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CHAPTER 18

THE NATURAL
SEMANTIC
METALANGUAGE
APPROACH

CLIFF GODDARD

18.1 GOALS, ASSUMPTIONS,
AND PRIORITIES

..........................................................................................................................................

Tre basic conviction behind the NSM approach-— bolstered by scores of empirical
studies—is that meaning is the key to insightful and explanatory descriptions of
most linguistic phenomena, phonetics and phonology excepted. Meaning is also |
the bridge between language and cognition, and between langunage and culture.
Compartmentalizing language (or linguistic analysis) into syntax, morphology,
sernantics, and pragmatics therefore makes little sense. In linguistics, meaning is
everybody’s business.-

“The Natural Semantic Metalanguage (NSM) is a decompositional system
of meaning representation based on empirically established universal seman-
tic primes, ie, simple indefinable meanings which appear to be present as
word-meanings in alt languages (Wierzbicka 1996a; Goddard 1998; Goddard and
Wierzbicka 2002b; Peeters 2006; Goddard 2008). Originating with Wierzbicka
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(1972), the system has been ‘developed and refined over some 35 years, There is a
farge body of descriptive-analytical work in the framework, not only about English
but Russian, Polish, French, Spanish, Malay, Japanese, Chinese, Korean, Ewe, Bast
Cree, and other languages,' In addition to Anna Wierzbicka, Cliff Goddard, Jean
Harkins, Bert Peeters, Felix Ameka, and other “old hands”, there is z raft of new
generation NSM researchers, such as Catherine ‘Travis, Rie Hasada, Marie-Odile
Janker, Uwe Durst, Kyung-Joo Yoon, Zhengdao Ye, Jock Wong, Anna Gladkova,
Adrian Tien, and Helen Bromhead. )

The NSM approach grew out of lexical semantics, and it still accords much
greater importance to lexical semantics than many rival approaches, but the
approach has long since extended inte grammatical and illocutionary semantics,
and (with the theory of cultural scripts) into cultural pragmatics. Adopting a
uniform method of meaning description across these domains allows for the inte-
gration of areas of linguistic structure that often appear disparate and disconnected
in other models.

The NSM metalanguage can be thought of as a highly disciplined and standard-
ized subset of natural language: a small subset of word-meanings (63 in number,
sce Table 18.1 and also Appendix A), together with a subset of their associated
grammatical properties. The NSM metalanguage itself represents a very substantial
set of claimed findings about language universals: the existence of a specifiable set
of fundamental lexico-semantic primes shared by all languages, with their shared
combinatorial (syntactic) properties constituting a universal grammar, In tandem
with this claim about linguistic universals there is a corresponding claim about
universals of cognition, because the mini-language of semantic primes embodies
the fundamentals of linguistic cognition, Le., cognition as it can be carried out
with and expressed through language (Whorf 1956), The NSM metalanguage is
not just, however, an object of study in its own right, It is an invaluable descrip-
tive tool for the analysis and contrastive study of meaning-related phenomena
in all languages: a fertium comparationis for cross-linguistic study and language

typology.
The attractions of an approach to meaning representation based on simple word-

meanings in ordinary language can be itemized as follows. First, any system of

representation has to be interpreted in terms of some previously known system,
and since the only such system shared by all language users is natural language iiself,
it makes sense to keep the system of sentantic representation as close as possible to
natural language. Second, clear and accessible semantic representations enhance the

predictiveness and testability of hypotheses. Most ather systems of semantic analy-

sis are hampered by the obscurity and artificiality of the terms of description. Third,

! A bibliography of NSM publications, along with a number of down]oadable papers, is available
at the NSM Homepage fwww.une.edu.awsbess/linguistics/nsm].
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the system is intended to represent the cognitive reality of ordinary language users,
so it would be problematical to employ symbols whose meanings are completely
apaque to language users themselves,

The formal mode of meaning representation in the NSM approach is the
semantic explication. This is a reductive paraphrase—an attempt to say in other
words (in the metalanguage of semantic primes) what a speaker says when he or
she utters the expression being explicated. As far as I amt aware, NSM is the only
approach to employ paraphrase in a strict sense. Many systems seek to describe
meaning in decompositional terms, but decompositional or not, there is an enor-
mous difference between paraphrase and description. For one thing, paraphrase
attempts to capture an insider perspective (with its somelimes naive first-person
quality, rather than the sophisticated outsider perspective of an expert {inguist,
logician, etc.). Bqually, paraphrase requires formulation in terms which are acces-
sible and intelligible to the speakers concerned. The ready intelligibility of NSM
explications to native speakers and the close relationship between the metalanguage
and the language being described makes it easy to generate and test hypotheses: by
director indirect substitution into natural contexts ofuse, and by direct accessibility
fo native speaker intuition.

A distinctive aspect of the NSM approach is the close attention it pays to the
mefaterminology of grammatical description, and in particular the need to achieve
greater clarity and greater consensus about the meanings and operational crite-
ria for grammatical terms such as “agent”), “dative’, “causative”, “relative clause’,

“adverbial clause”, and so on, The NSM approach seeks fo identify for each such
term a semantic prototype which can be used as a standard for the cross-linguistic
identification of constructions of a given kind. In this way, the practice of linguistic
typology can be “anchored” in semantic terms. Within a singfe language, NSM
research indicates that any given grammatical construction is likely to be polyse-
mous, l.e., to constitute a family of interrelated lexico-grammatical constructions
with a prototype-plus-extensions structure.

Whether or not one is convinced of the universality of the NSM primes,
many linguists would agree that there is heuristic value in plain language para-
phrase in terms of a small standardized set of simple words. The long shelf
life of many NSM studies would seem to confirm this. Furthermore, analyses
framed in plain Janguage paraphrase are available for later re-formulation in more
technical ferms, if required. Notwithstanding its simple mode of representation,
the NSM approach has developed a faitly sophisticated suite of theoretical con-
structs, including the following, which will be explained and illustrated in the
main body of this chapter: semantic primes, allolexy, syntactic frames and valency
aptions of primes, semantic templates, semantic molecules, semantic prototypes
for grammatical constructs, grammatical polysemy, ethnosyntax, and cultural
scripts,
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The inventory of semantic primes is listed (using English exponents) in Fable 1831
They are simple and intuitively intelligible meanings grounded in ordinary
linguistic experience. The exponents of primes can be formally complex. The
English words sommone and somerHNG, for example, consist of two morpho-
logical elements, and A LoNG TiME and FOR SOME TIME are phragemes, The NSM
claim is that these expressions each represent unitary meanings. Not surprisingly,
in many languages their equivalents are morphologically simple. Exponents of
primes can also have multiple realizations (allolexes) in a single language. The
“double-barreled” items in Table 18,1, such as soMETHING/THING and OTHER/ELSE,
indicate meanitigs which, in English, are expressed by means of different allolexes
in different grammatical contexts. Someihing and thing, for example, express the
same meaning, except that something is not normally used in combination with a
specifier. Compare (a) Something happened, (b) The same thing happened again, (c)
I dot’t know when this thing happened. Patterns of allolexy can vary from language
to language.
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Semantic pnmes exist, not at the level of whole lexemes, but as the meanings of
lexical units. Language-specific polysemy can therefore obscure the identification of
individual primes. A great deal of empirical research exists in the NSM literature on
how semantic primes manifest themselves across languages, In particular, “whale
metalanguage” studies have been carried out for English, Amharic, Polish, Russian,
Malay, Lao, Mandarin, Mbula, Spanish, Korean, and Bast Cree, and more selec-

