
Chapter 1 
Introduction. Inte1~textualit)r, dialogism, and 
memot~)r: The fab1~ic of linguistic creativity 

Nullun1 est irun dichnn~ quod non sit dichnu p1·ius. 
Terence, E~u1.tlch 

1~ 1. The usage-oriented model from an intertextual 11erspective 

The goal of this book is t\\7ofold. On the one hand, it explores the general 
strategy of approaching speakers' linguistic co1npetence in a \Vay that high­
lights its heterogeneous and volatile nature - the result of its inextricable 

io_· .._. 

linkage to 111anifold contexts and cornn1unicative goals v~.rithin 'vhich speak-
ers develop their language skills, and for the sake of vvhich they practice 
t11eni. On the otl1er hand~ it is an atte1npt to \Vork out a coherent conceptual 
apparatus., grounded in linguistic fo111t that could describe, or at least out­
line" the way speakers handle their ever-changing, creatively challenging 
con1111unicative tasks bv the established n1eans of language, .. .._ .._ .. 

Critique of the rationalist 111odel of language as a hern1etic s11sten1 of al-
gorit.lunic con1binatorial rules, presun1ably underly'ing all the versatility of 
overt llnguistic behavior, has a long and rich history. l\s far as the general 
philosophical argu1nent. goes, t.he alte111ative ~~dy11an1icn ·vision of language 
as an open-ended creative process \Vas offerecL with re1narkable intellectual 
force~ by such philosophers .. sen1ioticians, and literary· theorists of t11e past 
century as Lud,,.rig \\7ittgenstein, Y\r alter Benj an1in, !'vlikhail Bakhtin~ and 
Jacques Derrida.1 Their \Vork in turn en1erged t1·0111 a deep historical back­
ground: it \Vas grounded'I first and fore111ost, in the Ron1antic and neo-- ---
Ron1antic critique of Cartesian and - in a n1ore con1plicated \Vay' - Kantian 
rationalisn1" 1 1nost notablv bv Johann Gottfried Herder, Friedrich von 

"' "' 
Hardenberg (Novalis), Friech·ich Schlegel,3 \~/ilhehn von Hun1boldt, and 

~ ~· 

Karl \l' ossler .4 

Until recently, hovve\reL, this philosophical vision of language had little 
in1pact on linguistics proper. \\lit.bout the painstaking construction .. con1po­
nent b)l con1ponent and layer b~l la~,rer, of an alternative conceptual edifice 
tl1at could accotnrnodate speakers' dynan1ic experience of language, any 
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critique of the rigid artificiality of abstract patterns and algorithn1ic rules 
leav,es the1n essentiaHv intact. For all its h1·nitations, the treattnent of lan-

r . 

guage as a S)lSten1 of in11nanent 111les - fro1n Quintillian "s Latin gran1n1ar 
and the all gran1n1 ar surve:ys and textbooks tl1at stenun eel fro1n it (Love 
1995: 3 83-384) .. to various theoretical n1odels~ notabl)' Jakobson "s struc­
tural universalisin and generati~le granunar - resulted in a fully developed 
apparatus for describing speakers~ linguistic con1peten ce, no n1 atter h O\V 

ren1ote t)·on1 actual speakers~ practice. C~ritics of this approach, on the other 
hand, rarely ventured onto the descriptive te1Tain beyond isolated exan1ples~ 
ho,~lever brilliantl\1 analv .. zed. 

~ .sl 

The situation changed in the last t\\70 decades of the t\ventieth century. It 
\\~as a tin1e n1arked by~ concentrated etl·orts to build conceptual categories 
and descriptive techniques that ,~lould be as n1anifest and systen1atic as, ~yet 
fundan1 en tally· different. tionL those otl'ered by f or1n al l ingu isti c n1 ode ls. I 
n1ean, of course, a constellation of loosely related ideas identified by the 
un1breHa nan1e of "'cognitive linguisticsn: t.he usage-oriented 1nodel of lan-..._.. ··- ..._ .. 

guage (Langacker 1987)~ fra1ne sen1antics (Filhnore 1982a: 1997a) and 
construction gra1nn1ar (Filln1ore., Kay and 0 ~Connor 1988: Kay' 1997b ): the 
theory of conceptual n1etaphor (Lakoff and Johnson 1980): the idea of rnen­
tal spaces (Fauconnier [1985] 1994): and finally, studies of various aspects 
of language in the light of the protot)'1Je theory (Berlin and Kay [1969] 
1999: Taylor 1989: Taylor 2002). One should also ackt10\vledge the itnpor­
tant contribution of studies of oral speech (Hallida)l [1978] 1994: Chafe 
1994) to the e111erging ne\v understanding of language.~ 

The approach taken in this book has n1an~y· points of intersection \Vith 
diverse facets of this novel trend. It is., first of alL usage-oriented~ I cannot 
agree tn ore \Vi th the thesis, expressed \Vlth particular force by L angacker, 
that the conunand of a language involves a 1nassive kt10\\7ledge of linguistic "'-· .__,, .. _.. "'--" 

conventions, uregardless of \Vhether these conventions can be substuned ..._, 

under rnore general state1nents~~ (Langacker 1987: 494) - k.t10\\7ledge that 
fron1 a rationalist point of ,rie\v looks ~~1nassi,rely redundanf~ (Langacker 
1999: 91). Reliance on tl1e enorn1ous a1nount of conventionalized expres­
sions erodes the boundary· bet\~reen the lexicon and granunar (Filhnore~ Kay 
and O~Connor 1988: Langacker 2002: 1). Since each such expression bears 
an in1print of tangible situations in which it is t1vicall)r used, the u encyclo­
pedic'~ k110\\.rledge of a broad situational background beco1nes an integral 
part of its 1n eaning, 1n aking all but redundant the distinction bet\\.reen 
~~con1petence~~ and ~~perforn1ance"' .. (Filhnore 1979: 89)') or bet\veen HS)'1l­

tax,n "~se1nantics,'' and "~pragn1aticsn (Filln1ore 1996: 57~ Schegloff, Ochs 



and Thon1pson 1996~ Ka:y 1997a: 52~ Langacker 2002: 16). The general 
strategy of describing language that ste1n1ned frorn this approach can be 
characterized, in Langacker' s aphoristic for1nulatio1L as ~"non-reductive, 

