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1. Introduction: Aimsand Preliminary Considerations

In this article we propcse a cognitive-cultural model for the
representation and derivation d linguistic expresgons corveying the
conceptual-semantic and conceptual-pragmatic ascription d cognitive,
emotive, dispositional and behavioral attributes and traits, that is,
attributes and traits related to the caegory Self in Spanish and English.
Our main focus of interest will be the so-cdled folk model of
phenomenologicd Self, as evinced in the everyday linguistic
manifestations of Spanish and Engli sh speakers (with the proviso that the
article lacks a ontrastive angle proper). The model adopts a number of
asaumptions and constructs derived from cognitive anthropdogicd and
cognitive linguistic models (Johrson, 1987 D'Andrade, 1995. Thus the
posited cognitive-cultural dimensions, attributes and feaures of Self have
been derived from studies in phenomendogicd psychology, cognitive
psychology, cultural anthropdogy and cognitive anthropdinguistics; to
these anstructs we have gplied models of analysis adoped from
cognitive-semantic and cognitive-cultural studies, and, finaly, for the
process of derivation o expressons we have aloped Levelt's Model of
Spe&king (1989, which dstinguishes three stages. Conceptuali zation,
Formulation and Articulation, and this model is complemented by some
national constructs from the Functional-Lexematic Model closely akin to
Functional Grammar (Martin Mingorance 1987 199(). In this
introductory sedion we offer some general considerations abou the
semantic phenomenadlogy and anthropdogy of self-caegorization. In
sedion 2 we describe some dimensions, domains, attributes and feaures
involved in the representation o that caegory's cognitive-cultural
schemas, and ill ustrate amodel for the derivation and expresson d such
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schemas, distinguishing between an encoding-oriented, synthetic-
onamasiologicd approach, from a dewding-oriented, analytic-
semasiologicd approadh. Finaly, in sedion 3we offer some ancluding
remarks.

To summarize our aims, the programmatic questions to he
addressed can be itemized as foll ows:

What caegorial dimensions and parameters (schemata, attributes,
fedures) serve & molds and vehicles for the wnceptualization o
properties and types of selfhood?

How are such caegorizations encoded linguisticdly? What are
some of the linguistic means to represent, refer to, and ascribe, traits,
properties, and charaderistics of conceptual categories of Self?

What does the way a allture talks abou its members' selves (as
well as other cultures selves) tell us abou the way it thinks abou
selfhood? In ather words, what are its cognitive-cultural models of this
caegory?

The self isa allturally-constituted category. It is generally viewed
as afunctional whaole with a cmpasite nature: mind, bog/, emotions, and
personality. However, the unitary or compartmentalized functional
composition d the self very much depends onthe altural psychology of a
culture (Morris, 1994 Cohen, 1994, espedaly as regards the
individuali stic-coll edivist distinction and its attendant analytic or hdlistic
cognitive styles (Triandis, 199Q. Again, the concept of self is contingent
uponthe eologicd, cosmologicd, social and moral orders permeding the
culture. The Tamils, for instance are said to possess different kinds of
bodes and persondliti es based onthe qualiti es taken in from the soil at
their birthplace(Lock, 1993. Likewise, in ou culture, the existence of a
concept such as smart is indicaive of how cognition, in general, and a
certain type of intelligence, in particular, islexicdly conceptualized. The
concept of smartness paints to a ceatain manner of implementing a
person's intelledua ability or knowledge. In reference to that particular
concept, this means that defining what intelligence is in ou culture
refleds our understanding of how it is used and for what goals and tasks.
In other words, the what is a function d the how (D'Andrade, 1989. In
like manner, important social and individual consequences follow from a
culture's concept of self asregards an individual and Hs/her social life: the
gendered relations (the ncepts of masculinity and femininity),
socidization d children, the conception d the body, the relationship with
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the natural world, the normative and moral order (do's and dort's, ought's
and owht nat's), etc. Phenomendogicdly spe&ing, the self is not a
tangible entity, bu rather an inferred abstradion from phenomenologicd
experience. Nor is it a unitary concept, for it conjures up a compasite,
multi-faceed, many-layered phenomenon. Again, athowh unversaly-
caegorized, dfferent cultures conceveit in dfferent ways (Geatz, 1983
Shweder and Bourne, 1984.

Becaise of the intangible, composite, quasi-ineffable and
relativistic nature of self, humans have developed culture-bound
conceptual-linguistic caegories representing its properties, attributes and
traits in order to think and talk abou it. Through talk people signa the
pragmatic indexes of the ailturally-constituted categories permeding a
culture. Hence talking abou the self (describing its attributes, ascribing
properties and qualiti es to it, and evaluating it) is an index of both the
subjedive- and intersubjedively-constituted categories making up the
mental and cultural models of a alture's members.

