Approaches to language and meaning PLM 2005 – Convener’s afterthoughts


In writing the call for papers I was hoping to encourage the participants to answer some of the following questions:

· How to abstract from empirical data to a theoretical model?

· How to make categorisations?

· What elements are necessary in a lexical semantic definition?

or

· What does a lexical semanticist job consist in?
And look what answers I got:

· Meaning resides in the brain, discard the homunculus doing the meaning, make your preconceptions clear (Niki Ritt)

· Historical socio-cognitive semiotics, online goal-contributive semiosis, fusional emerging meaning (Karolina Krawczak)

· Vantage theory, dynamic perspectivizing, zooming in (Adam Głaz). But is it meant for the description of micro processes of categorization (like colour categorization or time adverbs interpretation or can it be applied to discourse macro-processes, such as staging in text analysis?
· Shift from linguistic form to pragmatic inference, empathy, unspoken but expressed meaning (Joanna Szwabe)

· Objectification of abstract notions, primacy of tactile experience (Aleksander Szwedek)

· Semantic hierarchies of nouns: from concrete, from human, structure of abstract concepts (Michał Janowski)

· Context decreases the vagueness of gradal adjectives, generalisation of data (Jurate Ruzaite)

· Methodology of psycholinguistic experiments, what questions to ask, how to look for answers; does unexpected data falsify a hypothesis or call for the restructuring of the experiment (Ania Cieślicka)

· How many senses to a preposition, identification and categorization problems (Iwona Knaś)

· Translation of natural language into symbolic language ( Michał Zborowski)
· Introduction of consciousness on top of mind and brain (Dwight Holbrook) How does consciousness differ from mind? Is reducing mind and consciousness to brain, as Ania Cieślicka suggested, only empirically based or does it conform to the pattern suggested by Aleksander Szwedek, i.e. reification of abstract notions?
In trying to make sense of the ?continuum: knowing – meaning – being conscious of what categorisation and identification procedures do we employ? (PS. I reserve the topic for a future M.A. seminar).

· Even in the lexical core of the language, i.e. body parts there is much interlinguistic variation in the assignment of lexemes to body parts: a culturally grounded and differentiated image of the body; diachronic justification is of little synchronic value; body part names as the source for metaphoric and metonymic mappings – different frequencies in different languages – Are they a result of language specific constraints on body part names or on metaphor and metonymy? (Olena Materinskaja)
· Categorization understood as setting the borders rather than just identifying the prototypical centres of the category are important for classifying transfers as metaphoric or metonymic (Kasia Horszowska); Linguistic analysis – should it be speech based or writing based – what dangers do we face by equating language with written language (Enrique Bernardez)? How to circumvent the problem?

· The search for tertium comparationis for Source and Target language version evaluation faces the same problems as any analysis of meaning, i.e. if the Target text is a blend of SL text as decoded by the translator and the translator’s knowledge of the recipient culture norms, we lack the procedures in determining which elements of the two inputs will be transferred into the blend space (Maria Lema).
· Think Aloud Protocol, despite its drawbacks, may turn out to be the way at determining which elements of the inputs get activated, but only when the translator encounters a difficulty – we have no access to the translation process when it proceeds smoothly; translation process is not just decoding and encoding meaning, but a complex of problem solving strategies (Bogusława Whyatt). 

· Dictionaries are unnatural collections of words and definitions based on a misconception that there is a meaning underlying all textual data; do we need dictionaries or discourse/genre sensitive data bases (Tadeusz Piotrowski)

· Lexicography has two senses: a dictionary making commercial venture and science about dictionary making (meta-lexicography); there used to be some interaction between lexicography and lexical semantics, but semanticists did not appreciate lexicographers’ work, and lexicographers could not utilize the excessively extensive theoretising of the linguists (Robert Lew). I disagree, I believe in lexicographers being a save anchor and a common starting point for lexical semanticists. Now that both work on corpora, which would never be gathered for purely academic investigations, their stances should converge.
· The coding of syntactic information of verbs in dictionaries is changing from the ‘hole’ convention to contextual definitions; the change more pronounced in transitive verbs than in ergative verbs; indefinite object deletion no longer coded (Anna Dziemianko). Are these changes related or at least parallel to the rules – context – construction continuum/circle in grammar? 
Let me also share the bits and pieces from two plenary lectures that referred to meaning in chronological order: (1) Nick Cambell’s and (2) Enrique Bernardez’.
· Only 7% of communication is verbal – how do you measure this?

· information and affect both combine in utterance – is it a call for a maximal definition of meaning? (cf. Karolina Krawczyk and Joanna Szwabe in our session)
· Utterance framework:


Self + Other + Event

Can these three be the potential elements of lexical semantic definition too? Elements of Generic Space of Fauconnier’s model? Domain elements of Langacker’s model?
· Meaning-form pair not enough to describe meaning – another call for cultural embedding of language and maximal definition of meaning?
· Speech, communication, interaction, bonding  - all of these terms were used undefined – Do they have categorization boundaries or only prototypical centers? Are these different domains or subdomains of one superordinate domain?




(Nick Cambell)

· Synergy in the construction of meaning

· Embodied, situated, distributed cognition

· Humans do not need to invent everything a new in every act of meaning

· Meaning is constructed in interaction by individuals who at the same time refer to and follow the common stock of cultural and linguistic norms to be understood, and violate theses norms to express their individual meaning. The violation wouldn’t be possible without the sharing of habitus.

Enrique Bernardez

I sat patiently, with my mind?/brain? activated to listen to all the 18 session papers and the two plenary papers and guess what answers to my original questions I received:
· What to put in a definition?

· lots of extralinguistic information

· grammar

· meaning in context

· Where to stop?

· incomplete definitions, dynamic networks 

· What to do (how to access, analyze, represent) with meaning in the brain?

Dear Participants,

You have done a lot of good work in presentations and in discussion which straightforwardly or implicitly touched upon two of my questions (What elements does a definition need? and What does a lexical semanticist job consists in?). Two other questions remained mostly untouched. How about meeting again at PLM 2006 and sharing ideas on 
· How to abstract from empirical data to a theoretical model?

· How to make categorisations?

I hope to see you in Poznań again.

Gosia Fabiszak

PS. As soon as I learn the necessary details about our possible publication of papers with Peter Lang I will send you the info.