- tive studies on French, Ttalian, Japanese, Bunuba, Ewe, Yankunytjatjata, Hawatian

Creole English, among others, On the basis of these studies, semantic primes appear
to be lexical universals in the sense of having an exact translation in every human
language {though the term “lexical” is used here in a broad sense, since it includes .
phrasemes and bound morpheines, as well as words proper). :

1t is not possible here to account in defail for how the primes were identified
in the first place, but an example may be helpful. Consider the word say, in sen-
tences like Mary said something to me. How could one paraphrase the meaning of
say in this context, using simpler words? An expression like verbally express will
not do, because terms like verbally and express are more complex and difficult to
understand than say is in the first place, The only plausible line of explication
would be something like ‘Mary did something, because she wanted me to know
something’; but this fails because there are many actions a person could undertake
because of wanting someone to know something, aside from saying. On the other
hand, if one takes a word like ask, as in Mary asked me something, it seems read-
ily paraphrasable in simpler terms, including sav, want, and xnvow: ‘Mary said
something to me, because she wanted fo know something; she wanted me to say
something because of this. On account of its resistance to paraphrase, say isa good
candidate for the status of semantic prime, Purthermore, say is clearly required for
the explication of many otffer lexical items involving speaking and communication,
especially speech-act verbs, as well as many discourse particles, Upon checking in
a-range of languages, one finds that all languages appear to have a word with the
same meaning as English say. Por example Malay kata, Yankunytjatjara wangkanyi,
Japanese iu.

As mentioned, polysemy is frequently a complication when trying to identify
primes and match them up across languages. Often the range of use of exponents of
the same prime do not coincide because, aside from the identical shared meaning,
the words in question also have additional mreanings which differ from language
to language. After some 15 years of research, NSM researchers have accumulated
a lot of data about common patterns of polysemy. Some widely attested patterns
are summarized in Table 18.2, In NSM studies language-specific evidence is always
adduced to-support claims for semantic primes which depend on a polysemy
analysis, '

A complete outline of the natural semantic metalanguage of course calls for

*a specification of its granunar, as well as its lexicon, but we will defer this il

section 18.4, and proceed straight to lexical semantics,
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There is a large body of descriptive empirical work in the NSM framework on many
aspects of lexical semantics, with literally hundreds of published explications. Some
lexicon areas that have been explored in great depth are emotions and other mental
states, speech acts, causatives, cultural values, natural kind words, concrete objects,
physical activity verbs, and discourse particles.

Doing NSM analysis is a demanding process and there is no mechanical pro-
cedure for it. Published explications have often been through a dozen or more
iterations over several months. The validity of NSM explications can be tested

“on the basis of two main conditions, The first is substitutability in a broad sense:

explications have to make intuitive sense to native speakers when substituted into
their contexts of use, and to generate the appropriate entailments and implica-
tions. The second condition is well-formedness: they have to be framed entirely in
semantic primes or molecules, and to conform to the syntax of the natural semantic
metalanguage, In addition, explications have o conform to a coherence condition,
i.e., they have o make sense as.a whole, with appropriate chains of anaphora,
co-reference, causal links, etc. In relation to the substitufabiﬁty condition, NSM
semantics makes extensive use of linguistic corpora, and {more recently) of internet

searches using the Google search engine (though these have to be undertaken with

due caution),

Over the 35 years since Wierzbicka’s (1972) Semantic Primitives, the NSM pro-
gram has developed new models of seinantic explication capable of represent-
ing remarkable semantic detail and complexity. The “look and feel” of NSM
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explications can be illustrated with a series of thumbnail examples from English:
first, with words that can be explicated directly in terms of semantic primes,
and then with more complex examples that calt for the use of intermediate-level
“semanic molecules”,

18.3.1 Explicating directly into semantic primes

Verbs kill and break. The causative verbs kill and break are frequently analyzed in
the general linguistic literature as CAUSE To DIE (OF, CAUSE TO BECOME NOT ALIVE)
and cAUSE TO BECOME BROXEN, respeciively, NSM explications are given below.
Aside from the fact the NSM system recognizes Brcause (rather than causg) as
its basic exponent in the causal domain, it can be seen that the explications give
a more articulated and nnanced account of the event structure, In both cases,
the explications depict an action by the agent X with an immediate effect on the
patient Y, and, consequently the cessation of a prior state which otherwise would
have continued. In the case of kill, an intermediate event is also involved, namely,
something happening to persont ¥’s body.

[A] Sowmeone X killed someone Y

someone X did something to someone else Y

because of this, something happened to Y at the same time
because of this, semething happened to Y's body,

because of this, after this Y was not living anymore

Break is both more complex than kill, and more polysemous. 'The explication
below applies only to one sense of the word, as found in examples like fo Break
a stick, an egg, a lightbulb, a vase, or a model plane. There is an aspectual com-
ponent, namely, that the immediate effect on thing Y ‘happened in one moment;,
and 2 final “subjective” component indicating that the result (i.e., °Y was not one
thing anymore’} is seen as irrevocable or irreversible. It is an interesting fact, and
one consistent with the somewhat schematic nature of this explication, that many
languages lack any comparably bread term which would subsume many different
manners of “breaking” (Majid and Bowerman 2007)

[B] Someone X broke something ¥:

someone X did something to something Y

because of this, something happened to Y at the same time

it happened in one moment

because of this, after this Y was not one thing anymore

people can think about it like this: “it can't be one thing anymore”

Adjectives sad and unhappy. According to NSM research, the meanings of emo-
tion terms involve feelings linked with a characteristic or prototypical cognitive
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scenatio involving thoughts and wants (Wierzbicka 1999; Harkins and Wierzbicka
2001). The scenario serves as a kind of “reference situation” by which the nature
of the associated feeling can be identified, For example, joy is linked prototypicatly
with the thought ‘something very good is happening now), remorse is linked with
the thought I did something bad’ Consider the explication for English o feel sad.

[C] X felt sad:
someone X felt something bad
someone can feel something like this when this someone thinks like this:
"| know that something bad happened
I don't want things like this to happen
| can't think like this: [ will do semething because of it now
I know that | can't do anything”

The prototypical cognitive scenario involves an awareness that “something bad -

happened’ (not necessarily to me) and an acceptance of the fact that one can’t do
anything about it. This is compatible with the wide range of use of sad; for example,
that I may feel sad when I hear that my friend’s dog died, or when T think about
some unpleasant bickering in my workplace,
This format of explication enables subtle meaning differences to be modeled
_ across languages and within a single Janguage. Consider some of the ways in which
being unhappy differs from being sad: (i) Being unhappy requires the experiencer to
have certain real thoughts (while one can say I feef sud, I dow’t know why, it would be
alittle odd to say I feel unhappy, I don’t know why). (ii) Unhappy conveys a stronger
negative evaluation, as implied by the fact that it Is less readily combinable with
minimizing qualifiers like a litrle or slightly. (iii) Unhappy has a more personal char-
acter: one can be saddened by bad things that have happened to other people, but
if one is unkappy, it is because of bad things that have happened to one personally,
(iv} Unhappy does not suggest a resigned state of mind but rather focnses on some
thwarted desires. The attitude is not exactly active, because one doesw’t necessarily
want anything to happen, but it is not passive either. (v) Unhappy suggests a state
extended in time, All these differences are modeled in the differences between the
two explications.