1naxi1nalist botton1-up,'' in contradistinction to the ""reductive, 1nini1nalist 
top-dov.rn" strategy of gen er a ti ve granunar (L angacker 1999: 90). 6 

I believe that this book occupies a distinctive place '"'ithin this general 
intellectual do1nain due to its particularly strong allegiance to the fact.s of 
speech, in all the richness of the texture \Vhich they· possess as tangible 
artifacts en1erging fro1n speakers' efforts to express tl1e1nselves and to 
con1111unicate, According to Gibbs (2006: 11), "'linguistic structures are 
related to and n1otivated b~l hu1nan conceptual kr10\vledge, bodily experi­
ence, and the co1nn1unicative functions of discourse": one can accept this 
thesis1 yet the question re1nains: \Vhat is the place of speech itself in this 
schen1e of things? .._, 

I consider speakers~ ability~ to use language to be anchored~ first and 
fore1nost, in their ra"r, unprocessed n1en1ories of frag1nents of their past 
speech experience~ re1nen1bered as concrete pieces of language n1atter~ ~}lith 
their n1 eaning pinned to concrete con1111uni cati'Ve situations. 111 e prevalent 
inode of speakers' linguistic activit)1 can be called ''intertextual,'' in the 
sense that speakers al\vays build son1ething ne\v by infusing it \Vith tl1eir 
recollection of textual fragn1ents dra,vn t)·on1 previous instances of speech. 
The n1e11tal \Vork involved in this process - shitling fran1es, blending con­
ceptual don1ains, n1aking analogical extensions - is not purely conceptual: 
it is grounded in and inter111ingled \Vith tangible pieces of textual 1natter 
tl1at are in speakers' possession. 

'·Language~~ (i.e.') conventional forn1s of expression) does not detern1ine 
"thought,~~ in a YVhort1an sense: but it is rnore than just a "pron1pf' for 
U1ought (Fauconnier and Tu111er 2002: l~h. 1 7). It offers firtn ground fron1 .. _. .._., 

\Vhi ch volatile cognitive endeavors can be launched~ and on \Vhi ch th ev 
~ ~ 

eventually land as products of speech. Creating and inte1preting 1neanings 
is not a purely n1ental issue~ it al\vays bears the in1print of the language 
n1atter used in the process. The speaker~s creative 'vill n1akes these pieces 
of language n1atter pliant: it alters~ rnixes~ and reinterprets the1n~ acco1nn10-
dating then1 to the speaker's intention. But that intention itself becon1es 
pliant in the process~ accorn1nodating itself to the n1aterial that has served 
for its realization. However transfo1111ed by the speaker~s cu1Tent n1indsec 
tl1is 1naterial never co1npletely loses its intertextual appeal.. i.e.~ its allu­
sional connections to pre'\ri ous instances of its usag e1 'vhich never coincide 
con1pletely \Vith the speaker~s needs and intentions of the n101nent. \\That-
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ever one chooses to n1ake out of a quant.tnn of language n1atter~ one cannot 
abstract it fron1 its origin al association \Vi th a certain experi en ti al landscape 
out of 'vhich it has been dra\vn by n1en1or~,r. 

All cognitive operations 'vith language are intertextual in their nature. 
The Kantian H genius"" of speakers - their unlin1ited and unconstrained fac­
ulty of sche1natization. creative in1agination. and analogical thinking - does 
not ern erg e tuun edi ated fron1 tl1e spiritual depths of an incli vi dual~ s n1 ind. It 
becon1es a fact of expression only v~rhen rnediated by~ specific speech itetns 
n1ade available by interpersonal linguistic experience. To paraphrase No­
va lis~ s fan1ous dictu1n, \vhenever a speaker strives to reach the lJubetii1igte 
(unconditionaL absolute) of his inner intention .. he ends up \Vith Diuge 
(things,, objects) of re111e1nbered speech fragn1ents.

7 

A conventional unit of language is a Hthing"" first and foren1ost - a tan-
'"-" .._.. .._ .. 

gible piece of experience kept by· n1en1or).r. It can be schen1atized'! blended 
\Vith other pieces, analogically stretched~ refran1ed: yet in all tl1ese cogni­
tive operations it preserves ''rhat is an inalienable feature of airy tangible 
object - its texture .s The intertextual n1odel of language usage can be un­
derstood as a part of the usage-oriented approach that highlights the iinpact 
of unique textures of re1nen1bered il-ag1r1ents of speech on cognitive opera­
tions \vith language . .._, ...... 

1 ~2. The notio11 of texture 

It is characteristic of v~rorks in theoretical linguistics that so1ne particularly 
striking exa1nples have been used repeatedly~, by different authors and for 
different purposes: this habit in itself can serve as a vivid illustration of the 
intertextual nature of language usage. Let 1ne follo\v this tradition by· revis­
iting the fa1nous exa1nple fro111 (Fauconnier [1985] 1994) for the purpose of 
sho,ving the role of the texture of speech fragn1ents in cognitive operations 
\Vith language: ...... '-

(1.1) The 1nushroo111 on1elet left without paying. 

It is hard to find a n1ore vivid illustration of speakers' creativit~{ in deal­
in_g \\.rith language. ~vfapping one "n1ental ~pacen (that of the n1ushroon1 
01nelet) onto another (that of the client ,, .. ho ordered it) involves an etl'ort of 
itnagination that could be neither prescribed nor predicted by any set sys­
ten1 of 111les. It is the cognitive '~geniusn of the speaker and the addressee 



t11at enables then1 to create and co1nprehend such an in1provised conceptual 
ble11ding. 

