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1. INTRODUCTION

W ords and their associations, bo th  on the paradigm atic and syntagm atic 
axes, encode how we impose order on reality by classifying w hat we see 
as one kind o f thing or another. Language structure and m ore particularly, 
lexical structure, encodes how we m ake sense o f the world around us 
th rough categorization.

O ur inventory of lexical categories to a certain extent reflects our 
conceptual ones, and precisely for this reason the study o f  lexical structure 
is im portan t, because there is a close relationship between the lexicalization 
o f concepts and broader knowledge structures. Essentia! to  this premise is 
the fact th a t the lexicalized concepts in any sem antic dom ain are only 
a portion  o f those in a conceptual one. Consequently, in language we have 
a selective representation of reality, tha t is we have chosen to  nam e some 
things, but no t others. Why do we have words in English for the body of 
a dead anim al (carcass) or a dead person (corpse, cadaver), but none for 
a dead plant? W hy is eternity a w ord, but no t nevernessl This act of 
nam ing things is inform ative in itself, because w hat we choose to lexicalize 
is w hat we need to talk  about the m ost, or w hat is m ost salient for us 
within our perceptual environm ent.

Thus the structure within the lexicon is m eaningful, because am ong 
other things, the structures formed by semantic connections are representations 
o f categorizing relationships. Langacker [1987: 76] underlines the im portance 
o f these structures in hum an cognitive organization, when he writes:

Mapping out the various domains of semantic space and their interrelationships, at least in 
rudimentary terms, is clearly prerequisite to any kind of definitive semantic analysis.



Consequently, one o f the m ost im portan t attributes o f  a truly viable 
m odel o f sem antic organization would be the ability to  focus on sem antic 
dom ains, showing how the lexical units within each dom ain are interrelated. 
In order to  accom plish this, intuition by itself is hardly sufficient. It is 
necessary to  establish a m eans through which an inventory o f dom ains can 
be elaborated , m em bership in these dom ains determ ined, and recurrent 
structural patterns interpreted.

A ccording to G . L a k o f f  [1987: 333-334]:

The lexicon involves much more than mere labelling concepts. [...] Even at the level o f the 
individual word, language is an inseparable part o f general cognition.

1.1. Semantic Space: The Functional Lcxematic Approach to the Structure
of the Lexicon

As we have stated previously, the lexicon is now  know n no t to  be 
a random  list, but a structured whole com posed o f interrelated lexical items 
th a t fall in to  a series o f  lexical dom ains or sem antic fields. This is an 
immensely attractive idea for m any reasons. Besides appealing to  our innate 
sense o f order, the advantages o f an organized lexicon are m anifold. 
K i t t a y  and L e h r e r  [1992: 14] write:

The concept of an organized lexicon provides a way of looking at the possibility o f lexical 
universals by grouping together conceptually related words that may not have an exact 
translation [or at least an exact lexicalized counterpart] in another language. Whereas 
word-for-word translations may not be available, cross-linguistic comparisons can be made 
given a common conceptual space.

T he problem  with sem antic fields seems, however, to  be th a t though 
there is a general consensus o f  opinion th a t they do  exist, there is 
som ew hat less agreem ent as to:

(1) their internal configuration
(2) the basis for determining the field/domain membership of a lexical item.
We believe th a t these problem s can be solved by using a Functio-

nal-Lexcm atic approach  to  structure lexical fields. This lexicographic m odel 
elaborated by M artin  M i n g o r a n c e  [1984, 1987, 1990] integrates C oseriu’s 
T heory o f Lexematics [ C o s e r i u  1981] and D ik’s Functional G ram m ar 
[1978] to  analyze the definitional structure o f sem antic units, and thus 
obtain  the criteria through which one can assign units to  a specific dom ain,



as well as determ ine and classify their relevant interrelationships both  on 
a m icro- and m acrostructural level.

Each field has one archilexeme in terms of which all the m em bers of 
the field are defined. T o justify the inclusion of a verb in the field in 
question, it is lexically decom posed, so tha t its definition consists o f 
a nuclear word [or a previously defined non-nuclear one] and one or m ore 
features which differentiate it from the preceding m em bers o f the hierarchy. 
T he nuclear word is the definiens (or defining element) which labels the 
lexical dim ension, and this word in turn  contains a definiens which labels 
the lexical field in question.

Lexical dim ensions in each field are established in terms o f oppositions 
form ulated  from  the definitional structure o f the  lexical units. These 
oppositions characterize bo th  the internal structure o f the dom ain  in 
question as well as the lexical structure o f the items it contains. Lexical 
dim ensions are thus directly derived from the definitional structure of 
lexical units.

W orking upwards from definitional structure and classifying approximately 
8, 000 verbs, we have found that words fall into the following basic 
dom ains: EX ISTEN C E, PO SITIO N , C H A N G E , POSSESSION, P E R C E P 
T IO N  (including stimulus verbs), EM O TIO N , C O G N IT IO N , SPEECH , 
and G E N E R A L  A C T IO N  [composed o f subgroups such as verbs o f 
consum ption, contact, use, etc.]. It is interesting to note tha t the dom ains 
we have found by working upwards from  the factorization o f definitions 
o f lexical items (i.e. from specific to general terms) in English and Spanish 
largely correspond to  those established by M i l l e r  [1991] to structure 
W ordN ct. This would seem to argue in favour o f the existence o f  core 
areas o f conceptual organization. It is our belief th a t in crosslinguistic 
com parison, the search for sem antic universale would begin here with these 
basic areas o f hum an experience.

T he lexical dom ains we have found are all closely interrelated, but some 
can be said to  be m ore basic than others. PE R C E PTIO N  is one o f the 
m ost basic, as m any o f its m em bers have m etaphorical extensions into m ore 
abstract dom ains.

Ex. (1) Feel (TA CTILE PE R C E PT IO N ) — *• Feel (EM O T IO N )
(2) See, regard, contem plate, observe, perceive, etc. (V ISU A L P E R 

C EPT IO N ) — ► idem (M EN T A L PE R C E PTIO N )
(3) H ear (A U D IT O R Y  PE R C EPT IO N ) — ► H ear (M E N T A L  P E R 

C EPT IO N )



2. GENERAL PERCEPTION IN ENGLISH AND SPANISH

T he im portance o f the verbs o f PER C EPT IO N  in the lexicon cannot 
be overstresscd, and is in direct correlation with the fact th a t we are all 
hum an beings and are constantly receiving inform ation from the outside 
world which we have to process and m ake sense o f in some way. This 
m eans that at some very basic level, languages m ust be similar, because 
they have been constructed [at least to  a certain degree] on the basis of 
our own bodily experience and our interactions with our physical environm ent 
[ J o h n s o n  1987].

One o f the principal ways by which we m ake sense o f our world is by 
sorting objects, people, events and ideas into categories [ L a k o f f  1987]. 
T he way we first experience them, is by perceiving them  and distinguishing 
defining characteristics about them which will help us to  nam e them. 
W i e r z b i c k a  [1980] does no t include perception am ong her sem antic 
primitives, because she argues th a t it can be defined in term s o f o ther 
primitives. However, in our opinion, it is undeniable th a t the perceptual 
com ponent in m eaning is basic to our understanding and construction o f 
reality, and as we shall see, there is abundant evidence o f this in the 
structure o f language.

Verbs o f PER C EPTIO N , therefore, are those which encode this experience 
o f the outside world. It is far from coincidental tha t m any o f  these have 
m etaphorical projections to m ore abstract dom ains such as M E N T A L  
Р Р О С Е З З Е З Д Н О и в Н Т /Е М О Т Ю ^ , and are thus also used to structure 
the experience of our inside world. This in itself is a reflection o f the 
critical role o f perception as a structuring mechanism  in our conceptual 
system. It is by examining lexical structure that we obtain  clues as to  salient 
aspects o f reality both inside and outside o f  ourselves.

The fact tha t PER C EPTIO N  is so basic to  a wide variety o f interrelations 
betw een d ifferen t lexical dom ains is principally  due to  th e  fact th a t 
perception is m an ’s way o f having a world, in the construction o f which 
he takes an active part. St. Thom as Aquinas in his Summ a Theologica wrote:

Quidquid recipitur, secundum modum recipients recipitur. [Whatever is received is received 
according to the mode of being of the recipient.]

J o h n s o n  [1987: 124], accordingly, has recently said m uch the same 
thing though in a m ore specific way:

The fact of our physical embodiment gives a very definite character to  our perceptual 
experience. Our world radiates out from our bodies as perceptual centers from which we see, 
hear, touch, taste and smell our world.



In fact, the hum an body conceptualized as a container is an  im portan t 
factor in our particular interpretation/creation o f the world around us, 
som ething that is vividly reflected in our language. The dim ensions of 
the dom ain o f PER C E PTIO N  show us its im portance as a process that 
can occur from w ithout or within. Verbs o f general perception, (or IN - 
T E R M O D A L S  as labelled in M i l l e r  [1976:601]), such as notice, note, 
perceive, detect, etc. are thus callcd because they can be used to  refer 
to  any sensory m odality  o f perception [perceptually neutral] so, they 
refer to  our awareness o f the physical world or to  an aw areness o f 
ideas within our mind. This m irrors the complicated relationship between 
physical and m ental perception, a fact that can be observed in the definitional 
structure o f these lexemes, where the descriptive element [ S n e l l  - H o r n b y  
1983] has been underlined. This descriptive elem ent distinguishes one 
lexeme from  ano th er and also serves as a link, relating the physical 
realm  to a m ore abstract one:

E N G L IS H  L E X IC A L  D IM E N S IO N  OF G E N E R A L  P E R C E P T IO N .

notice to  become aware though your senses o r in your mind.
note to notice sth (usu. m entioning it/w riting it dow n/recognizing it), 

perceive to  notice sth /sb. through your senses or in your mind  (usu. 
sth not obvious to others).

spot to  perceive sth momentarily as a  result o f attending  to it.
<  4-intention, +  difficulty >
identify to  perceive sth, assigning it to  a certain category. 
discern to  perceive sth with difficulty and know  w hat it is.
<  form al >
distinguish to perceive the difference between two or m ore things.

differentiate to  distinguish, paying attention  to characteristics 
or details.

discriminate to distinguish two or m ore things, recognizing 
and understanding the differences between them, 
feel to perceive a state o f  m ind  or a condition o f  the body, 
through mental, emotional or physical stimulus (other than  sight), 

detect to notice sth not obvious to  others, m aking an effort to  do so. 
miss to  notice the lack of sth ./to  fa i l  to  notice sth. 

find to become aw are o f the existence o f  sth.
discover to  find sth not known before, cither by accident or after 
looking fo r  them.

experience to have certain experiences, feelings, sensations (being affected 
by w hat one m eets with).
recognize to become aw are that sth perceived has been perceived before.



