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Abstract: In this chapter, I will first outline the main tenets of Cognitive Linguistics as
well as the most important notions of Cognitive Linguistics underlying the analysis of
deixis in this framework. These will serve as a background for the presentation of
studies on different categories of deixis in Romance Languages – starting with spatial
deixis. In this section, I will present different proposals for spatial frames of reference
and have a look at demonstratives and anaphors, as well as deictic motion verbs. In
the section on temporal deixis, I will present some approaches for explaining the
Romance imperfect – perfect-distinction, I will then sketch the role of space metaphor
for the analysis of time deixis. Next, I will present some approaches to person deixis
and social deixis, which are less intensively studied in this framework. The chapter
will close with cases of deictic shifts, which may affect all deictic categories, and
which have been approached mainly in the mental spaces framework.
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1 Introduction: the study of deixis in Cognitive
Linguistics

Cognitive linguistics (CL) emerged as a reaction to the generative paradigm in the
1970s on the West Coast of the U.S., and argued against the assumption of purely
formal syntactic structures and the strict separation of different linguistic levels. CL
has drawn on concepts from cognitive psychology, above all from findings in the
domain of Gestalt perception and general processes of categorization, for instance
Rosch (1978), which became the foundation of prototype semantics. The founding
fathers of CL are George Lakoff, Ronald Langacker and Leonard Talmy, and another
important pioneer is Gilles Fauconnier. It is important to mention Charles Fillmore in
this context, because he has provided many crucial ideas specifically within the
domain of deixis. Excellent overviews and introductory chapters to CL can be found in
Evans/Green (2006), Cuyckens/Geeraerts (2007), Lakoff (1987), Lakoff/Johnson
(1980), Langacker (1987; 1991), Talmy (2000), and Fauconnier (1994, 1997).

CL belongs to the family of functionally oriented linguistic approaches. However,
it makes sense to distinguish between CL and the other approaches, which Nuyts
(2007, 543) calls “Functional Linguistics” in a strict sense. In Nuyts’ view, both CL and
Functional Linguistics reject a modular view of grammar while embracing the view



that language is a subpart of general human cognition, and is shaped by general
cognitive communicative principles. However, as Nuyts points out, Functional Lin-
guistics has a discursive, pragmatic focus with substantial diachronic studies as well
as cross-linguistic and typological analyses and a methodological preference for
corpus analysis. CL focuses on semantic phenomena in synchrony and on patterns
rather than processes. On the methodological level, CL shows a certain preference for
introspective data, which can be clearly seen in the classic CL texts mentioned above,
a preference inherited from the generative roots of the founders. However, there is
also an increasing focus on observational data, particularly in gesture studies and
studies of sign languages, as well as a more recent interest in neuropsychological
evidence, in particular in Lakoff’s approach.

Nevertheless, despite a complementary focus on the methodology and the phe-
nomena studied, both stances are compatible, and many researchers and studies
combine both. This is particularly true for European researchers, who tend to incorpo-
rate CL into functionally oriented European structuralist and post-structuralist frame-
works (Nuyts 2007, 543).

The importance of human embodiment and cognitive-perceptual principles in CL
might suggest that deixis represents a particularly prominent object of study in this
framework. To date, however, no widely accepted unified approach to deixis in CL has
emerged; analyses of deictic expressions are rather scattered in the literature and it is
certainly not one of the central phenomena studied within this framework. Thus,
Langacker’s (2004, 77) statement on nominal grounding and deixis still holds:

“Though fairly extensive, their treatment in Cognitive Grammar (CG) has thus far been partial,
preliminary, and scattered in numerous publications”.

Instead, we find that most analyses pick out one particular domain of deixis, such as
tense. These analyses usually operate within one of the main currents of CL, with a
dominance of studies of English data, but also an increasing body of literature on
other languages, and with a particular interest in other modalities, namely the study
of gesture (cf. Sweetser 2006; 2012) and sign language (mostly American Sign Lan-
guage, cf. Wilcox 2004). Only a few short studies address general properties of deixis
from a strictly CL perspective (Grundy/Jiang 2001; Janssen 1995a; 1995b; Marmaridou
2000; Rubba 1996).

As CL has evolved in the United States, the focus so far has been on English, also
in the domain of deixis, although today there are linguists working with this frame-
work all over the world. As for the Romance-speaking countries, CL seems to flourish
particularly in Spain, with a focus on Spanish data and a particular interest in
metaphor, metonymy and semantic patterns (to name just a few representative
studies: Barcelona 2002; Ibarretxe-Antuñano/Hijazo-Gascón 2012; Ruiz de Mendoza
Ibáñez 1997). In the other Romance-speaking countries, and this is also true for Latin
America, CL is less strongly established; researchers working in the framework of CL
in these countries often work on English and other languages, not specifically
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Romance Languages. Therefore, it is hardly surprising that there is not a broad cover-
age within CL of deixis in Romance Languages, but rather isolated applications of CL
notions to particular deictic phenomena in certain Romance Languages.

2 Basic notions of Cognitive Linguistics relevant for
the study of deixis

Since CL has evolved as a reaction to the generative paradigm, it rejects the autonomy
of syntax and rigid category boundaries on all linguistic levels. According to CL, all
structures are based on general cognitive and (less prominently in CL) functional
communicative principles. All linguisticmeanings and functions are closely linked to–
or anchored – in the human body, perception and cognition. Unlike other functionalist
schools, the main focus is not on pragmatics and usage (although the approaches are
compatible), but on general principles of cognition: Perception underlies human con-
cepts – abstract concepts tend to be analysed as metaphors of concrete perceptually
anchored concepts. All linguistic levels above the morpheme level are meaningful, are
semantic, up to very abstract schemas such as word classes. There is no meaningless
syntax according to CL. Themost important cognitive approach to syntax in this vein is
Langacker’s approach to grammar, and inspired by Langacker and other predecessors,
construction grammar (Goldberg 2006). On a methodological level, converging evi-
dence is said to be central, although the classics mostly rely on English introspective
data. Linguistic models in CL should reflect general findings on how human cognition
works. There is a particular interest in general (universal) features of languages, aswell
as other, visual, modalities such as sign languages and gesture (↗29 Gesture). This is
because visual perception is central to CL and these modalities are expected to reflect
principles anchored in visual perception in a particularly transparent manner (see, for
example, the recent studies by Sweetser 2006; 2012; Wilcox 2004). A series of studies
close to CL or within CL have developed experiments including non-linguistic categor-
ization tasks pointing to a weak version of linguistic relativity, showing that language
may shape or guide non-linguistic cognitive processes to some extent (such as Boro-
ditsky 2000, presented below). Based on psychological findings on human categoriza-
tion, CL assumes that semantic categories are gradual – that there are no strict category
limits, and that categories are organised around prototypes.

