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Abstract

The paperintroducesthe conceptof affordancewithin frame
semanticsas a significantfactor in the semantics/pragmatics
boundaryissue. Specifically it is aguedthat expansionsof
literal meaningswhich have beenarguedto be requiredfor
the completeinterpretationof sentencesare constrainecand
guidedby affordances,n contrastto the generallyassumed
completefreedomof the pragmaticmechanismsisedto gen-
eratethe expansionsA first hint at somegenerabpropertieof
affordancesare presentedaswell assomeindicationsof the
significanceof affordances.

Keywords: affordancesjmplicature;explicature;impliciture;
expansionssemanticspragmatics.

This paperaddresseshe role of linguistic affordancesn
the expansionof lexical meaningduring sentenceprocess-
ing. It shavs thataffordanceswhich area partof the frame-
semanticmeaningof the lexical items, constrainand guide
the expansionprocess.Thereforethe imageof a passie se-
mantic“said” thatgetsmoldedby pragmatidnferencesieeds
to bere-ewisionedasa two-way streetin which expansions
areguidedandconstrainedy semanticdata.

The Semantics/Pragmaticdnterface

Extensve debateon the semantics/pragmatidaterfacehas
takenplacerecently resultingin a significantshift from the
traditional view that semanticss equalto meaningminus
pragmaticandinsteadadvocatinganincreasinglystrongrole
for pragmaticsin determiningwhat would be definedpre-
theoretically as the “literal meaning” of the sentence(cf.
the work by Recanati,Bach, Carston,and otherson the is-
suesof explicatures/implicituresg.g.,Recanatil989,1993,
1994,1998,2001,2004a/bBach1994a/b,1999,2001,2004;
Carston1988,1997,1999,2000,2002,2004).

While the abore reassessmenwas well neededand re-
dressedan unacknavledgedaspectof semantic/pragmatics
processinga parallelinfluenceof lexical/engclopedicinfor-
mationon pragmaticinferencinghasbeenneglected. In this
paper! will examinetwo aspectof this influence: the di-
recting of pragmaticinferencingby lexical affordancesand
the (partial) determinationof implicaturesby frame-based
knowledge.In short,| will shav thatnot only doespragmat-
ics affect the semanticof a sentencebut thatthe semantics
of asentenceonstraingpragmatidnferencing.

Thisis asignificantfact, becausé&eyondtheobvioussense
thatthe semanticof a sentences the startingpoint of prag-
maticinferencingtheinferencingcantakevirtually ary path
and, given the propercontet, ary utterancecanimply ary

proposition. What this paperseeksto demonstratés that,
while it is true that, in principle, ary utterancecanproduce
an infinite numberof implicatures,in practicethe implica-
turesareseverelyconstrainedby theaffordance®f thelexical
itemsactivatedby the utteranceand by eng/clopedicknowl-
edge(frames).

The paperwill bagin by consideringhe definition of “af-
fordance”and by briefly reviewing the (scant)literatureon
the subjectin linguistics. It will then develop a linguistic
theoryof affordanceswhich hasdirectrepercussionsn the
explicature/implicituredebateand on currentresearctbased
onthe“embodiedmeaning”approachcognitive linguistics).

The definition of affordances

Developedin the field of vision by perceptuapsychologists
(Gibson1977,1979), affordancesare what the ervironment
of an“animal” offersaspossibilitiesto the animalitself. Af-
fordancesarenot limited to the visual aspeciof reality. For
example,

if a terrestrialsurfaceis nearly horizontal (insteadof
slanted) nearlyflat (insteadof corvex or concae), and
sufficiently extended(relative to the size of the animal)
andif its substancés rigid (relative to theweightof the
animal), the the surfaceaffords support(Gibson1979:
127)

Gibsons approaclis oneof the foundationsof ecological
psychology This is not the placeto considerthe psychol-
ogy of perceptiordebatearoundaffordancesWe will instead
considedinguistic treatmentf affordances.