S P A N IS H  L E X IC A L  D IM E N S IO N  OF G E N E R A L  P E R C E P T IO N

pcrcibir llegar al conocim iento de la existencia o la prescncia dc algo о de 
alguien mediante los sentidos о la inteligencia auxiliada po r los sentidos. 

aprchcnder percibir <  formal > .
captar percibir algo a través de los sentidos о la m ente, que esta 
distante о es de dificil percepción. 

dctcctar cap tar la existencia de algo/la presencia de alguien a través 
de indicios que no son obvios.
aprcciar pcrcibir algo, gencralm cnte su tamaiio, intensidad, importan- 
cia, etc.

notar percibir algo, gencralm cnte porque atrae nucstra atención, 
tan to  fisica, com o m cntalm ente.

advcrtir n o ta r algo (generalmente con el sentido de la vista), 
por lo general mencionândolo.
hallar (que) no tar sübitamente algo, о la presencia de alguien, 
casualm ente о buscândolo.

dcscubrir hallar algo que no se conocia antes, casualm ente 
о buscândolo.

percatarsc (de) percibir algo (generalm ente con la vista), o por un 
proceso mental, que no résulta patente.
rcconoccr percibir a través de los sentidos о la inteligencia que 
una persona о cosa ya  se conocia.

distinguir reconocer dos о varias cosas como distintas (no la 
misma) o com o diferentes (no iguales).
difcrcnciar distinguir dos cosas, averiguando y senalando los 
rasgos que no les son comunes.
idcntificar reconocer a algo о a alguien com o igual a o tro  que 
ya  se conoce (en cualidad о carâcter). 

sentir pcrcibir en el organism o un estado causado p o r un estimulo 
externo o interno y responder a él. (fisico о em ocional).

experim enter sentir un cambio o modijicación en el organism o, 
el estado de ânim o o los sentimientos.

1 he dom ain o f PER C E PT IO N  (to become aware/llegar al conocimiento) 
is first related to that o f C H A N G E  in bo th  English and Spanish (to become 
different I llegar a ser diferente) through the use o f  become / llegar a ser in 
its definition. This is understandable since the perceiver experiences a  change 
when som ething new appears on his m ental horizon, and he subsequently 
goes from  a state o f unaw areness to  awareness, a m ovem ent from  one state 
to  another, relating this field to  that o f  M O TIO N .

It is significant th a t within this m ore general dim ension, all o f  the verbs 
can be used to refer to  both  ou ter and inner perception. In  the definition



of the superordinate term, notice, as well as in tha t o f its Spanish equivalent, 
percibir, we see th a t the process o f perception (to become aware) first 
specified on a physical plane ( through your senses/mediante los sentidos), is 
then extended to  include m ental processes (or in your mind/о la inteligencia 
auxiliada por los sentidos). In note, we can even see a triple interface with 
the dom ain o f SPEECH included as well. This is also true in Spanish in 
the case o f advertir which denotes the physical perception o f som ething, 
either concrete or abstract, and in m any cases implies that the perceiver 
says w hat he has perceived.

T he underlined descriptive elements also emphasize the different m ental 
processes related to these verbs. One group is concerned with categorization 
o f the perceived object (identifyjidentificar), but this categorization is m ore 
specifically defined in the following lexemes:

Categorization plus:
• already know n object — ► recognize/reconocer
• perception o f differences — *• distinguish)distinguir
• focus on  details — *■ differentiate/diferenciar
• distinctive features — ► discriminate/discriminar
(Discriminar is m ore restricted in use to  either scientific/technical contexts 

o r to  the sense o f “ social discrim ination” than the English lexeme, although 
in some contexts it m ay also refer to general perception).

In  English, when perception (either physical o r m ental) entails an 
element o f difficulty, discern is used. On the o ther hand, spot focalizes the 
m om entary  attention  paid by the subject.

In Spanish, apreciar focuses on the perception o f the characteristics of 
som ething, implying a strong element o f evaluation on the part o f  the 
pcrceiver, o f som ething, either concrete or abstract. In both instances, 
a m ental process o f knowledge and understanding is required. T he evaluative 
element serves as a basis for its metaphorically m otivated secondary use [cf. 
S w e e t s e r  1990: 8], when it is used to  convey a positive evaluation of 
someone. Its use is thus extended to  the dom ain o f F E E L IN G S, where its 
m eaning focalizes the positive em otions (respect, adm iration, etc. ) tha t the 
perceived object elicits in the perceiver.

In  both  English and Spanish, there are four lexical items th a t focus on 
the object, which again can either be a concrete or an abstract entity: 
find/hallar denote the physical and m ental perception of an object (already 
known or unknow n), whereas discover/descuhrir focus on the perception o f 
an  object no t know n before.

Captar and detectar in Spanish and detect in English appear m ore 
frequently with inanim ate objects (artifacts or machines). W hen they arc 
used in reference to  hum an subjects, they are examples o f an ontological 
metaphor [Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 25; Johnson 1987: 131] tha t can be



provisionally labeled the mind-as-a-machine m etaphor. T he m ind is thus 
conceptualized as a m achine tha t is able to perceive the existence o f an 
object on the basis o f weak signals: in this sense, the m ind is able to 
become aw are o f the existence o f som ething either concrete or abstract on 
the basis o f some stimulus not obvious to  o ther people by m eans of 
intuition or wit.

In bo th  languages two lexical items focalize the state o f the percciver: 
feel/sen tir  are used to convey the effect of the physical stimulus on the 
perceiver. Both verbs are clear instances o f the close relationship between 
the physical and the non-physical dimensions o f experience, as they are 
used to  denote the inner perception o f a non-physical stimulus. Consequently 
their m eaning is extended into the field o f E M O T IO N . Experience in 
English and exp er im en ts  in Spanish focus not only on the perceiver’s state, 
but on the internal proccss undergone by the subject or on the modification 
caused by the stimulus, relating again the physical perception dom ain to 
th a t o f C H A N G E .

These interfaces in G E N E R A L  PER C EPTIO N  underline the very close 
relationship th a t exists between the dom ains o f T H O U G H T / SPE E C H / 
PE R C E PT IO N . This is understandable because in order to  be able to 
classify thought, understanding and knowledge, words have been taken 
from  other closely related dom ains. This extension o f w ords describing 
experience in the physical world onto  m ore abstract dom ains is a sign tha t 
we understand the activities in question as inherently similar, and it is also 
a m eans by which we m anage to understand understanding and th ink abou t 
thinking. S w e e t s e r  [1990: 18] writes:

It seems clear that more abstract domains tend to  derive their vocabulary from more concrete 
domains (rather than vice versa) and, furthermore, that in some eases there is a deep cognitive 
predisposition to draw  from certain particular concrete domains in deriving vocabulary for 
a given abstract domain.

3. PHYSICAL PERCEPTION

T he verbs o f  PE R C EPT IO N  are divided into five m ajor groups: those 
referring to  SIG H T, H E A R IN G , T O U C H , TA STE, and SM ELL. A lthough 
each verb has as its m ost salient m eaning tha t o f physical perception via 
the relevant sense organ, each verb has additional senses extending into 
m ore abstract dom ains. The structure o f physical perception is thus used 
to  structure m ore abstract experience.



4. VISUAL PERCEPTION IN ENGLISH AND SPANISH

Vision is our m ost central perceptual experience and the one upon 
which we depend the m ost for knowledge about the world. F o r example, 
o f the verbs o f general perception, only fe e l  restricts vision as perceptual 
m odality. Consequently, it is not surprising to  find tha t this lexical field 
is larger and m ore complex than  those o f the o ther senses. It is also the 
one th a t has the m ost extensive range o f extensions into m ore abstract 
dom ains.

As is well-known, see can also m ean know  or understand. S w e e t s e r  
[1990: 5-6] considers that the choice o f see for extension to  the sense of 
knowledge is a well m otivated one, and has to do with conceptual or
ganization, as we are instinctively aware of the similarity between knowledge 
and vision.

O ur prototypical way of perceiving is with our eyes (75% o f our 
inform ation abou t the world is perceived visually), som ething evidenced in 
the degree o f lexicalization within this dimension, and also by the greater 
num ber o f sight-perceived differentiation features in the verbs in o ther 
dom ains (i.e. walk).

As we have already m entioned, S w e e t s e r  [1990] underlines the con
nection o f vision with intellectual activity. As we will later see, verbs of 
visual perception, such as see, glimpse, notice, contemplate, and regard arc 
examples o f a m etaphorical understanding o f vision, projected onto  the 
dom ain of m ental processes. Vision can thus be projected outw ards tow ard 
the concrete world or inward tow ards our mind. Therefore our mind 
acquires a visual capacity (in the m ind’s eye) and m any o f our thoughts 
are conceptualized as pictures/im ages. Seeing is our prim ary source o f d a ta  
abou t the world, and though there are o ther knowledge m etaphors from 
other dom ains related to  VISIO N , (i.e. L IG H T  -  within field o f stimulus 
verbs) none is as dom inant as vision.

According to M iller [1976: 585], see has the following three senses.
(1) to  perceive with the eye
(2) to have a m ental image of
(3) to  understand; com prehend [ M i l l e r  and J o h n s o n - L a i r d ,  

1976: 585]
O f the three possible m eanings for see, (1) refers to  vision o f objects 

in the concrete world, (3) refers to m ental awareness o f  abstract things 
(feelings, ideas, concepts, etc.), and (2) is a transition definition between 
the o ther two. Actual vision is involved, but it is projected internally to  
see/create pictures/im ages of concrete objects within our m inds.



inside world « - EYE - »  outside world

concepts
ideas

images
pictures
(see2)

objects

(see3) (seej)

4.1. Differentiation param eters

T he three different m eanings distinguished by M iller relate, although 
they do no t cover the structure given to the lexical field we are going to 
study here. T he lexical field o f vision verbs in English and Spanish has 
been divided into three m ajor subdim ensions (with s e e s c c 2 and look as 
partial archilexemes).

W ithin each sub-dim ension the verbs have been arranged according to 
param eters derived from  the repetition of descriptive elements found in the 
definitional structure o f the lexemes themselves. Some o f these param eters 
are vision-specific, (i.e. partial vision o f  the perceptual object), while others, 
such as difficulty, duration and manner can be considered cross-field dif
ferentiation param eters which appear in a wide range o f  lexical fields, such 
as C H A N G E , M O V EM EN T or SPEECH.

Aside from s e e which expresses the physical ability o f perceiving by 
using our eyes (an intransitive and purely stative use), the m ain differentiation 
param eters found in the definitional s tructu re o f the lexemes arc the 
following [sec also A ppendix II, diagram s 1 and 2 (a)/(b)]:

Descriptive Param eters:
1. Intention
2. D uration

2.1. Short duration
2.2. Long duration

2.2.1. Explicit time
(a) steadiness
(b) facial expression: anger and surprise

2.2.2. Im plicit time
(a) carefulness/higher intentions
(b) authority

3. M anner
3.1. Quickness



3.2. Difficulty/Difficulty +  distance/+  partial vision
3.3. Secrecy

4. “ T o  see sth in your m ind” — ► from the outer to the inner perceptual
field.
T he param eters o f intention and duration are intim ately related to  each 

other. This is the case, because m ost o f the verbs belonging to  the -duration 
group are hyponym s o f see2, though there are some exceptions such as 
skim  or the Spanish ojear, which are hyponym s o f look/mirar respectively. 
T he verbs grouped under +  duration, can be further divided in to  those 
which bear an  explicit tim e com ponent and those in which the  tim e 
com ponent is stated implicitly, as a consequence o f o th er descriptive 
param eters such as carefulness or authority.