The founding fathers and pioneers of CL all adhere to these general principles,
but have developed their own specific models within this framework:
– the notions of metaphors and image schemas in the case of George Lakoff, in

collaboration with Mark Johnson, and, more generally, the notion of Idealized
Cognitive Models (ICMs),

– Cognitive Grammar by Ronald Langacker, heavily relying on spatial-visual princi-
ples
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– Leonard Talmy’s systematic study of the relation between perception and lan-
guage, which gave rise to his schematic concept structuring principles

– mental space theory and blending theory by Gilles Fauconnier, which shows its
debt to Ducrot’s Theory of Enunciation and the notion of polyphony.

In what follows, I will focus on the notions that are the main bases for the analysis of
deixis within CL.

a) Langacker’s notions of grounding and construal

According to Langacker, the ground comprises all the information related to a con-
crete speech event, such as the participants, the moment of utterance and the physical
context (see Langacker 2002b, also see Evans/Green 2006, 541–544, 575, 617). The
ground thus corresponds to the deictic origo according to Bühler. The (per definition)
grammatical grounding predicates establish highly schematic links with the ground,
but do not profile the ground itself, which remains off-stage. Grounding predicates
profile just the grounded entity (such as the processes described by a verb). Gramma-
tical deictics are an important subtype of grounding predications, which include
determiners and quantifiers in the nominal domain, tense in the clausal (or verbal)
domain. Non-grammatical deictic expressions, for instance deictic adverbs like tomor-
row, can profile the grounding relation and the ground, and tend to be much more
specific than the grounding predicates: Compare the highly abstract semantics of
future tense, and the far more specific semantics of the adverb tomorrow, with a
clearly delimited time-span. One observes the same phenomenon with the demonstra-
tive this and the non-grammaticalized deictic expression near me or known to us. Many
non-grammaticalized deictic expressions, but not the grammatical grounding ele-
ments,1 may have the ground as reference point, as well as another reference point
not related to the deictic origo in Bühler’s terms. See for example the different uses of
prepositions as in the following examples, in the first example related to the speaker’s
ego, in the second example to the subject of the main clause:

1) The shop across the street is going to close immediately.
Data 1: Prepositionwith reference to the speaker’s ego.

2) Jennifer noticed that the shop across the street was going to close immediately.
Data 2: Prepositionwith reference to the subject of themain clause (Langacker 2002a, 14).

1 The default origo corresponds to the ego’s here and now, however, grammatical grounding predica-
tions may refer to shifted origos as in reported speech, or a shift to the addressee. In these deviant uses,
there is still a deictic origo, albeit a non-prototypical one.
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Compare this to the following example with a demonstrative grounding element this,
which can only relate to the ground, i.e. to the deictic centre of the speaker:

3) Jennifer noticed that this wall needs a new coat of painting.
Data 3: Demonstrative relating to the deictic center of the speaker (Langacker 2002a, 14).

According to Langacker (2002a, 20), the reduced flexibility of grammatical grounding
elements, which tend to maintain the deictic center, makes it easier to keep track of
the construal of a complex situation; in other words, it offers a rigid, but economic
routine typical for a grammar. Langacker distinguishes between nominal and clausal
grounding elements: determiners are nominal grounding elements, tense and mode
are clausal grounding elements (Langacker 2002b, 30). Langacker further uses the
term “construal” as a general term for the way a linguistic expression conceptualizes
or views a situation, determined by the degree of specificity, perspective and dyna-
mism, as related to processing in time, the linearity of language, and prominence.
Langacker uses the terms “trajector” vs. “landmark”. The distinction between trajec-
tor and landmark is another important pair of notions in Langacker’s framework (in
Gestalt terms “figure” and “ground”). For grounding predicates, the ground is the
landmark.

b) Langacker‘s notion of subjectivity

The notion of subjectivity plays an important role in many approaches within Cogni-
tive Linguistics and Functional Linguistics. Subjectivity and subjectivization (in Trau-
gott’s terms), particularly relevant for grammaticalization processes, have to be
distinguished from Langacker’s use of the term, which is crucial for his definition of
grounding elements. According to Langacker (2002a, 15–18), subjectivity is based
upon the asymmetry between a subject of perception and an object of perception. In
the case of subjective construal, the viewer is crucial but remains offstage. Subjectiv-
ity is important for deixis, since grounding elements construe the ground with
maximal subjectivity. In the course of grammaticalization, subjectification plays an
important role, since the ground, which is construed subjectively, tends to get fixed as
a vantage point.

c) Metaphors and Image Schemas according to Lakoff/Johnson

Lakoff/Johnson (1980) argue in favour of the structuring power of metaphors, which
not only serve as a mechanism for the creation of new designations with stylistic
effects, but actually give access to abstract domains, not only diachronically, but also
productively in synchrony. They assume that metaphors not only underlie single
expressions, but may generally structure entire conceptual – possibly linguistically –
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coded domains, but also non-linguistic or pre-linguistic conceptualization of experi-
ence in a very general fashion. Metaphors are supported by so-called image schemas,
very general cognitive patterns anchored in bodily experiences emerging very early in
ontogenesis, such as SOURCESOURCE--PATHPATH--GOALGOAL.

d) Mental spaces and blending

According to Fauconnier (1997), mental spaces are distinct conceptual regions con-
strued dynamically in discourse or stored in long-term memory, built by specific
linguistic expressions that set up spaces, which in turn are linked by specific linguistic
expressions giving access to other spaces. Deictic expressions (such as adverbials like
at that time) are important space builders. Different spaces can be backgrounded or be
in focus, spaces also show complex relationships. They can be embedded, exist in a
parallel fashion or get blended. Mental spaces provide an alternative account of
traditional de dicto/de re problems, and cases of deictic projection, as in reported
speech or counterfactuals. Blending theory (Fauconnier/Turner 2003) follows mental
space theory, and explains the merger of spaces leading to new blended spaces, not
only dynamic mental spaces in discourse, but also as a post-hoc explanation of
lexicalized metaphor. Certain cases of deictic ambiguity or apparent incongruities
linked to deictic shift are explained in terms of blending. Rubba (1996) and Grundy/
Jiang (2001) refine mental space theory for the interpretation of deixis. Ferrari/Sweet-
ser (2012) link mental space theory and grammaticalization.