'- ~ 

\\That ren1ains to be explored after this product of creati,re blending has 
en1erged as a fact of speech is: \Vhere does its discourse (as suggested b)'~ its 
texture) belong., i.e., \Vho inight say this, to \VhonL under \Vhat circu1n­
stances, and for what pu1poses. Of course, the fact that the in1agined scene 
takes place in so1ne kind of a restaurant is suggested by its subject 111atter 
itself~ yet son1e details need further exploration. Let us suppose that there 
are custo1ners sitting at the next table in tl1at restaurant \Vho \\7it11essed this .._ .. 

scene: v~rould they~ use those \Vords to convey: their obser,rations to each 
otl1er~ or to the \Vaiter? The probability of this is rather lo\v, unless the cus­
to111ers in question include adn1irers of Fauconnier"s book '"'rho n1ake the 
scene a live incarnation of his thesis by' citing his exa1nple. Typicall)l .. \Ve 
expect t.his ren1ark to be n1ade by· one ':vaiter or ,~,raitress to another. \\Thy 
should this be so obvious? Because identifying people \'Vith the food they 
eat - ostensibl'l for the sake of brevit.,r, but in fact adding a slight touch of 

• ,; a._ i._ 

n1ockery into the bargain - is a perceivable feature of ~~,vaiters' discourse.n 
It is perceivable as such because each of us has experienced bits and pieces 
of that discourse, together 'vith the psychological and social overtones in­
volved in it in real life and / or in fictional narratives. Furthern1ore .. one 
senses behind the brusque rhyt.hn1 of this ren1ark the rushed atinosphere of 
a sin1ple eatery'~ so1neho\v .. a phrase like The terriue {Je ca11a1Yl left irithout 
pa:viug does not seen1 as perfectly natural as the one involving the n1ush­
roorn on1elet - unless, again1 it is uttered bv! a Fauconnier reader as a sar-

~ ~ 

castic intertextual transplantation of the con1n1onplace scene (n1ade vivid 
by the original phrase) into the pretentious atinosphere of an i\n1erican­
French restaurant. One can also surn1ise that tl1e hypothetical 'vaiter / '~Tait­
ress uttering the phrase about the 111ushroon1 on1elet \\~as in fact n1ore con­
ten1ptuous than upset. A waiter really hurt by the loss of a n1ushroon1 on1e­
let ''rould probabl)r have said son1ething 111ore sharply targeted at the 
delinquent clienf s personality. As the sentence goes~ the itnagined speaker~ 
an1idst the rush and clatter of an in1agined A.J11erican eaterv,, seen1s to be 

~ ~ 

satisfied \Vith a tno1nentar)r outburst Vlhose itnplied conten1ptuous 1nockery 
to\vard one of •ithern" - tl1ose ever-hungry'I den1anding .. unscrupulous spe­
cies, the clients - reasserts solidarit\r an1ong his /her con1rades-in-a1111s. 

"' '-• 

\\'hat hovers over all these psychologicaL sociaL and stylistic overtones 
of the sentence is a con1ic itnage of a n1ushroorn on1elet getting up frorn the 
table and su1Teptit.iously slipping a\vay .. A. literal incarnation of the expres­
sion is not con1pletely· obliterated b)r a~rareness of the conceptual blending 
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done to it.. 9 
The n1ushroon1 ontelet ren1ains 'the n1ushroon1 on1elet' \~lhat­

e\rer one chooses to n1ake out of it. It stays in the sentence's background, 
read~{ to be explored in tluther cognitive ventures - for instance., 1naking an 
observation about the particular soflness of t11e 1nushroon1 on1elet' s tread 
that n1ight contribute to its s11ccessful escape. An actual case of such secon­
dar~l literalization of a n1etonyn1)'' can be found in one of Chekhov~s hu­
n1orous pieces. It poses as a 1nock bookseller~ s advertise1nent in \vhich the 
na1nes of various books and n1agazines and tl1e ad,ve1tise1nent~s connnents ..._ 

about t.hen1 clash to create con1ic clouble entendres: 

( 1. 2) The Russl arl Tlloug ht is available in hard cover only. 

The expression Russian thought has its O\Vn allusion al aura that evokes 
- particularly in con1bination \'7itl1 hard co1·er - certain n1ent.al landscapes') 
no 1natter ho~' thoroughlv 've understand its actual usage as the title of a 

~- J ~ 

journal. 
Full understanding of a fact of speech involves1 alongside the cognitive 

abilities needed for its interpretation~ recollections of certain situations and, 
111ost cruciall\1') of shreds of their linguistic attire \Vhich have been retained 

~ . ~ 

by 1nen1ory. The sentence (1.1) appears to us as a fi·ag1nent taken t1·on1 a 
con1prehensive discourse. Our 1ne1nories, \\~hich allo\'\' us to recreate this 
discourse in our n1ind, include previously overheard bits and pieces of 
Vlaiters~ talk \Vhen tl1ey' speak to each other, the at1nosphere of a certain 
type of eating establishn1ent stereotypical roles and situations, and 'vhat 
\~las actually said, or could be said, b)' their various protagonists. ()ur ca­
pacity for 1nanipulating 1nental spaces n1ay \Vell be inborn as an integral 
part of Kantian ~·judgn1enf' ([Irteilskraft). But \Vhat is needed, above and 
be\1ond general n1ental abilities~ for a sentence like (1.1) to en1erge~ is allu-

~ ~ ~· 

sional baggage dra\vn fron1 particular facets of previous experience \Vhose 
fragrnents have been retained by 1nen1or~l· The sentence ~s fabric contains 
innu1nerable threads that connect it to the discourse fron1 \\.rhich it sten1s, 
and \Vhich it evokes. \\Te take note of its brusquely concise sy11tax, of a 
certain \\ .. a)1 of labeling people - b)' the nun1ber of the table, by the food 
the)l ordered - 'vith !ts business-like, but also slightl)r disdainful connota­
tion: ,\,re perceive, if onl)'~ as a hint, the intonation \'\rith \Vhich the sentence 
could be uttered, the t.en1po of speech and the en1otional tin1bre of the 
speaker's voice: one can ahnost hear tl1e clatter of plates shoved into the 
dish\vasher and the n1urn1 ur of voices in the background. 