At the outset, a distinction must be made between the purely
personal style of talking abou the self and the distinct communicative
style and categories of a allture's conception(s) of the self. The former
possesEes albjedive dimensions that elude the objedive or intersubjedive
dimension d analysis. the persona voice narrating the self may be -
terminous, but still distinct from the @ll edive or communal voice (Mill er
et a, 199). On the other hand, the way people talk abou selfhoodis a
refledion o the way they think abou it, which is another way of saying
that it refleds the way people think abou themselves and ahers. From
this viewpaint, talking refleds thinking and thinking informs talking.
However, thinking is not just the static product of cognition, bu a process
of cognitive functioning, for what we think abou is intimately related to
how we think. The &ove mnsiderations sem to argue for an integrated
treament of language cdegories, cognitionand adion. It isfor thisreason
that in this article we will approach the study of the linguistic
caegorization d self using concepts, ideas and methods from disciplines
like cognitive linguistics and cognitive anthropdogy, which, for the last
coude of decales have been attempting an integration of linguistic,
conceptual and cultural knowledge, and which argue in favor of the
interdependence of language, cognition, emotion and social adion.

Of spedal importance in this paper is the oncept of cultural
model as used and developed by cognitive anthropdogists (Holland and
Quinn, 1987, who stress the fad that understanding the meaning of a
term entail s understanding the implicit cultural models (of language and



4 J.M. Martin Morill as

thought) underlying it. A cultural model is a sort of intersubjedively-
shared schematic version d eventsin the world. Cultural models typicdly
encode in a propcsitional as well as a motivational format al the
information members of a alture possessthat enables them to coordinate,
interpret, and aient, their adions, beliefs, values, narms, etc (D'Andrade,
1987. For cognitive anthropdogists, many lexicd-cultural terms like
marriage, anger, lie, smart, etc. are 'constituted signs, and as such,
encapsulate a grea ded of cultura information and locdly-grouncded
knowledge. From this theoreticdly-oriented, cognitive-cultural
perspedive, the student may then derive aseries of posgble implicaions
and applications to be used in areas duch as lexicology, cultural studies,
crosscultural semantics, sociocultural pedagogicd guides, and cross
cultural communicaion studies.

In ou seach for a mgnitive-cultural framework of analysis for
the concept of self, we shodd bea in mind a number of paints. Firstly,
although universally foundin all | anguages and cultures, it is nevertheless
a adlture-bound,many-facded category. Different cultures hold dfferent
conceptions abou its nature, structure and functions, and have proposed
ways of conceptualizing it, often at odds with ore ancther. This means
that we ae deding with a relativist conception o a cognitive-cultura
category.

Seoondy, as a nonnatural kind caegory, its caegorization is
‘constituted’, in the sense of Seale, 1995. Unlike natural kind sign
projedions, constituted sign projedions are the cnventionalized credion
of a allture. Constituted signs can be defined by means of the foll owing
formula: "X cournts as Y under condtions C". Constituted signs are an
attradive aeafor the linguist interested in the study of cultural modelsin
language and thought. Words and expressons used by people to describe
and ascribe personal cognitive, emotive and evaluative traits or properties
to themselves or other selves may refled/encode general tendencies of the
human cogniti ve-perceptive-evaluative cdegorization system as well as
particular, culture-bound omes (cfr. Wierzbicka, 1992. As a constituted
sign, the cdegorization d selfhoodmay encode or refled some general or
even unversal properties, bu most saliently, it is likely to dsplay the
particular way in which a given people or culture conceives of it. Thereis
no guestion that ead culture possesses a distinctive concept of self, one
that only partially overlaps with anather culture's. The degreeof overlapis
likely to be the result of a host of historicd, social, and psychologicd
causes. By and large, cultures with a common axiologicd and hstoricd
tradition are likely to share most of their concept of self. Religion, history,
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socia evolution, and the like ae fadors underlying the weaving together
of the different threads necessary for creding the tapestry of as complex a
term as that of selfhood. The mplexity of this term may be made
manifest at different levels, for its caegorization refleds and encodes
various g/stems of parameters or dimensions.

Thirdly, it is important to spedfy at which level of language
experience our caegorial analysis is to be framed. We may in principle
distinguish between the foll owing models of self:

Reflexive models, which are for the most part encegpsulated in the
views passd dovn to us by the grea religious and phlosophicd
traditions snce Antiquity;

Expert models, which se&k to provide us with a scientific or
principled acount of man's nature, as offered by the fields of psychdogy,
sociology, anthropdogy, and phil asophy;

Folk models, which convey the phenomendogicdly-based,
tradition-bound,commonsense view that we find encapsulated in the way
members of a given culturetalk abou persons.

Our concern here will be nealy exclusively with folk models.

Fourthly, talk of self, whether from an expert model's or a folk
model's perspedive,often requires the operation d conceptual mapping
and analogicd reasoning. Common cognitive-linguistic devices for
suppating the processof identifying, referring to or ascribing properties
and attributes of self are:

a) Image-schematic projedions
b) Ontologial and structural projedions
¢) Cultural models

These projedions and models may be found in al types of
linguistic manifestation, from words to dscourse. Here, we will be
concerned mostly with grammatica and lexicd-grammaticd expressons.
As an example of these, consider the foll owing Spanish expressons:

(D) Esuncaa. [lit. S’heisaface(= S'he has nerve))]

(2) Estafuerade si. [S'heisout of him/herself (= S/heisvery angry.)]