e) Talmy’s concept structuring system

Talmy’s general, perceptually based schematic concepts comprise the configurational
system, perspective, attention, force dynamics and, in a cross-classification with these
notions, space and time (Talmy 2000, vol. 1, and subsequent works). This allows him
to explain commonalities between the nominal and the clausal/verbal domain (cf.
Verhagen 2007, 54). Talmy also systematically studies the differences between gram-
matical items and lexical items, which reveals different aspects of the conceptual
structures available to humans. According to Talmy, closed class items tend to select
general topological aspects, not more specific Euclidean aspects such as magnitudes.
Recent publications show that deixis is a current concern of Talmy’s work (cf. Talmy
2013).

Many studies of deixis in CL just select one of these models; only a few, such as
Marmaridou (2000), combine several currents of CL. She draws on the notions of
image schemas (center and periphery of the origo), prototypicality, metaphor (postu-
lating a spatial origin of the other deictic types), and mental spaces for her study of
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English deictics. In this context I should also mention Ariel (1998) – who presents a
general cognitive study on the deictic centre – or Janssen (2002), who shows parallels
between different deictic domains.

3 Spatial deixis

The domain of space is in many respects fundamental to CL, since the spatial domain
is visually accessible, and therefore perceptually prominent. Principles of spatial
organization and perception represent the foundations of Langacker’s Cognitive
Grammar (an early version was known as Space Grammar); they are at the centre of
interest in Talmy’s concept structuring system (abstract geometrical concepts, per-
spective, attention and force dynamics). They are also fundamental source domains
for many conceptual metaphors, provide basic ICMs such as SOURCESOURCE--PATHPATH GOALGOAL and
CONTAINERCONTAINER in Lakoff’s work, and provide the metaphorical underpinnings for Faucon-
nier’s mental space theory. The spatial-visual focus of CL also explains the strong
interest in visual modalities, i.e. gesture systems and sign languages (↗29 Gesture).
An excellent overview of research on space concepts in CL can be found in Zlatev
(2007). Vandeloise (1986) represents a prominent study of the topological and derived
properties of French prepositions. Cifuentes Honrubia (1989) provides an overview of
spatial deixis in CL, with a particular focus on Spanish (↗6 French; ↗9 European
Spanish). Fillmore (1982) offered the first important account of spatial deixis from a
CL perspective, and in particular prototype semantics, with a focus on transfers from
the deictic domain to other functions and vice versa (a strand that is still pursued in
CL). Fillmore distinguishes three main domains of spatial deixis: demonstratives,
prepositions and other directly locative expressions with deictic interpretations and
deictic motion verbs.

In order to understand the differences between spatial deixis and non-deictic
spatial expressions, it is necessary to introduce the so-called frames of reference.
Levinson’s (2003) classification of frames of reference has been highly influential in
the study of space in language. He pursues a functionalist approach, but his view is in
many ways compatible with CL, apart from the claim of CL being a direct link between
language and concepts. Levinson argues against a conflation of the conceptual and
the semantic systems, although he admits they are related (2003, 291), and he prefers
a propositional and geometric view to an imagistic representation of space as pre-
sented in Langacker (Levinson 2003, 283).

Levinson distinguishes the following frames of reference which can serve to
indicate the spatial position of an entity:
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A Vertical (gravity-based)

B Horizontal:
1) Intrinsic: inherent orientation of the object positioned: behind the house
2) Relative: position in relation to another object: the shop is right to the church
3) Absolute: position in relation to a third fixed parameter: north of the town

Levinson (2003) excludes deixis (as well as placenames or pure contiguity relations)
as a proper dimension from his system. According to Levinson (2003, 67–71), deixis is
a sub-specification, a special kind of landmark that can specify any of the frames of
references – as in in front of me – but does not constitute a frame of its own. Linguistic
expressions can specialize in one frame of reference, be ambiguous, or conflate two or
three frames (Zlatev 2007, 329). Levinson and his colleagues show that language-
specific preferences for one of the frames of reference influence certain non-linguistic
cognitive tasks, thus contributing to the body of evidence in favour of a weak version
of linguistic relativity, which is compatible with CL (Pederson et al. 1998).

Danziger (2010, 173), who studies language-specific preferences for frames and
their reflexes in gesture from a CL point of view, modifies this system by adding a
specific deictic frame. She adds a dimension in which the anchor, i.e. the point of
reference, is some element of the deictic centre. This leads to a four-way classification
and a new fourth frame. This fourth frame is also referred to as the “direct frame”, and
corresponds to canonical deictic spatial reference. Danziger argues that this frame is
psychologically primary, since, according to her, pointing gestures are ontogeneti-
cally (and possibly phylogenetically) basic for spatial reference:

Table 1: Four frames of reference (Danziger 2010, 173)

Allocentric
Anchor is not a speech-situation
participant

Egocentric
Anchor is a speech-situation
participant

Ternary
Anchor is not Ground

Absolute
The milk is to the east of the
kettle. (Or: The milk is to the
east of you)

Relative
The milk is to the right of the kettle.
(Or: The milk is to the right of you)

Binary
Anchor is (part of) Ground

Object-centered
The milk is at the spout of the
kettle.

Direct
The milk is in front of me.

While binary systems merge anchor and ground, the more complex and more lan-
guage- and culture-specific ternary systems separate the anchor (the reference point
which determines the position of the figure with respect to the ground) and the ground
(the term “ground” is used here in the sense of the landmark in Langacker’s terminol-
ogy).
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Despite the primacy of space in CL, purely spatial deixis has not been a focus in
CL. In the following sections I will therefore outline some studies that belong to the
wider family of functionalist-oriented theories.

