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A COGNITIVELINGUISTIC PERSPECTIVE
ON FIRST-PERSON VERBAL REPORT
ONEMOTION EXPERIENCE

O.V. Vakhovska, PhD in Linguistics, MSc in Cognitive Science (Kyiv)

This paper addresses the relation between emotions, emotion concepts and emotion names in first-person verbal
report on emotion experience and confirms by way of cognitive linguistic argumentation that direct emotion names give no
full and comprehensive report on emotion experience. It is cognitive linguistic argument that makes this paper original,
whereas the claim of ineffability of subjective, in particular emotion, experienceis along-standing one in the domains of
cognitive (emotion) psychology, philosophy of mind, and phenomenology. In this paper, | develop a meaningful state-of-
the-art research context first by reviewing scientific literature on emotion experience and on first-person verbal report on
this experience, and then proceed to spell out my own perspective as that of a cognitive linguist on the relation between
the world (here, emotions), the mind (here, emotion concepts) and natural language (here, emotion namesin first-person
verbal report on emotion experience). This paper ismy elaboration on and interpretation of some of the existing cognitive
linguistic approaches to this relation suggested within major East and West European and American schools of thought.
My paper suggests away to combine these approacheswithin asingleinvestigation.There are alternative major and minor
approachesthat | do not take into account in this paper because of its scope and purpose. This paper has the potential to
inform emotion psychology, philosophy of mind and phenomenology. With a methodology and against a theoretical
background that are foreign to either of these disciplines, this paper provides explanation for the incapability of direct
emotion names to exhaustively report on emotion experience.

Key words: cognitive linguistics, emotion concept, emotion experience, emotion name, emotion, first-person verbal
report, ineffability of emotion experience.

BaxoBcbka O.B. JIiIHrBOKOrHITUBHI NOIJISIT HA 3iHCHIOBAHUIA Bi/l IEPIIOT 0cO0U CJI0BECHUII OUC MEePe;KUBAHOI eMOLii.
L5t craTTs po3misaac BiAHOIIECHHS MK EMOITISIMH, KOHIIEITAMH €MOIIii Ta iMEHaMHU eMOIIii B 31iCHIOBAHOMY BiJl IIEPIIOl
0c00H CIIOBECHOMY OTIHCI IMTEPEKUBAHUX eMOIIiH. CTaTTs MATBEPPKYE 3 TIHTBICTHYHOT TOUKH 30PY, IO iIMEHA eMOIIiH 3 IPSIMUMHU
3HAYCHHSMHU HE OXOIUTIOIOTH €MOIIMHUI TOCBIJ B HOro MOBHOTI Ta OararorpanHocTi. HoBu3Ha crarti 0OyMOBIIeHa caMe
3aIPONIOHOBAHOIO — JITHTBICTUYHOIO — TOYKOIO 30pY HAa HEBUMOBHICTh €MOIIIHOTO IOCBiTY, TOJI SIK caM MOCTYJAT MPo TaKy
HEBUMOBHICTH € BIJIHOCHO HE HOBHM, Ta HEJOCTaTHICTh 3aC00IB MOBH JUIS OMHUCY Cy0’€KTUBHOTO, 30KpeMa €MOIIIHHOTO,
IOCBi Ty HEOJHOPA30BO MiAKPECTIOBANACS JOCTITHUKAMH B 00IACTSX KOTHITUBHOT IICUXOJIOTT (eMoliit), pinocodii MucnenHs
Ta PEHOMEHOJIOT 1. Y TIepIIIiii YACTHHI CTATTi 51 PEIFOMYFO JICSIKi ITOJIOXKCHHS 3 HABEJICHHUX 00JIACTEH, 3 METOKO CTBOPUTH HEOOXiTHUIA
TUTSI MOTO JIOCITIJKEHHS TEOPETUYHUI KOHTEKCT, L0 OXOTLTIOE MOHSATTS EMOLIIHOTO TOCBIMy Ta ioro cioBecHOro omucy. [lotim
s SIK JTIHTBOKOTHITOJIOT PO3BUBAIO CBOIO TOUKY 30PY Ha BiAHOMICHHS Mi>K 00’ €KTUBHUM CBIiTOM (TYT, EMOLISIMH ), MUCJICHHSIM
(TyT, KOHLIENTaMH €MOLIiii) Ta IPUPOIHOIO MOBOIO (TYT, IMEHAMH €MOLIi i, BUKOPHCTOBYBAaHUMH B 31MCHIOBAHOMY BiJl HEPILIOT
0CO0W CIIOBECHOMY OTHCI IEPEeKMBAHUX eMOIlii). Mos Todka 30py OCHOBaHA Ha JEAKHX MiAXO0[aX MO WX BiJTHOIIEHB,
3aIPOTIOHOBAHUX Y ITPOBITHUX JIIHTBOKOTHITUBHUX 1KoJiax CxinHoi ta 3axinHoi €Bporm ta CIIA. Crarts € o/HUM 3 IPUKIIAIB
TOTO, SIK 3a3HAYCHI ITiJXO/IM MOXKYTh OYTH ITOEHAHI Y MEXKaX OJTHOTO IUTICHOTO JocipkeHHs. OKpiM THX, 1110 HAaBEICHI B CTATTI,
ICHYIOTbB ¥ 1HIII TIXO/M JIO TPiaJ iy CBIT-MUCIICHHA-MOBA. S He 3rajyto i miaxoam yepe3 oocsr i MeTy Moei crarti. CtaTts
MOSICHIOE 3 JIIHTBICTUYHOT TOYKW 30py HE3AATHICTh IMEH €MOIlill B iXHIX MpsIMUX 3HAYCHHSX MEpellaTH MepeKuBaHUM
€MOITIOHAIBHUIM JIOCBIJI, 1 MOYKE IIPEICTABIIATH IHTEPEC YIS IOCHITHUKIB B 00JIACTSAX KOTHITUBHOI IICKXOJIOTTI (eMoltiit), pinocodii
MUCIICHHS Ta (PEHOMEHOIOT 1, JISl SIKMX TeOPETUYHUH anapar KOTHITHBHOI JIIHTBICTHKH € anpiopi 4yKuM.