(3) Estd ex uranube. [S'heisup ona doud (= Slheis elated.)]

(4) Estahunddo.[S/heis aunk (= Stheis depressed.)]

(5) Le sali6 del ama [It came out of his/her soul (= S/he spoke from the
heat.)]
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(6) Tiene buen corazén [S/he has good keat. (= S/heis good-heated.)]

(7) Tiene duende [S/he has elf. (= S/he has a cetain magic.)

(8) Dime mn quén andasy te diré quién eres. [Tell me whoyou are going
with,and | will tell youwho you are (= A man is known by the
company he kegs.)]

We can initialy identify in these epressons a number of
semantic-conceptual  and  semantic-structural  constructs  (inessve
attributive predicaions, possssve predicaions, idiomatic proverbia
expressons) involving metonymic and metapharic conceptual projedions
(spatial and aientation metaphars of containment and verticdity, as well
as ontologicd and event metaphars) intended to convey ascriptions and
evaluations of self: emotive states, states of mind, moral evaluations,
behavioral dispositions, etc. These examples are meant to show some of
the different ways of expresdng the cncept of self in Spanish in
comparison to English, and hence of conceptualizing it cognitively-
culturally. Thus such linguistic conceptuali zations point to various mental
and cultural models of self in Spanish and English. Obvioudly, this
linguistic folk view of the self does nat exist in a @nceptual vaauum since
it constitutes the repasitory of the ailtural experience of a people. As
such, it isa nstruction d a people, i.e. a altural-conceptua projedion.
The fad that this projedion is also an acaimulated, socio-historicd
phenomenon signifies that it is nouwished by ancestral pradices
(mythologies, folklore), reflexive pradices (religion, ethicd and moral
pradices), emlogicd, historicd and socia fadors, plus a hast of other
causes whose ducidation would cdl for an in-depth cultural-semiotic
monographic treament.

2. Representation and Derivation of Dimensions, Parameters,
Attributesand Features

Our aiminthis sdionistwofold:

(i) to describe a model of representation d the dimensions,
parameters, attributes and feaures of the ailtural-cognitive cdegorization
of sef, as induwctively inferred from its linguistic encodings (words,
expressons, idioms, proverbs, and dscourse); and as deductively impaosed
from cogniti ve-anthropd ogicd, and cogniti ve-semantic considerations.

(ii) to exemplify a model of derivation d expressons conveying
the posited cogniti ve-cultural dimensions or parameters of the model.



The Concept of Sdif... 7

Thus, methoddogicdly spe&king, we mbine a induwtive and a
deductive gproach: dicitation and colledion d samples of data with a
view towards identifying a set of inferred cognitive-cultural dimensions
and parameters underlying the data; and the gplicaion o deduced
conceptua dimensions and parameters to samples of data.

2.1. A Model of Representation

W. Levelt (1989 has propcsed a now classcd Speking Model
roughly comprising the following comporents: (a) Conceptudlizer; (b)
Formulator; (c ) Articulator. We have aapted this model as a starting
point for our own model of representation and derivation o self-
caegorization. Leaving aside & irrelevant the aticulatory comporent, in
our adaptationthe function served by the conceptualizer comporent is that
of a repaository of explicit/implicit verbal and episodic memory (word-
knowledge and world-knowledge). We leave aide the isuue of the
representational and procedural properties of this memory system, bu we
asaume that it roughly consists of networks of schemas (both image and
propgsitional schemata) making up subjedive and intersubjedive mental
and cultural models with epistemic-representational and psycho-emotive
(motivational) force For the purpose of this article, we have recast
Levelt's conceptualizer comporent into a series of cognitive-pragmatic
and cognitive-cultural models, which are structured in a series of
parameters and dmensions representing (culture-bound pototypicd)
attributes, feaures and poperties of self. But in ouw mode the
conceptuali zer comporent is made to serve anumber of further functions:

a a ognitive-pragmatic-discursive function (ways of
conceptuaizing self for pragmatic purposes in the relevant interadive
universe of discourse). That is, the speaker must possessrepresentationsin
hissher cognitive ewironment of antecalent, and current information
abou the other selves involved in the ommunicaive event in process as
well as abou the mntextual situation. At the same time, the speaker must
try to convey a number of intentional meanings, for example: to refer to
onesdlf rather than to ancther self; to identify the self; to assess its
dispasitions, traits (e.g. to praise or criticize), etc.

b) a aognitive-cultural function (ways of conceptualizing self by
means of mental and cultural models in language and thought). That is,
the spedker must possess £hematic representations of, for example, the
self as aspace or as a substance, or as a madine, etc. Provision must be
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made for some of the schematic representations to be idiosyncratic, totally
or partialy, ie., the result of personal meaning-construction strategies of
representation.

On the other hand, the formulator component can be said to have
the following functions:

a) a propositional -predicative function (in charge of assignment of
basic or complex predication formats to the conceptualizing functions);

b) an expressive function (in charge of assignment of pre-
phonological expression structures to the predicative functions).