(D] X felt unhappy:

someone X felt something bad
someone can feel something fike this when this someone thmks like this for
some time:
"some very bad things happened to me
| wanted things like this not to happen to me
F can't not think about it”
this someone felt something like this
because this someone thought ike this
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18.3.2 Semantic molecules

* According to NSM research, some kinds of concept (emotions, values, speech acts,

and interpersonal relations) are semantically much simpler than others (artifacts,
animals and plants, and many human activities), because the former can be expli-
cated directly in terms of semantic primes, while the latter can only be explicated
in stages using intermediate-level semantic molecules. For example, the concept.of
‘animal’ is necessary in the explications of cat, smouse, dog, horse, etc.; body-part
concepis are required in verbs like eat, punch, and run; and almost all concrete
vocabulary items require concepts such as ‘long) ‘round;, ‘flat, ‘hard} among others,

A semantic molecule is a packet of semantic components which exists as the
meaning of a lexical unit, Semantic molecules have a special cognitive significance
in that they allow a conceptual chunking which makes it possible to manage
concepts of great semantic complexity, It must be said immediately that there are
maity recurrent components that are not semantic molecules, because they are not
encapsulated as the meanings of lexical items, For example, top-level categorical
components for nouns such as ‘one part of someone’s bedy’ {for body-part terms),
living things of one kind’ {for natural kind terms), and high-level verb components
related to semantic roles, such as ‘something happened in a place} someone did
something) and ‘something happened to something else because of it Such recur-
rent components can be extremely significant for the interface between lexical and
grammatical semantics, and for the creation of lexical classes, but they are simple
enough to be spelled out in relatively short strings composed purely of primes.

Now consider these examples of body-part words (Wierzbicka 20072). The nota-
tion {m} indicates a semantic molecule. The claim is that head (in the sense of a
human person’s head) requires the shape descriptor ‘round [} and that words
like fegs, arms, and tail require long fm]’,

[B] head (someone’s head):

one part of someone's body
this part is above all the other parts of the body
_this part is like something round [m]
whern someone thinks about something, something happens in this part of this
someone's body

[F] legs (someone’s legs):
two parts of someone’s body
these two parts are below all the other parts of the body
these two parts are long Eml .
these two parts of someone’s body can move as this someone want$
because people’s badies have these parts, people can move in many places as
they want
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It would be incorrect to assume that shape descriptors are more basic than
all body-part terms, however, because one human body-part, namely kands, is
necessary in the explication of shape descriptors themselves. This is because shape
descriptors designate properties which are both visual-and “tangible’, and to spell
out the nature of the Iatter concept requires the semantic pfirrie Touck (contact)
and the semantic molecule ‘hands [M]’ For example: :

[G] sowmething long (e.g., a tail, a stick, a cucumber):

when someone sees this thing, this someone can think about it like this:
"two parts of this thing are not like any other parts,
because ene of these twa parls is very far from the other”
if someone’s hands [M] touch this thing everywhere on all sides,
this someone can think about it in the same way

From an experiential point of view the importance of the semantic molecule
‘hands [m]* is perhaps not surprising. The experience of “handling’" things, of
touching them with one’s hands and moving the hands in an exploratory way
plays a crucial role in making sense of the physical world, and in our construal
of the physical world, It turns out that, unlike many other body-part words, ‘hands’
can be explicated directly in terms of semantic primes, though space prevents us
demonstrating this here (Wierzbicka 2007¥: 47).

How many productive semantic molecules are theret At the current early stage
of research, the answer is not very clear. Por English, perhaps 150-250. It is known
that productive molecules in English are drawn from at least the following cate-
gories (examples given are non-exhaustive): (a} parts of the body: *hands, ‘mouth,
legs’; (b} physical descriptors: tong), ‘round, ‘flat] ‘hard), ‘sharp) ‘straight’; (c)
physical activities: ‘eat} ‘drinl %it’; (d) physical acts: ‘kill, ‘pick up), ‘catch’; (e)
expressive/communicative actions: “laugly; ‘sing} “write} “read’; (f) ethnogeomet-
tical terms: ‘edges) ‘ends’; {g) life-form words: ‘animal} ‘bird) ‘fish} ‘tree’; (h)
natural environment: ‘the ground;, ‘the sky), ‘the sus, ‘water, ‘fire ‘day; ‘night’;
{i) materjals: ‘wood;, ‘stone} ‘metal, ‘glass} ‘paper’; (j) mechanical parts: ‘wheel,
‘pipe; “wire) ‘engine’, ‘electricity} ‘machine’; (k) basic social categories and kin
roles: ‘men), ‘women, ‘children), ‘mother’, “father’; (1) important cultural concepts:
‘money; ‘book; ‘color), ‘number’,

On current evidence it seems likely that some semantic molecules are uni-
versal, especially those which are foundational for many other concepts and/or
for large lexical classes. “Hands’ is a prime candidate once language-specific pol-
ysemy is taken into account, and the same can be argued for ‘eyes’ (Goddard
2001; Wierzbicka 2007a; 2007b), for basic social categories like “mer’, “women),
and ‘children’ (Goddard and Wierzbicka to appear), and for the sociobio-
logical concept ‘mother] given its foundational status for kinship semantics
{Wierzbicka 1992). It is of course clear that many semantic molecules are highty
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language-specific. In the structure of most complex concepts there are multi-
ple levels of nesting: tolecules within molecutes, Complex artifact words like
spoon, chair, and bed, for example, include physical activity words like ‘eat]
sit, and ‘li¢’ as molecules; they in turn contain body-part concepts, which
in turn contain shape descriptors, and they in turn contain the molecule
‘hands’, '

The congept of semantic molecules appears to have multiple ramifications for
our understanding of the overall structuring of the lexicon, for lexical typology, for

language acquisition, and for language and cognition studies. .