I will first examine the case of clearly grammatical spatial deixis: demonstratives.
Grammatical spatial deictic elements such as demonstratives and grammaticalized
prepositions only preserve very schematic spatial information. Interestingly, demon-
stratives have generally not evolved from lexical sources like other grammatical
deictic expressions, although in the Romance Languages, as well as in other lan-
guages, they belong to the closed class (Diessel 2006, also see Diessel 1999 for an
influential synchronic and diachronic typological study of demonstratives). This
etymological peculiarity might be related to the primacy of pointing gestures, linguis-
tically encoded in demonstratives, be they pronouns or determiners, and the often
formally related demonstrative adverbs such as there (see Lakoff 1987, 490 for a
classic study of English there in terms of the “pointing-out” – Idealized Cognitive
Model). Bergen/Plauché (2005) offer a related study on French, exploiting the idea of
radial linguistic categories in a (partially) deictic domain. Bergen/Plauché assume a
spatial core for voilà and voici, and derive other deictic uses by positioning a radial
category. They also argue in favour of a convergent development with the existential
il y a.

As mentioned above, Talmy (2000) has shown that only very schematic spatial
information and relative distance is preserved in grammatical spatial expressions,
but never magnitudes. In the case of demonstratives, very schematic spatial proxi-
mity and distance are often assumed to determine (albeit partially) their functions
(↗3 Italian; ↗4.1 Varieties in Italy 1; ↗6 French; ↗9 European Spanish; ↗11 Eur-
opean Portuguese; ↗12 Brazilian Portuguese). In the literature on demonstratives –
not only in CL literature – the paradigm of a given language’s demonstratives tends
to be described in terms of spatial proximity or binary systems, as in English, French
or (mostly) Italian. These systems distinguish between proximal and distal relation-
ships; ternary systems such as the Ibero-Romance systems distinguish between
proximal, medial and distal relationships, thus preserving the Latin system, but not
the expressions themselves. Langacker (2002b) also addresses the question of mark-
edness. To him, (spatial) proximity is more marked in the nominal domain, and
(temporal) distance is more marked in the clausal (verbal) domain, as can be seen in
the morphological markedness of the past vs. present. As a matter of fact, gramma-
ticalization processes of tense markers tend to start from constructions in the
present tense, as in the case of the present perfect in Germanic and Romance
Languages. However, we observe that in demonstrative systems, distance forms are
often synchronically less marked, and take over the neutralized function and are
source domains for grammaticalization processes. This can be observed in the case
of the definite article and third person personal pronouns in Romance Languages
(predominantly from the distal ille). Langacker (2002b, 31ss.) explains this distinc-
tion between the verbal/clausal domain and the nominal domain on the basis of
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object permanence, and the fact that most objects are distant, while events are
transient. Therefore, present events are unmarked.

Langacker notes a further asymmetry between proximal and distal demonstra-
tives. While the proximal area seems to be spatially very restricted, the distal area
seems to be far larger. As a matter of fact, distance effects linked to visual perception
are a very promising field of research, but do not seem to be properly integrated into
CL-research on spatial deixis. For more on this, see the interesting experimental
results in Kranstedt et al. (2006), Coventry et al. (2008), showing correlations between
non-linguistic and linguistic pointing tasks, and striking differences between prox-
imal, medial and distal pointing. Coventry et al. (2008) show for English and Spanish
demonstratives the influence of distance on the use of tools and the interaction with
objects. However, it is not clear to what extent proximity and distance can be related
to determined magnitudes.

The key question is whether spatial information is basic, or derived from the
speaker-hearer constellation, which also comprises the spatial dimension, of course.
Diessel (2006) argues for an interactional function of demonstratives, where the
demonstrative regulates the speaker’s and addressee’s joint focus of attention. This
social and communicative approach is also adopted by Jungbluth (2005) in her corpus-
based study of Spanish, Portuguese and Catalan deictic expressions (↗8 Catalan;
↗9 European Spanish; ↗12 Brazilian Portuguese). She shows from a pragmatic-func-
tional – but not CL point of view in the strict sense – the importance of the conversa-
tional dyad and social aspects. She also shows in how far these factors are complemen-
ted by the intrinsic spatial orientation (back and front) and bodily interaction of the
speaker and hearer, and the common space of the current discourse, an approach
compatible with Fauconniers mental spaces theory. Similarly, Janssen (2002, 171s.)
points out comparable effects for the English binary demonstrative system, using the
notion of a flexible vantage point, which can – for the proximal demonstrative this –
include or exclude the second person. Here, the vantage point shifts depending on the
current focus, as in the following example from a physician-patient dialogue:

4) Doctor: Is this where it hurts?
Patient: Yes, that is where it hurts.

Data 4: Demonstrative showing a shifting vantage point

The doctor points to the patient, while the patient, by employing that, does not share
the doctor’s vantage point, but adopts the doctor’s perspective and marks his or her
distant sphere, which overrides the aspect of spatial proximity.

So, all in all, a central question for CL is the directionality of the relation between
spatial information and interactional aspects. Given the perceptual basicness of space
in comparison with other domains, one might think that interactional properties are
derived from spatial properties. However, for French, Marchello-Nizia (2006) shows
that demonstratives actually acquire a spatial function rooted in personal and sub-
jective functions.
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Other studies of Romance demonstrative systems are Doiz-Bienzobas (2003) on
the English, Spanish and Basque demonstratives in correlation with the aspectual
system, and Meira (2003) on addressee effects in Tiriyó and Brazilian Portuguese
demonstratives. De Mulder (1996) analyses French demonstratives with relation to
perceptual strategies, in particular figure-ground constellations.

Once demonstratives become definite articles, as is the case in Romance
Languages, the (vague) spatial dimension is definitely lost; according to Langacker
(cf. 2002a), definite articles only maintain the idea of a highly abstract mental
contact.

Diachronically, the transition from demonstratives to definite articles may well
take place via an intermediate step of anaphoric uses, which are well-documented for
demonstratives. Lat. ille, the predecessor to most Romance definite articles, was
already specialized in some anaphoric uses in Latin (↗30 Discourse Deixis;↗22 From
Latin and Vulgar Latin to Romance Languages; Selig 1992). The status of anaphors
with regard to deixis is not clear; for instance, Diessel (1999) distinguishes between
endophoric and exophoric deixis, thus including anaphora within the category of
endophoric deixis. Levinson (2003) distinguishes deictics from non-deictics (such as
anaphora), emphatic uses and recognitional uses.