Therehasbeenittle discussiorof therelationshipbetween
affordancesandsemantics However, recentwork hasestab-
lished somesignificantpoints for a linguistic theory of af-
fordances.Contraryto the original definition of affordance,
they are not exclusively a featureof the referent,aswould
follow from Gibsonsdefinition! It hasbeenestablishedhat
wordsactivateaffordancesincludingmotorperceptve ones,
see(Gloveretal., 2004). In fact, a social-constructiist view
of affordancess possible:on the socialnatureof (some per
hapsmary, but notall) affordancesseeNoble(1991),Costall
(1995). | think an intensionaldefinition of affordance,in
termsof beliefsandbelief systemsjs entirely possibleand
actuallynecessaryfor example,how could a referentialthe-
ory of affordanceexplain thefact thatswimmingaftereating

Thereluctanceto acknavledgethe significanceof languagen
relationto affordanceshasbeennotedeven amongecologicalpsy-
chologistscf. CostallandLeuder(1998:169).



affords potentialdeathin Italian culture and nothing of the
sortin (somepartsof) Americanculture?).Moreover, syntac-
tic parsingis affectedby affordance{Chambergtal. 2004).
In short, the main objectionto a linguistic theory of affor-
dancesi.e., thataffordancesaresimply non-linguistc canbe
rejected.

Themostsignificantpoint, however, abouta linguistic the-
ory of affordances,is not so much that it is possible,but
ratherthatit isinscribedwithin frame-semanticéS),along-
standingtheory of semantiaepresentationvhich originated
in psychologyandwasadoptedin artificial intelligenceand
from thereinto linguistics. Thereexists no comprehensi
treatmenbf FSthatsuneystheentiretyof theliterature.Use-
ful surveys are Andor (1985),Raskin(1985ach. 3), Attardo
(2001 ch. 3). Collectionsof paperswere editedby Raskin
(1985hb,1986) and LehrerandKittay (1992). On Fillmore’s
FSseePetruck1996). Besidesartificial intelligenceandpsy-
chology FSis particularlypopularin readingtheoryandhas
recently beenco-optedby cognitive linguistics. In an in-
terestingturn, frame semanticshasturnedtoward computa-
tional linguistics, seeFillmore et al. (2001) and Nirenkurg
andRaskin(2004).?

This is not the placeto producea summaryof FS, sowe
will be satisfiedwith a brief definition. A frame (a.k.a.,
script, MOP, schema,daemon.etc.) is an organizedset of
labeledlinks amongconceptahich, takentogetherdescribe
themeaningof alexical item (thoughnotall framesareneces-
sarilytiedto alexeme).ThustheframeHAMMER includesin
its definitionalink labeled‘ISA” which connectst to ToOL,
andalink for “parts” which would connecit to HANDLE and
HEAD, etc. It shouldbe notedthatthe meaningof a lexical
item in a frame goesfar beyond a dictionary definition and
includes‘engyclopedic”information.

Affordancexanbe definedasa sub-graphof eachframe,
with particular emphasison the object-of, instrument,and
agentsilots (i.e., affordancestypically are concernedwith
whatan objectis usedfor, or what canbe doneto/with it, or
whatit does).Artifacts area particularlysignificantgroupof
lexical itemsbecausehey comewith a pre-specifiedcore”
affordancej.e.,thegoalor purposdor whichthey wereman-
ufactured(hencea rake hasa core affordanceof raking, a
hammerof pounding,etc.) Of courseahammercanbeused
asaweight (it beingan objectwith massallows it to afford
weighting), etc. This explains why thosepsychologicalex-
perimentsthat requirelateral thinking (suchas usinga pair
of pliers as a weight) are typically difficult to visualizefor
subjectsphecaus¢hey usenon-coreaffordancef theobject.
In otherwords,affordanceslike framescomewith “weights”
(i.e.,salieng values).