This param eter is the clearest example o f the lack o f isom orphism  
between the two languages in question, as the English verbal lexicon is 
m uch richer than  the Spanish one. In  the lexical fields we have been 
w orking on, some instances of descriptive verbs [ S n e l l - H o r n b y  1983] 
have to  be rendered in Spanish by m eans o f periphrastic constructions (i.e. 
verb +  adverbial m odification). It is also true tha t certain descriptive 
param eters are no t lexicalized a t all in Spanish (i.e. facia l expression).

A nother im portant param eter is th a t of m anner. In English three m ain 
m anner param eters have been distinguished: secrecy o f  perception, facia l 
expression and difficulty o f  perception.

In Spanish the relevant manner param eters found are: quickness in the 
perceptual event, distance o f  the perceptual object running together with 
difficulty o f  perception (with a sub-param eter o f partial vision o f  the object) 
and secrecy.

4.1.1. Non-intentional vs. intentional visual perception: see2 vs. look

The distinction between see as a non-intentional verb, with an experiencer 
subject, and look as an intentional verb whose subject is the agent o f  the 
action is a controversial m atter; as such, it has received a great deal of 
atten tion , and it has been a source o f debate am ong scholars dealing with 
perception from various standpoints: philosophy, psychology, psycholinguistics, 
[c.f. K o l i n s k y  1989; H e l d  1989; E i m a s  and G a l a b u r d a  1989].

In  relation  to  the  opposition  between see and look M i l l e r  and 
J o h n s o n - L a i r d ,  [1976: 604] write:

...yet it may be argued that looking implies seeing. This implication may hold for some 
statements, like “ I’m looking at the frame rather than the picture” or “They spent the



morning looking at the Picassos” . But it is not invariably true. You can look at something 
without seeing it. I t may also be argued that there should be an intentional component to 
looking: you look in order to see. Although there is often an intention to  see, there often is 
no such intention. . Rather, as a result of looking, you come to perceive whatever you 
happened to look at. Statements o f the form “He accidentally looked at it” are no t 
self-contradictory...

T he above quo tation  would seem to  contradict the definition o f look 
as “to  direct your eyes in a certain direction in order to see” , o r “ to  see 
by intentionally directing your eyes” . However, the contradiction is only 
apparent, since look in some instances can lose the intentional character 
explicit in its definition. F o r this to  happen, it has to  be stated overtly 
by m eans o f an adverbial m odification, as can be seen in the example 
given by M iller: “ I accidentally looked at i t” . In  this exam ple, it is 
“ accidentally” tha t gives look its non-intentional character, neutralising 
the in ten tional value in its definition. T herefore, +  intentional can be 
considered a  default value for look, except when there is m odification 
specifying otherwise. T he question o f the intentionality o f vision as we 
shall see is also closely related to  param eters such as carefulness or 
authority .

R o d r i g u e z  F e r n a n d e z  [1990: 97] considers th a t the opposition 
intentional/non-intentional can be established between mirar and ver in 
Spanish. She considers ver as a dynam ic instantaneous state o f affairs 
controlled by an agent, whereas in mirar, the state o f affairs is extended 
in time, and the action specified can be considered an  activity ra ther than  
an  act. M ore revealing for our purposes is the resultative/non-resultative 
opposition between the two verbs:

Mirar marca el inicio de un proceso en cuyo fin puede eslar о no la percepción visual, 
cuando este se quiere especificar aparece ver2 que marca el fin de dicho proceso. [...] 
Pensar-entender poscen la misma relation secuencial que mirar-ver: pensar es no-resultativo; 
entender es resultativo. [ R o d r i g u e z  F e r n à n d e z  1990: 104].

M irar (-resultative) cannot be m odified by adverbs such as bien o r m al 
th a t evaluate the action o f sight in itself, whereas ver2 ( + resultative) does 
accept this type o f m odification. On the o ther hand, mirar (-(-intentional) 
perm its adverbial m odification th a t describes the attitude o f  the subject or 
the m anner in which the action is carried out, som ething which is impossible 
with ver2, because it is unitentional. In both  English and Spanish, you can 
look w ithout actually seeing (just as you can think w ithout actually under
standing).

This is also true o f our differentiation param eters, since, in a sense they 
are a type o f adverbial m odification em bedded in the lexical structure of 
the verb. All the lexical items within the param eters o f secrecy, steadiness,



facial expression and carefulness are hyponym s o f look/mirar, and it is no 
accident tha t these param eters characterize both  the a ttitude o f the subject 
and the way the verbal action is carried out.

T he param eters for the hyponym s o f see/ver are distance o f the per
ceptual object and difficulty o f perception (including the Spanish param eter 
o f partial vision). There are only two exceptions to  this: peer is included 
in the group o f difficulty o f  perception, but it also implies effort and 
carefulness in the subject as a consequence o f the difficulty. T hus, the 
adverbial m odification  relates to  bo th  verbal action and the a ttitu d e  
o f the subject. The other exception is the Spanish lexeme otear, included 
in the g roup  o f *Лл/алсе + difficulty, bu t again, this can be explained 
as the focus o f this verb is placed on the distance o f the subject from 
the perceptual object, and the difficulty element appears as a consequence 
o f this.

M ore com plicated is the relation between the +  / — dura tion  com ponent 
and the hyponym s of look and see. In  Spanish nearly all the lexemes 
im plying sho rt d u ra tio n  belong to  the ver/(see) subdim ension, bu t in 
English this is no t so. It would thus be safer to affirm tha t the see 
hyponym s prototypically imply a short duration  o f the perceptual act, and 
the look hyponym s prototypically imply some sort o f time span. This time 
span m ay be long o r short, but in bo th  cases, the subject decides on and 
controls the dura tion  o f the perceptual action.

This leads us to  an interesting conclusion concerning the relation  
between mirar/look ( — resultative) vs. ver/see ( +  resultative) and the verbs 
o f m ental perception, pensar/think ( —resultative) vs. entender/understand 
( +  resultative). O ur initial thesis is tha t there is a cross-linguistic tendency 
to  use physical dom ains o f experience to conceptualize m ore abstract ones, 
a fact clearly dem onstrated by the m etaphorical extensions o f  these verbs. 
T he following points are w orth m entioning to  dem onstrate the consistency 
and coherence o f this cross-language phenom enon:

(1) As we already observed in relation to light (Faber, Pérez H ernandez, 
in press), when a verb o f visual perception is m etaphorically extended to 
convey either thinking o r understanding, w hat changes is the act-nucleus 
(i.e. the dom ain o f experience: from light to  em otions, from visual perception 
to  m ental perception, etc.) but the m odiflcant or the descriptive param eter 
rem ains constant. F o r example, if a verb denotes carefulness in vision, it 
will denote carefulness in thinking.

(2) This consistency also extends to  the aspectual character o f  the 
lexemes involved. T he resu ltative vs. non -resu lta tive  ch a rac te r o f  the  
lexemes is also m aintained in the m etaphorical projections o f the lexemes:

(a) See/ver ( +  resultative) and all their hyponym s are m etaphorically  
extended to  convey some kind of understanding/comprehension (the +  resultative



m ental pair). Seeing as a m ental event focalizes the act ra ther than  the 
action, the same as understand in the dom ain of M E N T A L  PE R C E PT IO N .

(b) Look I mirar ( —resultative) and all their hyponym s are m etaphorically 
extended to  thoughtjpensamiento (the non-resultative m ental pair). Since 
looking is a physical process, it is logical tha t the target dom ain on which 
it is m etaphorically projected is that o f  mental process o r thinking.

This is striking evidence that “m etaphor is pervasive in everyday life, 
no t ju st in language, but in thought and action” [ J o h n s o n  1987: 65], 
and can be a m eans to  explain how conceptual categories are organized, 
how  they interrelate and how the lexical structure o f language is a reflection 
o f  our m etaphorical understanding o f reality.

4.1.2. The Parameter of Duration (see appendix II, diagram s 1(a) and (b))

As has been previously stated, the durative/non-durative opposition  is an 
im portan t factor in the lexical structure o f the verbs o f  vision, and stands 
in close relation to the previous param eter. The basic lexical opposition we 
have draw n is the one between verbs denoting a short duration  o f the 
perceptual act and those in which the act o f perception is extended over 
a certain time span controlled by the subject.

4.1.2.1. Short Duration

In  both  English and Spanish, there is an im portan t group o f verbs 
belonging to  the sub-dim ension o f see2/ver2 tha t involve m om entary  visual 
perception. In m ost cases this element appears in com bination with others, 
such as difficulty o f  perception, partial vision or distance o f  the perceptual 
object. It is the com bination o f these param eters that supplies us with the 
tools to  establish the lexical oppositions both  a t inter and intra-language 
levels. As can be seen in D iagram  1 (a) and (b), the English verbs im plying 
a short duration  o f the perceptual act arc spy, glimpse, spot, and sight. 
T he Spanish ones are divisar, avistar, atisbar, vislumhrar, entrever, and 
guipar.

W ithin the sub-dim ension o f look j mirar, glance, peek, peep and scan also 
imply a short duration  o f the perceptual activity. T he Spanish lexemes 
included in this group are reparar en and ojear. Since this param eter is 
no t sufficient in itself to  establish contrast and correspondences, we will 
discuss these in relation to  the param eters tha t follow.



4.1.2.2. Long Duration

All the lexical items which indicate an activity with a long tim e span 
belong to  the sub-dim ension o f look\mirar. This time span can either be 
explicit within the definition o f the verbs (as in those denoting steadiness 
or facial expressions) or be a consequence implicit in some other m eaning 
com ponent o f the verb, such as carefulness or authority .

4.1.2.2.1. Explicit Time

In this group the duration  o f the action is explicitly stated within the 
definitional structure o f the lexemes, and it is controlled by the subject/agent. 
W ithin this group the lexical items are subdivided into those which point 
to  the continued intensity of the perceiver’s look, and those which describe 
the facial expression o f the perceiver.

a) Steadiness:
All the lexical items in this subgroup focus on  the steadiness o f the 

perceiver’s look, and imply at the same time a m ental process parallel to 
the perceptual one, which in m ost cases involves also som e kind o f 
intention. Observe/observât is a good example o f this, as it focuses on the 
m ental process parallel to physical perception, em phasizing the neutrality 
o f the perceiver in relation to  w hat he is seeing. In  addition, w hat he has 
perceived (both  physically and m entally) is often reported, thus adding 
another element to  the sequence: PER C E PTIO N  +  M E N I A L  PRO CESS 
+  SPEECH . Both verbs can denote as well a sudden physical perception 
o f som ething, parallel to  a m ental awareness o f  the existence o f the 
perceived object.

