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The Application Significance and Prospect of Baseline/Elaboration
Theory in Cognitive Grammar
Liu Cun-wei Liu Chen-dan

( Chongging University of Posts and Telecommunications Chongging 400065 China; Henan University Kaifeng 475001 ~China)

The Baseline/Elaboration Theory is the central issue of Cognitive Grammar in recent years. This article sketches the basic
concepts and organizational characteristics of Baseline/Elaboration summarizes its applications at such levels of language as pho—
netics morphology clause discourse system and function and makes an analysis of its theoretical significance and research
prospect. The article holds that the significance is manifested in three aspects: the consolidation of the generalization the en—
hancement of the explanatory force of Cognitive Grammar and the broadening of its application range. As for the research on Base—
line/Elaboration Theory in the future it will be broadened along the verification and consummation of this theory and crossdan—
guage investigation.

Key words: Baseline/Elaboration Theory; Cognitive Grammar; application; theoretical significance; prospect

1 (2012) : /
/ ( Baseline/Elaboration Theo— (2015) ;
ry") /
o (2016a 2016b) .
o Langacker /

N ( baseline clause) . ( basic N N N N 6

clause) ( elaborated clause) o
* « — " (17YJA740010)

“ " (2017WYZX05) i

(2018YBYY134) . .
- liucunweil 976 @ 163. com( )

21



2019

2 /
( sym—
bolic structure integration) . / ( auto—
nomy /dependence alignment) ( con—

stituency) ( Langacker 1987 1991 2008 2009; Tay—

lor 2002) /

( substantive) o ( E)

( augmentation) .

9 BE)

( Langacker 2015:2 2016a: 265 — 266
2016b: 405 —407) L

( Langacker 2016b: 406)

/ 3 o

° 2
S, BE, So
B, o S,

BE, E,

BE, . S, BE,

E, BE,
o ( profile) John
the window break

John break the window ( groun—

ding)
window

the window was broken by John.

=14 S

22

John broke the

1
1
| ]
1 E-% -4 1, o o
HERLED fm R ED R ES)
ANEL A SHEBE) v e TS S
i H 28 BE:) £ (BE:)
1 1
1
:

(1)
pocket
pick
3
3.1

pick

°

pocket

o

(k(r(e)s))

( summation)

°

pick
pickpocket
pocket
pickpocket

113 »

(k(1(2)))



2019 N 2
o “ ( speech act system) o
» / «
+ 7 ( schematic verb) be have do
—ful help not ;
helpful; help helpful o
—ful ; help the glass might have been broken by that boy
helpful —ul o the glass might not have been
3.3 broken by that boy the glass MIGHT have been

( interactive clause) ( Langacker 2015: 4 — 19
2016a: 460 —493) .

N ( thing)
N ( grounding ele—
ment) o that boy broke the glass
break boy glass boy
break glass that
boy the glass
-ed break that

boy broke the glass. boy break glass

that boy broke the glass

that the -ed
-ed -ing
-en
( viewing arrangement)
( 2012: 21 -30)
-ed
that boy broke the glass the glass
was broken by that boy; -ed

-€n

the glass had been broken by that boy;

-ed -en might
the glass might have been broken by
that boy. /
-ed
-ing -en

°

( polarity system)

broken by that boy( MIGHT ) o

@
the glass might have been bro—
ken by that boy might the glass
have been broken by that boy.

~

3.4

- Langacker Alice bought a car. A Merce—

des ( mini-discourse)
/ ( incrementa—
tion) ( 2016b: 436 — 437) ,
car Mercedes

ALICE
BOUGHT A CAR MERCEDES CAR
ALICE BOUGHT A MERCEDES.