(These formulator component functions will be largely glossed
over in our discussion).

Below are itemized some examples of possible domains,
dimensions, parameters, schemas and attributes, making up the cognitive-
pragmatic and cognitive-cultural functions:

|. Discursive-pragmatic functions

1. Pragmatic descriptive/ascriptive/atributive  discourse  strategies:
referential, indexical, diagnostic, identificative, evaluative, vocative;
1.1 Referential strategies: self-reference; other-reference;

I1. Conceptual domains of description/adscription:

A) Dimensions of Self

A.1l. Cognition: epistemic/mental traits;, states of mind; degree of
consciousness/awareness, rationality,

A.2. Affect: attitudinal/emotive/mood traits

A.3. Dispositions: character, temperament, personality

A.4. Behavioral traits: intelligence, imagination, performance skills

A.5 Personal conduct: morality, manners

A.6. Physical appearance: body, looks, stance

B) Parameters

B.1. Positive/neutral/negative

B.2. Normality/abnormality

B.3. Teleology, instrumentality, mediation
B.4. Quantification, Individuation, Partition
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B.5. Prototypicdity/Stereotypicdity

C) Cognitive-Cultural Schemas descriptior/ascriptior/attribution
C.1.Emboded schemas

C.1.1.containment/spatiality:

C.1.2. gientation: up/down

C.1.3movement, force

C.1.4 bod (hed, face eyes, mouth..)

C.1.4.1 bod part aslocus

C.1.4.2 bod part as mediated agency

C.2.Ontologicd schemas

C.2.1.Material Substances,

C.2.2.Supernatural Substances: god(s), forces, spirits
C.2.3.Metaphysicd substances: mind, spirit, soul

C.2.4.Nature: land, trees, animals

C.2.5.Artifads, machines

C.3. Cognitive-Cultural schemas

C.3.1.Reflexive models: mythadogy, religion, phlosophy
C.3.1.1.Expert models: psychalogy, sociology, anthropdogy
C.3.2.Folk models: phenomenadlogicd self

C.3.21. Ontologicd asaumptions: objed-typificaion and
stereotypification

C.3.2.2.Axiologicd assumptions: evaluation, aientation
C.3.2.3.Logicd-epistemicd assumptions: beli efs and entail ments
C.3.2.1.1 Attributes and features of the phenomenadlogicd self

(i) Continuity: The self is enduring. Individuality is not fleding
but a mnsistent, constant experience.

(i) Development: The self's individuality and continuity may
change, for there ae bredaks in the continuity, as well as degrees of self-
consciousness abou it. The sef evolves both perceptibly and
imperceptibly.

(iii) Degreeof self-consciousness The sense of self is marked by
the degree of self-awareness This slf-awarenessmay be experienced in
terms of a scae: degp-shall ow, expanded-shrinking, etc

(iv) Unity and durality: The self may be experienced as whaole or
fragmented, ore or many.

Individuality and connededness The self can be experienced as sparate,
boundd, urique, independent; or as conreded, dependent,
interdependent; or else & inner-direded o as outer-direded.
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(v) Visibility and eff ability: The self is not a tangible objed, but
rather something hidden, occurring inside. It only shows itself by means
of outward signals, which tell of the movementsinside. At the same time,
it is communicable by means of emboded mental and cultural
schematizations involving projedive mappings from source domains of
corcrete experience onto target domains of abstrad concepts;

(vi) Contents: The self is commonly thought of as a space or
corntainer. It contains inessve states, and generates internal events, such
as. thoughts, beliefs, emotions, forces. There may be afunctional |ocus for
ead o these, a center of functioning locaed in a part of the whole of self.
Generdly, the body ads as a @ntainer, and bogparts may ad as
functional loci for different internal events: head, heat, liver, guts, blood,
etc. Verbs of Possesdon together with a bodypart functional locus
commonly expressdifferent behavioral, moral, emotional, cognitive traits:
(e.g. Sp. Tiene la sangre cdiente/ malas entrafias / mala leche / buen
corazbn / mala cdeza / cojones). An dternative is inessve
metonymization: e.g. 'Esun cara/ cabezén/ manitas.

(vii) Border/Limits: The self is commonly thowght of as an inner
gpacewith outer limits, or a cntainer that can befilled o emptied. Hence
metapharic spatial schematizations emotion and cognition attributes such
as.

- Spatiality and emotion (e.g. Sp. 'Le sali6 del ama; 'Le entré pena; 'Le
vinieronideas; 'Se le han metido manias’; 'Me sacade quicio’);

- Spatiality and mental ability (e.g. Sp. 'Hasta hi no llego’, Eng. 'That's
beyondme; That's over my heal).

(viii) Functional locus of centeredness The self possesses
different loci of function. Since the self is experienced bah as unity and
(functional) division, there must be alocus at which the main functions
are located. There may also be an inner red self. Hence mnceptua
metonymies sich as:

- Rationdlity (e.g. Sp. Tiene una cdeza bien puesta [= She is level-
headed];

- Morality and charader (e.g. Sp. Tiene buen corazén' [= She is good
heated].