Although there is no agreement on the inclusion of anaphora in the domain of
deixis, I will briefly sketch some CL lines of research on anaphora here. Ariel (1994)
clearly positions her accessibility-based approach in a cognitive framework, but
recognizes common points with the functionalist-oriented approach by Levinson. Her
core notion is accessibility (postulated as a universal principle), inspired by psycho-
linguistic studies of the processing of anaphors. She relates the linguistic form of the
antecedent and the anaphoric expression (explicitness, degree of grammaticalization,
lexical import), with factors determining mental accessibility of concepts of referents
in discourse – factors such as distance, salience and common knowledge. Crucially,
she does not draw a sharp line between anaphors and direct reference or disjoint
readings. Van Hoek (1997) elaborates on accessibility theory by Ariel (1990), Givón
(1983) and others, and includes mental space theory. She assumes three factors
determining accessibility: prominence (for instance, subjects are the most prominent
nominals according to her, and are linked to topicality), linear order, and connectiv-
ity. Her model is based on conceptual reference points, which may give access to other
conceptual spaces. This model is based on interacting and competing principles, and
is able to accommodate graded judgments that are hard to explain from the perspec-
tive of a purely syntactic theory and principles such as c-command, as in the following
example:

5) Peter went home, and then he took a nap.
*He went home, and then Peter took a nap.

Data 5: Determining accessibility: prominence, linear order and connectivity (Van Hoek
1995, 312).
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Like Ariel, she does not sharply distinguish between deictic uses, anaphors, and
recognitional uses; restrictions for the traditionally described subtypes are derived
from degrees of salience of reference points and the other factors described in this
approach. In the same vein, Talmy – whose current work concerns deixis (Talmy
2013) – unifies anaphora and deixis.

All in all, studies specializing in the spatial dimension and the purely deictic
functions of demonstratives are scarce in CL in general, and – despite the strong
interest in the spatial dimension of language – even more so in CL-studies of Romance
Languages. The broader area of demonstratives, anaphors and related functions,
which tend to be dealt with in a unified fashion, have been treated more extensively
in CL. Studies by Ariel and Van Hoek have been integrated in other studies on
Romance demonstratives and anaphors, for instance by Cornish (1999) and de Mulder
(1996; 2007) (see also Kleiber 2007 for a critical evaluation of accessibility theory for
the study of French anaphors). A related line of research within CL is offered by
Achard (2010) on demonstratives in competition with impersonal subjects.

Another spatial deictic domain which seems predestined for analysis within CL is
the domain of deictic motion verbs meaning COME and GO. Indeed, non-deictic
motion verbs are a well-studied domain in CL. Numerous analyses elaborate on
Talmy’s (1985) typological distinction between languages like most Romance Lan-
guages, which tend to express motion by so called verb-framed expressions. In the
French sortir, the verb expresses the PATH; in languages such as English and German,
which prefer satellite framed-expressions (e.g. English go out), the PATH is expressed
by a satellite, typically an adverb. Italian, by contrast, seems to be of a mixed type
(Koch 2001, also see Bernini 2010). As in other domains, there are studies working
within the framework of CL on gestures and ASL, and a series of experimental studies
investigating the influence of general conceptual preferences for specific types of
semantic packaging on non-linguistic conceptualization, which support a weak ver-
sion of linguistic relativity. There are also a number of substantial analyses of
Romance Languages which elaborate on Talmy’s typology of motion verbs, for in-
stance Ibarretxe-Antuñano/Hijazo-Gascón (2012) on Spanish (and Basque), Pourcel/
Kopecka (2015) on French, and many others.

However, deictic motion verbs have been much less extensively studied in CL.
These verbs can (but need not always) relate to the deictic center (cf. the non-deictic il
vient de Paris. vs. the deictic tu viens?). Their deictic value is closely related to the
question of telicity (see Levinson 2003, 118). For instance, verbs of coming are usually
analysed as goal-oriented towards the origo (and other goals), verbs of going source-
oriented away from the origo or other reference points (again see the analyses by
Fillmore, for example 1997, 80). The most exhaustive, detailed and broad typological
study of deictic motion verbs, not strictly from a CL-perspective, but certainly compa-
tible with it, is Ricca (1993), who studies a sample of 20 languages.

Ricca distinguishes purely deictic languages from predominantly deictic lan-
guages. In languages of the former type, movement is always coded in relation to the
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deictic centre, and GO is preferred in atelic and reported speech contexts. GO seems to
be less marked than COME, as in Italian, Spanish, or Portuguese (↗3 Italian;
↗6 French; ↗9 European Spanish; ↗11 European Portuguese). Predominantly deictic
languages such as English and French, where intervening factors – such as a focus on
the goal or Aktionsart – can suppress the deictic perspective or neutralize the differ-
ence between COME and GO, can have both COME and GO in cases of deictic shift (e.g.
reported speech). The following example may illustrate this difference; Spanish and
Portuguese are very restrictive, so venir cannot be used with a second person goal in
B’s answer:

6) A: ¿Vienes?
B: Ya voy. / *Vengo

Data 6: Change of COME to GO in the Spanish answer.

In French COME can be used here (↗6 French; also see Sweetser 2012, 9, who shows
the same effect for English and explains this use as a case of blending):

7) A: Tu viens?
B: Je viens.

Data 7: Repetition of COME in the French answer.

The speaker here adopts the inviter’s perspective, which is not possible in Spanish.
Sweetser (2012) also points out that this kind of displacement is possible with deictic
motion verbs, but not with the pronouns I and you. She also points out that the
restrictions on displacement are language-specific. Examples of studies on Romance
deictic verbs include Choi-Jonin/Sarda (2007), comparing French and Korean, Di
Meola (2003) comparing Italian and German, and Ricca (1992) on Italian.

4 Temporal deixis

Time is perceptually not directly accessible, but is a fundamental dimension for
humans. Time-related concepts are expressed by all parts of speech; however, the
most important grammatical deictic expression of temporal relations is, of course,
tense. The domain of temporal deixis, in particular past tenses, are probably the most
intensively studied deictic domain in CL, and probably also within other frameworks.
For overviews on the treatment of tense in CL and different approaches to English,
which is still at the forefront in CL, see Boogaart/Janssen (2007) and Evans/Green
(2006); for a functionalist treatment see Harder (1996).

Since CL does not assume a purely linguistic semantic level, but assumes direct
links between concepts and linguistic categories, one might think that the interpreta-
tion of tenses in CL is time-based. However, the case is more complex: The notion of
mental spaces plays an important role in CL studies on tense, since a particular focus
in CL is on the links between the different, and not necessarily temporally anchored,
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uses. The controversial question – even in CL – whether time is fundamentally
metaphorically structured in terms of spatial concepts will be addressed below.