MERCEDES
( focus) o
3.5
/
( 2016a:
292 2016b:422)

( elaborated sys—

tem) .
every
each ( sequential
scanning) any
( 1991: 111 — 118 2016a: 396 —399) .

can may

could might
23



2019

( 2011:38 2012:21)
§ ) >
( ( )) >( ( (
))) > ( ( ( (

)

)))) 7”7 v > watch > be watched >
be being watched > have been being watched.
( positive) . ( negative) ( af-

firmative) ( 2012: 39) .

o she IS tall
IS (43 »
She is not tall

/
3.6
( Langacker
1991:249 —-252 2009: 33 2015:17)

( Langacker 2017:19)
(
1991:269 —281 2012:25 -29 2013:14 - 17)

( imagination) o

-ed
: —-ing
( immediate
scope)
-en

24

475) ,

©

1991: 200 — 215 2016a: 470 —

(

2016a: 455 — 504) .



2019 / N 2
o ( 2016b: 419) .
/
3 o
4.1
( 2015:20) /
( 2000: o
29) . / N N N N
( Symbolic Theory) . S N
( Construal Theory) . ( Boundedness Theo—
ry) . ( Boundary Move and As— o
signment Theory) ( Langacker 1987 1991 2008;
Taylor 2002; 1995; 2012 2016) the
boy
o / an all most some no each every
N any this that these those boy
o 4.3
4.2 /
/ o
“(
2004:28) . /
(
2007:325) . “ o /
” ( Langacker 2016b: 419) N N N
7 ( 2016a: 306 2016b:
431 2017:23) .
Do o
0 / Langacker
( instantiation) .
watch ( Langacker 1991: 194) ;
watched ( 2008:7); (
watch 2009:219 — 258 2011: 34 —46)
-ed
o /
: sheep N N N
sheep sheep N
sheep “ 7 - Langacker 2017

( quantification)

14

25



2019

/
( evidentiality system) .
( Langacker 2017: 13 —53)

o

“Y ”»

; CD b “« »
“« 2 : ® ¢ “« 2
“« 2 : ® d

@D a. o ( 4
)

...... ( 4 >>)

...... ( 4 >>)

113 2

113 » ( 2010

2010 2013 2017) -

113 ”»

26

Y ®

X ('
3
\ A
B A
B 3
— ” ( reference point-target)
A
B o A B

/ o
[
\ _
7 ( standard-target)
3 2» . g
Y »
“ »
[ »
( backgrounding) ( fore—
grounding) Y
Y o



2019

) (2008)

elaboration “ 7 “

» o« ” o« ” “« ”

®) ( Langacker 1987 1991 2008)

( elaboration site)

( specification) ( 2008:
2) ( Langacker 2008:
198) . /
( 2 ) o
(3elaborated structure
@ ( questio—

( Langacker
2011:41) ; (2)
( Langacker 2012:43) ,
®
Langacker( 2009: 236 —240) .
©® / /
(1) /

( Langacker 2016b)

(3) /
( 2 ) (4) /
/ Langacker /
/ A
D D
(( A) D) ( Langacker 2016a 2016b) .
@ (1942) “ 7 o
o (1985) (1988) “ X
Y” “ ” o

J.
2007(5) . || Deng Y.-H. Shi Y.-Z.
Advances and Limitations of Construction Grammar J .
Foreign Language Teaching and Research 2007(5) .
A () C.
1988. || Fan K. -T. Some Notes
on Semantic Analysis A . Grammar Research and Ex—
ploration( 4) C .
1988.

Beijing: The Commercial Press

. : J .
2012(1). || Liu C.-D. Boundary Move: A Motivation
for Linguistic Innovation J .

search 2012( 1) .

Foreign Language Re—

. : J.
2016(4) . || Liu C.-D. Boundary Assignment: A Cog—
nitive Motivation for Lexicalization J . Modern Foreign

Languages 2016(4) .