18.3.3 Semantic templates

A semantic template s a structured set of component types shared by words of
a particular semantic class—often applicable across many languages. The concept
was first employed in explications for artifact and natural kind terms (Wierzbicka
1985), but has recently been elaborated and applied to adjectives {Goddard and
Wierzbicka 2007; Wierzbsicka 2007b; 2008a) and to verbs {Goddard and Wierzbicka
2009; Wierzbicka 2009; Wong, -Goddard and Wierzbicka to appear). There are
affinities with work on lexical templates in other frameworks, ¢.g., Rappaport

.Hovav and Levin {1998); Mairal Usén and Faber (2002). Semgntic templates vary

greatly across semantic domain and word-class, To see this, it is useful to compare
templates from two very different domains and word-classes: natural kind terms
and physical activity verbs. '

Explications for animal terms follow a semantic template with the following
sections: [a] CATEGORY, [b] saBiTAT, [c] siz&, [d] roDY, [e] BEHAVIOR, {f] sounb,
[¢] rELATION TO FROPLE. The following is a partial explication-—sections {a}-{d]
‘only—for cafs. The (a) component establishes eats as ‘animals [m] of one kind' The
(b) components claim that cafs are conceptualized primarily as domestic animals.
The size component (c) is defined in relation to the human bedy, a kind of anthro-
pocentrism which recurs in countless words of diverse types. The components in
(d) identify the distinctive physical features of cats as soft fur, a round head with
pointy eats, a special kind of eyes, whiskers, a Tong tail, and soft feet with small
sharp claws,

[H} cats =>
a. animals [M] of one kind CATEGORY
b, animals {M] of this kind ean live with pecple HABITAT

sometimes they live in places where people live
sometimes they live near places where people live

¢.  they are not big ' SIZE
someone can pick up [M] one with two hands {m]
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d. they have soft [v] fur {[M] . BODY
they have a round (M} head m]
they have pointed [M] ears [m] _
their ears [] are on two sides of the top [#] part of the head [M]
their eyes [M] are not like people’s eyes [m]
they have some long {M] hairs {M] near the mouth [,
they stick out.[M] on two sides of the mouth []
they have a long [m] tail [M] '
they have soft {m] feet {M]
they have small sharp [m] claws [m]

It is important to point out that even the descriptive components .of an
explication such as [F] are not intended as an external, objective description of
the referents. Rather they are aimed at “capturing what is psychologically real
and linguistically relevant (from the point of view of native speakers of English)”
(Wicrzbicka 1996a: 344). Terms for most natural kinds and artifacts encapsulate
tremendous amounts of cultural knowledge. For example, for cats a full explication

will include that they chase, catch, and eat smali creatures, that they can climb -

well and move quietly, that they can see jn the dark, and that they often sleep
for short periods in the day. For animal species with which people have close
relationships, such as cat (dog, horse, or mouse), the ‘behavior’ and ‘relation with
people’ sections can run o 10~20 lines of semantic text, Again, these components
are not encyclopedic in the sense of representing objective facts about the class of
referents, Rather they represent general folk knowledge, encoded in the meaning

of the word iiself, and in its web of associated phrascology and endonyins (cf, .

Fillmore’s “frame” concept).

Basic level concepts, including biological ones, are indeed information-rich bundles of
perceptuat and functional (or better, cultural) features, the two kinds of features being
inextricably bound together .. In fact, the whole folk-generic concept usually has an inter-
nal logic to it, so that most, if not alt, of its components hang together, and explain and
complement one another. (Wierzbicka 198s: 177-8)

We look next at some recent work on the semantic temptate for verbs, In recent
studics, NSM researchers have developed proposals for the structure of several
subclasses of physical verbs, including (a) routine bodily processes, like eating
and drinking, and verbs of locomotion, such as walking, running, jumping, (b)
verbs of physical contact, such as kit, punch, slap, kick, and (¢) complex physi-
cal activity verbs (typically involving instruments), such as cutting and chopping
(Wierzbicka 2009; Wong, Goddard and Wierzbicka to appear; Sibly 2008; Goddard
and Wierzbicka 200g). The overall template struciires are very similar, as shown in
Table 18.3.

Lexico-syntactic frame refers to the topmost component, with different macro-
classes having different frames, For example, intransitive verbs of bodily motion like

i
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Table 18,3, Semantic templates for physical a_ctivit_y‘ verbs of three suhcigss_é

complex physical activities,
" &g, ‘cutting, chopping,
: “ grinding, digging
6 HOW THE PERSON w7 ¢ = | 0 INSTRUMEN
+. USES THE BODY.PART .-, - | ‘& HOW THE FERSON USES THE ,
SRR STRUMENT .
« WHAT [S HAPPENING T0 THE

OBIECT

| & POTENTIAUGUYCOME |/ 10 s

walking and running have the lexico-syntactic framg in (a) l'Jelo.w, while complf:x
physical activity verbs like chopping, cufting, etc, have the fr.ame in (b). The detai‘ls
in the frame determine the mapping from lexical semantics to morpllosyi}tactlc
expression. The frames define core argument structure, inherent aspect, causal
notions, and the controlled nature of the activities,

{a) someone X was doing something somewhere for some time o .
because of this, this someone’s body was moving at the same time in this place,
as this someone wanted ' o ‘
() someone X was doing something to something Y with something Z fer some tlm_e
because of this, something was happening at the same time to thing Y, as this
someone wanted :

A notable feature of these frames is that they are phrased in the imperfecti}fe.
Most treatments in other frameworks assume without discussion that‘ petfective
uses (walked, ran, cut, chopped, etc.) are basic, but NSM analysts.agree w1t¥1 the tra-
dition in Russian lexicology that, for physical activity verbs, the 1mperfectm.3 forms
and uses are semantically simpler than their perfective counterparts. Perfective uses
involve exira semantic components, such as the specification that tl.le potential
outcome-has been achieved. Though we cannot go- thiough the deta.lls here, f'he
claim is that this analytical strategy enables a solution to the so—cz—flled lfnperfectwe
paradox and to the problem of how to specify the semantic reiatlon.shlps between
constructional variants (syntactic alternations) of a single verb (Levin and Rappa-
port Hovay 2005). . '

A distinctive claim of NSM research is that speakers conceptualize human ac?w—
ities by reference to their prototypical motivations. For example, the pro.totypn‘:al
motivational scenario for English walking states that to say that someone is walking



472 CLIFF GODDARD

is to say that this person is doing as people do when they do something with
their Iegs, etc. because they want ‘to be somewhere clse after some time), This
does not imply that people only ever walk with this motivation; obviously, one can
walk for exercise or pleasure, or.for other reasons. The claim is that the concept
of walking makes reference to this particular motivation, Prototypical motivation
components can differ considerably in complexity. Complex physical activity verbs
(such as chopping, grinding, kneading) have a richer cognitive structure than routine
activities, because the fornter involve a protolypical actor forming a “preparatory
thought” directed toward changing the current state of some object. For example,
for English chopping:

peaple do something like this when they do something to something hard [M]
for some time because a short time before they thought about this something
like this:

*| want this something not to be one thing anymore, | want it to be many
stall things”

Given the goal-directed nature of human action, it is natural that many aspects
of the meanings of individual verbs are linked to their prototypical motivation. For
example, the prototypical motivation for chopping has implications for the kind of
instrument needed (something with a sharp edge) and for the manner in which

}it is used (repeatedly). The NSM approach is unusual in drawing attention to the

““intentional” aspects of physical activity verbs, which are sometimes linked with
* cultural practices and preoccupations. In other approaches such verbs are typi-.
cally characterized solely in terms of the external, behavioral aspects of situations
(e.g., Majid and Bowerman 2007},

