Lecture 9 Generalized Integration Networks Gilles Fauconnier

This lecture will point out some useful generalizations that emerge from the study
of integration, along with some of the pervasive fallacies that stand in the way of making
such generalizations. Through the analysis of attested data, we will explore the notion of
"generalized integration networks" and how they allow the construction of a multiplicity
of surface products in human thought and action. Labels like metaphor, metonymy,
counterfactual, help to classify our superficial intuitive observations, but they do not
correctly reflect the wide array of possibilities offered by conceptual mappings. Surface
phenomena need to be analyzed more deeply with a precise characterization of the
cognitive operations and constructions involved in each particular case. Specific typical
cases will be examined and used to illustrate the more general theoretical consequences
for the study of language.

Fallacies

Fallacy 1: Different surface products result from different cognitive operations

There is usually no isomorphism between the surface products as we see and classify
them in everyday life and the underlying principles that produce them.

Examples from earlier lectures:

(1) If Clinton were the Titanic, the iceberg would sink.
(2) Martina is three points away from the airport.

(3) Ifyou ride alone, you ride with Hitler.

(4) imaginary numbers

(5) voodoo

(6) dancing hunt ritual



Fallacy 2: If it’s new, it’s going to cost more

The automatic assumption is that the recently noticed data (blends in the case at
hand) must somehow be more exotic, less typical, than the familiar products already
comfortably, if not always neatly, categorized. And along with that assumption also
comes the corollary that more exotic phenomena demand extra cognitive effort, special
machinery not normally used but available for out of the way (or even perhaps
outlandish) human behavior in exceptional (marked) genres such as sarcasm, humor,
spirituality, mathematics.

The data is new to the scientist, but it's always been around. In the case of blends,
the data provides solid evidence for the operation of conceptual integration and the
general principles that govern it. Humans happen to possess this capacity, including its
double-scope manifestation, arguably indispensable for many singularities of human
behavior (language, religion, science, art). There is no reason to believe that using this
capacity is cognitively costly for humans. In fact, it turns out that humans use it all the
time, for better or for worse, and that they clearly enjoy activities that depend on it, such
as humor, deceit, rituals, or fiction.

The fallacious idea that less familiar data is cognitively more costly to produce is
mirrored by the equally fallacious idea that "new" theoretical mechanisms (conceptual
integration in this case) are theoretically more onerous than the more familiar theoretical
mechanisms.

Fallacy 2 is applied to learning: a child (it is assumed) learns the "simple"
operations first and the "complex" ones later. Cognitively costly operations are acquired
later, according to this implicit extension. Again, there is no a priori reason to believe
this. Eighteen-month-old children (and perhaps younger ones) produce and understand
elaborate blends.

Fallacy 3: A wide-ranging cognitive operation purports to explain "everything"

Conceptual integration plays a necessary role in human mental life as evidenced
by surface products of particular interest to humans.

But billions of years of biological evolution precede the appearance of fully-
fledged double-scope integration. Integration is only a minuscule component of the
stunningly complex organization of the embodied mind.



An example: the smoking ears network

(7)  No Smoking" signs were tacked up in bars all over California yesterday,
and hard-core smokers nursing a scotch or a beer were so angry that if
they had been allowed to light up, the smoke would have been coming
out of their ears.
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Counterfactual "zoloft" networks:

In the Zoloft defense case, a teenager had murdered his grandparents. When the time
came for him to be sentenced, his father pleaded for leniency and invoked the grand-
parents his son had murdered, saying:

’

(8) “If'they were still alive, they would also plead for mercy for their grandson.’
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Smokers' zoloft network
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Angry smokers’ network
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Full network:

s H/E/B NS YsS

H: heat
E: emotions

SA B: body
H/E/B: anger blend
5: conventional smoking
3A: smokers' anger
N5: no smoking space
Y'5: smoking allowed (counterfactual)
Z: smokers's zoloft space (smoking ban+smoke)
SA/Z: thwarted smokers fume

SA/Z

The surface product exhibited in the newspaper excerpt is the result of several
successive integrations. Is it a "metaphor"? Clearly, yes, but not a conventional one, and
not simply a source to target mapping. Is it a "counterfactual"? Clearly, yes, since it
builds on a counterfactual situation where smokers can smoke in spite of the ban, but it is
not a case of building an alternative possible world. In possible worlds, smoke does not
come out of the ears of smokers even when they are supremely angry. In possible
worlds, smoking cannot be simultaneously banned and allowed. Is the newspaper
statement contradictory or unintelligible? Clearly, no. On the contrary, it cleverly
conveys the writer's point: that smokers are furious, frustrated, and unhappy. Is the piece
of data a "blend"? Clearly, yes, and indeed a very visible one.

So, this surface product cannot be classified in a single category, or linked with a
single mapping pattern. Understanding it requires the careful study of the multiple
integrations that operate and of the established networks or network templates that are
recruited effortlessly for its construction. It is not a "blend" as opposed to a "metaphor"
or a "metaphor" as opposed to a "counterfactual". It shares features with all of them.

Is attested data of this kind cognitively significant? Of course. Tens of thousands,
perhaps millions, of readers of this newspaper column were able to perform the meaning
construction with no conscious effort, no puzzlement, and presumably with pleasure, all
of which attests to the universality of the processes involved. Is the cognitive
construction a special one, to be distinguished from "ordinary" semantics? Certainly not,
since as shown in the analysis it makes use of completely standard integration capacities,
and recruits culturally entrenched networks and network templates.