- Emotion and affedivity (e.g. Sp. ‘Tieneroto & corazon')

(ix) Depth and Strata: The self is a many-layered structure. It is
also hierarchicd. The self is not a shallow surface bu a spacewith depth
(e.g. Sp. 'Tiene buen fondd [= S'he is goodnatured].
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2.2. Synthetic-onomasiological and  Analytic-semasiological
Approaches

We will now present a sample exemplification d the model of
derivation sketched ou above. As nated above, we distinguish (a) an
encoding-oriented process which works from Conceptualization to
Formulation; (b) a dewding-oriented process which works from
Formulation to Conceptudization. In the synthetic-onamasiologicd
process we begin with a posssble conceptual pragmatic-discursive
function, then we give the aognitive-cultural model(s) (together with the
attendant ontologicd, epistemic, logicd and axiologicd assumptions and
entallments), and finally work out the predicaive axd expressve
constructions redizing them. In the analytic-semasiologicd approad, we
simply work out the agnitive-cultural models as well as the posghle
pragmatic-discursive functions underlying one or more related
predications or expressons.

2.2.1. Synthetic-Onomasiological Exemplification

Let us imagine a dyadic conversation between two Spanish
speakers whase main topic is an absent third person. Let us assume that at
the cnceptualizing level, ore of the speakers chooses a pragmatic-
discursive function consisting in the summetive negative evaluation d the
absent person's charader, perhaps a summative carader evaluation
offered as an upake following a aiticd remark made by one of the
interlocutors abou the &sent person's mewhat lessthan-normal
behavior. We ca refer to it as an aher-self derogatory evaluative
ascription (OSDEA). Let us asaume further that this negative evaluative
ascription involves an evaluation d the person's menta-behaviora
capadty or ability. Whittled dovn to its eseentials, to encode thisfunction,
the spedker first retrieves a representatio of the OSDEA, then seleds, as
the second stage of the cnceptualization, a gnitive-cultural model
serving as conceptual vehicle to convey his/her pragmatic evaluation. Let
us assume this cogniti ve-cultural model seleded is the following: the Self-
as-Madine. Itemizing the &ove functions, we obtain the following
propasiti onal-representational model:

1. Cognitive-Pragmatic function: other-self derogatory evaluative
ascription
2. Cognitive-Cultural model (individualist, technacratic aulture):
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The Self isaMadine

A. Ontologicd and epistemic assumptions (beli ef-caegories)
A.1. Outward behavior isan effed of inner causes and processes
A.2.Inner processs are mechanisms

A.3. The self hasfunctional parts

A.4.The self'sfunctional parts are driven by these mechanisms
A.5.The self'smindis madine-like

A.6. Thelocus of intelli gent functionsis the mind

B. Epistemic and Axiologica Entail ments

B.1. Efficient mechanisms are driven by well-functioning parts
B.2. Madiines are inefficient when parts do nd function well or are
missng

B.3. A well-functioning mind is an asst

B.4. Anill -functioning mind is problematic and urreliable

Next, at the formulation level, the spe&ker must choose a
propasition-predicative format for encoding the seleded cultural model
for the pragmatic function d derogatory ascription. This format underlies
a number of possbhle expressons. Obviously ther speaker has at his/her
disposal a number of formulation ogions (both systemic and
idiosyncratic) to encode the éove pragmatic and cognitive-cultural
models and schemas. Posshle encodings might be: " Su mente no funciona
bien", " Su cabezanofuncionabien”. In bah casesthe expresson encodes
several metapharic and metonymic projedions derived from the general
cognitive-cultural model employed (THE SELF IS A MACHINE; THE
MIND IS THE GOVERNOR OF THE SELF; THE MIND WORKSLIKE
A MACHINE WITH PARTS; THE HEAD IS THE SEAT OF THE
MIND) by adivating the lexicd predicae NEG-FUNCIONAR (BIEN).
Asciated lexicd models can be mobilized here @& well as dternative
encoding options. For example, thelexicd predicate CARBURAR may be
adivated thus encoding ancther, more spedfic projedion: "No le cabura
la cdeza' (THE MOTOR ENGINE MODEL OF THE MIND). An
dternative lexico-grammaticd (idiomatic) expresson might be: "Le falta
un tornillo" [ = S/he is missng a screw = S/he has a screw loose]. Here
the spe&er chooses a high-level negative-possesdve propasitional
predicaion (NO TENER ALGUIEN ALGO), encoded in the lexicd-
predicae predicae FALTAR; we can abstradly capture this by means of
the following Functional-Lexematic representation (Martin Mingorance,
1990b100f):
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NEG-POSESSVE PREDICATION::FALTAR [(X1:<concreto>
(x1)EntityPos (x2: <concreto>: Objea)EntityAff] State

Thisidiomatic expresson encgpsul ates a metapharic displacament
made posssble by the wognitive-cultural schematization THE MIND IS A
MACHINE (and its attendant corallary assumptions and entail ments
detailed abovee A MACHINE HAS PARTS; SOME PARTS ARE
SCREWS, etc). The ailtural model exemplified by this idiomatic
expresson entail s a metapharic mapping of the conceptual schema 'lossof
function by loss of medanicd part' onto the @nceptual schema
handicgoped mental procesdability'. In the mapping, the ontologicd,
epistemologicd and logicd structural assumptions of one domain are
transposed to the other domain.