For reasons of space, I can iHustrate with a full explication for only a single exam-
ple: eating (Wierzbicka 2009). It is important to recognize that, although eating is
a pretty basic verb in the English lexicon, it is far from being a lexical universal.”
Languages differ co_nsiéerably in'the precise semantics of verbs for concepts akin to
eating, drinking, and so on. Some languages cover both with a single general verb,
e.g., Kalam #b ‘eat/drink’ ’

{1} Someone X was eating something Y:
LEXICO-SYNTACTIC FRAME
a. someone X was doing something to something Y for some time
because of this, something was happening to this thing Y at the same time
FROTOTYPICAL MOTIVATIONAL SCENARIO
b, people do something fike this to something for some time
if this something is something not like water [4] )
when they do something to this something with their mouth [n]
because they want this something to be inside their body
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¢.  when someone does something like this to something for some time, "MANNER
the same thing happens many times l _ ¢

it happens like this: ‘ o
th?spsomeone does something to this something with their hands [m]

at the same time this someone does something to it with t‘heir‘m?uth [!i.‘l]

because of this, after this, part of this thing is for a short time inside this
someone's mouth [#] ‘

when this part is inside this someone's mouth [m], this someone does
something to it with some parts of their mm_:th_{m]_

because of this, something happens to it at th:s'tlmf! .

after this, this someone does something else to it wﬁh'thew mouth [m}

because of this, after this, it is not inside this someone’s n]outh {m] anymore

it is insk ther part of this someone’s body for some time

e mSEfiE O POTENTIAL OUTCOME

i ' ing li i ing for some time,
d. if someone does something like this to something sor 4 ' .
after some-time, all parts of this something can be inside this someone’s body -

Inorder to illustrate the basic techniques, the examples in"this section have beeg
fairly sifaple words from Bnglish. Much NSM wprdeeaEs_ with more com;}lex a;e !
deeply culturally embedded words, in many languages; in addition tob;e g::ada
already cited, see Wierzbicka (1992; 1997; in press), Gladkova (20075},

(2008), Ye (2064; 2007), Bromhead {2009).

18.4 NSM APPROACH TO GRAMMATICAL
SEMANTICS

T I T T LI LTI T L TPP T PY LTI
PET YT TR TP TTTR I

18.4.1 Grammar of semantic primes

As mentioned, semantic primes have an inherent grammar—a “conceptu;ﬁ
grammar —which Is the same in all languages. Qr to pu.t it anoth}fr wa);,' ealr;r
semantic prime has certain combinatorial 'propertles by wrtuehofft en[;fiel:ﬁmn
concept it represents (Geddard and Wierzb{cka 20024 41-85). The ond‘ﬁ‘er -
tions (marking patterns, word order, consutu.ent struct‘ure, e%ci) may ’:ies oo
language to language without these underlytflg c9mb:nator.1a ;ﬁ'oper. e Delng
disturbed. The syntactic properties of semantic primes are !;tera )]() }1n1tv o
syntax. They can be seen as falling into thrfae kinds: (i) b:ensu: combina ;iﬂe ;Vith
example, that substantive primes and refational substantives can co;l; pine Wit
specifiers to form semantic units: THIS THING, SOMEONE BISE, THR § y
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18.4."Some morphasyiitactic consthictio types and associated semantic
primes o o phse

“OME, TVIO; SOME, MUCH/MAVY -
THLE SAME, DTHER .-

WANT
KHOW, SEE, HEAR, $AY -7
VORDS SRS
00, HAPPEN

FEEL, THINK
600D, BAD
BiG, ShALL
VERY R
NOW, BEFORE, AFTER, A LONG TIME, A SHORT TIME,
FOR SOME TIME, MOMERT:
HERE, ABOVE, BELOW, SIDE,
KIND

ONE PART, MAT\?Y KINDS, and so on; (i1} an account of basic and extended valencies
(see below); (iif) the propositional complement possibilities of pﬁmes like xnow,
THINK, and waNT; for example, that kvow can occur in frames such as 1 KNO\A;
THAT SOMETHING HAPPENED IN THIS PLACE OF I WANT SOMETHING TO HAPPEN
NOW, P'rimes vary widely in the number of alternative valency frames and comple-
1nentat1f)n options available to them. Although groups of primes share partictl:lar
f;:tpe‘rt:es ]-;md can be reg;rded as falling into natural ;:Iasses, it is equally true
virtually every prime has some idi i ies, givi ime
e vl }},’n tacti}; ls’ignam,e_ me idiosyncratic properties, giving each prime a

"I‘ypui'ogical research in the NSM framework indicates that the full set of semantic
primes is necessary to capture the semantic content of language-specific gram-
matical categories and constructions in the world’s languages. See Table 18g for
summary details. This finding runs counter to the claim advanced by some au:mrs
that only a subset of the conceptual primes implied in the lexicon are needed
for gramumatical purposes, or even that the semantic fundamentals of lexical and
grammatical semantics are disjoint (Talmy 1988).

In ad.dition to their minimal frames, predicate primes typically allow extended
frames in which additional arguments—termed “valency options™—identify or lslll
out aspects of the situation implied by the predicate. For example, nareen allows
us 1o speak not only of ‘something happening’ but also of ‘somet’hing happenin,
to someon‘e’ or ‘something happening to something’ Borrowing from the Esial segt
of semantic role labels, this additional argument can be labeled an “undergoer”
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valency option. Likewise, with po it is possible to add an argument and speak of
‘doing something to someone’ or ‘doing-something to something} and the addi-
tional argument in this case is conveniently referred to as a “patient” option. This
frame can be further extended to speak of ‘doing something to something with
something, and the additional argument can be labeled as “instrument”. Another
option for po is the comitative option.

a. someone DOES something [agent]
bi. someone DOES something to something : {patient; )
b2. someone DOES something to someene else ) [patient;]

c. someone DOES something to someonefsomething with something {instrument] -

4. someone DOES something with someone [comitative}

Many linguists accept notions of undergoer, agent, patient, and instrument, but
typically they are thought of as independent entities of some kind (semantic or
thematic roles), rather than as argument slots of basic predicates such as HaPPEN
and po. From an NSM point of view, the idea of an instrument, for example, exists
only insofar as one can think about poiNg something; it is a conceptual possibility
that is “opened up” by the nature of noING itself, and which is implicitly tied to the
concept of pomng. (Jackendoff (1990a: 127) explicitly identifics semantic roles as the
argument slots of basic predicates, but his basic predicates are abstract conceptual
functions, such as APR “affect’, not ordinary word-meanings.)

In relation to patient, the NSM metalanguage forces us to be a litle more

" explicit than a typical definition, such as that offered by Andrews (2007: 137): -

“a participant which the verb describes as having something happen to it, and
as being affected by what happens to it”, The technical term ‘participant’ glosses
over the conceptual distinction between persons and things, but when some-
one smashes a plate, for example, we can only describe it in ordinary language
as ‘someone smashed something, whereas if someone kills another person this
can only be described as ‘someone killed someone else’. This explains why two
separate patient frames are shown in (b1) and (bz) above. Recognizing this dis-
tinction leads to improved descriptive accuracy. For example, Andrews’ charac-
terization of patient could refer to a man who killed himself, as well as to a
person who killed someone efse, but in fact. most Janguages distinguish sharply
between the two possibilities,. treating reflexive sentences as intransitive rather
than transitive, Furthermore, many languages have different case marking pat-
terns for the two types of patient (se¢, for example, Moravesik 1978; Naess 2007).
For further discussion, and discussion of “degrees of transitivity”, see Wierzbicka

(2002a).