This is what happens every tin1e one person creates and another con"l­
prehends a fact of speech. It can never be a pure cognitive construct, fresh 



fron1 the speaker's n1ind; it. al\\rays belongs to a certain do1nain of experi­
ence that exists outside the speaker's self .. and largely out of his control. \Ve 
cannot cast off the discourse fron1 \Vhich the given object of speech has 
en1erged and to '"hich its texture alludes. Our creative in1agination can put 
any fragn1ent of language 1naterial t.o a variet)r of usages., transplant it t.o 
ditl'erent n1ental landscapes, alter its shape: but it cannot shut off the in­
stant, unn1ediated itnpression \Vith \\lhich \Ve react t.o this fragn1ent as an 
existing fa ct of speech. 

The notion of texture is related to but not identical \Vith that of the se­
n1antic fran1e~ it is n1ore broad in scope than the latter. In a sin1ilar \Vay to 
the fran1e, the texture discloses the 111eaning of a given expression as a 
"con1prehensive scenarion (Fillinore 1976) \\lhose n1eaning is alv;,rays richer 
in detail than that of the sun1 total of its constitutive parts. But tl1e texture of 
an utterance also includes, together \Vith the scenario of the situation itself, ._ .. 

a con1preh ensive scenario of its ~·speech situation,,.. i.e.~ its speech genre, 
t11e profiles of the speaker and the in1plied addressee, and a peculiar social 
and psy·chological atn1osphere that ga,re rise to this particular utterance. 

Kay (l 997e) illustrates the co1nprehensive character of n1eaning b)' ana­
lyzing a sin1ple stOf)l about a chef who one da~l \Vent to Fishenr1an ~s Y\ll1arf 
and bought son1 e fish fron1 a fish ern1 an. Ka,r' s ""ideal reade(" is ab le to 

~ ~ 

con1prehend the stor).r because his kI10\~lledge of the linguistic structures 
involved in its expressions is inseparable fron1 all kinds of infor1nation 
about chefs, fishes bought for a restaurant., Fisher1nan ~s \Vharf, etc. 'Vhat is .._, 

absent fron1 Ka)r·s analysis is the genre of the story: a fair~l-tale trans­
planted into a setting \\rhose re1noteness f)·on1 the ~"chronotope" (Bakhtin 
[1975] 1981 a) of a conventional fairy-tale creates a hun1orous effect, son1e­
tl1ing that is fully" understood by a reader \~/ell-versed in the ~~rairy-talen 

\Vonders of Bay i\rea hedonist.ic culture. The in1plicat1ons of the genre are 
not \Vithout consequences for the subject inatter of the st.or1r: the reader \Vho 
recognizes the fair:y-tale pattern attunes his expectation to avlait so1nething 
extra ordinary~ that has to happen \Vt th the ch et: the fish ern1an, or the fish. 
(\\7as that particular fish bought on that particular n10111ing extraordinary in 
son1e ~"a)r?) If nothing happens~ the ensuing effect of a thv.larted expecta­
tion \vould contribute to the story,."s subversive/ hun1orous rnodality. 

The principal clain1 laid out b).r the notion of texture is that there is no 
such thing as the con1prehensive 1neaning of a situation as such: the Vlay 
tl1e n1eaning is presented is al\\lays predicated on a particular facet of dis­
course to \\rhich t11e 1nanner of presentation (i.e.~ its texture) alludes.rn 
\\'hatever is conveyed in speech is al\vays in1bued ~rit11 and 111odified b)l an 
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in1plicit understanding of who has conveyred it for 'vhon11 in \~lhat 1node, 
and under \Vhat life circun1stances. 

\Vittgenstein and Bakhtin should be credited for en1phasizing the het­
erogeneity and n1ultifaceted nature of language experience. 11 To su1111narize 
their principal thesis~ there is no such thing as u language~" in generaL rather, 
there is an enor1nous variety of specific u language ga1nes~' (\\7ittgenstein)n 
or ~~speech genres" (B akhtin [ 19 7 5] 86). B 

\Vhat I call tl1e texture of a t)·agn1ent. of language n1aterial is its inherent .._.. .._,, .._,. 

intertextual potential. The texture of an utterance as a \Vhole is built out of 
fragn1ents - ho\\lever 1nodified - of ren1e1nbered speech n1aterial that stand 
as tokens of a certain discourse or discourses. It itnpregnates the n1 eaning 
of an utterance \Vith particular experiential circun1stances, t1·0111 social pa­
ra1neters and the ph)rsical atnbiance of the situation to ps)rchological nu­
ances concerning its participants. 

A specific texture budt in ever).r fact of linguistic expression atiects the 
cognitive operations to \Vhich it can be subjected .. A. sitnilar operation of 
conceptual blending 1nay y?ield thoroughly different effects due to the dif­
ference in the texture of the language 1naterial involved. In Da1'id C1opper-
fielti~ Dickens describes the classroon1 at Ivfr. Creakle's school b~,r saying 
that if it had not had a roof over it and if it had been pouring dayT and night 
ink instead of \\rater fron1 tl1e skv, it could not have been n1ore ink-stained 

"' 
than it actually \Vas. The dev"ice used in this description - the in1agined 
transplantation of a scene into a n1anifestly in1possible situation - is identi­
cal \Vitl1 that sho\vn in one of Fauconnier~s exan1ples: that if Nixon 'vere 
President in France .. \\Tatergate \vould not have hurt hini. The conceptual 
si1nilarity~ of the t\vo sentences only highlights the striking dift'"erence of 
~~speech scenarios'~ built into their discourses: one distinctively literary (i.e., 
belonging to a literary narrativ·e n1ore than to a conversation) and slightly 
old-fashioned (one could hardl)r expect it to en1erge in a na1Tative by a 
n1ode111 author)~ the otl1er distinctly n1ode111, stenuning fro1n an intellectual 
conversation bet,:veen a cosn1opolitan-n1inded group of interlocutors of a 
certain educational lev·eL social position, and political persuasion; one~ s 
irony bitingly· reticent.. the other's eagerl)1 sarcastic. 