The time-based approaches by Dinsmore (1991) and Cutrer (1994) elaborate on
Reichenbach’s notions of speech time, reference time, and event time, and reinterpret
these dimensions within mental space theory, characterizing tenses as well as aspec-
tual categories as specific discourse-links between spaces. Fundamentally, the base
space is the starting point of space organisation in discourse; the focus space is the
space that gets the current attention, and typically coincides with the event space,
which contains the verb referring to the event described. The viewpoint space gives
access to the other spaces, and serves as a reference point (Cutrer 1994). In terms of
mental spaces, present tense (true for the present time reading) specifies that the
space in focus is related to the viewpoint space (which is the parent space); the time
frame does not exist prior to the viewpoint or base space, and events or properties
represented in the present space are considered facts. In the case of past tense, the
time is prior to the viewpoint space. In these approaches, relative tenses are analysed
as linking times of events in two spaces.

Fauconnier (1997, cap. 3, 72–98) follows Dinsmore and Cutrer, offering the
following analysis of the tenses of a text passage in his mental spaces approach,
which stresses the discourse configurations triggered by tense and other space
builders:

8) Max is twenty-three. He has lived abroad. In 1990, he lived in Rome. In 1991 he wouldmove
to Venice. He would then have lived a year in Rome.

Data 8: Discourse configurations triggered by tense (Fauconnier 1997, 79)

Assuming that the focus/event space is the bold passage, the base space is the present
of the speaker, as Fauconnier (1997, 79) points out. The present perfect sets up a new
mental space but does not shift the focus; the conditional of the focus/event space
combines future from viewpoint (In 1990), and the past from the base-focus relation.
The conditional does not specify, however, whether 1991 is prior to the base or poster-
ior. The combination of past and future in the case of the conditional is also diachro-
nically relevant, not only in English (cf. will-would), but also in the Romance condi-
tional, which combines an ancient infinitive of the lexical verb with an inflected form
of habere, its sense of obligation being the source of the future and conditional. While
the future derives from the present tense form, the conditional derives from the past
tense of this ancient auxiliary.

Langacker (2011), Brisard (2010) and Janssen (2002) offer non-time-based ap-
proaches to tense. For the distinction between present and past, Langacker proposes
an epistemically defined proximal-distal distinction based on accessibility and its
relation to the ground. In doing so, he adopts some notions developed in mental
space theory. Here, the relation to the ground is what defines grammatical tense
markers. Langacker (2002a, 23) describes grammaticalization as a case of subjectifi-
cation in the sense that an element becomes a grounding predication. He argues
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that, in the case of the future uses of French aller and English gonna, additional
ground is still needed in finite uses, which suggests they are not yet fully estab-
lished as grounding elements.

Brisard (2010) takes up this approach and uses the dimension of givenness for his
tense model. Janssen (2002, 184) also reinterprets Reichenbach’s three anchors, S as
the speaker’s and possibly hearer’s vantage point, R as a region in the speakers (and
hearer’s) mental field of vision, and E as the event referred to. Like Langacker, Janssen
(1993; 2002) offers a unified approach to tense and demonstratives based on the
vantage point of the speaker, and to some extent the addressee with respect to the
focalization of the current region, be it spatial or temporal.

Unlike spatial deixis, tense has been approached within the CL-framework for
several Romance Languages. One particularly interesting tense domain in Romance
Languages is the distinction between imperfect and simple past (and in some lan-
guages, varieties or registers the present perfect). Doiz-Bienzobas (1995; 2002) ana-
lyses the Spanish imperfecto as a tense shifting the viewpoint to the past (Doiz-
Bienzobas 2002), a mechanism which, according to her, explains all the uses of the
imperfect, including the ones not relating to the past, such as future scheduled
situations, irrealis uses, the preludic imperfect, past habituals and generics, repeti-
tives and other uses:

“The role of the imperfect is to render accessible a space M different from the speaker’s reality
space R for the interpretation of the situation it designates” (Doiz-Bienzobas 2002, 323).

In her approach, she combines the discourse-structuring functions of mental spaces
and some of Langackers notions – above all grounding – and Lakoff’s ICMs. For
example, she assumes that the viewpoint shift to the past may explain functions of the
imperfect, such as the following, where the imperfect – unlike the simple past
(indefinido) – does not require the completion of the act of buying:

9) a) El coche me costó dos millones.
b) El coche me costaba dos millions

Data 9: The Spanish imperfecto as a tense shifting the viewpoint to the past (Doiz-Bienzo-
bas 2002, 300).

She also shows a link with proximal demonstrative uses, licensed by the viewpoint
shift triggered by the imperfect, as in the following example:

10) (Este era el día de mi boda.)
a) ¡Este día *fue el día más feliz de mi vida!
b) ¡Este día era el día más feliz de mi vida!

Data 10: The use of proximal demonstratives, licensed by the viewpoint shift triggered by
the imperfect (Doiz-Bienzobas 2002, 310).

In her analysis, the simple past viewpoint corresponds to the ground, which leads to a
detachment between speaker and the described event, while the past viewpoint of the
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imperfecto establishes a closeness to the past situation, which is compatible with the
involvement signaled by the proximal demonstrative.

De Mulder/Vetters (2002) also analyse the French imparfait within the CL frame-
work, the starting point again being the well-known observation that the French
imparfait, as well as the Spanish imperfecto, has many modal uses. De Mulder and
Vetters assume that, unlike in Doiz-Bienzobas’ account of the Spanish imperfecto,
which has a similar array of uses to the French imparfait, the imparfait does not
mark a perspective in the past, but rather marks a change in perspective away from
that of the speaker. This point can either be in the present or past, while the passé
composé’s reference point corresponds to the speech point, and the reference point
for passé simple is always in the past. They asume that the aspectual imperfectivity,
modal uses, and the anaphoricity of the imparfait arises as a consequence of the
shift of the point of view. This approach invokes a venerable tradition in Romance
linguistics (see Damourette Pichon 1970 [1911–1936], and notably Coseriu’s 1976
approach to the Romance imperfect). Brisard (2010) takes up Doiz-Bienzobas’ ana-
lyses (1995; 2002) and proposes for the French imparfait – just like the Spanish
imperfecto often analyzed as an anaphoric-imperfective or simultaneous past – an
analysis in terms of a mentally constructed reality or a point of view differing from
the speaker’s reality. Thus, he assumes a perspectivization from a virtual or non-real
ground distant from the speaker. Brisard analyses the imparfait as having a modal
epistemic value, which explains both past uses (which he considers prototypical)
and non-past uses, such as its use as a politeness marker. According to Brisard
(2010, 496), the imparfait “triggers the construction of a mental space that is distinct
from the base space of actual reality”, while the simple past in French is defined by
Brisard as describing a past situation or event from the present, actual viewpoint.
Another analysis in this spirit of Romance past tenses is Tenuta/Lepesqueur (2014)
on Brazilian Portuguese.

