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This presentation focuses on some less known facets of Leonard Talmy’s cognitive semantics framework:
It addresses the greatly underresearched evidential and epistemic subdivisions of the Cognitive State
schematic system (cf. G. Lampert 2012), pertaining to “characterizations of a sentient entity's state of
knowledge” (Talmy 2006: 259-260).

The talk aims at reconstructing how the English language recruits the different senses of the
human perceptual system as sources for the lexicalization of evidential markers: smell, taste, touch,
hearing, and vision (cf. Whitt 2010; Gisborne 2010). It will show how the abstraction and schematization
processes involved can be described in terms of Talmy’s notion of palpability, which captures the different
degrees of levels “with which some entity is experienced in consciousness, from the fully concrete to the
fully abstract” (Talmy 2000, 1: 141).

If one were to subscribe to the embodied cognition thesis, which basically claims that concepts and
categories of human languages derive from the situated interaction of human bodies with their
environment (cf. Rohrer 2007), it should be expected that, apart from vision, the other human perceptual
senses (hearing, touching, tasting, smelling) will likewise be potential source domains for the
lexicalization of evidential markers. Looking at corpus data from American English (COHA), it turns out,
however, that all the senses except vision (represented in such adverbs as olfactorily, gustatorily, audibly,
tangibly, palpably, and by perception verbs in constructions such as it smells like, it tastes like, it sounds
like, it feels like) yield low frequencies over time and are sensed at more and more abstract levels of
palpability -- as are the frequently used core evidentials obviously, evidently, apparently, which simply
state that there is some evidence to draw on.

It will thus be claimed that the embodiment theory fails to explain these (still inconclusive) results,
and that, in line with caveats epressed in Talmy (2011: 636), we should instead reckon with cognitive
systems of reason that associate abstract and schematic meanings in the first place, without the ‘detour’
via embodiment.
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