Kuro4uoBi cjioBa: eMOITiHMI TOCBIT, €MOITis, 3/ICHIOBAaHHI BiJl TIEPIIIOI 0COOM CIIOBECHHUI OITUC, iM s €MOIIii, KOTHITUBHA
JIIHTBICTHKA, KOHIICTIT EMOIIil, HOBUMOBHICTh €MOIIfHOTO JTOCBi Y.

Baxosckasi O.B. /IMHIBOKOTHUTHBHBIN B3IUISII HA OCYLIEeCTBJIAEMOEe OT MEePBOro JIMLA CJI0BECHOE ONUCaHUe
nepeKuBaeMoii 3Mouuu. B 5Tol cTaTee paccMaTpuBarOTCs OTHOIIEHHS MEXKTY SMOLMAMH, KOHIIEITaMH SMOLIMA 1 IMEHAMU
SMOLIMK B OCYILECTBISIEMOM OT IEPBOTO JIMLA CIOBECHOM OIMCAaHUM MEPEKUBAEMBIX dSMOIMNA. CTaThsl MOATBEPKAAET
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KOIrHITUBHA JIIHIBICTUKA

C JTJMHTBOKOTHUTHBHOHN TOYKHU 3PEHUS, YTO UMEHA SYMOIIMH C MTPSMBIMY 3HAYCHUSIMHU HE OXBaTHIBAIOT SMOIMOHATHHBIN OTIBIT
B €ro MOJHOTE W MHOTOrpaHHOCTH. HOBM3HA cTaThu 00yCIaBIMBACTCS UMEHHO MPEIONKCHHOW — JTMHTBUCTHYECKON —
TOYKOM 3pEHUsI Ha HEBBIPA3UMOCTh SMOIIMOHATILHOTO OITBITA, TOT/IA KAK CaM ITOCTYIIAT O TAKOM HEBBIPAa3UMOCTH OTHOCUTEITLHO
HE HOB, U HEJIOCTATOYHOCTH CPEICTB S3bIKa JUIS ONMHUCAHHS CYOBEKTUBHOI'O, B YaCTHOCTH 3MOIIMOHAILHOTO, OIBITA
HEOJHOKPATHO MOAYEPKHUBAIIACH HCCIICAOBATEISIMU B O0JIACTSX KOTHUTUBHOM IICUXOJIOTHUH (AMOITHH ), HHITOCO()UH MBITUICHHS
1 (eHOMEHOJIOTHH. B mepBoil YacTu cTaTh S PE3IOMUPYIO0 HEKOTOPBIE MOJIOKEHHS U3 YKa3aHHBIX 00JACTeH, C IENbIO
cO37aTh HEOOXOAUMBIH /I MOETO MCCIICOBAHNS TEOPETHIECKUI KOHTEKCT, OXBATHIBAIOIINN TTOHITHS SMOIIMOHAIBHOTO
OTIBITA U €70 CIOBECHOTO OMHUCAaHUA. 3aTeM S KaK JIMHTBOKOTHUTOJIOT Pa3BHBaIO CBOIO TOUKY 3PEHHS Ha OTHOIIICHHUS MEXKITY
00BEKTHBHBIM MHPOM (3/1€Ch, SMOIIUSIMH), MBIIIUICHUEM (3/1€Ch, KOHIIENITAMH dMOIIMH) U €CTECTBEHHBIM SI3BIKOM (371€Ch,