Salieny is thetermused,n frame-basedemanticsto de-
scribethe fact thatthe component®f a frameare not orga-
nizedflatly, but thatsomearemore“important” (i.e., salient)
thanothers. For example,in the framefor bOCTOR thefea-
ture HUMAN is lesssalientthan CURES DISEASES. Affor-
dancedliffer from salieng in thatsalieng is lexicalized(i.e.,
wordscomewith a defaultsetting),whereasaffordancesare

20Otviously the various approachego FS differ in their im-
plementation. These differencesare irrelevant in this context.
The agument developed in the text hold in whatever formal-
ism/representatioof knowledgeonecaresto select.

relative to the percever and/or situation. Needlesso say
salieny maychangedueto contextual pressurebut thatdoes
notaffectthe pointjustmade.

Application of Aff ordancesto the
Semantics/Pragmaticdoundary issue

One of the centralpoints of contentionin the recentdebate
aboutthe semantics/pragmatidsoundaryhasbeentheissue
of expansions. In a nutshell, expansionsare significantfor
the boundaryissue,becausehey shav very clearly thatthe
“literal meaning”of a sentencecannotbe determinedwith-
outthe useof implicatures,a pragmatictool, and hencethat
pragmaticencroachesn theturf of semantics.

In whatfollows,| will arguethat,while indeedexpansions
arepragmaticphenomenathey areconstrainedanddirected
by the lexical semanticof the sentenceandspecificallyby
theaffordanceof thelexical items.

Considerthe following example, also quotedin Récanati
(2004b),

(1) Herantotheedgeof thecliff andjumped.(CarstoriL988:
165)

which Carstonanalyzesasfollows:

The interpretationof (1) in most contexts of utterance
will include the understandingthat he jumped over
the cliff althoughtheres no linguistic expressionthere
telling us this or requiringus to filli in a prepositional
phrase. The verb jump is not subcatgorized for an
obligatory following PP (...) this is simply the most
naturalinterpretatiorto give. (1bid.)

Carstondoesnot explain why this is the mostnaturalin-
terpretatiorof jumped Thisis peculiar sinceof coursgump
mayoccurwithouttheunderstandinghatoneis jumpingover
or off somethingcf.

(2) Thekidsjumpedonthetrampolineall afternoon.

Theanswerof courselies notin the semanticof jumpbut
in the semanticof cliff. Coincidentally we do have a de-
scriptionof the affordancef cliff by Gibsonhimself: “The
brink of a cliff affordsfalling off” (1977:80).

Let us now turn to Récanatis (2001: 85) claim of seman-
tic indeterminag for suchconstructionsuchasthe posses-
sive. Récanaticlaimsthat“John’scar(...) meanssomething
like the car that bearsrelation R to John, whereR is a free
variable” (Récanati2001: 85) is mostlikely in error, in the
sensehatR is not a free variable,but is constrainedoy the
affordancesof the framesinvolved. Considerthe following
examples:

(3) Johnshorseg=thehorseownedby John;thehorseridden
by John;the horsebetuponby John]

(4) Johns comet[= the cometobsered/discoered/studied
by John]

(notehow ownershipis excluded).Contrastnow

3Needlesso say thisis notanuncontraversialclaim. For exam-
ple,Bach2004claimsthatthe“said” neednotincludeexpansions.



(5) Johnshat[the hatowned/wornby John]
with
(6) Johnschair[the chairowned/sauponby John]

notehow if Johnhadclumsily saton a hat (not his own, for
the sakeof the agument),we could not describet asJohn’s
hat