The definition o f watch includes the m eaning com ponents o f steadiness, 
attention  and intention, as one usually watches in order to  learn w hat 
som eone is do ing  or w hat happens to  som ething (either concrete or 
abstract). W hen the focus is placed on the purpose o f the action, vigilar 
is its nearer Spanish equivalent. However, there is only partial correspondence, 
because in some contexts the Spanish verb also implies secrecy of perception.

In  bo th  contemplate and gaze there is an  em otional or evaluative 
element on the p art o f the perceiver. Both verbs generally convey the 
attraction  felt by the perceiver tow ards what he is seeing. In  contemplate 
this a ttraction  is aesthetic, as it is m ainly used in relation to  som ething 
beautiful in an artistic way. This positive evaluative element is shared by



admirar, which can be m etaphorically projected onto  the dom ain  o f F E 
E L IN G . W hen contemplate is m etaphorically projected onto  the field o f 
M E N T A L  PRO CESSES (Thought), it is m ore neutral. F o r example, if 
som eone is contemplating a course o f  action, he is thinking abou t w hether 
to  do it or not. Contemplate norm ally corresponds to contemplar with the 
difference that contemplar m ay imply in certain contexts th a t the subject 
arrives at some conclusion as a result o f  his perception.

In gaze, there m ay be a “ separation o f the perceiver’s m ind” while the 
visual perception is taking place. Someone m ay be deep in thought, but 
these thoughts m ay or m ay no t be related to the perceptual object, while 
stare implies a fixed look at som ebody o r som ething. Since there is no 
equivalent term  in Spanish, these verbs have to  be rendered by the 
superordinate term plus adverbial m odification: mirar fijam ente.

b) Facial Expression: Manner-of-looking verbs.
In this group all the English verbs are used to convey a facial expression, 

which is in tu rn  perceived by a second perceiver who sees and evaluates 
the facial expression o f the first. The description o f  the facial expression 
implicit in verbs such as goggle, gape, gawk, etc. implies the presence o f 
a second perceiver who is necessarily looking at and evaluating the act o f 
perception being carried ou t by the subject o f the utterance. It is evident 
th a t if som eone is gaping at som ething (looking at it with an  open m outh  
and very wide open eyes), he cannot see his own face and realize tha t he 
is gaping, unless he happens to  be looking in a m irror. T herefore the 
description o f his face is necessarily being carried out by som eone else 
whose presence though not explicitly stated is very real.

Needless to say, w hat is lexicalized is what catches the perceiver’s 
attention. This varies according to  the action being realized. F rom  the 
structure o f this dim ension, we can deduce certain default values for the 
action observed by analyzing w hat features arc lexicalized. D eviations from 
the norm  create a bigger “splash” in the perceiver’s sensory environm ent, 
and consequently  becom e lexicalized. Once the  perceiver’s a tten tio n  is 
caught, the activity is observed and categorized as one type or another. 
However, in this process, there are o ther factors tha t are being judged as 
well. W ithin the lexicalization o f  the verbs o f m anner-of-looking we find 
inform ation encoded as to  how  the physical activity is perceived as well 
as an evaluation o f physical/em otional characteristics o f the person who is 
seeing.

In this subgroup, all the English have to  be rendered in Spanish by 
m eans o f  periphrastic constructions, due to  the greater verbal deseriptivity 
o f  the English language as com pared with the Spanish. T he English verbs 
glare and glower are used to denote an  angry facial expression but they



differ in the degree o f intensity o f the em otion conveyed. Glare is weaker 
than  (glow)er. The explanation can be found in the double field m em bership 
o f these verbs. Both belong either directly or indirectly to  the lexical field 
o f L IG H T , and this is reflected in their definitions. W hile glare contains 
the m eaning o f a strong, unpleasant light, glower adds also the elem ent of 
burning, because glow  is strongly associated with fire. The m ost appropriate  
periphrastic equivalents in Spanish would be:

stare — ► mirar fijam ente.
glare — ► mirar cefiudamente. echar fuego  por los ojos, fu lm inar con 

la mirada. 1
glower — *- mirar ferozm ente, con ira.

T hree other verbs in English convey the expression o f  some em otion in 
the face o f the subject, focusing on the eyes: The first is goggle which 
denotes surprise, or lack o f understanding o f w hat is being perceived, and 
the subject has his eyes wide open. Its Spanish equivalent would be mirar 
sin comprender, о mirar con ojos desorbitados; the second is gape whose 
m eaning adds the fact tha t the subject has his m outh  open. Thus in 
Spanish this m eaning would be conveyed by the phrase mirar boquiabierto, 
and the last is gawk, which is a colloquial term with a decidedly negative 
evaluation. As such, it can be related to the inform al Spanish expression 
estar en babia.

4.1.2.2.2. Implicit Time

All the verbs belonging to  this group imply in some way or another 
a kind o f in tention involved in the perceptual activity. W hat varies is the 
way in which the process is carried out, the nature o f the object, or the 
final goal o f the perceiver. In  the first g roup, the visual descriptive 
param eter focuses on the carefulness o f the action perform ed, as well as 
on the completeness o f the process; when the lexemes are m oved from 
vision to  thought, the param eter remains constant, and they denote an 
analytical way of thinking, for which both  care and atten tion  is required. 
This fact can account for the com m on diaphasic feature o f these verbs. 
F o r example, they are m ore likely to  appear in reference to  intellectual 
activities, such as research, study or w ork where some sort o f detailed 
analysis is required.

T he verbs in the second group also possess the pragm atic feature of 
the au thority  tha t the subject exercises over the perceived object. In both  
groups a canonical viewpoint is assumed. As L a n g a c k e r  [1987: 123]



points out, in any given visual experience the subject perceives the object 
from  a vantage point, in o ther words, from a definite position, and with 
a certain orientation  in relation to the object. In  verbs such as censor, 
inspect, and review, the subject is in a higher position than  the perceived 
object, which he is therefore looking down on. T he physical experience of 
the subject being above the object, accounts for the conceptualization o f 
hum an relations in terins o f the scale schema. As Johnson convincingly 
argues [ J o h n s o n  1987: 125], scalarity permeates the whole o f hum an 
experience: we m easure our d istance {тот  the perceptual object, and 
superim pose an orientation over it. Correspondingly, when we refer to 
som eone’s authority  over som ething, we conceptualize him in term s of 
a scale in which the higher the subject is placed, the m ore powerful he is. 
I f  we consider this, it is no t surprising that we use the expression social 
scale to  refer to the power relations between people in our culture.

(a) Carefulness / H igher Intentions
Regard  conveys a m ental or em otional evaluation on the part o f the 

perceiver (positive o r negative evaluation o f the perceived object). Such 
an  axiological evaluation is not conveyed by view, which denotes careful
ness and interest, usually because o f the necessity o f m aking a decision. 
W hen w hat is being viewed is concrete, it is generally an  area or som et
hing spread over a spatial extension. W hen the object in question is an 
abstract entity, view is one o f the clearest instances o f a metaphorically 
m otivated secondary use. View, denoting som eone’s way of thinking, is so 
em bedded in everyday language tha t no one considers it to  be an  exten
sion o f its prim ary sense o f visual perception. In Spanish, “la vision” (the 
view) som eone has o f non-concrete things, such as facts or events, also 
denotes his way o f thinking, with an  im p o rtan t elem ent o f personal 
evaluation (cf. the expression “point o f  view" and its Spanish correlate 
“punto de viita ''.)

Survey  and its Spanish equivalents inspeccionar and reconocer imply 
careful and thorough observation on the p art o f the perceiver, whose 
purpose is to  check ou t the “ state of affairs” in relation to  som ething. 
This use o f the Spanish verb reconocer has to  be distinguished from  the 
one we saw in relation to the verbs o f  general perception, where it denotes 
the sudden perception o f some object which has already been perceived 
before. In examine/examinar, the object perceived is bo th  checked and 
evaluated, and in m ost cases the perceiver forms an opinion o f it. In  both  
verbs, w hat is perceived can be either concrete or abstract. W hen it is 
abstract, the basic visual activity is translated into intellectual activity, and 
accordingly, the field changes from VISU A L PE R C E PTIO N  to M E N T A L  
P E R C E PT IO N  (T H O U G H T ).



In  this group, there are two Spanish verbs which show interesting characte
ristics. The first is fijarse, which denotes great concentration on the part o f the 
perceiver, usually in order to learn something. This verb can be used as well to 
convey a sudden m ental awareness o f the existence o f som ething. This 
awareness m ay be brought on by a visual or m ental stimulus, and when it is 
thus used it is synonymous with reparar en. The reflexive use (-se) of this verb 
is m etaphorical in itself, as it is an extension o f fijar (to f ix ,  fasten, secure). In 
a sense, it implies that the subject wants to  fasten  his mind onto  something in 
o rder to achieve greater understanding. This verb, in the same way as its 
archilexeme mirar, is widely used in Spanish as an expletive, m eaning “pay 
a tten tio n ” : “Fijate, estàn todos los libros aqui".

T he second verb is desojarse which, in consonance with the Spanish 
tendency to  exaggerate, can be said to be the lexicalization o f the result 
o f  a virtually superhum an visual effort: the privative suffix, des-, com bined 
with the verbalized form o f ojos (ojear) literally m eans to become without 
eyes. In o ther words, this verb m eans to look at som ething so closely and 
with such a care tha t this effort causes you to  “ lose” your eyes.

Scrutinize implies paying attention  to  tiny details with the purpose of 
extracting some information from or about the object. Its meaning corresponds 
to  th a t o f  escrutar, which in m ost instances appears with an explicit 
reference to  purpose. There is also a m eaning overlap with the m ore 
intensive escudrinar. It is interesting to  note tha t when these lexical items 
arc m etaphorically projected onto  the field o f M E N T A L  PRO CESSES 
(T H O U G H T ), all o f  them  m aintain the same focus on details.

b) A uthority
T he lexical items in this group all imply that the perceiver carries out 

the action carefully, and above all, is in a position o f  authority . His actions 
are generally oriented to obtain  some conclusion or m ake some judgem ent. 
Censor denotes a m oral or political judgem ent m ade by som eone in an 
official capacity. W hen the object o f perception is an abstract entity, (for 
exam ple, som eone else’s attitudes, behaviour or feelings) the negative 
axiological weight increases. The same is true for censurar, which implies 
m ental and em otional evaluation at the same time, and even action, as the 
subject m ay do som ething to show his rejection. This verb, however, in 
Spanish is rarely used for visual perception.

Inspectlinspeccionar imply a careful look to ascertain tha t everything is 
the way it should be. In  m ost cases, the perceiver is in a position to  punish 
when his evaluation is no t favourable. Review/revisar bo th  involve an 
intellectual and evaluative judgem ent. However, when review is used in its 
sense o f inspecting soldiers, ships, etc., then the Spanish construction pasar 
revista is its nearer sem antic equivalent.



4.1.3. The Param eter o f M anner (see A ppendix II, d iagram s 2(a) and (b))

4.1.З.1. Quickness

Glimpse, spy  and spot are all hyponym s o f  see2 focusing on the  
quickness o f the perceptual act. Glimpse suggests the m om entary  perception 
o f som ething while the subject is often engaged in some other activity. On 
the o ther hand, spy m eans to  catch sight o f something. Spot, on the o ther 
h and , implies the m om entary  perception o f  som ething as a result o f  
a ttend ing  to  it, a tten tion  required in m ost cases by the difficulty o f 
perception.