MMEHaMU YMOLIUHN, UCTIOIH3yEMBIMU B OCYIIIECTBIIIEMOM OT [IEPBOTO JIUI[A CIIOBECHOM OIHMCAHUH MEPEKUBAEMbIX SMOIIHI).
Mos Touka 3pC€HHA OCHOBAaHAa Ha HCKOTOPBIX MOAXOJAaX K 3TUM OTHOIICHUAM, NPCOIIOKCHHBIX B prHHCﬁMHX
JIMHTBOKOTHUTUBHBIX IT1KoJIax Boctounoit u 3amanuoit EBporist u CIHIA. Crares sIBIsSI€TCS OTHAM U3 IPUMEPOB TOTO, KaK 3TH
[10J1X0JIbI MOTYT OBITh OOBEIMHEHBI B PAaMKaX OJIHOTO IIEJIOCTHOTO HcclieoBanus. [loMuMo TeX, 4TO IPUBOJATCS B CTAThE,
CYIIECTBYIOT JPYTrHe MOIXOJbI K TPUAJE MUP-MBIIUICHUE-I3bIK. Sl HE YIOMHHAIO 3TH MOAXOABI B CBA3U C 00BEMOM U
[enssMu Moei cTaTbi. CTaThs OOBSICHAET C IMHTBUCTUYECKONU TOYKHU 3PSHISI HECIIOCOOHOCTh MMEH 3MOIUH B UX MPSMBIX
3HAUEHHSIX [TePEIaTh MePEKUBACMBIN SMOIMOHAITLHBIHN OIIBIT, © MOXKET IPENICTABISTE MHTEPEC JIJIsI KCCIIeToBaTeNel B 00IacTsIxX
KOTHUTHBHOM MICUXOJIOTHH (3MOLMI), GUI0COPUH MBILIUIEHUS U () €HOMEHOJIOTUH, AJIs1 KOTOPBIX TEOPETHUECKH armnapar
KOTHUTUBHOW JINHTBUCTHKH aIIPUOPU TYX]L.

KuioueBbie cJ10Ba: MM SMOIUH, KOTHUTUBHAS JTHHTBUCTHKA, KOHIIETIT 3MOIIMH, HEBBIPA3UMOCTh SMOIMOHATHHOTO

OIIbITa, OCYHICCTBIACMOC OT IICPBOIO JIMIid CIOBECHOC OIIMCAHUC, 3MOHHOH&J’IBHI>Iﬁ OIIBIT, SMOIIU.

1. Introduction

Thispaper addressesthe rel ation between emotions,
emotion concepts and emotion names in first-person
verbal report on emotion experience. The major
purpose of this paper is to confirm by way of a
cognitive linguistic analysis that direct emotion
namesgiveno full and comprehensivereport on emotion
experience. Thisis atraditional postulate within the
domainsof emotion psychology and philosophy of mind,
and | makenoclamtooriginality here. Theoriginality
of my study isin establishing thetruth of thisassumption
by cognitive linguistic evidence and argument.