A contrastingriew to the onepresentedbove is discussed
in (SperbemandWilson 1998)who claim that

a word like 'open’ can be usedto corvey indefinitely
mary concepts. It is impossiblefor all of theseto be
listed in the lexicon. Nor canthey be generatedat a
purely linguistic level by taking the linguistic context,

andin particularthedirectobject,into accountIt seems
reasonabléo concludethata word like 'open’ is often

usedto cornvey a conceptthatis encodecheitherby the

worditself norby theverbphraseéopenX’ (Sperbeiand
Wilson 1998)

while it is by and large true that mary, perhapsmost, con-
ceptsarenotlexicalized(for example thingsthatirritate me),
andthatoften, perhapsnostof thetime, we meanthingsthat
arenot preciselydetermined? asSperbemndWilson argue,
nonethelestheir claimis clearly anoverstatingof their posi-
tion. Wordscomewith asemantidoaggagehatrestrictsseri-
ouslythelatitudeof theirapplicabilityto conceptgcf. Travis
1997: 100 “Given wordsmay have ary of mary semantics,
compatiblywith whatthey mean’ My emphasis)It wouldbe
hardto cornvey the conceptof “cat” by usingthe word open
barringprior stipulation. If SperberandWilson meantmore
reasonablythat openmay corvey indefinitely mary nuances
of “opening; theclaimis eithertrivial (languagealwaysun-
derdeterminereality) or wrong: therearenumerougoncepts
of “open” that simply cannotbe corveyed by the word open
undernormalcircumstanced-or example,the commando

(7) Openthegate

cannotetakento have beenperformedadequatelyf thegap
betweenthe two sidesof the gateis of one micron (since
the scaleof gatesandtheir manufacturingoleranceis such
thata gap of onemicronis well within the parameter®sf a
closedgate). Thusopen(undernormal circumstancesjnay
meanonly indefinitely mary conceptghatincludethe spec-
ification that whatever the kind of entity that prototypically
passeshroughthe openingthatis (to be) openedcando so
without excessve difficulty.> This s far from the inferential
freefor all thatSperbermndWilson seemto adwocate.

Scopeof expansions

Wearenow in thepositionof drawing afew conclusiongrom
the presendiscussion.But beforewe do so,we canaddress
animportantissue hamelythedegreeof representatienesof

4After all we communicatdor practicalpurposesandtherefore
whenthedegreeof understandingve achieve is sufficientto accom-
plish what we setout to do we no longerbotherto achiese further
precisionor to putit differently we communicatdor a purposenot
to provide examplesto truth-theoreticsemanticists.

The detailsof the analysisof openmay be debatabldandit is
notacompleteanalysis).Thepoint remains.

suchexamplesasthosementionedby Carston Récanatiand
Bach. In otherwords, how commonarethosephenomena?
| would contendthat they arein fact penasive of linguistic
use,in factmuchmoresothanonewould think from therel-
evantliterature.Considetthefollowing example:the speaker
is acustomeiorderingathe made-to-ordesandwichat alo-
cal Italian deli, in Decembe2001. He is addressing store
employee.The customethasmadeit clearthathe is order
ing thesandwichfor himself(anda colleaguewhois asilent
participantin the conversation)

(8) Youdon't have to wrap ‘em too good, cuz we're gonna
eatthem.

Ignoring the dialectalmarkers,we will focusexclusively on
thecompletelyimplicit expansion‘right away” which speci-
fiesthatthetime of the actionis theimmediatefuture®

Note that thereis absolutelyno traceof the expansionin
the utterances form, that the expansionis compulsory(oth-
erwisethe causalconnectionbetweenthe two sentencess
unjustified),andthata Griceanimplicaturalpathcanbe pro-
vided: sincethe purposeof prototypicalsandwichess to be
eaten,specifyingthat one will eata sandwichis redundant
andthereforeviolates (the maxim of) relevance. Therefore
we cantriggerthe searchfor animplicature , which would be
foundin the claim that the eatingof the sandwichwill take
placein the nearfuture (notehow this takescareabductvely
of thecausakelationpredicatedy the utterancebetweerthe
two clauses).

An interestingnote, is that the expansionseemsto work
only in theimmediatefuture sensecf. the following (where
theimpossiblecandidatdor expansionis in squarebrackets)

(9) * You have to wrap‘em good,cuzwe're gonnaeatthem
[later].