The process of prototypical recognition is also affected b)r the diversity 
of textures. The ch air in The roan 1. had ou~v 011.e chair is quite ditlerent 
t)·on1 that in I ca1111ot ren1en1ber aJJl·~bodv e1·er sittinrz in that cht1ir, or in JJle 

• ~ IL:· 

need n1ore chairs here. A chair can never be sin1ply (prototypicallyf) 'a 
chair~' as far as it has been spoken about: \Vhenever it surfaces in speech, it 
does so v.rithin a certain expression alluding to a particular discourse~ v~rhich 



best.ov~rs on it particular attributes and places it in a particular an1biance. 
Even the n1ost ele1nentar)r, seen1ingly absolutely neutral This is a cht1ir is 
b·y no n1eans devoid of a discourse-specific aura: its exuberantl)r de1non­
strative tone .. together \:vith the total redundancv of the n1eaning (it is hard 

~~ J ~d • 

to find anyone in need of such an explanation .. except a very sn1all child -
to \Vho111 it \~lould 1nost likely be presented in a ditlerent "''a).r), 14 focuses our 
perception on the '~language gan1e'~ of elen1entary language teaching and 
learning, recalling exa1nples fron1 a first-year language textbook (or its 
parodies). 

Finall)l .. the factor of intertextuality interferes \Vith the \\ra:y speakers op­
erate \~lith conceptual n1etaphors. It has becon1e con1111on kt10\vledge (afler 
Lakoff and Johnson 1980) that rnetaphoric expressions do not stand as in­
dividual phenon1ena: they are derived fron1 a 1nore abstract sche1na under 
\Vhich one conceptual do1n ain is 111 app ed onto another. Thus, the conceptual 
1netaphor (i.e.1 the rnetaphorical schen1a) AN .A.RGU:tv!ENT IS \\r AR gives 
rise to an open nu111ber of concrete tnetaphorical expressions, in \Vhich 
V'arious aspects of t\var~ are n1apped onto various aspects of' an argun1ent. ~ 
The far-reaching qualit)r of this insight is indisputable. Howe·ver, \Vhile 
follo\\ring the process by which concrete rnetaphorical expressions ernerge 
fron1 a conceptual n1etaphor .. one should not lose sight of their disparate 
discourse allegiances. He den1olished 111J~ r1rgun1e11t evokes the 1node of an 
inforn1al )ret intellectually dense conversation - n1ost probably~~ bet\\leen 
colleagues or in an intellectual con1pany, in an e1rvironn1ent that is relaxed 
but appropriate for a high-bro\\ir exchange. It 1ras a criticr1/ bo111.bshell is 
re1niniscent of an ornate but forn1ulaic discourse on the ·"culture page"'~ in a 
ne\vspaper or 111agazine: one could hardly~ otier this to a con1pany~ of one's 
intellectual tiien ds othen\!?ise th an as parody. The joun1a.ls geare{I up for a 
trench 11'ar conveys the speaker~s posture of sarcastic alienation" \\lhich he 
presu1nes to be shared by the i1nplied adch·essee~ it distinct.l~,r belongs t.o a 
\Vritten narrative - probably, a description of the in ores of literar)l /journal­
ist circles a la Balzac. [Ipon e:r{n11inatio11.J no ireapons of' n1ass destruction 
could be detected behind the critic .. s belligerent posture - this re alizat! on of 
the conceptual 111etaphor bears an u111nistakable in1print of J\.11glo-.A.n1erican 
political realities and political discourses of toda)r, leaving no doubt about 
t11 e speaker~ s, and his addressee~ s, position concerning these n1atters. 1 ~ 

Contrar).r to the clai1n that the n1etaphor ··resides in thought, not just in 
\Vords'~ (Lakoff and Turner 1989: 2) .. or that it is "conceptuaL not linguistic1 
in nature'' (K ovecses 2 00 2: 201), the disparities bet\veen discourses of dif­
ferent expressions sten1111ing fro111 the san1e conceptual 1netaphor indicate 
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that their creation is not an internal conceptual n1atter. They appear at the 
intersection of cogniti\re operations \Vith language, on the one hand, and 
tangible textures of speech 1nateriaL on the other~ as a con1pro1nise betv;leen 
cognitive patte111s of creativity and the con1pulsory textures of ren1en1bered 
fragn1 ent.s of speech. 

1.3. Dialogis1n 

The usage-oriented n1odel pay·s allegiance to the Hexperient.ial"~ approach to 
cognition: it sets itself against. an abstract. forn1al approach that strives to 
sep arat.e f orn1al kI10,vledge tl"orn con cret.e experience .16 The opposition to 
~~abstract. rationalisnf~ has been presented in particularljl strong tenns by 
L,akoff .. Johnson, and Turner (Lakoff and Johnson 1980~ LakotI and Turner 
1989: Lakoff and Johnson 1999~ for the psycholinguistic perspective, see 
Gibbs 2006). The philosophical aspect of their argun1ent is son1ev~rhat un­
de1111ined by· the authors~ tendency· to present their critique of \Vhat they~ call 
··\\r esten1 thoughr" in S\:\'eeping tern1s, \"\rithout historical specification. 11 

Nevertheless, the recognition of speakers~ experience in generaL and of 
their experience of using language in particular, as the core issue of linguis­
tic theor).r is refreshing, even striking, given ho\\r this experience has been 
conte1nptuousl)r ~~vept. aside for decades as so1nething n1e11schliches, all=u 
1nenschliche s and therefore not \\!~orth )'r to be an object of theoretical inves­
tigation .. A.nother aspect of the ""anti-Cartesia1f' critique consists in en1pha­
sizing speakers~ creati\rity as essential for dealing \Vith language~ in contra­
distinction to treating it at best as an 0111an1ent o\rer ""core~" operation al 
rules. The resulting portrait of speakers~ cornpetence as t1exible and adap­
tive .. unconstrained by preset lin1itations, and al\vays read)l for bold leaps of 
in1agination, is a vast in1proven1ent over the drab picture of the speaker as 
an asse1nbl)l-line laborer, busy with '"encodingn and iidecoding~~ elen1ents13 

of the given lexicon according to the given rules, son1eho\v (don ~task hovl) 
preprogranuned in his genes byT ~·n1!llions of years of e\rolution'' (C~hon1sky 