W hen glimpse is used to  describe the perception o f som ething abstract, 
the superordinate term within its definition would be see2 denoting  “ to 
have a m ental image o f ’ (F o r co-hyponyms o f  this sense o f  glimpse, see 
4.1.4). Despite the change o f field (VISUAL PER C EPTIO N  — * M E N T A L  
PE R C E PT IO N ), the adverbial m odification o f quickness rem ains constant.

Glimpse and spot correspond to avistar and atisbar in Spanish, both  of 
which focus on  the difficulty o f  perception and the distance o f the perceiver 
from  the object o f perception. W hen atisbar appears with an  abstract 
com plem ent, it tends to  be som ething o f a positive nature such as esperanza 
(hope) or solución (solution). This is related to  the ontological metaphor, 
L IG H T  IS  LIFE , conceptualizing the forthcom ing positive event as the 
perception o f a flash o f light in the dark  [ F a b e r ,  P é r e z  H e r n a n d e z ,  
to  appear].

W hen spot focuses on the m ental awareness provoked by a sudden 
stim ulus, either physical or m ental, its Spanish translation is reparar en, 
which usually refers to  details or small things. Glance denotes a quick look 
a t som ething concrete, its nearest Spanish equivalent being the expression 
“echar un vistazo". S k im  is used in reference to  the quick and inattentive 
reading o f  a book or newspaper. In this sense it corresponds to  ojear, 
derived from  ojo (eye), and indicating a quick, superficial look at som ething. 
A nother equivalent would be its hom ophone hojear, derived from  “ ho ja” 
(sheet o f  paper). W hen the object o f  ojear is a book or a new spaper, there 
seems to  be neutralization o f the lexical opposition with hojear, as it m eans 
to  look at som ething and tu rn  pages at the same time, thus becom ing 
interchangeable, and for m any native speakers, indistinguishable.

Scan is clearly goal-directed, the purpose o f the perceiver being to 
extract key inform ation from the object o f perception. This verb is ambivalent 
w ith respect to m anner, since it can be used either to  imply a quick look 
o r a careful one. Browse, on the other hand, does no t have quickness 
am ong its m eaning com ponents. R ather it focuses on the m ovem ent o f the



perceiver who looks and moves at the same time as he goes from  one 
thing to another within the same general area. Curiosear is its nearest 
equivalent, but in certain contexts the Spanish verb has a negative axiological 
value, indicating disapproval o f the action being carried out by the perceiver.

4.1.3.2. Difficulty/Difficulty +  D istance/+  P artia l Vision

W ithin the group denoting difficulty, the English verb sight implies that 
the perceptual object comes into the visual field suddenly, as does divisar 
in Spanish. N early all the Spanish verbs in this group also imply distance 
from  the perceptual object: divisar is used only in reference to  concrete 
objects and bears an element o f directionality (forward) or o f  perception 
from  a high place; Like divisar, avistar also contains this explicit element 
o f “ forw ard projection” , but is m ainly used in “ sailing” . T he Spanish verb 
otear conveys the visual process o f  looking over an  area or surface from 
a high place, usually for a long time, and with a fixed look.

Discern in its m ore specific sense o f visual perception, implies the 
identification o f an object, mainly in contrast with its background. Its 
nearest equivalent would be distinguir which also, can be translated  as 
distinguish when it implies the identification o f differences or details.

An im portan t difference between the two languages can be found in the 
fact tha t in Spanish there is a group o f verbs which convey partial vision of 
the object, a param eter not found in the English lexical field. W hat distinguis
hes these verbs is the cause that m akes to tal perception impossible. In 
vislumhrar the obstacles to to tal vision are distance and lack o f the light, 
necessary for the perception. In  entrever, there is some sort o f barrier (such as 
a curtain or a wall) between the perceiver and the perceptual object, and in the 
case o f trasver, perception is m ade difficult because the perceiver is looking 
through som ething, (such as piece o f gauzy material).

Both vislumhrar and entrever share the m etaphorical use we have seen 
in relation to  atisbar, referring to  the (partial, o r intuitive) m ental perception 
o f forthcom ing positive events such as solutions or aims which will pu t an 
end to  problem s o r bad situations.

4.1.3.3. Secrecy

A nother im portan t param eter within the field o f visual perception is 
th a t o f secrecy. Peek and peep imply th a t there is a barrier (i.e. a curtain)



between the perceiver and the object perceived, and th a t consequently the 
person carrying ou t the action is hidden from others, usually at his own 
wish. W hat he perceives is norm ally som ething he has mixed feelings about. 
I t is som ething he greatly desires to see, but at the same time he feels 
asham ed, because he thinks he should no t be looking at it.

This element o f shame does not exist in spy on, which is m ore intentional, 
prem editated and durative; it is also goal-directed, since such an action is 
perform ed to  learn som ething. In  Spanish, the same distinction can be 
draw n between fisgar/fisgonear on the one hand, and espiar on the other. 
T he first two denote a reprehensible, but unim portant secretive quick look 
a t som ething o r someone, whereas espiar implies a m ore prem editated, 
continuous and disguised series o f perceptions. Acechar denotes steadiness 
o f  perception, as the perceiver is waiting to  do som ething usually bad, such 
as m ake an attack  on somebody.

4.1.4. To see sth in your mind  — ► from the O uter to the Inner Perceptual
Field

In the analysis o f all the previous verbs in the field, we have been 
distinguishing between: (i) the visual perception o f an  entity from  the 
outside w orld, (an entity which m ust be within our visual field and having 
certain  physical properties such as shape, colour and size and (ii) the 
m ental perception o f som ething w ithout these properties: an abstract entity, 
the perception o f which can be achieved only through our m ental abilities. 
W e have posited tha t in both  English and Spanish, when we use a verb 
o f visual perception to refer to  the perception o f such abstract entities, 
they are conceptualized as visible ones, and the m ental process/act required 
to  perceive them is conceptualized as a m etaphorical extension o f the 
physical one.

L a n g a c k e r  [1987: 111] writes in relation to  this distinction:

...The sensation directly induced by stimulating a sense organ is an instance of a peripherally 
connected event; the corresponding sensory image, evoked in the absence of such stimulation, 
is an autonom ous but equivalent event. For large classes of autonom ous events, o f course, 
there are no equivalent events that are peripherally connected (consider emotions or abstract 
concepts).

But w hat we are dealing with in this subdim ension o f  visual perception 
is a different m atter: in these verbs actual vision is involved, but the visual 
stim ulus is no t in the outside world, but is created within our m inds. F o r 
example, verbs such as imagine allow the object which we create in our



m inds to  have a concrete m atching in the outside world, bu t just as 
often it is som ething abstract (i.e. “ Imagine a cat on the table" o r “Im a
gine a good reason to stop smoking/ I  imagine that you don't mean what 
you are really saying..." O ther verbs, such as visualize/visualizar in Spa
nish, imply the converse process: to give (in our m inds, o f course) a con
crete shape, size... to som ething which often is lacking in such visible 
properties.

These are “ autonom ous m ental events” , thus explained by L a n g a c k e r  
[1987: 113]:

...Through these mental operations and others, we are capable o f constructing conceptual 
worlds of arbitrary complexity involving entities and phenomena that have no direct counterpart 
in peripherally connected experience. Such are the worlds of dreams, stories, mathematics, 
predictions about the future, flights of the imagination, and linguistic theories...

In  this subdim ension, the hierarchical structure as well as the descriptive 
param eters found in the verbs arc quite similar in English and Spanish; in 
both  languages dream/sonar can refer to  the subject’s creation o f m ental 
images when he is sleeping and also when he is awake. 1 his second’ 
possibility is when the subject sees in his mind a situation or event th a t he 
wishes would happen in the future, and consequently would like to  sec 
with his eyes.

Daydream  in English corresponds to  ensonarse in Spanish in tha t bo th  
refer to  the “ autonom ous m ental experience” o f imagining a better o r m ore 
pleasant situation than  the real one, but they differ in their definitional 
structure: whereas the Spanish verb is a hyponym  o f see (thus defined as 
“to see in your m ind, things or situations which arc m uch better than  they 
really a re”), the English verb is a hyponym  o f think (thus “ to think abou t 
p leasant things for a period o f tim e”). F o r this reason, this verb has not 
been included within the lexical field o f V ISU A L P E R C E P IIO N , although 
both  verbs cover a similar, and in m ost contexts, equivalent sem antic area, 
som ething which serves again to  underline the close re la tion  between 
VISION and T H O U G H T .

5. VISION AND LIGHT

A ccording to  T a y l o r  [1990: 83], m eanings do not exist in themselves, 
bu t are “ cognitive structures, em bedded in patterns o f knowledge and 
b e lie f’. Consequently any com prehensive sem antic analysis m ust necessarily 
take into account how hum an beings organize their patterns o f  knowledge



and belief in order to  give coherence to  our world. A ccording to J o h n s o n  
[1987: 29], there m ust be a pattern  and order to our actions, perceptions 
and conceptions in order for us to  have m eaningful connected experiences 
which we can com prehend. H e defines such patterns or image schemata  in 
the following way:

...a recurrent pattern, shape, regularity in, or of these ongoing ordering activities. These 
patterns emerge as meaningful structures for us chiefly at the level o f our bodily movements 
through space, our manipulation of objects and our perceptual interactions.

Im age schem ata are thus structures for organizing our experience and 
com prehension, and can be conceptualized as dynam ic patterns ra ther than 
fixed and static images, since they can take on any num ber o f  specific 
instantiations in varying contexts. In this sense, they can be m odified to 
fit m any similar but different situations that m anifest a recurring, underlying 
structure, and at the same time gain a certain relative stability by becom ing 
conventionally located in our netw ork o f m eaning.

A  basic schema can also be figuratively elaborated and extended so as 
to  allow its shape to  be filled by entities that are not strictly physical or 
spatial in the prototypical senses. D ifferent senses o f a lexical item are 
connected by m eans o f these m etaphorical projections, which thus can be 
said to  play a constitutive role in the structuring o f our experiences.

T he prototypical image schema relating to vision emerges from  our daily 
interactions with stimuli in the world around us. As the stim ulus field for 
VISIO N is tha t o f  L IG H T , it is only natura l that there should exist a close 
interrelationship between the two. In fact, w hat we are saying is th a t our 
understanding o f vision is directly dependent on our understanding o f light 
and th a t their im age schem ata em bedded in their lexical s tructu re  is 
therefore similar. D irect evidence o f this can be found in the sim ilarity of 
certain differentiation param eters in both fields, or the fact tha t in English 
ce rta in  verbs, such as glare, (glow)er and  beam  p resen t d o u b le  field 
m em bership. In the sam e way th a t light is a prerequisite fo r visual 
perception, we also use our conceptualization o f light to pattern  our 
understanding o f vision.