In this case the FS explanationof the expansionseemso
falter, sinceonecanboth eatimmediatelyor later (hencethe
framewould considetbothinferencesacceptable)Consider
thefollowing examples:

(10) Customerto salesclerk in clothing store: “You don't
have to wrapit, | amgoingto wearit. [right avay]

6Cf. alsothefollowing exchangerecordecnJanuary’th,2002,
betweemmyselfandmy daughteiGaia(thenagedseven): me“Will
you give me a kiss?” Gaia“Yes, when| am ninety-nin€’ It is
clearthat developmentallytheseexpansionsare no problemeven
for young children. An interestingissueis the possiblehypothe-
sisthatall requestsunlessexplicitly postponedareto be assumed
to have immediatevalue. However, asdiscussedn Attardo 1997,
this hypothesiss not tenable: all requestsare slottedfor the time
bestcompatiblewith the achiezvementof theultimateperlocutionary
goal for which the requestis beingmade. A requestfor a kissis
madeto receize akiss,henceno ulterior goalis presentindthetime
of the requestcanbe assumedo be “immediately’ Considemow
arequesto marry someone.lt would be unduly demandingo re-
guestthatthe marriagetakeplaceimmediately This is becauséhe
goal of arequestin marriageis for the marriageto take place,but
marriagesare very complex businesse$o organize,and hencecan
bereasonablyleferredfor planningpurposes.

Finally considerarequesto deposita checkat the bank, uttered
at 12:29 pm, when the bank closesfor lunch at 12:30. an agent
who would attemptfruitlessly to depositthe checkat 12:30would
be actingirrationally (assumingthe agentis aware of the closing
times). A rationalagentwill postponehe depositinguntil the bank
is open.



(11) * Custometo salesclerkin bookstore:“Youdon't have
towrapit, | amgoingto readit. [right avay]

(Although, (11) suddenlybecomedine if the antecedenis a
newspaper Which shavs thatit is the framethatis affecting
theavailability of theinference Newspaperarereadableon
thespot; booksarenot.)

However, further examplesshow thatindeedthe explana-
tion suggestedboveis correct:

(12) | amgoingto pay my balancen full. [later, whenit is
due]

(13) Theproceedingsvill beclosedby thebusinessneeting.
[later, attheendof theconference.]

As examples(12) and (13) show it is possibleto have the
implicaturelater or notimmediatelyif the framefor theverb
includesa settimefor theactionto takeplaceandwe assume
thatthetime of speakings notimmediatelyadjecento it.

The secondexample,wascollectedat alocal bread/cdfee
shop which sells specialty bagels, such as “blueberry’
“sesameseeds, and“onions” Oneof their bagelsis called
“everything” It consistsa bagelcoveredwith every’ top-
ping/flavoring usedon the bagels. The scopeof everything
is clearly limited. Considerthatif the everythinglabelwere
taken literally, thesebagelswould be very strangeindeed,
sincethey shouldinclude every objectin the universe,in-
cludingthosevery bagelsaswell, adinfinitum. Herethe af-
fordanceof BAGEL delimitsthe universalquantifierto things
that peopleput on bagelsandthat go well together

The mechanismwherebythe delimitation is achieved is
of someinterest. BAGEL affords being cooked(first boiled
andthenbaked),beingeaten,andbeing covered/bakedvith
spices/condimentsTheseaffordancesnteractinterestingly
becausesincethe bagelsare madeto be eaten,only tasteful
combinationsof flavors canbe accepteda blueberry/onion
bagelwould not be very appetizingto the average Ameri-
can)anda fortiori no inedibletoppingsmay be used,or ob-
jectsthatwould not fit in anoven (which rulesout “galaxy”
bagels—aeriously‘everything” bagelwouldneedto include
our galaxy atthevery least).