Concerning analyses of Romance future tenses in CL, generally less studied than
past tense, I would like to mention Pérez Hernández (2007) on English, French, Italian
and Spanish obligation and futurity markers as cases of metonymic links. Lapaire
(2004) studies French and English futurity in a Langackerian framework. Ferrari/
Alonso/Sampaio Braga (2009) offer a study comparing the periphrastic and the simple
future in Brazilian Portuguese in the mental spaces approach.

I conclude this section with a general observation: The mental-space approaches
to tense tend to strive for a unified account of the imperfect – one schematic function
that accommodates all discourse functions. This is by no means a requirement of CL;
it is an approach common to all monosemic approaches (also in European structural-
ism). Alternatively, one might argue in favour of polysemic metonymic or metaphori-
cal networks, possibly arising as a consequence of grammaticalization or conventio-
nalization in general, an approach that is also fully compatible with CL, and which
may explain differences between languages with otherwise similar expressions.
Detges (2010) addresses this question with regard to the French imperfect of polite-
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ness, and convincingly argues in favour of an entirely conventionalized sense of
imparfait-constructions with vouloir.

5 Space-to-time mappings

The question of whether there is a pervasive metaphorical conceptualization of time
on the basis of the perceptually more accessible domain of space is an important line
of research in CL (cf. Radden 2006; Langacker 2012). The best known metaphorical
model of time in CL is based on movement. Within this model, two subtypes are
distinguished: the ego-based models either with a moving ego as in L’avenir qui nous
attend ‘the future which us expects’, or moving time as in Noël approche ‘Christmas
arrives’ (Evans/Green 2006, 84–87). The metaphorical source shows most clearly in
still transparent metaphors. However, these expressions are not necessarily ego-based
or deictic, since other “persons” can take the place of the deictic centre, as in L’avenir
qui attend ces enfants. In both models the humans face the future, while the past is in
the rear; this seems to be the most widespread model in the languages studied so far.
However, Núñez/Sweetser (2006) observe a completely different system for Aymara
on the basis of lexical expressions and gestures, which is static and ego-based with
the past in front and the future behind.

Another important argument for the validity of these movement models might be
the frequent grammaticalization paths of future tense evolving fromverbs of going, and
past tense from verbs of coming as in most Romance Languages (↗22 From Latin and
Vulgar Latin to Romance Languages;↗24 Language Change and Language Contact).

Gentner (2001, 206) offers possible explanations of the wide-spread correlations
between linguistic expressions in the domains of space and time, ranging from a
complete determination of the time domain by spatial reasoning still operating in the
speakers’ minds (in the spirit of Lakoff/Johnson 1980, 139) to purely local lexical
relations, and the intermediate explanations positioning a mere diachronic link
between the domains or structural parallelism due to similarities, but no dependen-
cies. Experimental results point to asymmetries between the two domains, and show
that besides obviously parallel structures, there are clear dependencies from space to
time, and not vice versa. Evidence for the conceptualization of time in terms of space –
not only as a diachronic source, but also as a productive online concept-structuring
system – comes from experiments testing the processing of time expressions in
relation to prevalent linguistic structures (Boroditsky 2000). Her findings are rather
intricate; she proves a shared conceptual structure of time and space and the use of
spatial notions in the cognitive processing of time, particularly with novel metaphors.
However, she also notes that conventionalization may sever these links. Thus, she
argues in favour of a weak structuring force of the source domain of space for the
conceptualization of time, and she finds a clear asymmetry between the more basic
autonomous spatial domain and the partially dependent domain of time.
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On the bases of neurological findings, Evans (2004; 2013) also argues in favour of
an at least partially non-derived genuine perception of time and its own structures.
Evans applies mental space theory and develops temporal frames of reference (cf.
Evans 2013). He argues for some inherently and genuinely temporal experience types
aside from spatial metaphor. In his view, the most important notion is that of
transience being unique to the temporal domain, a claim he underpins with neurolo-
gical and psychological evidence. Evans proposes three distinct frames of temporal
reference based on three distinct transience types, duration, succession and anisotro-
picity, i.e. the asymmetry between future, present and past in the experience of
speakers. He suggests the three coordinates: target event, reference point and origo
(again inspired by Reichenbach, of course). The deictic temporal frame of reference,
with an experiencer-based future/past asymmetry, obligatorily includes the ego as a
deictic centre, the other non-deictic frames of reference in the temporal domain are
the sequential temporal frame of reference (two events are chronologically related),
and the extrinsic temporal frames of reference – for example time measures – which
can be cyclical or linear.

Finally, there is a lively discussion going on among proponents of CL on the role
of metaphor and metonymy in grammaticalization, which is also relevant for our
understanding of the grammaticalization of tense. The grammaticalization path of
verbs of movement to future tense markers is a case in point. Sweetser (1988) analyses
the grammaticalization of the go-future in English as a case of metaphorical mapping;
however, Engbert-Pedersen (1999, 145s.) points out that spatial movement and future
prediction or intention are metonymically related; future meaning can then become
more salient as a result of entrenched implicature. Implicatures based on metonymy
instead of metaphors are also the solution favoured by the more pragmatically
oriented functional approaches to grammaticalization (for example, in Traugott
1989) – approaches which focus on all the intermediate stages in use and the
particular contexts that lead to a new grammatical meaning. Approaches favouring an
analysis in terms of metaphors tend to prefer a global perspective on the relation
between the lexical sources and the grammaticalized outcome.