Throughou this discusdon o the synthetic-onamasiologicd
representation and cerivation process it can be inferred that there exists a
mutually constraining relationship between the amnceptuali zation level of
the model and the formulation level. If the seleded pragmatic function
underlying the ailtural model involves 'negative acription, and, at the
same time, the altural model encodes the mental schema the mind is a
madchine (or macdine-like), these dhoices arelikely to constrain the type of
predication format (type of state of affairs and types of entities involved)
and expresson encoding at the formulation level.

A further synthetic spedficaion would spell out al the
aternatives avail able in the repertoire of predications and expressons for
a given pragmatic function and mental schematic function. Besides a
repertoire of free grammaticd expressons, there is a number of set
phrases and expressons, idiomatic and proverbial expressons, or quasi-
syntadic formulas available to the speaer in the adltural-linguistic
repertoire, (eg. for the éove alltural-cognitive model, cfr. Sp. "No le
funcionan las neuronas', "Tiene @ disco duo estropealo’, "Es de pifién
fijo, etc.). Whatever the choice the seledion d linguistic means can be
sem as a sewndary, subservient step in the derivation, following the
seledion d the aultural model. On this view, the aultural models provide
a higher-order cognitive-cultural repertoire @nstraining the lexicd-
predicaive seledion d predicaions and expressons. The higher-order
conceptuali zation mapping constrains the seledion d lower-order
predications (and their attendant seledion pocesses of predicaes and
terms from the lexicon and the grammar).
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However, a cnsideration is in arder. Althowgh the impresson
may have been given, that the model propaosed to explain ascription d self
properties to someone works medianicaly and algorithmicaly, adually
thisisfar from being the case. Speders are involved in constant meaning-
construction credive processs, and they also make use in meaningful
interadion d the adlturall y-constituted puldic semantic resources existing
in the language to corvey certain pragmatic functions. Actualy, most
speakers probably engage in bah types of meaning-construction
processes. When spedkers creae their own private metaphaizations and
conceptudli zations, discourse models of language and thought may take
over from predicaive ones. In such rarratologicd textual meaning-
credion processs, speakers must be avare of the relevance, retrievability
and shareability condtions of their own private metaphaic mappings
(Shen, 1992 Clark, 1999. Other types of spedal-purpose discourse
evolve their own dscursive metapharic projedions, which may be highly
idiosyncratic, or highly expert-oriented.

The synthetic-onamasiologicd approach alows us to compare
different models of categorization d properties of the self. Consider, for
instance the 'in/out' and ‘up/down ‘containment and aientation schemas
discused in the agnitive linguistic literature (cfr. Johrnson, 1987.
Acoording to Johrson, there ae five entail ments foll owing from the in-out
orientation schemata (1987.22):

- The eperience of containment involves protedion from, or
resistanceto, external forces.

- Containment also li mits and restricts forces within the container.
- The mntained ojed beames fixed in locaion because of the
restraint of forces

- The ontained oljed becomes either accesghle or inaccessble
to the view of some observer.

- Trangitivity of containment.

Such entailments can be eixcoded in Spanish by means of
expressons guch as 'Esta encerrado en si mismo'; 'Se siente arapado’; 'Es
una persona muy abierta’; 'Es muy cearrado de mollera. At the same time,
the eistence in English and Spanish of inessve expressons involving
predicaive dtributes such as 'salido, 'descentrado, 'spaced ou', etc.,
reveds that in bah languages the mnceptualization d abnamal or less
than-normal states of mind (generally involving mental and emotive states
and poceses) relies equally on the mapping of emboded spatial and
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orientation metaphaic projedions. An emboded schema is a schematic
structure that is constantly operating in ou perception, bodly movement
through space and plysicd manipulation d objeds (Johrnson, 198723).
In the in-out orientation schema, the within caegory isin the (by default)
appropriate container. Thus, the logicd structure of this caegorization
includes the entail ment that the without or outside cdegory isthe negation
of the within ore. In the folk model of self, this means that going beyond
the boundxries of the bound of the cdegory entails going out of the
normality parameter and into the @namality one. The énamality
parameter also has an ouskirts and a cre. The distance between the
within caegory and the withou category may be longer or shorter; and
the orientational trajeaory higher or lower.

