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Embodiment as Prototypes and the Principle of Topological Transformations in Language
Lv Gongdi Bu Zhan-ting
( Qingdao University Qingdao 266071 China)

Embodiment is the fundamental hypothesis of cognitive linguistics. Paradoxically its actual explanations of cognition and the
theorizing of language result mostly in a broad sense of embodiment covering both bodily and non-bodily experience. This paper
attempts to provide a multi-dimensional definition of embodiment in its binary relation to disembodiment. Based upon a systematic
analysis of insights in cognitive linguistics and neighboring fields this paper proposes that embodiment can be best understood as
finite prototypes for the structuring of an infinite range of non-prototypical experience and language has evolved and been construc—
ted in the topological transformations between the prototypes and non-prototypical experience. The elaboration of Talmy’ s linguis—
tic topology and Lakoff’ s Invariance Hypothesis and their applications points to the conclusion that cognitive topological transfor—
mations is the very mechanism by which language achieves non identical isomorphism with the world and the topological transfor—
mations between prototypes and non-prototypical experience is the overarching principle of the diachronic evolution and synchronic
structuring of language.

Key words: embodiment; prototype; the principle of topological transformations

1 : ( broadly experiential)
( substrate) o
( 2010) .
o Rohrer( 2006) .

o Rohrer(2006)
28

Dewy -



2016

~ ~ ~

o ( Lakoff Johnson 1999:97)
Ziemke( 2003) ( structural coupling)
: ( )

. Gibbs( 2005)
N / o

Wilson( 2002)

~ o

o Langacker ( 1999)

~ ~

o Geeraerts (2010: 182)
” ( the maximalist approach)

“ ”»
o

( contextualized approach)

~

Talmy ( 2000)
Lakoff ( 1990) “
”( The Invariance Hypothesis)

o

( bodily experience)

o

Lakoff  Johnson( 1999)
losophy in the Flesh)

( Phi-

3
( -
) ( )

o ( Carter 1998:
16 -17) .

o ( Carter 1998:
16 - 17) - ( Lakoff Johnson
1999: 77) .

“« ”

( fleshy boundary of the skin) ( Johnson 2008)

o

. .
. .
.
.
.
.
. ( .
N )

Sternberg( 1990:3) 20

o

o

( hard-wired)

o ( 2007: 27)

29



2016

( Oliveira

22) .

« )
( Siewierska 1991: 6)

Hiinnemeyer 1991) .

( grounding) ( Langacker 2008:

259) .

30

o Langacker 7 (
~ )
o o Talmy
()
Bittencourt 2008: o
(3)
“ " ( priori form of intuition)
( Hickmann Robert 2006: 1) o
(1995:137)
. ( )
o Lakoff  John—
son( 1999: 30) 0
o ( Gérdenfors 1997)
(TR IM ) .
: Langacker ( Langacker 1987:
( Heine Claudi VI) . ( Langacker 2008: 77)
/ o
. ( )
o ( N N
) o Zlatev( 2006)
Talmy
N . ( Shariff et al. 1998)



2016 3
o o ( Brugman Lakoff 2006)
(4) (6)
( ) ( o .
. ) ( )
( . ) ( ) o o o
R . o “ 7 ( dis—
. . placement) ( )
R “ ” R Langacker ( 1991: 242 —243)
( grounding) ( reality) (ir-
R reality) N
. . . . . o Langacker ( 1991:245) (im-
. mediate reality)
(fictive reference) ( fictive mo—
. tion) o (ir—
. realis) ( Bybee 1998)
. 2.3
( Lakoff Johnson 1999: 28) °
(5) .
( ) °
« ) . ()

Tr-Lm °

o ( Langacker 2008: 113) Talmy ( 2000: 223)

o Langacker
( archetypes) o
31



2016

”

( Langacker
1991:294 -295) .

o o

« ”

( typicality)

( prototype)
Berlin  Kay ( 1969)

Rosch( 1973 1975) o
Berlin  Kay
Rosch
80
. Lakoff( 1987)
( radial network) o

( Brugman Lakoff 2006)
o Lakoff ( 1987) MOTHER

32

3
Lakoff ( polysemy as ca—
tegory)
Lakoff ~ Johnson ( 1999:26 -
28) o

Langacker( 1987)
( schematic network)
(ex—

tension from the prototype) ( Langacker 1987: 372) .

Langacker
( Langacker 1987: 376) . Langacker
( TREE ) ( N
) (level of specificity)

( Langacker 1991:291) . Langacker

( experientially grounded conceptual ar—
chetypes) ( Langacker 2008: 103) .
o Croft
( typological prototype) ( Croft 2001 2002)

3.2

Langacker

o Langacker
Foundations of Cognitive Grammar
”( the billiard-ball model)

o Langacker

( Langacker 1991:13 . * 7

Langacker

( the canonical event model)
o ( Langacker 1991:286)
( role arche—
types) N N N ( Langacker
1991:284) . Langacker

( Langacker 1991:302) .