It is preciselythe unremarkablenatureof the exchanges
which atteststhat speakersare capableof processinghese
inferencesvithoutary troubleor visible effort. We have seen
thattheseenrichmenphenomenaremuchmorewidespread
thanthe literature,which tendsto treatthemas exceptions,
would leadusto believe. They arein fact very commonand
| believe thataffordanceaunderliemostsemantiaamalgama-
tion.

Prolegomenato a Theory of Linguistic
Aff ordances

We have shawvn that affordancesof lexical items constrain
and determineimplicaturesand relatedprocesse®f expan-
sion. We cannow turnto the characterizatioof thelinguistic
theory of affordances(which is distinct from the theory of
perceptuakffordances). Given the extreme novelty of this
approacharything thatfollows shouldbe takenastentative
andsubijectto revision.

"Actually, noteventhat,it is mostlynon-sweeflavors.

How are Aff ordancesDetermined?

Thefirst obsenation,is thatthereseemgo be no “silver bul-

let” to determinethe affordanceof a frame. What | mean
is thatthereis no generalheuristicrule that given an arbi-
trary framewould algorithmicallydeterminewvhatarethe af-

fordanceghereof. For example,we sav thatartifactsarea
speciakasebecaus¢hey comegenerallywith abuilt-in pur-

pose(i.e., humandouild artifactsteleologically)whichis then
the affordanceof the object (cf. knife — cut, hammer—

pound, etc.) However, oncewe move outsideof artifacts,
for exampleto naturalobjects,it is much harderto predict
the affordancesf a non-manufacturedbject. For example,
“branch” affordsfloating, covering, burning, etc.

The secondobsenation is that the theory of affordances
that I am proposingis dynamic, insofar as the affordance
weightsare redistrituted by contet: in a shipwrecksitua-
tion a woodendoor affords floating, whereasn a “normal”
situationit affords“going through? “closing, or “slamming;
etc.

In fact, we canbe morespecific: both contextual pressure
fromwithin thesentencéwhatis commonlyreferredto asco-
text) and contextual pressurdrom the goalsof the speakers
in utteringthe sentenceanaffect theaffordanceof alexical
item. So,“horse] in thecontet of hunting,will afford “ride”,
while in the contet of abutcherywill afford “eat” Consider
againexample(1): the meaningof “jump” is constrainedy
theaffordancesof cLIFF, whichis anobjectfrom which you
jump off. Therefore,affordancesdependon the contectual
pressuref therestof thesentencén whichthey occur To put
it differently, affordancesrenotfixed,they aredeterminedn
partby context. Thus,afirst conclusionis thattheenrichment
of thesemanticof sentencess constrainedy the semantics
of therestof thesentence.

Let usnow move on to a slightly differentexample: sup-
posethatanagents cold andhe/shepicksupabranchit will
afford burning. But if the agentis hot andthe day s sunry,
the branchwill afford cover. Thesecasesaredifferentfrom
thepreviousones,insofarasthey areindependenof ary lin-
guistic presentation.In fact, they canbe summedup asthe
obsenationthataffordancesvary accordingto the goalsand
plansof theagents.Oncemore,we reachthe conclusionthat
affordancesaredynamic,albeitfor differentreasonghanbe-
fore.

The generalmechanisnmgoverning affordancethematiza-
tion seemdo bethatcontectual pressureselectsa sub-graph
of the frameaccordingo the needsf the inferentialengine.

Do we needaffordances?

Affordancesare merely part of a full semanticreatmentof

the meaningof a sentencewhere semanticds understood
a frame semanticsand not as meretruth-functionalseman-
tics. If thatis the case,one may objectthatit is unneces-
saryor impracticalto distinguishthe affordancesof a frame

from the full-blown frame, sinceary computationabdwvan-

tagethat might derive from not having to procesghe entire

frame would be offset by having to extract the affordances
from themin thefirst place®

8Two refereegmakethis argument. Affordancesarea subgraph
of a frame, so in this sense affordancesare distinct from, say a



Theanswetto this questionis double:if our semantidhe-
ory is to be psychologicallyreal,it will needaffordancede-
causehumangandanimals)ravethem. It will needinguistic
affordancedecausaaturallanguagesave them.Moreover,
ona purelycomputationalevel, affordancesallow a solution
(ormaybetheglimpseof asolution)to theold frameproblem.