1964: 59; cf. also Cho1nsky 1993~ Pinker 1994). 
For all the richness of its critique of the rationalist approach, the nev~r 

trend shares one in1portant feature ,,~ith its n1uch-repudiated opponent. The 
speaking subject of cognitive linguistics ren1ains lone~v in all the endeavors 
of his creativity and in1agi11ation - as lonely as the speaking subject. of 
structural linguistics and generative granunar \:vere in their application of 
preprogranuned rules.~ .A .. speaker~ as envisioned b~y cognitive psychology 
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and linguistics, does not need other speakers to be able to operate \Vith lan­
guage the \Va~y he operates. Once he has n1astered a conceptual 1netaphor, 
such as .A.N i\RGUrvIENT IS \Xl AR, he can proceed in building an open 
inultitude of derivative rnetaphorical expressions at his O\Vll discretion. 
Like,vise, he does not see1n to need anything but his o'vn ilnagination and 
"'·aridly experience for perforn1ing a n1eton1111ical blending (that of the 
1nushroo1n on1elet and the client v;ho ordered it), or for 111apping one situa­
tion onto another ('if Nixon \Vere President of France'). To be sure, tl1e 
products of cognitive operations 111ust be co1nprehensible to other speakers. 
But each of those receiving and con1prehending ""others~~ is also acting on 
his o'VIL perfo1111ing siinilar operations in his 111ind: '~sharing of experience~~ 
bet\veen difl"erent individuals becon1es a n1atter of ~"sin1ulation~' (Gibbs 
2006: 35). '\l'hen Fauconnier and Turner (2002) speak of Hthe \Vay \Ve 
t11ink~'' they do it in tenns that n1ake '':\.re' seen1 uniforn11 a sin1ple 1nultipli­
cation of an 'I.' 

Paradoxically, it is the en1phasis cognitive 1nodels place on the creative 
subjectivity· of speakers that often leads to universalist clain1s~ 111uch akin to 
the universalisn1 of their antipodes, the for1nal n1odels of language. Indeed, 
if the s11bject of a cognitive 111odel operates "'ith language on his ovln, the 
en1phasis on the universality of his cognitive processes becon1es the only 
'Ara)' to explain hov~r he is able to con1111unicat.e \~lith other subjects as lonely 
as hhnself. For instance, the theor)' of conceptual 1netaphor poses strong 
clain1s of uni\l'ersalit)I, despite the recognition of son1e n1arginal ditierences 
bet\veen diverse cultures (see a rather cautious expression of the latter point 
in Kovecses 2002: 177). As far as one language a11d culture is concerned, 
an individual speaker is supposed to be in unconditional possession of the 
given repertory· of conceptual n1etaphors. The universalist trend has been 
particularly strong in son1e \Vorks on prototypes. ~0 

A peculiar con1binat.ion of individualisn1 and universality can be seen in 
the theor)l of •coin1age schen1esn (LakotI 1987). Its principal clain1 is t11at 
abstract concepts are ultin1ately derived, via conceptual n1etaphors, fro1n 
sensual bodily experiences (Johnson 2005: 22~ see further discussion in 
Gibbs 2006). One can sense ahnost a n1essianic fer\ror in the repudiation of 
"disen1bodied syn1bo l-n1anipul ati on 1 

~ (L akofI 1987: 8), that attribute of 
\Vhat is otlen sun1111aril)' refe1Ted to as the u classical theor)l'' or even 
~''·'l este111 thought.''~

1 Presenting an abstract. concept via a n1etaphorical 
en1bodin1ent is indeed a Vlidespread pheno1nenon that can be observed in 
various languages and cultures. Ho\vever, the clain1 of absolute universality 
for this cognitive pattern seen1s as 1nuch an exaggeration as any universalist 
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clain1 about language. Certainly, one can present one abstract conceptual 
don1ain through another (~111athe1natics is n1usic,' or ttnusic is n1athe1nat­
ics'), or a co1voreal phenon1enon through a non-sensual projection - as, for 
instance" in George Eliot's Daniel Deronlla, \Vhere the solen1nl:y unhurried 
gait of a rector" s horse is described as H ecclesiastical.'' I cannot help sens­
ing .. in atte111pts to reduce the \\.rhole conceptual \Vorld to bodily experience, 
a whiil' of narcissistic individualisni. In its absolute concentration on the 
(corporeal) ~r, ,n radical sensualisn1 1neets the radical idealis1n of Fichte. 

In seen1s fair to say' that the linguistic critique of "~\\t estern rationalis1n~~ 
has so far largely neglected an in1portant point - one that, on the contrary~ 
occupied the central position in a sin1ilar critique that ernerged .. approxi-
111ately at the san1e tin1e, fron1 tl1e fields of literary theory and cultural stud­
ies. I n1ean an array' of ideas concerning the interpersonal aspect of express­
ing one's thought.. an idea 111ost otlen labeled as the principle of 

• • '3 .. ~di a lo gisrn. ''~ .._, 

Cooperation bet\veen individual speakers in a dialogue has ch·a\\lll con-
siderable attention fron1 linguists and psychologists in the la~t t\venty y~ears~ 
especially~ an1ong those v~rho put an e1nphasis on the stud)l of oral con1n1u­
nication (Tannen 1988~ Tannen 1993: Givan 1989: Giv6n 1995: Sanford & 
l'v1oxey 1995: Chafe 1994~ Schegloff, Ochs & Thon1pson 1996: Clark 
1996). Ho\vever .. the notion of dialogisn1 has a 1nuch broader scope than 
that of actual dialogue. It goes beyond tl1e direct cooperation bet\~./een inter­
locutors in a given speech situation. \Vhat dialogisn1 n1eans is that every~ act 
of :,1Jeech, of an)r genre and n1ode'I bears an itnprint of the "other'~ -
\Vhether the u othe(~ is directl)' present or i1nplied .. k!10\vn to the speaker 
directly or consh11ed. 