J. 2013(1). |
Long G.-¥. The Grammaticalization of the “yue-
laiyue. . . ” Construction in Chinese: A Case of Construc—
tion Emergence J . Studies of the Chinese Language
2013(1) .
M . : 1942, ||
Lv S. X. Essentials of Chinese Grammar M . Beijing:
The Commercial Press 1942.
« now —
""" i ) I 2017
(2). | Ma N. The Nature of Lai in the Construction
“yuelaiyue. .. ” and Other Related Issues J . Studies
of the Chinese Language 2017(2) .
/ _
J. 2008( 1) . || Niu B.-Y. Au-
tonomy / Dependence Alignment: An Analytical Model in
Foreign Languages and Their

27

Cognitive Grammar J .



2019

Teaching 2008( 1) .

. I .
2015(5) . || Niu B.-Y. A Survey of the Study Within
the Framework of Cognitive Grammar J . Foreign Lan—

guage Research 2015(5) .

A | 1995(5) . |
Shen J.X. On Telicity and Atelicity J . Studies of
the Chinese Language 1995(5) .

J. 2000

(1). || Shen J.-X. The Generality of Cognitive Gram—
mar J . Foreign Language Teaching and Research
2000( 1) .

R | 2004
(2). || Shi Y.-Z. The Strong and Weak Points of Cog—

nitive Linguistics J . Journal of Foreign Languages

2004(2) .
J. 2009
(6). || Wan Q. Grounding. A New Development in
Cognitive Grammar J . Journal of Foreign Languages
2009( 6) .
“ X Y J . 1985(3) . |

Xing F.-Y. The Sentence Pattern of “ x  y”( the

more. . . the more) J . Studies of the Chinese Lan—
guage 1985(3).
J . 2010(5) . || Zhang J.-H. The Gram-

maticalization of “Yue/Yuefa” and Relevant Issues J .
Chinese Language Learning 2010(5) .
LA vy« A
J. 2010(1) . || Zhu Q.-Z. A Syn-
tactic Study and Historic Survey of the Co-occurrence of
suizhe V and yuelaiyue A J . Chinese Teaching in the
World 2010( 1) .

Langacker R. W. Foundations of Cognitive Grammar Vol.
I : Theoretical Prerequisites M . Stanford: Stanford U-
niversity Press 1987.
12019 -02 -12

28

Langacker R. W. Foundations of Cognitive Grammar Vol.
II: Descriptive Application M . Stanford: Stanford Uni—

versity Press 1991.

Langacker R. W. Cognitive Grammar: A Basic Introduction
M . Oxford: Oxford University Press 2008.

Langacker R. W. Investigations in Cognitive Grammar M .
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter 2009.

Langacker R. W. Semantic Motivation of the English Auxi—

In: Panther K. Radden G.(Eds.) Moti-

vation in Grammar and the Lexicon C .

liary A .

Amsterdam:
John Benjamins Publishing Company 2011.

Langacker R. W. Substrate

System and Expression: As—

pects of the Functional Organization of English Finite
Clauses in English A . In: Brdar M. Raffaelli 1.
Fuchs M. Z.( Eds.) Cognitive Linguistics Between U-
niversality and Variation C
Scholars Publishing 2012.
Langacker R. W. Modals: Striving for Control A . In:
Marin-Arrese J. 1. Carretero M. Ards Hita J. Au-
wera V. ( Eds.) English Modality: Core
and Evidentiality C .
bH 2013.
R. W. How to Build an English Clause J .
Journal of Foreign Language Teaching and Applied Lin—
guistics 2015(2) .

Langacker R. W. Ten Lectures on Cognitive Grammar. Di—

Newcastle: Cambridge

Periphery
Berlin: Walter de Gruyter Gm-

Langacker

mensions of Elaboration M . Beijing: Foreign Language
Teaching and Research Press 2016a.
Langacker R. W. Baseline and Elaboration J .
Linguistics 2016b( 3) .
Langacker R.W. Evidentiality in Cognitive Grammar A .
J. I. Hapler G. Carretero M.
FEvidentiality Revisited C .

Cognitive

In: Marin-Arrese
( Eds.)
Benjamins Publishing Company 2017.

Oxford: Oxford Univer—

Amsterdam: John

Taylor J. Cognitive Grammar M .
sity Press 2002.