In a previous study [ F a b e r ,  P é r e z  H e r n a n d e z ,  to appear], we 
pointed out tha t the image schema in the field o f L IG H T  involves a natural 
light source such as the sun, a fire o r the stars, which constitutes the focal 
poin t for the outw ard emission o f light.

A part from this first projection we can identify a further projection 
which, as J o h n s o n  [1987: 65] has dem onstrated, is the “pervasive act 
o f  m etaphorically  extending a schema from  the physical to  the  non- 
-physical” .



Fig. 1. Image schema: visual image of light sources

In  the field o f L IG H T , the m etaphorical projection o f the basic image 
schema is based on the C O N T A IN E R  SCH EM A  [ L a k o f f  1987: 271], 
[ J o h n s o n  1987: 23], in which hum an beings are conceptualized as 
containers for their feelings. S trong feelings (either positive or negative) are 
conceptualized as light within our body that is emitted from  our eyes.

Fig. 2. Metaphorical extension of Fig. 1



This is ju st one example o f m any in which language shows th a t we see 
ourselves as the center o f  our world which extends out from  ourselves and 
which we interact with. As living beings, we are also centers o f light, 
conceptualizing our existence through the various entailments o f the ontological 
metaphor L IG H T  IS L IFE . T o  a certain extent, we think o f ourselves as 
controlling the feelings/invisible light which radiate (shine, glare, sparkle, 
etc.) ou t from  our eyes. O ur eyes as instrum ents of visual perception are 
no t seen as passive recipients, but as projecting some part o f ourselves 
on to  the objects which for one reason or another become the focus o f our 
attention.

5.1. Verbs with Double Field Membership

The principal descriptive param eters in the lexical field o f Light are 
stability  and intensity. Each o f these param eters has a norm  which is 
lexicalized in the superordinate term , since in our world the presence o f 
light is a defau lt value. D eviations from  the norm  (for exam ple, the 
presence o f an excessively intense light, as in glare) or an unstable light, 
necessarily produce evaluation on our part, and part o f this evaluation is 
the lexicalization o f a term which includes this negative/positive value 
within its definition.

Light is o f param ount im portance within the Field o f Vision, because 
the presence o f light is a necessary prerequisite for sight. T herefore verbs 
o f light such as illuminate, when referring to  ou ter perception fall within 
the causative dim ension (to cause to see). In the same way, verbs connected 
w ith L IG H T  when used to describe inner perception (i.e. enlighten) m ean 
to cause to understand.

C ountless expressions, such as “to throw light on sth", “to take a dim 
view o f  sth", or “ arrojar luz sobre algo" in Spanish, show how deeply 
roo ted  this connection between L IG H T /V ISIO N  is, bo th  in term s o f 
physical and m ental perception. However, the im portance o f this connection 
is n o t seen in a corpus compiled from a list o f idiom atic expressions 
selected m ore or less at random  such as found in Kövecses’s study o f 
em otions [ K ö v e c s e s  1986], but rather within the definitional structure o f 
the verbs themselves, structured hierarchically in term s o f dim ensions.

T he causative dim ension o f the lexical field o f L IG H T  (to cause sth to 
give o f f  light), (shine, flash , illuminate and light up in English and iluminar, 
alumhrar in Spanish), refers to  the action o f m aking visual perception 
possible, (c. f. the fact tha t w ithout light, it does not m ake sense to  talk  
abou t vision). T he o ther causative dim ension o f  this lexical field (to cause



sth to give o f f  less light/to become without light) refers, in tu rn , to the action 
o f  m aking visual perception impossible (i.e. the English verbs darken  or dim  
and the Spanish oscurecer, or apagar).

Consequently, this sub-dim ension covers a ra ther similar sem antic area 
to  th a t one we have considered within the hierarchical structure o f the 
lexicon to be the causative dimension for the verbs o f visual perception: 
(i.e. “H um an actions perform ed to cause the visual perception o f sth .” ). It 
is far from coincidental then, tha t m any lexemes from this sub-dim ension 
refer explicitly in some way or o ther to light: Exam ples o f this are flash  
(this lexeme belongs to both  light and vision), obscure, dazzle, and project.

5.2. Correlation of Subcategorization Frames: glare, contemplate and flash

5.2.1. Glare

In  view o f all the above m entioned interfaces, it becomes evident why 
verbs like glare belong to both  VISUA L PER C E PT IO N  (m anner-of-looking 
verbs) and L IG H T . Glare can be said to have two different definitions 
depending on its use as a verb o f visual perception or as a verb denoting 
emission o f light, and this distinction is extended to  its respective sub-
categorization frames, as can be seen in the following diagram :

glare, ILIGHT) glare2 [VISION]

to shine with a very bright light 
th a t is difficult to  look at.

to stare angrily/in an  unfriendly 
way.

subcategorization fra m es :

Subject =  light source e  <  disag
reeable light >

Subject =  +  hum an e  <  disag
reeable em otion (anger) >

equality relations:
(i) H um an subject =  Light source
(ii) A nger =  disagreeable light emitted by the light source

In  these tw o definitions we can see how the nuclear p a rt o f  the 
definitions defines the field m em bership o f glarex (shine — ► light) and 
glare2 (stare — ► look (visual perception). In a way there is an equality 
relationship implicit in the two definitions: the subject which in glare ,



(L IG H T ) is p ro to typically  a light source becomes +  hum an  in  glare2 
(V ISU A L PE R C E PT IO N ).

5.2.2. Contemplate

In  the sam e way that L IG H T  is m apped onto  V ISU A L P E R C E P T IO N , 
V ISU A L P E R C E PT IO N  is also m apped onto M E N T A L  PE R C E PT IO N . 
This can be seen in the following diagram , which shows the two m eanings 
and corresponding subcategorization frames o f the verb contem plate:

contemplate x [VISION] contem plate 2 [M EN T A L 
PE R C E PT IO N ]

to look a t sth steadily and quiet
ly, for a long time, while thinking 
abou t them , esp. in a favourable 
way.

to  think abou t sth carefully and 
deeply with continued atten tion , 
(esp. a course o f action, some 
future event, state o f affairs).

subcategorization frames'.

Subject =  prototypically hum an 
Object =  +  concrete e  visible 
(attractive, impressive).

Subject =  prototypically hum an 
Object =  -  concrete e  action, 
future courses o f  action o r facts.

correspondences between meaning components:

(i) look
(ii) som ething/som ebody
(iii) attractive im pression

(iv) steadily
(v) quietly

(i) think
(ii) action, fu ture event, fact.
(iii) attention-catching m ental ob
ject
(iv) carefully
(v) deeply

Contemplate contains the m eaning com ponents o f Looking  and Thinking. 
W hen it is used to  refer in First instance to  visual perception the “ look” 
com ponent is focalized in the nuclear p a rt of the definition while the 
“ th inking” com ponent is within the adverbial m odification. In contrast, 
when the m ental perception is focalized, the “ look” com ponent is included 
w ithin  th ink ing  since the basic im age schem ata o f  “ lo o k ”  is used in 
“ th in k ” . T he only difference would be tha t the direction o f the arrow s is 
reversed. Instead o f the arrow  going forw ard from our eye, ou t tow ards 
the world, it goes inw ard tow ards our m ind. As the above diagram  shows,



further correspondences can be established between the m eaning com ponents 
o f  the two different uses o f contemplate.

It is interesting to  note, however, th a t the forw ard direction o f  the 
arrow  in the source dom ain  is captured in the target by its reference to 
fu ture time. W hen som eone contem plates (T H IN K ) sth, it is often some 
course o f action he is considering doing in the fu ture. So in a sense, the 
subject is looking ahead in time to see w hat he will do.

As we have seen in reference to  glare, there is also an interrelation 
between the subcategorization fram es corresponding to  the two definitions 
o f  contemplate: the concrete and visible perceptual object in contem platej 
becomes an  abstract entity, such as a future course o f action or fact, in 
contemplate 2.

5.2.3. Flash

T he English verb flash  can be used to show a further correlation  
between Light and Vision as when there is enough light, we use our eyes 
to  get inform ation about the physical world around us. T o  get inform ation 
abou t the m ental world, o f ideas, feelings, em otions, however, we also need 
light; in this case direction o f our gaze is reversed so as to look into the 
m ind (o r the heart) and the light is transform ed in to  in tellectual or 
em otional data. T he physical objects we seen before are now transform ed 
into em otional/intellectual ones.

T he verb flash  belongs, as we have already said, to  the lexical field o f 
light (both causative and non-causative) and to  the causative dim ension o f 
vision; as such, its metaphorical projections m ap onto the field o f EM OTION S 
an  the one hand and onto  the field of T H O U G H T  on the o ther as can 
be observed in the following examples:

1(a) Emission of light: natural light source as subject:
i.e. We could see little lights flashing quickly...

1(b) Expression o f E M O T IO N S: eyes as light sources:
i.e. Her eyes flashed with anger/Anger flashed in her eyes...

2(a) To cause something m aterial to give off light: 
i.e. I ’ll flash m y headlight to m ake him see us...

2(b) Light -f  Vision -)- Knowledge:
i.e. H e flashed a glance o f  recognition to  me...

3(a) To be seen with a m aterial subjcct:
i.e. The picture flashed on the screen but suddenly disappeared...



3(b) To be seen with an abstract subject +  movement/forward projection:
i.e. That idea flashed through his m ind...

4(a) To cause something material to be seen: 
i.e. H e  flashed his identification card...

4(b) To cause sth abstract to be scen/undcrstood:
i.e. W hen the teacher spoke, he flashed interesting ideas at the students in 
quick sucession.

In  these examples, 1(b) is an  instance o f the w idespread ontological 
m etaphor “eyes are containers for the emotions” , 2(b) shows the interface 
between light and vision implying also knowledge, as the hum an look is 
conceptualized as an  element tha t is both m om entarily seen by other 
perceiver and at the sam e time is caused to  give off light. In example 3(b) 
a m ental object and not a m aterial one appears on the perceptual horizon 
o f  the perceiver, changing then from VISIO N to T H O U G H T , where the 
element o f  m ovem ent/ directionality is derived from  the direction o f the 
focal emission o f  light. In  the fourth  example the visual perception o f 
a m aterial object is m apped in 4(b) onto  a m ental one, in which someone 
causes n o t to  see som ething, bu t to m entally perceive an  abstract object 
which, in the same way th a t a light enables a visual perception, will enable 
som eone to  understand something.

5.3. Visual perception 25 centuries ago

The relation light/eyes/vision and their m etaphorical projection onto  
emotions/ideas/thought is in direct concordance with the explanation o f 
vision given by the Pythagoreans 25 centuries ago. Pythagoras and his 
followers affirm ed tha t vision was the result o f an invisible fire (or 
a collection o f rays, according to Euclid) em itted from the eye itself. This 
fire touched the object(s) o f perception, thus enabling the perceiver to  
distinguish form s and colours. They believed that the relationship between 
the eye and the object perceived was the following:

EYE -------------------------------------- ► OBJECT

O f the various explanations o f vision proposed at that time, this was 
the one which achieved the greatest popularity. The following argum ents 
were put forw ard in favor o f the eyes as sources em itting invisible light:



1. T he eyes of certain anim als glow in the dark.
2. T he eyes o f magicians can m esm erize/hypnotize people.
3. T he eyes have a convex shape appropriate  for emission in con trast 

to other sense organs (i.e. ears) with a concave shape m ore apt for reception.
4. We can look for a needle at our feet for a long time w ithout finding 

it. (To see it, one o f the lum inous rays from the collection o f those em itted 
from  our eyes has to fall on it.)