" In some cases, NSM researchers propose valency options which are seldom
recognized in mainstream grammars and which may have no standard labels. Por
example, it is claimed that semantic prime THINK universally allows a “cognitive
topic” option, such that one can say, in all languages, the semantic equivalent of
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a sentence like ‘I was thinking about this someone (this thing, this place, etc.)’
The fuil valency array for THINK is shown below. Notice that the third and fourth
frames show sentential complements: ways in which an expression analogous to a
full sentence can be embedded inside the scope of Taivk. In many languages the
propositional frame is rather restricted in its distribution and ran; icati
ange of appl
(Goddard 20034a). ’ ppcetion

a. someone THINKS about SOmeone[something [ iti i
cognitive fopi
b. someone THINKS something (good/bad) about ’ pic
. someoneisome.thmgA L [topic + complement]
. someone THINKS like this: “- ~ [quasi-quotational thought]

d. {at this time) someone Thinks that [—-) [propositional complement]

More details about the syntax of predicate primes can be found in Wierzbicka
(1996a), Goddard and Wierzbicka (2002b), Goddard {2008). .

18.4.2 Anchoring typological categories in
semantic prototypes

‘That typological comparison rests ultimiately on semantic judgxﬁents has long
bFen reco_gnized. As Greenberg (1966a: 74) put it: “variation in structure makes it
'dxfﬁcult if not impossible to use structural criteria, or only structural criteria, to
ldenfify grammatical categories across languages” Greenberg did not shrink fr,om
admitting that fo identify different category types across languages, in order to
compare them, one must rely. essentially on semantic criteria, One ma;r also appeal
to functional criteria, but on closer inspection functional criteria also depend
on ‘semz‘mtic ju(‘igments, and the same applies to efforts to base cross-linguistic
comparison on inventories of situation types, basic domains, concepiual spaces, or
whatever. Many grammarians and typologists would agree with Wierzbicka's (19)98)
sunmimary:

... the grritmneatical resources of any language are limited, Often, therefore, a grammatical
construction. is centred around a prototypical meaning, and has also va’rious extended
uses, aCC?mmodating other meanings (usually related to the prototype). Often, the same
prototypical meanings recur in different languages, whereas the extensions are’lan u

specific.  (Wierzbicka 1998: 143) Bt

In miost typological work, the details of presumed prototypes are stated in com-
plex, English-specific terms; To give a clearer idea of how complex categories can
be treated from an NSM prototype-thearetic point of view, we will look at two
examples—one from morphology (cases) and one from syniax (relative clauses)

Cases. As eatly as her 1980 The Case for Surface Case, Wierzbicka (1980) “.ras
arguing that inflectional cases are best dealt with by way of a prototype-with-
extensions analysis {rather than, for example, with an abstract “general meaning”

(Gesammitbedentung) along the lines proposed by Roman Jakobson in his celebrated
analysis of Slavic cases). In recent work focused on Polish (Wierzbicka 2008b), she
reiterates her claim that each of the four cases traditionally labeled nominative,
accusative, instrumental, and dative has a semantic prototype concerned with a
scenario of human action. '

In one prototypical scenario, the speaker is falking simply about someone doing.
something, In a second scenario, the speaker is talking about someone who did
something to something and who wanted something to happen to this thing, The
doer is still marked by the nominative, and the target object by the accusative.
If the speaker is talking about someone who was doing something to something
with some other thing, the “other thing” is marked by the instrumental. In a
fourth prototypical scenario, the speaker is talking about someone who did some-
thing to something because he or she wanted something to happen to some-
one else, in which case the affected person is marked with the dative. The lexi-
cal semantics of the verb give’ make it a natural candidate for a dative-marked
recipient. Using NSM, one can formulate these four prototypical scenarios as

follows:

Scenario I a semantic prototype for the nominative
someone is doing something

Scenario IT: a semantic protoiype for the accusative
soreone did something to something:

because this someone wanted something to happen to this thing
something happened to this thing because of it

Scenario IH: a semantic profotype for the instrumental
someone was doing something to something with something else for some time
because this someone wanted something to happen to this thing

Scenario IV: a semartic protoiyﬁe for the dative
someone did something to something

because this someone wanted something to happen to someone else
something happened to this other semeone because of it

These scenarios can be used as stable conceptual reference points in deciding
‘whether a particular noun marker in a given language warrants being identified
as a nominative, an accusative, an instrumental, or a dative.? The simple and
langunage-independent wording is much preferable to perennially contested, and

% 'The scenarios differ in tense and aspect in the interests of psychological and linguistic
plausibility. Por example, the past tense of Scenario IT (sccusative) is connected with the speaker’s
interest in the result on the object, implied by the final compenent; the durative component in
Scenario HE (instrumental) is connected with speaker's likely interest in the process, implied by the
mention of the instrument, Por a full explanation, see Wierzbicka (2008h).
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fgglligcfij;;ii dteﬂr]rzlls ,]::Ch as “instigator”, “affected”, “volitional”, “experiencer”,

In any given language a particular case will be used not only in its prototypical
context, but also in a set of extended uses with interretated semantics. For example,
Polish 1?ominative—dative constructions with a verb of ‘doing’ can be divided intoJ
five ma!or clagses (Wierzhicka 2008b). All five share the idea of someone doing
something, wanting something to happen to someone else, but they differ in the
nature of the “potential effect’] i.e., whether because of the subject’s action the
dative-marked referent (i) ‘can have something, (ii} can do something, {iii) ‘can
see/hearfknow something, (iv} ‘can feel something good/bad; or (v) ‘can }eel some-
thing in his/her body’ It is possible here to mention only a couple of the many
subtleties captured and explained by these analyses, First, the construal under ]
allows not only for transfer of ownership (as in sprzeda¢ ‘sell’) or physica.[ transfer
{as in rzucié ‘throw’) but also for ‘buying, ‘making, or ‘sewing’ something for
someone, and the like. Second, because it mentions only poteutial *having) it does
not absolutely guarantee that the other person did have something as a res’u]t (for
examp.le, one can send something and it can go astray). Nonetheless, and this is
the third point, the potential must be real, intention alone is not enough. This
explains a contrast with the near-paraphrase with preposition dia “for’. For example
sentence (1a) with dla ‘for’ can be expanded with ‘not knowing that he had dri-f:d’T
but the dstive sentence in (1b) cannot be expanded in this way. The construal uncle;

(ii} might seem identical to that implied by the English “internal dative”, but English”

sentences like Peter opened Paul a tin of sardises always imply a tangible effect.on
the object, whereas the Polish construction only requires that it be clear what the
person designated by the dative can do as a result. Hence a sentence like (2), about
opening a door for someone, is fine in Polish with the dative, though it can s’carcel

be translated with an English internal dative, ’

{1} a. Kupito dla niego  sweoter.
buy.PAST3SG.FEM for heGEN sweaterACC
‘She bought a sweater for him! ’

b. Kupita mu sweater.

buy.PAST3SG.FEM he.DAT sweaterACC
‘She bought him a sweater!