The purpose of this paper determinesitsflow and
structure. Section 1 addresses emotion experience and
first-person verbal report that this experience lends
itself to. Scientific literaturefor thissection comesfrom
the domains of emotion psychol ogy, philosophy of mind,
and phenomenology, and encompasses a definition of
emotion experience, a statement for the role in this
experience of first-person verbal report, and for the
strengths and faults of this report. Section 2 focuses
onfirst-person verbal report on emotion experiencein
detail. This section takesthe faults of verbal report as
a point of departure. It is from the relation between
emotions, emotion concepts and emotion names that
the imperfection of verbal report stems, and | suggest
an account of this relation from the standpoint of
traditional and cognitive semantics. The major

issues | addressin my account are the sign processin
natural language, its constituents and their relations;
linguistic manifestation of concepts; linguistic and
conceptual world modelsand their relation; linguistic
meaning, its nature, types and structure; mental
construals, their nature and cognitive operations that
shape them; the semasiologica and onomasiological
aspects of verbal report. | conclude the paper with
prospects for further research.

2. First-person verbal report

on emotion experience and its faults

Emotion emergesinto human consciousnessinform
of adistinct experience. Emotion experience engages
into an individual’s subjective experience as one of its
varied instances and inherits its properties. Emotion
experienceisidiosyncratic, nonstative, heterogeneous,
manifold, and indivisible. It isineffable in the sense
that it is of no propositional structure, is difficult to
verbally report on, and lends itself to metaphorical
manifestation best [14]. Verbal reports on emotion
experience are either raw descriptions given by
ordinary people or published literary accountswritten
by professional authors. First-person verbal report is
always integral to the emotion experience an emoter
attempts to convey. She cannot take her emotion
experience apart from her awareness and her
interpretation of thisexperience. In order to report on
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her emotion experience, an emoter uses discreet
emotion names and combinations of thesein complex
expressions. Report of this kind is ‘the most reliable
and possibly only window that researchers have on
conscious, subjective, emotional experience’ [5, p. 47].

First-person verbal report on emotion experience
Is therefore generally praised for its virtue of laying
emotion experience open. At the same time, it is
charged with the fault of transforming and even
distorting the experienceit allegedly reports. Theroot
of thisfault isthe cognitive mechanism of awareness.
Operation of this mechanism is straightforward --
without awareness, there is no conscious experience
and no verbal report on thisexperience. It isawareness
that allows a particular emotion to emerge into
consciousness and to become an experience that is
altogether accessible and coherent. In doing so,
however, awareness alters emotion experience and
impairs it. Emotion experience is ‘a sort of experience-
in-itself that cannot normally be captured except
through awareness, which forms and shapes it and
therefore changes it’ [7, p. 246]. Awareness requires
that attention be directed at a particular emotion
experience, which disrupts this experience in its
continuance and unity and modifiesit[12]. Asaresult,
emotion experience that emerges into consciousness
isnot immediate; it isaninterpretation that singlesout
salient features in immediate experience but never
capturesit as awhole.

The act of awareness is followed by the act of
naming that entails another fault for verba report.
Through the mechanism of naming, an interpretation
that is already subjective in relation to immediate
experienceis modified further. Emotion namesimpose
on this interpretation additional cultural, social and
individual schemas they carry [15]. Structuring
schemas for emotion experience are repetitive,
stereotyped and stable logical and emotive semantic
components. These components are part of the
collective unconscious indispensable from human
cognition; they areresponsiblefor holistic perception
of reality in humans and contribute to formation of
rational behavior.

Report on emotion experience is therefore
imperfect in the sense that it can never be accurate
and exhaustive for this experience. It transforms
emotion experience, isinfluenced by socia and cultural

74

conventions, and absorbs individual emotion
representationsthat are biased and stereotyped. It a'so
depends on the emotion vocabulary that isavailableto
aparticular emoter or inaparticular language, or both,
and can in some cases be deliberately distorted by an
emoter in her determination to conceal or feign her
emotion state. Most important, verbal report on
emotion experience is imperfect due to some of the
intrinsic properties of the relation between the
experiential world, the human mind, and natural
language.

3. From emotions to emotion concepts

and emotion names. A cognitive linguistic

account of the relation between the world,

the mind, and natural language

To assume accuracy and exhaustiveness in first-
person verbal report on emotion experienceistoimply
that this report uses emotion names that encode and
activate respective emotion concepts, and these
concepts are objective images of respective
experienced emotions. In an idealized account of this
kind, all emotion namesavailableinalanguageforma
lexical-semantic field that entirely coversitsunderlying
conceptua category and, in doing so, captures the
whole totality, diversity and variation of emotion
concepts in the mind, collective and individual, of
emoterswho speak thislanguage. Each emotion name
similarly strictly relates to an emotion concept and
obj ectifiesthis concept accurately and exhaustively.