“ ”

o

“ ” ( Thursday saw yet another startling

development) o



2016

3
o Gold- ( grounding  situatedness) o
berg ( Goldberg 1995 /2007: 38) Levinson
( ) . Levinson
o ( egocentric way) ( Levinson 1983: 63) .
Langacker “ ” Talmy
(2000) ( Force Dynamic Systems) /
o ( Levinson
( N N ) 1983:284) . .
o o Talmy
3.3 (2000)
( ) o
( Heine et al. 1991: .
150) “ Levinson .
” ( Heine et al.
1991: 158) . 4.1
( physical experience)
( source con—
cepts) ( source propositions) ( Heine et al. 1991) . .
( Heine et al. 1991: 152) . - o ( 2007: 258)
( ) o
( egocentricity) o
( embodiment) ( Evans & Green
2006: 714) . “ . ( 1985: 303) NN .
Vo (X is
at Y) ( X moves to/from/along Y) o
(X does Y) " ( Heine et al. 1991:153) , .
3.4 o
o Levinson

( prototypi-
cal kind of language usage)
( matrix for language)
( Levinson 1983:284) .

33



2016 3
( meme) 4.2
° Talmy

o o in the room IN

Talmy Lakoff “ in the galaxy
” o o Talmy
Talmy ( closed-class in the room  in the galaxy
forms) ( open—class o ( metaphor as
forms) o ( Talmy cross-domain mapping) ( Lakoff Johnson 1999: 57)
2000:21) . N N o
o in the < 'I:\v_>
room in the galaxy “in the room( ) < in the galaxy( )
m This speck s smaller 2in the room( ) > in the dark( )
than that speck  This planet is smaller than that planet
this  that 2
o Talmy( 2000: 223)
N N 00 e o
“ 7 ( scaffold) " ( skeleton) o
( Evans Green

2006:503) . Talmy o Talmy

o Talmy o Talmy

( IN) .
o Talmy Doursat  Petitot
( Talmy 2000:223) . Talmy . ( Talmy 2000: 223)
° o Doursat

. Lakoff ( 1990)
”( The Invariance Hypothesis) :
( cognitive topology) (

o ( container schema)

“ ”

(
) o ( Lakoff Johnson 1999:31 -32)

- - ~

34

Petitot ( 2005) :(a) the cat in the house; (b)

the bird in the garden; (¢) the flowers in the vase; (g) the

crack in the vase. (a) IN
(c) (8
o IN
TR LM IN
o Langacker
Talmy



2016

o Lakoff( 1990)  “

Talmy o

194)

but

fore

97)

to

Vv

o

Green 2006:

( Evans

« ) ( ) o

this that here now this

the o and

after o

o Hopper  Traugott ( 1993: 96 —

“be going to”
o “be going to N”
go “be going to

. . .
o “be going to”

o

50

G. Steiner ( 1998)

1985.

2007.

2010( 4) .
Berlin B. Kay P. Basic Color Terms: Their Universality
and Evolution M .
1969.

Los Angeles: University of Califor—
nia Press
Brugman

Networks A .

C. Lakoff G. Cognitive Topology and Lexical
In: Dirk G.(Ed.)
tics: Basic Readings A .
2006.

Cognitive Linguis—

Berlin: Walter de Gruyter
Inc.

Bybee L. L. “Irrealis” as a Grammatical Category J . An—
thropological Linguistics 1998(2) .

Carter R. Mapping the Mind M

1998.

. Los Angeles: University
of California Press

Croft W. Radical Construction Grammar: Syntactic Theory

in Typological Perspective M . London: Oxford Univer—
sity Press  2001.

Croft W. Typology and Universals M .

bridge University Press 2002.

Cambridge: Cam—

Casati R. Topology and Cognition A . Encyclopedia of Cog—
nitive Science OL . www. linelibrary. wiley. com.

Doursat R. Petitot J. Dynamical Systems and Cognitive
Linguistics: Toward an Active Morphodynamical Seman—
tics J . Neural Networks 2005(18) .
Evans V. Green M. Cognitive Linguistics: An Introduction
M . Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press 2006.
Girdenfors P. Meaning as Conceptual Structures A . In:
M. Machamer P. K. ( Eds.)
Philosophy Science and the Mind C .
versity of Pittsburgh 1997.

