on “elocutional
knowledge” (within the broader framework of the development of a “skeuological” linguistics).

The investigational demarche has given us the opportunity to indicate the specific place
within integral semantic where one can also exploit and situate other concepts of cognitive semantics,
which could bring an important advance to the development of the Coserian notion of “knowledge of
things”. When presented the Coserian “extralinguistic contexts”, we have emphasized the fact that
“the global cognitive model”, articulated by “the natural context” could be interpreted as simetrical to
G. Lakoff and M. Turner (1989) model of the “Great Chain of Being”. The model developed in the
Lakovian semantics is considered to be built upon our experience in the world and assembles, in an
hierarchical and implicational organisation, experientially and image-schematically motivated
domains of Being. The capital difference between the mentioned orientations consists in the fact that
“Great Chain of Being” comprises an ascendent scale of “kind of beings”, defined by their “essential
properties” and their specific “behaviour”, which presupposes the existence of a more systematized,
but, at the same time, more “constraining” notion of what it is meant by E. Coseriu through the
“knowledge of things” (see Coseriu 1988; also Borcila 2003a). The integration of this model within
Coserian semantics, through which a more articulated theory of the domains of things of the
metaphoric process could be gained, represents the second part of the broader project whereof this
work is also a consistent part. In the attainment of this project, the reinterpretation of the fundamental
concepts developed within cognitive semantics on a semantic unitary basis has constituted a first
necessary requirement.

It should also be hightlighted the broader theoretical-historic perspective of our scientific
demarche proposed in this work. Although, apparently, it is situated in the avant-garde of the
linguistic movements in the contemporary moment, our research only renews and tries to follow a
significative objective already laid down in the first half of the last century within the “linguistic
school of Cluj”: that of researching the “linguistic imagination”, in the first place “the image” and
“the metaphor”, as crucial dimensions of “the essential symbolisme of the language” and of the
“linguistic thinking” *.These dimensions became today accessible to a systematic exploration only
within the conceptual framework elaborate by the linguistic integralism and, as we tried to argue

along our thesis, through the valorization of certain important contributions of cognitive semantics.

* Puscariu (1940). See also Borcild 2002b. If we succeeded to realize, through our work, a first modest step towards
acomplishing this objective, than its author, in her ten years struggle, will be fully rewarded.
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