Earlier approachesto language, for example, [16],
endorse apossibility for such anidealization. Modern
linguistics, however, departs from this view and
recognizesinlinguistic sgnstheir cognitive foundations.
Therelation between natural languageandthemindis
in thefocus of cognitivelinguistics. From acognitive
linguistic perspective, the sign process in natural
language isviewed asthat involving primarily the act
of conceptual mapping, and the form and meaning
of alinguistic sign are viewed as the results of this
act. Mapping is part of cognitive processes for
information perception, encoding, storage, decoding,
and use. In the sign process, ‘the mind maps the world
(fragmentarily and often deviantly represents
information about the world), and language maps the
mind’ [1, p. 181]. A map ‘is not the territory it
represents, but, if correct, it hasasimilar structureto




KOIrHITUBHA JIIHIBICTUKA

the territory, which accounts for its usefulness. <...>
If we reflect upon our languages, we find that at best
they must be considered only as maps. A word is not
the object it represents’ [10, p. 161].

Maps are generally made in accordance with some
convention of representation. Conceptual mappingis
conventioned by the inherent properties of the human
mind, in particular by its embodied nature [11]. The
mind isembodied because its structure and operation
are determined by the human body with itsinteracting
systems and embededdnessinto an environment of this
particul ar kind.

Mapsmake use of signsintended to represent some
territory, objects within this territory and relations
between them. In natural language, thesearelinguistic
signs. A sign is ‘a form that stands for something else
understood as its meaning’ [2], and linguistic signs
areforms paired with meaningsaswell. Therelations
between a referent and the form and meaning of a
linguistic sign are conventionally illustrated with the
semiotic triangle model that exposes the major
constituents involved in the sign process and their
relations. In their use of language, humans manipul ate
linguistic forms that relate to linguistic meanings but
not to referents that are entities of the experiential
world. Linguistic signs are the means to encode
concepts that exist in the mind of the speaker and to
activate respective conceptsin the mind of thelistener.
Conceptsare pieces of information formed and stored
in the human mind asits operational units. A concept
that is captured by a linguistic sign becomes the
meaning of this sign. A fragment of meaning that is
chosen asamotivator for alinguistic sign at the moment
of its creation is the internal form of this sign. The
internal formistransparent in motivated signsand non-
transparent in synchronically non-motivated signs. At
the moment when they are created, all linguistic signs
are motivated signs. A synchronically non-transparent
motivator is the etymon of its sign that can be
reconstructed through etymological analysis. The
externa formof asignisamateria formthat objectifies
the respectiveinternal form for itsauditory and visual
perception. Theinternal formisbuilt into the external
form through metaphor, metonymy and some other
semantic relations. The three stages of mapping that
are involved into the sign process are therefore
fragmentariness of concepts in relation to respective

referents, fragmentariness of meanings in relation to
respective concepts, and fragmentariness of internal
forms in relation to respective meanings. At these
stages, the mind maps the experiential world and
language maps the mind [1].

M ost conceptsinthe human mind are purely internal
and can not be manifested through language. Concepts
that are not pure thoughts can be manifested with signs
of different language levels. Primary roleinlinguistic
manifestation of conceptsrestswith words. Wordsare
minimal free formsthat can occur and be meaningful
by themselves [6]; they relate the conceptual and
lingui stic world model sand thus bridge human cognition
and communication. Thisfunctionisuniquely reserved
for words and makes them cardinal elements of
language faculty in humans|[3].

Linguistic manifestation of concepts can employ
wordswith direct and indirect meanings. Theform of
aword with a direct meaning is not associated with
any subsidiary concept, for example, an eye ‘the organ
of sight of human beingsand animals, contai ning light-
sensitive cellsassociated with nervefibers, so that light
entering the eyeisconverted to nervous impul sesthat
reach the brain’ [17]. A direct meaning is literal. The
form of a word with an indirect, or figurative,
meaning isassociated with asubsidiary concept either
metonymically (an eye ‘the faculty of seeing, power
of vision’ [ibid.]) or metaphorically (an eye ‘a hole,
as in certain cheeses’ [ibid.]).