5. Someone else’s gaze on us can produce a burning/tingling sensation 
on the back o f  our neck.

Some traces o f these Pre-Socratic explanations can still be found in the 
Spanish expressions “echar fuego por los ojos” or “echar chispas por los ojos".

Needless to  say, the physicist’s m odel o f visual perception is very 
different from  th a t encoded in our language, since in reality our eye is 
only a passive receptor. T he light shining from the light source (i.e. the 
sun, a lam p, etc.) is reflected off o f the perceptual object. These reflected 
light rays transm it the features o f the object to  our eye. T he image o f the 
object is then formed on the retina as a result o f the refraction o f the 
light rays on the lens.

object

/  \  
light eye 

source

T he image formed on the retina is an upside dow n picture o f the object 
perceived. Electric signals then travel along the optic nerve to  the brain  to 
be interpreted.

As science teachers have good reason to know, this conception o f  vision 
is no t spontaneously acquired. The fact that an object reflects light is far 
from  obvious. We only conceive o f an object in relation to  light when it 
is a light source (i.e. a light bulb). O f course, no one believes any m ore 
th a t we can see because our eyes emit lum inous rays, but within lexical 
structure we can tha t the eye is given a very active role.

Everyday language, which may reflect and reinforce the common ways of thinking, conveys 
the same idea: it attributes an active role to the eye, while the object ‘looked a t’ has only 
a passive role; an eye examines, probes, scrutinizes; in romantic literature, eyes flash fire, one 
looks daggers at someone. Indeed, when looking at an object, there is more a feeling of being 
an active subject than a passive receptor. [ G u e s n e  in D r i v e r  1985: 26].



5.4. Image Schemata  Encodcd in the Lexical Structure of the Field
of Visual Perception

A lthough the role o f the eye is always active, it is interesting to  note 
th a t as we will see, the image schem ata which can be derived from  our 
analysis o f  lexical structure underline different types o f relationships between 
the object perceived and the perceiver depending on the different m eanings 
conveyed by see/look and their hyponym s, in m uch the same way as the 
theory proposed by the Pythagoreans. It is perhaps no accident tha t this 
explanation  o f visual perception was the one th a t gained the widest 
acceptance in ancient times.

W ithin the hierarchical structure o f the lexical fields under analysis we 
have found tha t the basic image schema that emerges from  our physical 
interactions with the physical world around us can be represented in the 
following diagram :

physical

Д .  ' object
N

Fig. 3. Visual perception (physical)

This figure does no t correspond to the physicist’s m odel o f  visual 
perception, but ra ther to how  we conceptualize the fact o f seeing/looking 
a t sth. This schematic structure operating in visual perception is lexicalized 
on the one hand as visual acts or events, when an  experiencer and a physical 
object are involved (that is the case o f see/ver and all its hyponym s) and 
on the other, as visual activities or processes when an agent and a physical 
object are involved (the case o f  look/mirar and its hyponym s).

This prototypical image schema is conceptualized as a dynam ic pattern  
ra ther than  as a fixed or static image. Thus it takes on different specific 
instantiations depending on the various situations lexicalized within the 
hierarchical structure o f  the verbs referring to vision. In  our lexical field 
one o f  these further elaborations o f the basic schema can be found in the 
verbs denoting “manner-of-looking” , (such as ogle, goggle, o r gaw k), group 
o f  English verbs which lexicalize how a pcrceiver2 sees and evaluates the 
facial expression o f  a p e rce iv e^ .



<■perceiver 1

physical
object f

4
\

*percejtfer 2

/

Fig. 4. Manner-of-Iookmg verbs

Figure 5 is a schematic representation o f a second instantiation o f the 
basic perceptual schema, it represents the group o f verbs conveying a m ental 
process tha t is parallel to  the visual perception, and in m ost instances, 
appears as a consequence o f it. They are verbs such as the English survey 
o r the Spanish inspeccionar which imply looking a t som ething to  ascertain 
its condition, or bo th  examine and examinar/reconocer in English and 
Spanish in which the perceiver gives an evaluation o f the object physically 
perceived.

f  V physical
object

\ 4
''N.

^  ' '— - •—

Fig. 5. Physical perception with a parallel mental process

T he basic schema we use to  structure our physical perception can be 
figuratively elaborated, thus allowing its shape to  be filled by entities that 
are no t physical (see Fig. 6). T hat happens when a verb o f vision is used



to  convey, n o t the physical perception o f an  object, bu t the m ental 
perception o f an abstract entity, such as when we say, “ /  see what you  
mean” in English or “N o veo claro lo que dices” in Spanish. In the process 
o f this m etaphorical projection, as we have seen through the sem antic 
analysis o f  the verbs, the source domain, V ISIO N , is m apped on to  the 
target domain, IN TELLEC TIO N . In English and Spanish both the descriptive 
param eters and the aspectual distinctions found in the lexical structure of 
the field are m aintained, thus giving a definite p ro o f o f  the consistent and 
coherent structure of the m etaphorical experiencing o f vision. C onsequently 
the distinction draw n between visual acts or events and visual activities or 
processes depending on the role o f the subject, becomes now a distinction 
between mental acts or events on the one hand and mental activities or 
processes on the other. In the first case seeing becomes understanding, 
involving an experiencer and an  abstract object and correspondingly, looking  
becomes thinking, where an  agent and an abstract object are involved.

Fig. 6. Mental perception

T he fourth  instantiation o f the basic schema is the one relating to  the 
group o f verbs in which actual vision is involved, but the perceptual object 
is created within our m inds and this image o f the perceptual object m ay 
o r m ay not have a physical m atching in the outside world. This is the case 
o f  verbs belonging to  the sub-dim ension “ to see sth in your m ind” , such 
as imagine, dream, picture or visualize in English and imaginar, sonar, 
visualizar or ensonarse in Spanish.

In all o f  these schem ata the arrow s extend out from  the eye, indicating 
th a t the perceiver is lexicalized as being active in the process o f perception. 
U nbroken  arrow s have been used when the perceived object is physical, 
and as such belongs to the outside world, whereas dotted lines have been 
used to  indicate the perception o f a non-physical object belonging to  the



m ental world. F o r this reason both  unbroken and dotted lines have been 
used in Fig. 7.

(
N

(
physical +-1________

object

ł

Fig. 7. To see sth. in one’s mind

In  the m etaphorical m apping from the physical on to  the non-physical 
dom ain the direction o f the arrow s are reversed, and as we m ove from  the 
subject’s ou ter w orld to his inner world, the physical perceptual space 
becomes a m ental perceptual space, but a thorough analysis o f the m eta
phorical projections o f these verbs shows tha t in the change o f experiential 
dom ain, the relation between the perceiver and the object perceived rem ains 
constant.

6. CONCLUSIONS

According to  L e w a n d o w s k a  [1992: 62], even though no t all principles 
o f C ognitive Linguistics can be directly applicable in a lexicographic 
description o f linguistic concepts, some findings stem m ing from  recent 
cognitive analysis seem w orth considering, such as certain procedures which 
help to  illum inate the conceptual structure o f words.

In  line with this assertion, we have taken the verbs o f  Visual Perception 
and shown how preconceptual image schem ata are reflected in lexical 
structure. By using a Functional-Lexem atic approach to lexical analysis, it 
is possible to  determ ine and classify lexical interrelationships bo th  on 
a m icro- and m acrostructural level. The resulting hierarchies which structure 
the lexicon into fields, dim ensions and subdim ensions are obtained through 
the structure o f  language itself. These hierarchies are vitally im portan t,



because they reveal the existence o f recurrent patterns, semantic interrelations 
and crosslanguage correspondences.

O ur conclusions are in accordance with those of Cognitive Linguists, as 
the recurrent patterns and interrelations evidenced in the lexical structure 
o f the Field o f Visual Perception in English and Spanish reflect the way 
th a t our perceptual interactions and physical experience o f the outside 
w orld serve as an  organizational basis for o u r system o f  conceptual 
categories and m ental representations. As language is an  inseparable part 
o f  general cognition, it m ust reflect the different cognitive processes we use 
to  structure our sem antic space. In fact, our physical and perceptual 
experience is w hat gives coherence to  our understanding o f  reality, som ething 
which is necessarily reflected in our language.

A PPE N D IX  I: LEX ICA L FIEL D  O F P E R C E P T IO N  IN  E N G L ISH
AND SPA N ISH

[A.l] VERBS O F G EN ERA L P E R C E PT IO N  

T O  B EC O M E AW ARE
notice to become aware though your senses or in your mind.

note to notice sth (usu. mentioning it/w riting it down/recognizing it), 
perceive to  notice sth /sb. through your senses or in your m ind  
(usu. sth no t obvious to  others).

spot to perceive sth momentarily as a result o f  attending to 
it. < + intention, +  difficulty >
identify to  perceive sth, assigning it to  a certain category. 
discern to  perceive sth with difficulty and know  w hat it is.
<  form al >
distinguish to  perceive the difference between two o r m ore 
things.

differentiate to  distinguish, paying attention  to  charac
teristics o r details.
discriminate to distinguish two or m ore things, recog
nizing and understanding the differences between them, 

feel to  perceive a state o f  m ind  or a condition o f  the body, 
through m ental, emotional or physical stimulus (other than sight), 

detect to  notice sth not obvious to  others, m aking an effort to  do  so. 
miss to  notice the lack o f sth. / to  fa il  to  notice sth.



find to  become aware o f the existence o f  sth.
discover to find sth not known before, either by accident o r after 
looking fo r  them.

cxpcriencc to have certain experiences, feelings, sensations (being affected 
by w hat one meets with).
recognize to become aw are tha t sth perceived has been perceived before. 

IA.2] VERBO S D E P E R C E P C IO N  G EN ERICA
pcrcibir llegar al conocim iento de la existencia o la presencia de algo о de 
alguien mediante los sentidos о la inteligencia auxiliada por los sentidos. 

aprehendcr percibir (formal).
captar percibir a través de los sentidos о la m ente, algo que estâ 
distante о es de dificil percepción.

detectar cap tar la existencia de algo/la presencia de alguien 
a través de indicios que no son obvios. 

apreciar percibir algo, generalmente su tamano, intensidad, importancia, 
etc.
notar percibir algo, generalm ente porque atrae nuestra atención, 
tan to  fisica, com o m entalm ente.

advcrtir n o tar algo (generalm ente con ei sentido de la vista), 
por lo general mencionândolo.
hallar (que) no tar sùbitamente algo, о la presencia de alguien, 
casualm ente o buscańdolo.

descubrir hallar algo que no se conocia antes, casualmente 
о buscâdolo.

pcrcatarsc (de) percibir algo (generalm ente con la vista), о рог un 
proceso mental, que no résulta patente.
rcconoccr percibir a través de los sentidos о la inteligencia que una 
persona о cosa ya  se conocia.

distinguir reconocer dos о varias cosas com o distintas (no la 
m ism a) o com o diferentes (no iguales).

difercnciar distinguir dos cosas, averiguando y senalando 
los rasgos que no les son comunes. 

idcntificar reconocer a algo о a alguien com o igual a o tro  
que ya  se conoce. (en cualidad о carâcter). 

sentir percibir en el organism o un estado causado por un  estimulo 
externo  o interno y responder a él. (fisico о emocional)

experim enter sentir un cambio о modificaciôn en el organism o, 
el estado de ànim o o los sentimientos.