In a nutshell,the problemis concernedvith the fact that
if a robotis told to paint an objectgreen,the color of the
objectis changedbut not its position, whereasf the object
is moved (and not painted)its location changesbut not its
color. This knowledgeis very easyfor a humanto assume
(andis in fact faintly ridiculous when statedexplicitly) but
extremelydifficult for acomputerprogramto figure out. So-
lutions to the frame problemsessentiallyassumehat things
don't changaunlessactedupon. This solvesthecomputation-
ally sticky issueof having to calculatethe potentiallyinfinite
setof thingsthatdon't change Theframeproblemis tiedtoa
muchbroaderandmoresignificantepistemologicaproblem,
which can be very roughly summedup as“when is it OK
to stopcomputingthe consequencesf anaction?” (this has
beenamusinglycalledthe Hamletproblem; Fodor 1987;0n
affordancesandtheframeproblem,seealsoSteedmar2002).

My suggestiomereis thataffordancegell uswhereto look
for change,in a broadsensejn the frame problem. Or, in
otherwords,they cantell uswhereto stopthinking: painting
affords coloring, hencethis is the domainwhere changeis
likely andaboutwhich oneneedsto be concerned.Painting
doesnotafford changedn shapeor massandhenceoneneed
notconcernoneselfwith theseissues.

It shouldbe emphasizedhat! am not heretrying to con-
tributeto theliteratureon theframeproblem,but ratherargu-
ing for the significanceandrelevanceof anaffordance-based
semanticshy shawving thatit may quite possiblyhave inter-
estingbroadtheoreticakconsequences.

Finally, | wantto briefly mentionthat affordanceswhen
properlyconceptualizedspartially socially constructedand
conventional,are completelycompatiblewith the cognitive
program and this despite Lakoff (1987: 215-217) rejec-
tion of affordancedrom the domainof cognitive linguistics.
Lakoff’s agumentonly addressethe external referentialist
definition of affordanceqwhich, it shouldbe stressedis the
original Gibsonianone). Within that definition, Lakoff’'s ar
gumentare quite effective. But the redefinition presented
here (andimplicit in mostof the linguistic literatureon af-
fordancesyidestepshementirely.

More significantly however, a positive agumentcan be
madefor the incorporationof affordancesand namelythat
they endup beinga very strongargumentin favor of theem-
bodiedview of meaning. Cognitive linguistics haslong ar-
guedthat meaningis embodied,in the metaphoricalsense
thatit makesreferenceto the bodiesof the speakersf the
language(e.g., the conceptsof up and down dependon a

verb’'s moregeneralagumentstructure which is alsoimplicitly ac-
tivated(seeMauneretal. 2002). This is animportantissue ,which
shouldbestressedasit mayleadto misunderstandingsffordances
arenot separateanddistinct from the contentsof semantidrames;
they arepartof, specifically a sub-graphof, theframes.Soit makes
no sensdo opposeaffordancesandframes:all affordancesarepart
of a frame. The issueis that affordancesare privileged parts of
frames,that seemto be salientor somehav more active than the
restof theframe.

body with an orientation,provided by the placementof the
visual organson the top). However, affordanceshave very
directneuronalkorrelatesit hasbeenshovn thatwordsacti-
vateaffordancesjncluding motorperceptve ones(Glover et
al. 2004). In otherwords,mentionof aword like “glass” ac-
tivatesthe body’s motor systemthat will be neededo grasp
(anaffordance)heglasswith one's hand.
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