6 Person deixis and social deixis

The domain of person deixis and social deixis seems to be more of a topic of
functionalist approaches. Nevertheless, there are some CL contributions to the study
of personal pronouns. Helmbrecht (1998; 2003) offers wide-ranging cognitive typolo-
gical studies of first and second person pronouns. Lenz (2003; ↗30 Discourse Deixis)
and Marmaridou (2000) interpret distance in social deixis in terms of spatial distance.
Janssen (1995b) sketches the different discourse-role perspectives responsible – for
instance – for the distinction between inclusive and exclusive first person plural
pronouns, but also demonstratives and spatial deixis.
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Apart from these overviews, the focus in CL is rather on derived uses of personal
pronouns. Rubba (1996, 249, 252) studies generic you, which supposedly arises
through a mental space comprising the normal activities of in-group members, of
which the addressee is a member, but also the speaker. Langacker (2007) bases his
analysis on the notions of subjectivity, profiling, grounding, mental access and
conceptual blending, with a particular focus on derived impersonal uses of personal
pronouns produced via blending and intersubjectivity. In his view, while demonstra-
tives point to an instance via the proximal/distal distinction (2007, 175), in the case
of the definite article there is only one salient candidate available that is activated
by the definite article. This is the case for third person pronouns as well (formally
related in the Romance Languages). However, unlike NPs with the definite article,
pronouns are used with concepts possessing a higher degree of accessibility of the
representation of the referent (Ariel 1990) or “givenness” (Gundel/Hedberg/Zachars-
ki 1993) and salience (Langacker 2007, 177). Personal pronouns establish links with
reference points, i.e. salient entities in the “current discourse space”, characterized
by shared information or knowledge currently available to the interlocutors (Lan-
gacker 2007, 178). If used anaphorically, the reference point is a preceding linguistic
expression, a relation determined by prominence and viewpoint. Now, impersonal
uses do not have any linguistic antecedents, and do not establish identity relations
with specific referents; nevertheless, Langacker (2007, 179) suggests that the imper-
sonal uses are directly related to the meanings or functions of the personal uses. He
points out that deictic reference in general does not specify the limits of a (spatial or
temporal) area: here can refer to a microscopic point, but also to the whole universe.
The same is true for personal pronouns in the plural, which can refer to two
referents up to a whole class referring to mankind (including or excluding the
speaker). According to Langacker this inherent flexibility of plural personal pronouns
explains the easily obtainable impersonal readings referring to a weakly delimited
group of people.

The impersonal readings of the singular impersonal pronoun are, very roughly
speaking, results of blends taking into account the subject/object asymmetry and
different viewing perspectives, as well as the potential reversal of the roles of inter-
locutors of which a speaker is always conscious.

As for studies of Romance personal pronouns, Ferrari (2014) applies prototype
theory and mental spaces to the derivation of impersonal uses of personal pronouns
in English and Brazilian Portuguese. Travis/Torres Cacoullos (2012) analyse the uses
of the grammatically non-obligatory subject pronouns in Spanish (↗9 European
Spanish) by taking into account several cognitive factors, among others constructions
and accessibility.
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7 Deictic projection

One important field of research in deixis concerns the well-known case of deictic
shifts (↗27 Social Interaction; ↗30 Discourse Deixis) away from the deictic origo in
general. Deictic projection may affect different types of deixis. Prominently, this shift
concerns reported speech, and generally cases traditionally showing de dicto/de re
ambiguity. Most approaches make use of the mental spaces model. In what follows I
will discuss some studies of reported speech within the CL framework.

According to Cutrer (1994, 88s.), verbs of speech set up spaces partitioning the
content of what is said. In indirect speech, a speech domain has two inherent view-
points, one from the base and one from the speech space. Spaces in the speech
domain may be accessed directly from the speech space:

11) John will announce at midnight that he burned the documents two hours before.
Data 11: Verb of speech anchoring time directly in speech space.

or from the base as in (12):

12) Tom announced yesterday that he would burn the documents tomorrow.
Data 12: Verb of speech taking the viewpoint from the base and using temporal adverbs.

or from the base via the speech space:

13) Tom announced at midnight that he had burned the documents two hours before.
Data 13: Spaces in the speech domain accessed from the base via the speech space.

Sanders/Redeker (1996) offer a systematic table of different perspectives related to the
type of mental spaces, their relations, and strength of perspectivization. They define
direct speech as follows: the subject (or character) is responsible for wording and
content, the viewpoint and focus are situated in the embedded space, and the
perspectivization is strong.

Indirect speech is defined as follows: The narrator or subject may be responsible
for the wording, the subject is responsible for the content, and the viewpoint com-
bines the base space (the starting point of the discourse representation) of the narra-
tion and the embedded space (linguistically indicated by indicators of quotation,
creating new embedded spaces) of the subject’s or character’s perspective. The focus,
however, is on the embedded space, the perspectivization is weak.

Sanders/Redeker (1996) show that links between mental spaces can be very
complex, as in the following example containing a partial direct quotation:

14) According to the spokesman, the man was “clearly on the run from the police”.
Data 14: Complex links betweenmental spaces (Sanders/Redeker 1996, 295).

The base space is that of the narrator – a first embedded space is that of the character
“spokesman”; a new base space is created with the direct quote signaling subjectivity
of the content of the direct quote, thus creating a distancing effect. The inserted
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embedded space enhances the distance towards the direct quote, if compared to a
simple direct quote (Sanders/Redeker 1996, 299).

Danzygier (2012, 228) describes shifts and ambiguities of reported speech on the
basis of variable viewpoints, and the possibility of combining two viewpoints (“View-
point compression”). She analyses free indirect speech or thought as combining or
compressing an overall narrative viewpoint (visible in the back shift of tenses and
pronoun shifts) with the integrated or compressed local viewpoint or that of a
character visible in other deictic expressions. Vandelanotte (2004) offers an intricate
analysis of the different types of reported speech. As for free indirect speech in French,
Achard-Bayle (2001; 2002) offers cognitive analyses combining mental spaces theory
and the notion of polyphony.

However, in general, studies of deictic shift in Romance Languages in the CL
framework seem to be scarce.

8 Conclusion

Although deixis seems to be a field which offers many links to perceptual principles
which are at the heart of the CL enterprise, it is not one of the central domains of CL
research. The existing approaches tend to pick out one of the main currents in CL,
with a dominance of the mental spaces approach. These approaches, usually devel-
oped for English, are also taken up by studies investigating deictic expressions in
Romance Languages. They are still not exhaustive and systematic, but offer promising
perspectives for future research.
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