Word meaning is the signified that comprises
essential characteristics of a particular class of
referents. Thesignified isgeneraized and context-free;
itimmediately relatesto human cognition and isshared
by all speakers of a language. The signified can be
abstract or specific, cf. aplaceand a café. Thedegree
of abstraction and specificity of information that is
captured by alinguistic signisassociated withthenotion
of schema. According to [9, p. 70], ‘schemas in
language are generalizations extracted from linguistic
forms and meanings. A schema is a cognitive
representation consisting of perceived similarities
across many instances of usage. Schemas are
essentially routinized, or cognitively entrenched,
patterns of experience. They arise via repeated
activation of a set of co-occurring properties; once
sufficiently entrenched they can be used to produce
and understand linguistic expressions. Linguistic
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expressionsare categorized by schemasin production
and comprehension; in other words they are licensed
to occur by those schemas. In this way expressions
are linked to the knowledge structures that produce
them and make them interpretable’. Specification of
the signified associated with aparticular communicative
context and a particular referent is the referential
meaning (the sense, in someterminol ogies) of aword,
cf. a boy and the boy in that café. The referential
meaning can include various connotations, cf. a boy
and a half-pint for ‘a male child’.

The conceptual world model isbroader and richer
that the linguistic one. Its el ements are concepts that
congtitute the entire culture-specificimage of theworld
in the human mind; cf. worldview ‘a comprehensive
conception or image of the universe and of humanity’s
relation to it’ [17]. Thelinguistic world model is part
of the conceptual world model that comprises
knowledge in language exposed in the system of
lingui stic meanings, and knowl edge of language as of
asystem of linguistic forms. Knowledge in language
results from cognizing the world [3]. It is linguistic
meaningsthat expose concepts, and itislinguisticforms
that encode concepts and activate them in the mind.
This suggests that concepts are larger than linguistic
meanings that expose them, and that there can be no
symmetry between concepts and words as means of
their linguistic manifestation. There are three patterns
of thisasymmetric relation. In aone-to-many relation,
one and the same concept is manifested with severa
words (synonymy and antonymy in natural language).
In a many-to-one relation, several concepts are
manifested with one and the same word (polysemy
and homonymy). In aone-to-none rel ation, a concept
that is not a pure thought has no words that
conventionally manifestitinalanguage. Thisrelation
Iscomparatively rarein natural languages.

Linguistic meanings are complex stochastic
conceptual structures that split into central and
peripheral semantic components. The intension of
meaning is the essential core of meaning that
comprises central semantic components; these
components are a stable structure formative and
obligatory for a certain class of referents. Intensions
of meaning are the basis for the processes of
categorization and naming. Different meanings are
di stinguished one from another and recogni zed through
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their intensions. Theintension of meaning isorganized
by a specification relation between semantic
components, e.g., theintens on of meaning of theword
agirl is ‘a female child’ where the semantic component
‘a child’ is specified by the semantic component
‘female’. The intension of meaning fixes the scope of
referents that can be named with alinguistic sign of
thisparticular meaning. The set of such referentsforms
the extension of meaning. Abstract meanings have
broad scopes of extension, while specific meanings
arerestricted in their extensions.

The intension of meaning implies presence or
absence of other semantic componentsin the structure
of linguistic meaning. These peripheral semantic
components form the implication of meaning [4, p.
105-109]. The implication of meaning can be strict,
highly probable, weak, and negative. Semantic
components whose implication is strict and highly
probable find themselves close to the intension of
meaning. They are most probable associates of
intensional semantic componentsand are often part of
lexicographical entries. At the sametime, they remain
outside the intension of meaning as long as their
absence, with agreater or lesser degree of probability,
doesnot excludeareferent fromtheclassit isincluded
into by virtue of itsname. Weak implicationisfreeand
covers arather broad range of semantic components
whose compatibility with the intension of meaning is
equally probable or improbable as far as different
grounds for categorization are concerned. Finally,
implication of semantic components can beimprobable
or impossible. These semantic components form the
negative implication, or negimplication, of meaning.
Knowledge of language presupposes knowledge of
both what is probable and what is improbable for
referents that are included into a particular class by
virtue of their names. The negimplication of meaning
isthe negativeinformation potential of alinguisticsign.
For exampl e, the negimplication of meaning of theword
ariver includes the semantic component ‘capable of
being ignited’ as long as the characteristics of]
inflammability isimpossiblefor rivers.