From our standpant, these schemas serve a conceptual vehicles
for the mnveyance of conceptual meanings involving a hierarchy of
normality as well as a palarization ketween good and bed states of mind.
The infout schema represents the terms of a dichotomous atia
poarization between a paositive mnception o self, defined as a spaceor
territory inside of which there is normality (unmarked) and a negative
conception d self, defined as the state resulting from leaving the
normality spaceor territory (marked). Thus, we have:

|. (Positive Pole): Inside: States of Normality

Il. (Negative Pole): Outside: State of Abnamality: Deviancy,
Impairment, Impersonality, Non-persondlity, Extraordinariness Such
terms as those belonging to the outside pde typicdly seem to convey
states referring to, o describing personality traits involving sensory
deprivation, spedal bodly and mental states, ill-hedth, sexual conduct,
madness mental or physicd excess overexertion, excitement, and the
like. In Spanish expressons conveying this metaphar typicdly contain
forms of verbs of motion like: ir, salir, perder, escapar, volar (eg. 'Perdio
la cdeza; 'Sete escapala cdeza; 'Estaido/volada/salido).

We offer an interpretation o the gnitive-cultural model
underlying the in-out schematic projedions for Normal/Abnamal states
of mind:

Cognitive-cultural assumptions:
A) Main assumption: An abnamal state of mind is the result of a
movement from anormal state
B) Epistemic asaumptions:
The original stateis naturalness namality.
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This date is the starting spaceor enclosure.

This gace atail sa primary natural li mit.

The end state is unreturalness, abnamality.

This date isthe end spaceor enclosure or lack of spaceor enclosure.

This gace @talsanonprimary limit.

C) Axiologicd assumptions:

The outside states are not good a desirable (subjed to evaluation,
criticism, acceptance).

The outside states are more or lessdangerous or unaccetable and hence
have undesirable @mnsequences (subjed to control, restraint, purishment,
regedion, etc.).

For its part, the much-studied 'up/down' schema represents the
terms of averticd conceptualization d pdarized metapharic concepts:

1. Positive: UP ISHAPPY/GOOD (goodfedings, good states of mind)

2. Negative: DOWN IS SAD/BAD (bad fedings, bad states of mind) as
manifested in examples like Sp. 'Esta par los auelos, 'Cayd en la
depresion, 'Se harebagjado, 'Estahunddo, Esta en lagloria, etc.

But there may exist other alternative spatial projedions. One such typeis
the ‘attachment/detachment’ schema, combined with orientation and
containment schemas. One variant of this £hema includes the conceptual
dimension 'solid bdtom ground, in which the positive term of the
polarized dchotomy encapsulates concepts of solidity concerning moral
stances and ethicd behavior, at least in Spanish, as evinced by examples
like 'Tiene buen fondd, 'Es incommovible, 'Es de moral solida. Ancther
variant includes the schema 'detachment from right centredness, which is
foundin expresgons such as Sp. 'Estar desquiciada (akin to Eng. To be
unhinged), or its causative murterpart, 'Saca de quicio (= Eng. drive
crazy).

As arule, it seams to us that in Spanish the tendency is for the
in/out schemato redi ze the normality/abnamality scade, and the up/down
ore to redize the good states of mind/bad states of mind pdarized
dichatomy. If so, we might construe the diff erence between the foll owing
two expressons:

(a) Estd en uranube
(b) Esta en las nubes
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in the following way. Whereas (b) usualy refers to someone who
simply is unaware of something happening (i.e. someone who is in an
(abnamal) state of mental mudde or confusion), (8) means "to bein a
state of bliss joy". Thus, (a) seemsto belongs to the up/down schema, bu
(b) to the infout schema.

2.2.2 A Note on the Analytic-Semasiological Approach

Due to ladk of space we ae unable to dfer a detaled
exemplification d the aaytic-semasiologicd approad); one or two
instances will perhaps aufficeto ill ustrate its import. One of the functions
of this approac is the study of the deading process working out the
models and functions underlying expressons. Ancther function is the
sudy of the differential co-relation ketween Conceptualization and
Formulation, in particulcar, the deambiguation d polysemic expressons.
With the analytic semasiologicd approach we can analyze the adltura
models and cogniti ve schemas shared by a given predicaion/expressonas
a palysemous encoding device Take for instance the anbiguous Spanish
inessve epresson, 'Es muy corto’. Used as an ascription d personality
trait (rather than, say, a'description d aperson's height), thisexpressonis
in fad ambiguous between several readings. The semasiologicd analysis
alows usto derive the diff erent modelsimplied by the dimensional spatial
predicae ‘corto":

1. CORTO-1: 'corto de mente' [ = nat very clever, sharp].
Metapharic Association: Spatial Dimension and Mental Ability;

2. CORTO-2: ‘corto de miras [ = having modest aspirations,
goals). Metaphaiic Association: Spatial Dimension and Depth of Vision.