Recognition arnong today·"s linguists of tl1e in1port.ance of dialogical in­
teraction led to tl1e foregrounding of info11nal oral speech as the pritnary~ 
111ost ~~naturar" 1node of using language (see in particular Halliday [1978] 
1994: C~h afe 1994: C~l ark 1996). ]f Dis1n issing \\lritten discourse, or at least 

'-

pushing it to the background,)~ in fact n1irrors the disn1 issal of oral dis-
course b)' proponents of fo1111al n1odels .. v~rho never took the trouble to no­
tice ho\v re1note their constructs \Vere .. in particular~ fron1 tl1e practices of 
oral co1111nunication. Botl1 attitudes neglect the eno1111ous variety of ''lan­
guage gan1es"'~ in \Vhich speakers are involved - oral and \\rritten, directly 
interactive or targeted at a hypothetical audience - \Vhich~ I arn convinced, 
constitutes tl1e verv essence of language. The notion of dtalogisin 111akes .. ~-· ._.. ..._. 

intersubj ectivity as 111anif estly present in \:vritt.en texts as in an infor1nal 
conversation .. A. \1/Titten text, even of tl1e n1ost for1nal and abstract charac-
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ter, al'Ara:,rs cooperates \Vit.h its iinplied reader~~ \Vhose shadoVtl)l presence 
dete1111ines the tacit understanding of \Vhat needs to be stated .. refitted, ex­
plicated, argued for or against ~Alith all tl1e ensuing consequences for the 
choice of concrete n1eans of expression. 

The n1ost far-reaching in1plication of t.he principle of dialogis1n lies in 
its contention that any expression ever used by a speaker, in \\lhatever rnode 
and for \Vhatever purpose, is not entirel~l his o\vn. Ho\vever n1odified, an 
expression ah:vays bears traces of its previous usages . .i\ speaker never has 
full control over the n1aterial he uses in sveech .)

7 

'\lhatever his individual 
int en ti on'! he has to in co1porate it in the 111 aterial already used by other 
speakers on other occasions~ his o\vn "voice'~ conies through only \Vhen it 
is n1ixed \Vith the voices of others. The result is \Vhat Bakhtin ([197 5] 
1981 b) calls ~~heteroglossia'~ - the heterogeneous fabric of speech, never 
con1pletely controlled by the unique "~here and no\\(' of the speaker) s pre-

f . t 'S sent state o n11nc .~ 

In order to beco111e fully effective, the cognitivist critique of linguistic 
rat.lonalis111 has to abandon its sununary attitude tov~rard the u\\l estern"'~ his­
tory of ideas. A particularly i1nportant antecedent of the cognitivist ap­
proach corn es fi:on1 the lin_guistic thought of the early Ron1antics., especially 
Friedrich Schlegel and Novalis. In his Fichte-J.S1tudien., Novalis offered a ..._ 

profound critique of individuahsn1, particularly of Fichte~s concept of the 
self. i\.ccording to l\ovalis, t11e subject becon1es a\~lare of his O\\lll self only 
by assun1ing an out\v ard observation point frorn \Vhi ch he can conten1p late 
and recognize hin1self: ""For the I to be able to establish itself, there n1ust be 
a non-I.'~ 19 No,valis countered Fichte~ s fa1nous assertion of the absoluteness 
of the self, !ch bin. !ch, v~rith \Vhat can be taken as an aphoristic fo1111ulation 
of the principle of dialogi~1n: !ch bin nich.t-lch.

10 Both Novalis and Schlegel 
strongly argued against any· ""systenf~ - a phenon1enon possible only under 
tl1e condition of the hern1etic isolation of the subject. Their vision of 1nind 
and language was that of a 111ultitu de of frag1n en ts invo 1 ved in never­
ceasing con1111otion .11 Schlegel~ s and Novalis' t11ought has been echoed in ..._ ~, ~ 

n1ode111 tin1es by- such theoreticians of discourse as ~1ikhail Bak.ht.in, 
Roland Bart.hes, and Julia Kristeva. Their idea of dialogisin opened the \Vay 
to describing language as a fragn1e11teti unit).~ that exists not othe11tvise than 
in a p luralit)' of diverse facets and under diverse perspectives. 
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1.4 I rvie1nory and in tertextt1ali tv 
~ ~ 

i\ crucial feature of the usage-oriented 111odel is its strong e1nphasis on the 
necessit)' for a speaker to learn a "n1assively redundant" (Langacker) 
an1ount of pri1nary· language 111aterial in order to be able to speak the lan­
guage adequatel)r. One can appreciate the intellectual courage behind this 
thesis in that it \Vas expressed, particularly by Langacker and Filhnore, at a 
tin1e \\Then acaden1ic conventions unifo11nly· pron1oted the ~~econonl)'," 

~~elegance," and ~~coherence~~ of the scholarly descriptiolL regardless of the 
price at v~rhich these ad1nirable qualities \~/ere to be achieved.3

) Still.. even 
toda-y this thesis looks striking: that one has to lea111 hundreds or even thou­
sands of single representations of a pattern1 \\rhen t.hey could all be pro­
duced instead by a rule (h o\~lever cotnpli cated), n1 a)l see111 an a\\lfully inef­
ficient \vay to proceed: it goes against the grain of our intellectual instincts 
\Vhich al\~lay'S strive for generalizations and shortcuts. For a person a'vare 
of his ability to discern patterns e'\ren an1ong the n1ost diverse data (and one 
can hardl)' becon1e a linguist \Vithout possessing tl1is ability to a high de­
gree).. it is hard to concede that \Vhatever his intellectual etiorts and 
achieven1ents in this direction, he has, in order to becon1e a fluent speaker~ 
to absorb ~~a prodigious an1ount of actual learningn (Langacker 1999: 90), 
i.e., of the unst111cturecL aln1ost rando1n n1elnorization of a ,rast quantit)l of 
prin1ary speech data, to a degree that 1nakes the i1nple1nentat.ion of patterns 
ah11ost redt111da11t. 

