Experiments on the pages of Cognitive Linguistics from 2012 to 2022.
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The call for empiricism within cognitive linguistics was launched more than 25 years ago (e.g. Sandra &
Rice 1995; Cuyckens et al. 1997). 10 years ago Laura Janda wrote that both the field of cognitive
linguistics as a whole and the journal Cognitive Linguistics have taken a quantitative turn (Janda 2013).
Janda (2013) surveyed all of the articles published in the journal from its first volume in 1990 through to
the volume of 2012 and observed an exponential growth in studies that use statistical analysis of corpus
data and experimental findings. In light of this quantitative turn, there are naturally those within the field
who claim that there is too much “number-crunching” and too little introspective (qualitative) research
being done (Langacker 2016), and those who claim that the field is still very much dependent on
introspective data and not enough empirical research is being done (Dgbrowska 2016).

We want to follow up on the original survey conducted by Janda (2013) by looking at the articles
published in the journal Cognitive Linguistics from 2012 to 2022. In our systematic review, we will focus
mainly on experimental methods. One of the predictions we make is that the number of papers using
experimental methods has risen over the years, including, inter alia, the rise in more complex research
designs and more advanced statistical modelling techniques. This prediction is based on some of the
methodological discussions that have taken place in the field of linguistics in general (e.g. Dgbrowska
2010, 2016; Edelman & Christiansen 2003; Gibson & Fedorenko 2010, 2013; Grieve 2021; Sprouse &
Almeida 2013). If we exclude book reviews, overviews, commentaries, replies, squibs, CLiPs (surveys
of recent publications), and introductions to special issues, we find a total of 240 articles published in
the journal during the interval of 2012 to 2022. Some of the questions we will be discussing in our paper
include the following: What is the relative proportion of using experiments in comparison with other
methods, e.g. corpus analysis, for conducting cognitive linguistic research? Are some experimental
designs used more often and hence deemed more suitable to answer the types of research questions
cognitive linguists are interested in?

Our justification for the choice of the journal Cognitive Linguistics is similar to Janda (2013) in that
it gives us the most consistent perspective available on the use of experiments in the field. We are aware
that cognitive linguists who are using experimental work in their research may choose other venues for
publishing their research. Our aim is to give an overview of the situation as it is portrayed on the pages
of the “official” journal. In our future work, we want to extend the survey to include other prominent
venues for cognitive linguists. We hope that by conducting this systematic review we can foster the
discussion on the importance of methodological decisions and what these decisions entail in terms of
interpreting the data and building cognitive linguistic theories.

References

Langacker, Ronald W. 1987. Foundations of Cognitive Grammar. Vol. 1: Theoretical Prerequisites.
Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Cuyckens, Hubert, Dominiek Sandra & Sally Rice. 1997. Towards an empirical lexical semantics. In
Birgit Smeija & Meike Tasch (eds.), Human Contact Through Language and Linguistics, 35-54.
Bern: Peter Lang.

Dagbrowska, Ewa. 2010. Naive v. expert intuitions: an empirical study of acceptability judgements. The
Linguistic Review 27(1). 1-23.

Dagbrowska, Ewa. 2016. Cognitive Linguistics’ seven deadly sins. Cognitive Linguistics 27(4). 479—
491.

Edelman, Shimon & Morten H. Christiansen. 2003. How seriously should we take minimalist syntax? A
comment on Lasnik. Trends in Cognitive Science 7(2). 60—61.

Gibson, Edward, and Evelina Fedorenko. 2010. Weak quantitative standards in linguistics research.
Trends in Cognitive Sciences 14(6). 233-234.

Gibson, Edward, and Evelina Fedorenko. 2013. The need for quantitative methods in syntax and
semantics research. Language and Cognitive Processes 28(1). 88—-124.

Grieve, Jack. 2021. Observation, experimentation, and replication in linguistics. Linguistics 59(5).
1343-1356.

Janda, Laura A. (ed.). 2013. Cognitive linguistics: The quantitative turn. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.

Langacker, Ronald W. 2016. Working toward a synthesis. Cognitive Linguistics 27(4). 465-477.



Sandra, Dominiek & Sally Rice 1995. Network analyses of prepositional meaning: mirroring whose
mind — the linguist’s or the language user’s? Cognitive Linguistics 6(1). 89-130.

Sprouse, Jon & Diogo Almeida. 2013. The empirical status of data in syntax: A reply to Gibson and
Fedorenko. Language and Cognitive Processes 28(3). 222—-228.