(2) Piotr otworzyl Pawfowi drzwi.
PeterNOM open.PASL.35G.MASC Paul.DAT doorACC
‘Peter opened the door for Payl! ‘

,Te'chnical descriptors like “beneficiary”, “experiencer”, or “affected” do not
provide enough clarity or simplicity to match the predictiveness of the NSM
explications. :

. Relative clause. The most influential functional definition for a relative clause is
that of Keenan and Comyrie (1977: 63-4). They say that any “syntactic Object” is a
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relative clause if “it specifies a sei of objects ... in two steps: 2 larger det is specified,
called the domain of relativisation, and fhen restricted to some subset of which a
certain sentence is true, The domain of relativisation is expressed in the surface
structure by the head NP, and the restricting sentence by the restricting clause”
Despite its canonical status in discussions of relative clauses, this characterization
is highly implausible from a cognitive point of view (Wierzbicka 1998}. For example,
for a sentence such as the following (adduced by Keenan 1985: 142): I picked up two
towels that were lying on the floor, it would hardly be plausible to suppose that the

-~ -speaker has in mind the set of possible pairs of towels and that the function of the

relative clause consists in narrowing this set down to just one such pair, Rather, what
the speaker appears to be doing is providing some additional information about
the two towels referred to in the main clause, Wierzbicka proposes the following

schema:

5] Ipicked up two towels that were Iyir:‘.gr on the floor:
| say: | picked up two towels
| want to say something more about these two towels at the same time:
[1 say} they were lying on the floor

Pursuing her critique of the “subset” characterization further, Wierzbicka (1098:
186) adduces the following sentences (from a contemporary novel): () Suow that
was drowning the city ... (b) How could he trust even this circle of elastic on the sleeve
of the girl’s frock that gripped her arm? In relation to (a) she comments: “It seems
really beyond belief that the speaker is thinking here about the set of all snows and
delimiting the subset of snow that was drowning the city”, In relation to (b), it is
not very plausible that the function of the relative clause is one of identification,
since the preceding phrase “on the sleeve of the girl’s frock” would seem to provide
adequate identification: “Rather, the clause that gripped her arm provides additional
information about the elastic in question—information that the speaker sees as
relevant to the content of the main clause and wants to integrate with it.”

The semantic formula ‘T want to say something more about this thing at the same
time’ seems to capture the intended meaning of these relative clauses adequately:?
Wierzbicka goes further to suggest that it constitutes a clear and appropriate char-
acterization of the prototypical concept of a relative clause. (This proposal assumes
that prototypical relative clauses are unspecified with respect to the distinction
between restrictive and non-restriciive ones—a distinction which very few lan-
guages scem to draw in any consistent way, and which is often vague in English;

cf. Fox and Thompson (1990).)

% Itisnot being claimed that the formulain [JJapplies to all English relative clauses. For example,
it does not exactly fit relative clauses with indefinite or generic NP heads, e.g, If’s the only place that
carries this hook; also, there are some relative clauses which, in combination with a determiner, do
scem to indicate a subset reading, e.g., Those who went east found water and strvived,
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'18.4.3 Grammatical polysemy and ethnosyntax

- Two NSM concepts in grammatical semantics which cannot be fully illustrated here

for reasons of space are grammatical polysemy and ethnosyntax. The idea behind
grammatical polysemy is simply that grammatical constructions may exhibit pol-
ysemy which can be independent (to some extent) of the lexical items involved in
the construction. The Polish dative, outlined above, is one examnple. Some other

examples explored at length in the NSM literature include Wierzbicka (1988) on the .

English }‘m ve a VP-INF construction (have a chat, have a look, ete.) and the Japanese
adversative passive, Wierzbicka (2002b) on English fet-constructions, and Goddard
(200?6) on the Malay dynamic ter- prefix. Given the date of the earliest of these
studies, Wierzbicka deserves to be seen as one of the precursors of construction
grammar,

The ‘term “ethnosyntax” (Wierzbicka 1979} refers to inquiry into phenomena
at the intersection of grammar, semantics, and culture, Wierzbicka argued that
the natural semantic metalanguage promised to bring new rigor into an area of
study anticipated by von Humbold, Bally, Baudoin de Courtenay, Boas, Sapi,
fmd Whorf; namely, the study of the “philosophies” (or ethnophilosophie;) buili
mtol the grammar of different languages. Bxamples of NSM studies in ethnosyn-
tax include Wierzbicka’s (1992) studies of fatalism in Russian dative-subject con-
st'rtlFtions {cf. Goddard 2002; 2003b), Travis’s explorations of the semantics of the
diminutive and ethical dative in Spanish (2004 2006),Wong (2004) on nominal
.reduplication in Singapore English, and Priestley (2008} on inalienable possession
in Koromu (Papua New Guinea). Of particular interest, given the rise of English
asa fglebal lingua franca, aré studies of the ethnosyntax of English; for example
English epistemic adverbs (Wierzbicka 20064}, wh-tmperatives {Wierzbicka 2§0 )
[1991]}, and tag questions {Wong 2008), ’

185 CULTURAL SCRIPTS AND
ETHNOPRAGMATICS

e e v by
Hrrsesrren

Thf: NSM approach has a “sister theory” in the form of the theory of cultural
scripis, St‘udies of communicative style usually assume that in any particular speech
commun.lty there are certain shared understandings (norms of interpretation, rules
of speaking, discourse strategies, etc.) about how it is appropriate to spe’ak in
particular, culturally construed, situations, How can such norms be stated in a
clear, testable, and non-ethnocentric fashion? Conventional tabels such as “direct-
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ess’, “formality”, “involvement”, “politeness’, etc. are useful up to a point but
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are somewhat vague and shifting in their meanings, -in the sense that they are
used with different meanings by different authors and in different contexts. Fur-
thermore, such terms bring with them an element of ethnocentrism (specifically,
Anglocentrism}, because the relevant concepts are not usually found in the cultures
being described and cannot be translated easily into the languages involved. The
NSM solution is to formulate hypotheses about culture-specific norms of commu-
nication using the metalanguage of universal semantic primes. A cultural norm
formulated in this way is referred to as a “cultural script” (Wierzbicka 2003 [1991);
1996h; Goddard and Wierzbicka 1997; 2004),

To see what cultural scripts look like, we will consider two cultural scripts
proposed in the Ethnopragmatics cellection (Goddard 20068). Their most notable
feature is their intelligibility and the simplicity of the phrasing of individual phrases
and sentences, but taken as a whole each script captures a highly specific and
quite complex configuration, Script [K] comnes from Ye's (2006: 152-3) study of the
semiotics and associated-cultural norms of Chinese facial expressions. The script
captures a social proscription against allowing others to detect in one’s face any
sign that one is feeling ‘something very good’ or “something very bad’ on account
of some personal good fortune or ill fortune,

[K] A Chinese cultural script for concealing displays of feeling very good/fbad’
[people think like this:] . .
when someone feels something very good/bad because something very good/
bad happens to this someone,
it is not good if other people can know this when they see this someane's fidn
(‘face’) [m] :

The script in [L] is proposed (Wong 2006: 116) to capture a Chinese Singaporean
attitude (no doubt widespread across the “Sinosphere”) which underlies the use
of honorific kin terms such as Auntie and Uncle. The first part of the script indi-
cafes that people are, so to speak, “tuned” fo thinking of other people in terms
of relative age. The second part prescribes a certain attitude toward such people
(roughly, thinking of them as different from oneself and as “above” oneself) and
also mandates some positive views about them.