[B.1J VERBS O F  VISUAL P E R C E P T IO N  

A R C H IL E X E M E S
secj to  be able to become aw are by using your eyes.

see2 to  recognise or become aw are by using your eyes.

look to  direct your eyes in a certain direction in order to  see.

[B.1.1] T O  G ET K N O W L E D G E /B E C O M E  A W A R E  BY U SIN G  Y O U R  
EYES
see2 to  become aw are/get knowledge by using your eyes, 

spy to perceive sb/sth, catching sight o f  them, 
glimpse to  perceive sb/sth briefly, (usu. no t very well), 

notice to  see/become aware o f sth. through your senses or experience. 
observe2 to  notice visually, <  form al > .
behold to  notice visually as sb/sth comes into sight. <  archaic > .  
miss to  notice the lack o f sth. 

witness to  see sth happen (formal).

to see making an effort to do so.

distinguish to  see m aking an effort to  do  so, because there is difficulty.
discern to  distinguish bu t no t clearly, 

sight to  see m aking an  effort, briefly and suddenly, 
spot to  see sb/sth m aking an effort (usu. when it is difficult to  do so).

to see sth in your mind

dream1 to  see im aginary pictures in your m ind while sleeping, 
imagine to  see sth in your m ind, form ing a picture o f it in your m ind. 

dream2 to  im agine sth you would like to  happen (esp. when you are 
asleep).
visualize to  imagine sth form ing a very clear picture o f it in your m ind, 
picture to imagine sth in order to  have a clear idea o f it.

to not notice sth. '

overlook to  fail to  notice sth, often on purpose, 
miss to  fail to  notice sth.



[В . 1.2] T O  S E E  B Y  I N T E N T I O N A L L Y  D I R E C T I N G  Y O U R  E Y E S ,  

look a t to  see by in tentionally  directing your eyes (usu. giving your 
a tten tion  to  it).

peruse to  look over a surface, 
glance to look at quickly.

skim to glance through sth rapidily. 
peek to look at quickly, furtively from  a place o f concealm ent.

peep to peek quietly, secretly, 
scan! to  look at sth quickly, (usu. to  find interesting inform ation), 
watch to  look at for a long time paying attention to  w hat is happening.

spy on to  watch secretly, 
observe to watch carefully (usu. in order to learn sth). 
gaze to  look at steady for a long time, usu. because you find sb/sth 
attractive o r surprising.
contemplate to look at steadily, in a quet, thoughtful way. 
stare to  look for a long time with wide open eyes, 

goggle to  stare at in surprise.
gape to  goggle esp. with an open m outh, 

gawk to  stare in a stupid, unthinking way. (inform al) 
glare to  stare angrily, in an unfriendly way.

glower to glare for a long time. ( + redness, burning), 
ogle to  stare at with sexual interest, 

regard to look at sth esp. with a particular feeling (having th a t feeling 
for them).
peer to  look carefully a t sth. (usu. difficult to perceive), 
view to look carefully at sth with great interest.

review2 to  view retrospectively, 
survey to look carefully at the whole o f  sth. 
examine to  look carefully and closely at sth.

scrutinize to examine sth closely (usu. to  find inform ation from 
or abou t it).
scan2 to examine the whole o f sth carefully to  find sth in particular, 
censor to examine sth, (book, play, film...) officially, cutting  out 
w hat is considered im m oral/dangerous, 

inspect to look carefully at sth/sb to  check tha t it is all right.
review to form ally inspect sth (soldiers/sailors/ships...), 

eye to  look carefully at sth in a suspicious way. 
browse to  look carefully/leisurely at sth. (esp. a book/th ings for sale), 
often m oving slowly from  one thing to  another, 
look for to  look carefully trying to  find sth.

search to  look for sth carefully, trying to  find sth hidden.



[B.2] V ER B O S DE P E R C E P C IO N  VISUAL

A R C H IL E X E M A S
ver! poseer el sentido de la vista.

ver2 percibir algo con el sentido de la vista.

m irar dirigir la m irada con la intención de ver.

[B .2 .1 ] P E R C IB IR  A L G O  C O N  E L  S E N T I D O  D E  L A  V IS T A

ver2 percibir algo con el sentido de la vista.
distinguir ver algo separândolo de su cntorno.

guipar d istingu ir la presencia de algo о de alguien 
(coloquial)

prcsenciar ver algo (acontecim iento, espectâculo) p o r hallarse 
presente cuando ocurre.

ver algo a distancia о con dificultad

divisar ver algo sin nitidez, generalm ente a lo lejos о desde una 
altura.

avistar divisar algo a considerable distancia en el cam po о en 
el m ar.
atisbar divisar algo m uy débilm ente о con dificultad, general- 
m entc a distancia.

columbrar atisbar algo, sin poder precisarlo. < p o co  
u su a l>

vislumbrar ver algo confusam ente, generalm ente a causa de la 
distancia о de la falta de luz.

entrever vislum brar algo parcialm ente.
trasvcr vislum brar a través de algo. < p o co  usual >

ver algo en la mente

im aginar ver algo en la mente, form ando una im agen/reproducción 
que lo représenta m entalm ente.

sonart im aginar m ientras se duerm e sucesos о escenas que se 
perciben com o reales.
sońar2 (por extension) im aginar com o posibles o reales cosas 
que no lo son o que nos gustaria que lo fueran.

ensonarse sonar2 con cosas o situaciones m ucho m ejores 
de lo que son.
visionär im aginar com o reales cosas que sólo existen en 
nuestra mente.



visualizar im aginar con rasgos visibles un concepto abstracto  
por m edio de imâgenes, esquemas, etc...

[В.2.2] D IR IG IR  LA M IR A D A  CON LA IN T E N C IO N  D E  VER

m irar dirigir la m irada a algo о alguien con la intención de ver.
otear m irar atentam ente hacia una extension de terreno desde un 
lugar elevado.
contemplar m irar algo con atención y duran te un periodo de tiem po.

adm irar contem plar con sorpresa, placer о entusiasm o. 
obscrvar m irar algo con m ucha atención, dândose cuenta a la vez 
de с о т о  es, esta, se hace u ocurre.

vigilar observar algo о a alguien para  evitar que cause о que 
reciba dano.
espiar observar a alguien con continuidad y disim ulo, per- 
siguiendo un objetivo.
fisgar observar (norm alm ente a vecinos) sin ser visto para  
saber lo que ocurre.
acechar observar cautelosam ente una  persona о una  cosa con 
algûn propôsito .
cscrutar observar algo/ algun lugar detenidamente para descubrir 
algo.

escudrifiar escrutar intensam ente.
avizorar escrutar intensam ente y en todas direcciones 
para  hallar algo.

fijarsc m ira r aten tam ente , in ten tando  cap ta r los detalles о par- 
ticularidades de algo.
exam inar m irar algo por entero y detenidam ente, norm alm ente con 
un fin.

revisar exam inar algo para  corregirlo о repararlo . 
inspcccionar exam inar atentam ente (norm alm ente para  deter- 
m inar si algo esta с о т о  debe). 

curioscar m irar (norm alm ente varias cosas a la vez) m oviendo la 
vista de una a o tra, para  buscar algo. 
ojear m irar algo con cierta rapidez para  buscar algo. 
reparar en m irar algo inadvertidam ente, que term ina suscitando 
nuestro interés.
rem irar m irar algo о en algun lugar repetidam ente, generalm ente 
para buscar algo.
dcsojarse m irar algo con m ucho ahinco para  tra ta r  de hallar algo. 
fulminar m irar a alguien de m anera irritada о colérica.



A PPE N D IX  II: Descriptive Param eters

D iagram  1(a)

- T I M E
(short

duration)

+  T IM E  (long duration)

E X P L IC IT  T IM E IM P L IC IT  T IM E

STEA D IN ESS
FA C IA L

EXPRESSION
C A R E F U L 

NESS
C A R E +  

A U T H O R IT Y

spy watch stare regard censor
glimpse spy on surprise: view inspect

spot observe goggle survey review
sight gaze gape examine eye

contem plate gawk scrutinize
glance stare anger: scan
peek glare look for
peep glower search
scan sexual interest
skim ogle

D iagram  1(b)

- T I M E
(short duration)

+  T IM E  (long duration)

E X PL IC IT  T IM E
IM P L IC IT  T IM E

C A R E FU L N E SS
C A R E  +  

A U T H O R IT Y

divisar contem plar escudrinar exam inar
avistar adm irar fijarse revisar
guipar observar exam inar inspeccionar
atisbar vigilar revisar

vislum brar rem irar otear
entrever acechar desojarse

reparar en espiar
ojear



D iagram  2(a)

M AN N ER

Q U ICK N ESS D IFFIC U LTY SECR EC Y

glance distinguish peek
peek discern peep
peep sight spy on
scan spot
skim peer

D iagram  2(b)

M A N N ER

Q U IC K N ESS D ISTA N CE +  D IFFIC U LTY SECRECY

avistar 
guipar 

reparar en 
ojear 

curiosear

divisar
avistar
otear

distinguir

PARTIAL VISION 
atisbar 

vislum brar 
colum brar 

entrever 
trasver

vigilar
espiar
fisgar

fisgonear
acechar
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SCHEMATY W YOBRAŻENIOWE I OPOZYCJE LEKSYKALNE 
W LEKSYKOGRAFII FUNK CJON ALN EJ

Artykuł jest analizą hipotezy dowodzącej, że struktura języka może być źródłem inwentarza 
kategorii konceptualnych. Autorki stosują model funkcjonalno-leksematyczny leksykografii 
funkcjonalnej do analizy struktury definicyjnej pojęć oznaczających emitowanie światła i ich 
rozszerzeń metaforycznych w języku angielskim i hiszpańskim. Poprzez taką analizę autorki 
dochodzą do ustalenia zbioru zasadniczych kryteriów służących do klasyfikacji jednostek 
leksykalnych do poszczególnych domen poznawczych oraz do zdeterminowania i klasyfikacji 
związków między nimi zarówno na poziomie mikro-, jak i makrostruktury.

Ustalone parametry wydają się być zbieżne ze znanymi w literaturze gramatyki kognitywnej 
schematami wyobrażeniowymi, co może być traktowane jako kolejny dowód na potwierdzenie 
tez podejścia kognitywnego do języka.