Whereas the intension of meaning results from
constructivization of reality and is a deterministic
abstraction from the infinity of referents and their
relations, the implication of meaning reflects the
probable, indetermini tic nature of theworld. Eachword
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of a language carries therefore information that is
composed of an obligatory and invariant semantic core
and of an optional and variable periphery. Periphera
semantic components are often culture-specific; they
can be true, false and insecure or stereotypical. The
periphery of linguistic meaning is aways an open
structure of aninfinite number of semantic components.
The level of generalization for this structure is
determined by particular research objectives.

Linguistic meanings are not conceptual structures
alone but conceptualizations [8, p. 467]. This means
that linguistic meanings are mental construals where
both conceptual structures and cognitive operations
applied to these structures are important. Information
construals in the human mind are shaped by the
cognitive operations of specification, perspectivization,
focusing, and prominence [13]. Different cognitive
operations on one and the same conceptual structure
produce different mental construals[2]. For example,
an aunt and a relative; The hill gently rises from the
bank of the river and The hill gently falls to the
bank of the river; John sold the vase to Bill and
Bill bought the vase from John; John broke the vase,
The vase was broken by John and There is the vase
that John broke. In aconstrual, information perceived
by the brain is arranged in a particular fashion
determined by attention patterns; some information
fragments get into the focus and thus become
prominent and specific whilethe othersremain hidden
and, if necessary, haveto beinferred. Information about
theinterpreter and hislocationin space, e.g., isinferred
from The forest is getting thicker [13].

Mental construals are representations of the
experientia worldin the human mind that areinherently
partial as long as they are not exact replicas of this
world but, rather, ‘ways of seeing’ it [8, p. 467]. These
representati ons are subjectiveimages, interpretations,
and models of the reality but not the objective reality
itself. Mental construals are not entirely arbitrary,
however. They preservetheir identity, whichiscrucial
for cognition and communication. Individual whimin
construing theworld through language isrestrained by
intensions of respective linguistic meanings. It is
intensions that ‘anchor’ mental construals and make
them recognizable.

Flexible, diffuse and indeterminate semantics of
linguistic signsinduces and explains the soft character

of natural language as compared to therigid languages
of logic, programming and science. In natural language,
the manifest is not (perfectly) complete and true. The
manifest isoften amisleading distraction fromthetrue,
and it this hidden meaning that is most capacious and
extensive because it is combined with something else
that is soft, elusive and difficult to capture. These soft
senses, not meanings, haveto berendered inatrandation
fromonenaturd languageinto ancther, whichisadifficult
task even for human trandators. Senses are naturally
most difficult for computation. If |1 can appeal to an
analogy to psychoanalysis, computing senses is like
interpreting dreams. In adream, the explicit content is
oppositeto theimplicit message, and it is this message
that is actually the meaning and interpretation of this
dream; thereis no accessto theimplicit message except
through the explicit content. For an expert in artificial
intelligence, teaching a machine to process natural
language is the same as teaching a patient to interpret
dreams for a psychoanalytic. In such a context, the
machine and the patient should be provided with
knowledge of both the manifest but miseading and the
implicit but solely true.

There is, presumably, a cross-linguistic variation
between natural |anguageswith respect to thisproperty
of semantic softness. This might be represented as a
graded scale that ranges from very soft languages
through more or less soft languages to languages that
arenot so soft. Distribution of languagesaongthisscale
might bedetermined by their typologica and genedlogica
features and also by major events in the history of
respective linguistic communities. ‘Information’
languages are more formulaic and algorithmic;
‘periphrastic’ languages are imaginative and given to
ambiguity, verbiage and cultural riches. Historical
influence upon languagesislong and frequent warswith
their casern discipline and verbal frugality, ideological
elaborationthrough religiousor politica ingtitutions, etc.
‘Information’ languages whose fabric is primarily
meanings, not senses, lend themselves to computation
more readily than ‘periphrastic’ ones. It appears that in
themodern ever globalized world, the humanity isfacing
a growing necessity for a universal ‘information’
languagethat will be acondensation of meaningsaone;
absence of senses will make this language safe,
transparent and indifferent to national and cultural
variation. Thislanguage, by virtue of itsneutrality and
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rigidness, might boost globalization, technologies and
human-computer i nteraction.