3. CORTO-3: 'corto de trato' [ = shy, na good at socializing].
Metaphaic Asciation: Spatial Dimension and Socia Distance
Hence the same spatia mental schema and predicaive ascription can be
used for different cognitive-cultural functions. Again, ore culd further
taxonamize ntrastively the spatial-dimensional conception d self
implied by these expressons with regard to aher spatial conceptions
making use of alternative models, such as the spatial-containment schema:
cfr. Sp. 'Estd que no cabe en su cuerpo ce gozo', 'Estallenade degria, 'Se
siente vado', etc. Here the ascriptions make reference to pasitive and
negative emotive states of mind, panting to a view of the self as
container, and d emotions as fluids or substances filli ng in, overflowing
or emptying out of the container.
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3. Concluding Remarks

In this paper we have presented a programmatic study of the
caegorization d self in Spanish, and lessfocdly in English, emphasizing
its representation and cerivation from a aognitive-cultural point of view.
More particularly, we have offered a dasdficaion d some of the
dimensions, parameters, attributes and feaures involved in the
representation o the cdegory, and then proposed a model for the
derivation d expressons, distinguishing between an encoding-oriented
synthetic goproach from a deading-oriented analytic one. We have
started from the wgnitive anthropdogicd assumption that, as cdimed by
Shweder and Bourne, "the metaphars by which people live and the world
views to which they subscribe mediate the relationship between what one
thinks and hawv one thinks[...] The way a aulture's world view and master
metaphas per se influencethe relationship between what one thinks about
an hov one thinks' (1984159). This sgnifies that, from a agnitive-
cultural perspedive, cultures live by metaphars and world-premises that
dired their attention and affed to particular systems, relationaly
conceved and contextually appraised. The concept of self, therefore,
provides an interesting comparative domain from which to daw a
possble ratio of universalist vs. relativist tendencies in cultural meaning
systems, in particular, the investigation d what the way we talk abou
ourselves or others, tells us abou how and what we think of them, and
hence abou what our way of thinking-talking is like, and, further, what it
al reveds abou our cognitive and axiologicd orientations and styles, our
style of communicaing, conceptualizing, reasoning strategies, etc.
Admittedly, the latter goals are totall y beyondthe scope of this article. We
have only attempted to off er some general waysin which we can approach
the study of how the mncept of self (reveded in our ways of describing,
ascribing and referring to persons, their cognitive, emotive and behavioral
traits, charaderistics, etc.) is represented in Spanish and, lessfocdly, in
English, as a first approximation towards a more daborated cultural-
cognitive acount of the mncept of self from which ore may derive
further applicaions and implicaions (for instance a aosscultura
cognitive ethnography of English-spesking and Spanish-spe&king
cultures).

On this vein, we may advance the tentative hypothesis that the
conceptual mappings involving source and target domains to represent
attributes of self are sensitive to a metaphaization herarchy made up o
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values implicit in the individualistic-coll edivistic aultural-psychalogicd
dimension. That is to say, colledivistic (traditional) cultures, which
emphasize pubic-self andin-groupvalues over private-self and ou-group
values will tendto show ahigher incidence of cogniti ve-cultural-linguistic
mappings involving the dimensions of nature, animals, etc in the
conceptudi zation o behavioral, mental, and emotive traits, or in the
description d functiona parts of self, and the locaion d functional
centers, etc. (Cfr. naturdlization, animation, reification expressons like
Sp. 'Es un volcan' (emotion: deep); Trabaja cwmo un mulo' (ability:
enduance of hardships); 'Se @mporta ©mo un cedo (manners:
shockingly rude); 'Es un corderito’ (charader: mild); 'Es unlince (mental
functioning: clever); 'Quien a buen &mol se arima buena sombra le
cobija (exemplary emulation). On the other hand, individuali stic (modern,
technacratic) cultures tend to favor madiines, artifads (cfr. Sp. 'Esta
hecho ura datarra, 'ES un roba', 'EsS una maguina, 'Estd muy
revolucionado, 'Le falta un chip, etc.), and at the same time ae more
liable to be receptive to expert models: cfr., for instance nowadays-
common-psychoanalytic terms like 'repressed’, 'neurotic', or even textual
ones like 'l yo y sus circumstancias coined by the phil osopher Ortega 'y
Gasst. Typicd aso of experts models is the eistence of tropdogicd
credaions, an example of which is the so-cdled 'self-help therapeutic'
discourse, where one finds expressons like: "You must get rid of your
inner custodian to get in touch with your red sdf" (from Gail Sheeye's
best-sdlli ng bodk, Passages: Predictable aisesin adult life. 1974. In this
text we ae deding with an expert (a therapist's) cultural model of self
with a number of spedal assumptions following from it abou self-
redization and self-heding philosophy, and a number of orientational,
gpatial and ortologicd metaphars srving as the linguistic-conceptual
vehicles of expresson, such as the self as saared inner spacerescued from
usurped inner space

If the &ove hypothesis beas up, ore might exped more
ambivalence and change in the @gnitive-cultural metapharic projedions
of the cdegorization d self in Spanish-spe&king cultures, as they may be
said to be in the processof undergoing a change from a lledivist to an
individualistic culture.

Finaly, it goes withou saying that a more in-depth and
comprehensive study of the caegorization d self from auniversalist anda
crosssemantic standpdnt would recessarily require the inclusion d a
historicd-diadhronic dimension a what Rorty (1989 refers to as
"changes of vocabulary" in the "metanarrative structure” of cultures.
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