The concept of language 1nen1ory highlights an aspect in the usage of 
language that n1akes the requiren1ent of the ··1nassive redundanc)r~~ of 
speakers' kno\\rledge not so ''"asteful as it n1ay overtly look. It adds to our 
perception of language a factor that is crucial in an)r actual usage of lan­
guage yet is rarel)', if ever, ackt10\\dedged by linguistic 111odels - na1nely, 
the factor of the continuing nature of speech experience . 

... .<\. linguistic description typically approaches language as if it \Vere a 
one-tin1e event - as if speakers had to prove their conunand of \Vord forrns 
and \Vord co1nbinations just once, in the Vla)' of a proficienc).r test. Such an 
approach does not adch·ess the qualitative difference bet\veen tl1e kt10\vl­
edge that is necessary and sutlicient for a successtl1l one-ti1ne operation, 
and the cotnpetence suitable for repeated usage over a long stretch of titne -
in the case of language, over the speaker's entire lifetin1e. 

The usage-oriented approach to language is an approach that is 1ue11101J-~­
orie11ted and ti111e-orienteti. Our language is not a phenon1enon to be 
grasped once and forever~ it is a continuous life-long occupation. For recur-
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rent usage .. the accun1ulation of a n1assive unstructured bod)r of kt10\\l}edge 
is indeed the n1ost efficient and lleconon1ic .. ~' in fact the onlv feasible strat-. ~ 

eg\7•
33 If \Ve had needed certain \Vord fo1111s or \Vord con1binations onl\r 

~J J 

once, it ,~lould have been strange to rnen1orize all of the1n separately., in-
stead of generating then1 bv a unifor1n rule. But under the conditions of 

..__.. ~· ~ 

needing the1n on an uncountable nun1ber of occasions over n1an)' years of 
language usage, their direct retrieval fron1 n1e1norv beco1nes 1nore etl'icient 

"-.•" ..__.. ._ ,.J 

than the repeated in1plen1entation of a generative rule, ho\vever striking in 
its explanatory po"rer. 

The n1 ode of opera ti on predicated on n1 en1 Of)l applies to n1uch of our 
language con1petence. T11e question is - ho"r 1nuch? It is obvious that n1ost 
of the sentences that speakers produce rare!)' repeat then1selves in their 
entirety (although the extent of their ""novelty'' is oft.en exaggerated) .3+ The 
en1ergence in speech of a non-fonnulaic sentence or sequence of sentences 
is in n1ost cases indeed a one-tin1e event, even though their co1nponents 
1night be used repeatedly. The proble1n of fundatnental itnportance is that 
of the relation bet\veen the routine and the ne\V'~ bet\veen n1en1orizat.ion and 
construction. Ho\\l n1uch n1en1orization is en1ploy·ed in the creation (and 
respectively, cornprehension) of a ne\~l product of speech as a "rhole? In 
other \Vords~ ho\v do speakers n1anage, starting fro1n \Vhat they actuall~y 

re1nen1ber, to create ne\.v constellations of language n1atter that never fig-
~ ~· ~ 

ured exactly in that \Vay in t.heir previous language experience? 
The fact that linguistic expressions ca1Ty in their fabric recollections of 

and allusions to other texts has been initially explored in regard to literary 
texts onl~y. Since the 19i0s, this phenon1enon has becon1e epicentral in 
literary and se1niotic studies. \Vithin those disciplines,, it is kt10\~ln as iuter­
te:rtualitv.35 Y\ll1ile the inte1textual nature of literarv texts has becon1e an 

+ ~ 

axion1 for literar).r and cultural studies, little has been done so far in explor-
ing the role intertextualit)r plays in everyrcla~l con1111unicat.lon .36 Studies of 
intertextuality otlen li1nit their approach to literary texts while relegating 
ever~yday language to tl1e co11ceptual co11t1nes of a syste111 of objectively set 
signs. To this effect, (Bart.hes 1966: 5 4) speaks of the dist in ct ion bet\veen 
"linguistics" and '~seiniotics .. '~ an opposition that proclai1ns openness and 
plurahsrn to be exclusive attributes of literary and cultural studies,, 'vhile 
confining studies of language to a fo1111al approach: cfL also (Kristeva 
[1974] 1984~ Grivel 1974). (Kriste,ra [1977] 1980) reinforces this opposi­
tion \~lhen she speaks of linguists as "'·n1en'" still persisting in Hbasking in the 
glor).r oft.he seventeenth century·~~ - a staten1ent clearly sho\\.ring that t.o her, 
linguistics still re1nains exclusiv·ely the Cho1nskean "~Cartesian linguistics.n 
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I believe t.hat intertextu al ity is as pervasive, and as cruciaL in ever)lday 
language as in literarv· discourses. The elucidation of the foundational role 

.._.. ._.. r 

of this phenon1enon in speaking is one of the prin1ary· goals of this study. It 
seeks to explore ho\\'" every ne\.v artifact of speech ernerges out of the 111ate­
rial provided b)' previous speech experience. 

The underl)ring pren1ise for this exploration can be preli1ninaril)l fo1111u­
lated as follo\vs: all ne\v facts of language usage are al\va:ys grounded in 
and related to speakers' 1n en1 Of)l of previous experiences in using language. 
In other \Vords, speech is prin1arily the product of speech. Language 111e1n­
ory provides tl1e crucial link bet\veen the cognitive intention of a speaker 
and the n1aterial facts of speech - their texture - in vvhich this intention is 
incru11ated.3

y Any ne\\ir co1nn1unicative task1 \Vithout exception'I n1obilizes in 
the speaker~s n1ind son1e ren1e1nbered fi'ag1nents of speech that can be usect 
one \VffY or another, in response to the present challenge. Such recollec­
tions, diverse~ fragn1entary~ even not fully distinct as the·y are, constitute an 
iinplicit y·et indispensable background of every act of &veaking or receiving 
speech. It is the speaker's ability· to dra\\l fron1 and allude to this back­
ground that gives his conununicative effort a chance to succeed. This abil-.. _.. ~·" 

ity constitutes the essential part of the speaker's language skills - of \Vhat 
can, in fact be described as his linguistic con1petence. 