4. Conclusion

In this paper, | have investigated from a cognitive
linguistic perspective therel ation of emotions, emotion
concepts and emotion names in first-person verbal
report on emotion experience. Objectification of the
mind through languageisthe prerequisite and hallmark
of human existence asthat of aspecies. ManisHomo
sapiens and at the same time Homo symbolicum (in
E. Cassirer’s terms) and Homo loquens (in J.G. Herder
and J.F. Blumenbach’s terms). These names emphasize
that humans are the only species able to create signs,
to represent theworld through signs, and to mani pul ate
signs. With the help of signs, humanshold theworldin
their possession, and language along with myth, art,
and religion isthe instrument of this representational
occupation. Linguistic signs show the world that is
linguistically possessed by humans and also
demonstratein what particular way thisworld hasbeen
taken hold of. In representing the world through
language, humans create and use linguistic signs for
cognitive, communicative and someother, for example,
aesthetic, purposes that generally correspond to the
functions performed by language. Creating alinguistic
sign employs the onomasiological ‘meaning — form’
perspective which istaken in acommunicative act by
the speaker. Interpreting alinguistic sign employsthe
semasiological ‘form — meaning’ perspective which
Is taken in acommunicative act by the listener.

First-person verbal report on emotion experience
rests on the onomasiological relation. A particular
emotion emerges into an emoter’s mind through
awareness and gets into attention focus. The emoter’s
mind construes this emotion; this subjective construal
isfragmentary and deviant inrelation to theimmediate
emotion experience and is shaped by the inborn
architecture of the emoter’s mind, by her cultural and
social background, and by her individual vantage that
can also be context-bound. As a result, the emoter’s
concept of her emotion is only a derivative from all
perceptiveinformation availableto her in thisemotion
episode. In order to describe her emotion experience,
she has to choose emotion names available in the
language she speaks and known to her. Meanings of
these names are information construals derived from
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respective emotion concepts. On the other --
semasiological -- hand, the listener unfolds the emoter’s
words in the opposite direction. The power of first-
person verbal report in capturing emotion experience
departs, therefore, fromitsidealization, and emotion
names with their meanings and forms capture only
fragments of emotion concepts that these names
encode and activate. Emotion concepts, in their turn,
are subjective images of respective emotions whose
immediacy is no longer the case. Emotion names are
therefore metonymical units that represent emotion
experience through its selected and most prominent
features only. This disallows comprehensive verbal
reportability of emotion experiencewith emotion names.

My investigation confirmsthat emotion experience
can not be comprehended and communicated literally
as long as literal emotion names expose emotion
experience through its selected and most prominent
features only and there is, consequently, no
comprehensive and exhaustivereport on the experience
with these names. My investigation allows an
assumption that qualitative aspects of emotion
experience depend for their understanding and naming
primarily on conceptual metaphor and its linguistic
manifestations. In linewith thisassumption, the current
paper is intended as part of a larger-scale research
andinprospect isto befollowed by two sister papers.
One of these will address metaphor. It is metaphor
that, by virtue of peculiaritiesof its nature, compensates
for theineffability of emotion experience. Thefollow-
up paper will show from a cognitive linguistic
perspective that metaphor increasesfirst-person verbal
report on emotion experience in its extent and scope.
Metaphor conceives of particular aspects of emotion
experience through their associations to concepts
whose structure is immediate and well-delineated.
Emotion concepts acquiretheir structure only with the
help of metaphor. At the same time, because of
subjectivity, selectiveness and fragmentariness of
concept integration mechanisms metaphor will
presumably not annul the ineffability of emotion
experience and there will be aspectsin thisexperience
that remain beyond description. The other follow-up
paper will consider my current assumption that
whereas conventional metaphor may be the only way
to highlight emotion experiences and make them
coherent, creative metaphor exposes most recalcitrant




KOIrHITUBHA JIIHIBICTUKA

aspects of these experienceselusive from conventional
metaphorical descriptions, let alone from literal non-
metaphorical ones. And it isultimately metaphor inits
interrelation with the notion of creativity that | have
the purpose to explore on alarger scale.
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