Geeraerts

Carrier Mindscapes:

Konstanz: Uni-

D. Theories of Lexical Semantics M . Oxford:
Oxford University Press 2010.

Gibbs R.W. The Psychological Status of Image Schemas A .
In: Hampe B. Grady J.E.(Eds.)

From Perception to

35



2016

Meaning: Image Schemas in Cognitive Linguistics C .
Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter 2005.
Goldberg A. E. : M .
: 2007.

Heine B. Claudi U. Hiinnemeyer F. Grammaticaliza—
tion: A Conceptual Framework M . Chicago: University
of Chicago Press 1991.

Heine B. Ulrike Claudi and Friederike Hiinnemeyer. From
Cognition to Grammar — Evidence from African Langua—
ges A . In: Traugott E. C. Heine B.(Eds.) Ap-

proaches to Grammaticalization: Types of Grammatical

Markers C .

Company 1991.

Hickmann M. Robert S. Space Language

Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing

and Cogni-
tion: Some New Challenges A . In: Hickmann M.
Robert  S. ( Eds.)
tems and Cognitive Categories C .
Benjamins  2006.
Hopper P. J. Traugott

Space in Languages Linguistic Sys—

Amsterdam. John

E. C. Grammaticalization M
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1993.

Jakobson R. On linguistic Aspects of Translation A . In:
Lawrence V. ( Ed.)
C . London & New York: Routledge 2000.

Lakoff G. Women Fire and Dangerous Things: What Ca—

The Translation Studies Reader

tegories Reveal about the Mind M . Chicago: University
of Chicago Press 1987.

Lakoff G. The Invariance Hypothesis: Is Abstract Reason
Based on Image Schema? ]
1990( 1) .

Lakoff G. Johnson M. Philosophy in the Flesh: The Em—
bodied Mind and Its Challenge to Western Thought M .
New York: Basic Books 1999.

Langacker R. Foundations of Cognitive Grammar M . Chi-

Cognitive Linguistics

cago: Stanford University Press 1987.

Langacker R. Foundations of Cognitive Grammar: Descriptive
Application M . Chicago: Stanford University Press
1991.

Langacker R. Assessing the Cognitive Linguistic Enterprise

A . In: Theodorus A. Johannes M. J. Gisela R.
( Eds.)
and Methodology C .
Gruyter 1999.

Cognitive Linguistics: Foundations — Scope

Berlin & New York: Mouton de

Langacker R. Cognitive Grammar: A Basic Introduction

M . New York: Oxford University Press 2008.

12015 - 08 -27

36

Levinson S. C. Pragmatics M . Cambridge: Cambridge U-
niversity Press 1983.

Levinson S. C. Space in Language and Cognition: Explora—
tions in Cognitive Diversity M . Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press 2003.

Oliveira R. P. Bittencourt R. de S. An Interview with
Mark Johnson and Tim Rohrer: From Neurons to Socio—
cultural Situatedness A . In: Frank R. M. Ziemke
T. Zlatev J.(Eds.) Body Language and Mind: So—
ciocultural -~ Situatedness G
Gruyter 2008.

Rohrer T. Embodiment and Experientialism A . In: Dirk
G. Hubert C.(Eds.) The Oxford Handbook of Cog—

. London: Oxford University Press

Berlin.  Mouton de

nitive Linguistics C
Inc. 2006.

Rosch E. H. Natural Categories J .
1973 (3) .

Rosch R. H. Cognitive Reference Points ] . Cognitive Psy—
chology 1975(4) .

Shariff R. Engenhofer M. Mark D. Naturald.anguage

Cognitive Psychology

Spatial Relations Between Linear and Areal Objects:
The Topology and Metric of English Language Terms
J . International Journal of Geographical Information
Science 1998( 3) .

Siewierska A. Functional Grammar M .
ledge 1991.

Steiner G. After Babel: Aspects of Language and Translation

London: Rout—

M . Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Language Education
Press  2001.
Sternberg  R.J. Metaphors of Mind M .
bridge University Press 1990.

Cambridge: Cam—

Talmy G. Irrealis and Subjuctive J . Siudies in Language
1994( 18) .

Talmy L. Toward a Cognitive Semantics: Concept Structuring
Systems M . London: The MIT Press 2000.

Wilson M. Six Views of Embodied Cognition J . Psy—
chonomic Bulletin & Review 2002(4) .

Ziemke T. What’s That Thing Called Embodiment A . In:
Alterman R. Kirsh D.(Eds.) Proceedings of the Cog—
nitive Science Society C . Mahwah: Lawrence Eribaum
2003.

Zlatev J. Spatial Semantics A . In: Hubert C. Dirk G.

(Eds.)

ford: Oxford University Press 2006.

Handbook in Cognitive Linguistics C . Ox-—