[L] A Singapore English cultural script for “respectful” nttitude toward someone older
[peopte think like this3 '
 can think about some other people like this:
"] have lived for some time, these people have lived for some time more”
if | think like this about someone, | have to think about this someone like this
because of if; .
"this someone is not someone like me, this someone is someone above me’
| have to think something good about this someene because of this

t
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This script is only one of a suite of age-related Chinese cultural scripts, some of
which articulate'more specific attitudes linked with generational differences. These
scripts enable much more detail than the normal simplistic description in terms of
“respect for age”, which glosses over important differences, between, for example,
Chinese and Korean norms (Yoon 2004) in regard to age.

Itis important to stress that despite the possible connotations of the word ‘script]
cultural scripts ate not binding on individuals, They are not proposed as rules of
behavior, or as descriptions of behavior, but as normative rules of interpretation
and evaluation. It is up to individuals in concrete situations ‘whether to follow

" {or appear to follow) cultilrally endorsed principles and, if so, to what extent;
or whether to defy, manipulate, or subvert them, play creatively with them, etc,
Whether or not cultural scripts are being followed in behavioral terms, however,
the claim is that they constitute a kind of shared interpretive background. It also
has to be stressed that a few simple examples cannot give an accurate impression
of the complex inter-relationships between and among the large number of scripts
operative in any culture, including various forms of intertextuality, e.g,, some being
more general than others, some taking priority over others, some competing with
athers. Equally, it is clear that many scripts must be tailored to particular types of
interlocutors, settings, and discourse genres, : _

One of the key concerns of much work in the cultwral scripts framework is to
“de-naturalize” the pragmatics of English, which is often taken (o1, mistaken) as
culturally unmarked; of. Wierzhicka (2003 [1901]; 2006a), Peeters {2000); Goddard
{2006a}. It therefore seems important to adduce at least one cultural script of
mainstream Angio culture, In doing so we also take the opportunity to show
how ethnopragmatics is not solely a matter of usage conventions but can exert
an influence on langnage structure, A wide range of sociological, historical, and
culture-analytical literature indicates that something Jike “personal attonomy” is
one of the primary ideals of Anglo culture. Script [M] is intended to capture an
important aspect of this ideal.

(Ml Anglo cultural seript for “personal autonomy”
[peaple think like this:]
when someone does something, it is good if this someone can think about it
like this: -
“!am doing this because I want to do it"

It is not difficult to see that this ideal can inhibit speakers of mainstream English
from using the bare imperative when they want someone to do something {because
abare imperative includes a message like: ‘I want you to do this; I think that you will
do it because of this’). It is well known that in most social situations Anglo speakers
prefer to frame their directives in a more elaborated fashion, using “interrogative
directives” {wh-imperatives) such as Wil you...& Would you...2, Can you...:,
Could you...?, Would you mind. .. % and the like. Although these constructions
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T
clearly convey the message ‘T want you to do this} lthe)r acknonfledge the a<‘idrefssee’s
autonomy by embedding the potentially confronting message 11}to a (;lue:;tlcz;1 orhm,
as if inviting the addressee to say whether or not he or she will comply. [?; er
favored strategy is the use of “helpful suggest'{ons”,. such as Perhaps you could ...,
You might like'to... ., and T would suggest ... (Wierzbicka 2006b; 51f). |
In a similar fashion, Wierzbicka and. others have z.irgue.d that Anglo cultu'ra
values encourage speakers to express something like epistemic reserve wl;eclil- :fay{ng
what they think, and to routinely acknowled‘geltl.le pOSSlblf‘: e?ustence.c;l : hl Em}lf
opinions (Wierzbicka 2003 [1991]; 2006a). This, 'ltIS argu.eq, is linked wit ! ; c:lg i
frequency Bnglish formula I think, phrases like in my opinion and as I iee1 rt; e t -i X
such as kind of and a bit, and also with the ‘frequency and grammatical elaborati
of tag questions in mainstream Anglo English (Wong 2008). e Ao vl
Exphaining these ways of speaking in terms of f:qitt.lre—spea i "ugio v ; 0;
such as-personal autonomy, is quite different to attributing them to ftnlversf.a s
politeness”, in the style of Brown and Levinson (19{57) and later. versions ¢ nf:o-
Griceanism, Wierzbicka has long been a strong f:rittc of neo-Gncea.n przgma?ms;
charging it with semantic naivety, expianator.y ma'dequefcy, and ‘thilnlyk 1sgt;glses
Anglocentrism (evident both in its individualist orientation and in its key terms,
“Imposition”). . o
suCCII-luz;tsurle»srl,.weciﬁc ;))ragmatic norms fend to spawn se.mafmcall.y ‘SI‘)eaai:Lz}e‘d
constructions which are failor-made to meet the communicative pnontles.o the
culture, as routinized patterns of usage “harden” into ‘ﬁxed morphosyntactic con;
structions {Traugott and Xénig 1991; Evans and Wilkins 2000:' 5805} B‘ccaus? i
uses the same metalanguage to depict meaning in both semantics and pragm‘at‘:cs,
the NSM approach allows for a particularly clear account of how the semanticiza-
tion of pragmatic implicature works as a process of language change.

18.6 CONCLUDING REMARK

The NSM approach offers a compichensive and versatile ‘approach tti) lme?nff
analysis: highly constrained and systema_tic, non-fzt?flocen.tric, e;lnd capab :e(:] efs o
ducing representations with high cognitive plaumb{llty. Given t e‘pelrva.mon ot
meaning-based and meaning-related phenomena in languages (in eiuc ne,ndous
phology, syntax, prosedy;, and pragmatics), the approa.ch surely has ? retih cons
amount to offer linguistics at large, Of course, NSM is not a,comt}a ete tc(l)] S}ffor
methodology of linguistic analysis. If languages can-be thought o as sy.'ii Zxof o
correlating meanings with forms, NSM’s strengths lie on thﬁ-m-eam?i 51t cof the
equation. There can be little argument, however, that the linguistics of t e: A



484 CLIFF GODDARD

century concentrated predominantly on form, at the expense of meaning, and that
it was the poorer because of it. Hopefully the twenty-first century will see the
balance restored, so that meaning can re-assume a central place in linguistics.

APPENDIX A




