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| ABSTRACT

One of the challenges that cognitive linguists face is how the parts of a scene are arranged and how sequential actions are joined
together to form a wider scene. The order of actions in a scene is affected by how we see that scene, which is reflected in the
language we use. The current study aims to develop a model of construalization to see how sequential scenes in Dan Brown'’s
The Da Vinci Code are viewed. A group of operations have been suggested under three umbrella terms: saliency, perspective and
comparison. The proposed operations can base on either syntactic (such as grammatical saliency) or semantic properties (such
as zooming). The study chose 28 actions in two broad scenes. The present study concluded that construalization plays an
important role in the viewing arrangement of dynamic scenes. The place of entities in a scene affects our conceptualization of
them; whenever the entity moves, our viewpoint changes.
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1. Introduction

Cognitive linguistics (CL) is an approach to studying natural language in relation to cognition. It emerged in the late 1970s and
early 1980s in the work of several linguists who were not convinced of the traditional theories of the study of language. It
investigates the relationship between human language, the mind and socio-physical experience. While its origins are philosophical
in nature, CL has been strongly influenced by theories and findings from the other cognitive sciences, especially combining
knowledge from both cognitive psychology and linguistics, and more recently by the brain sciences, the interdisciplinary field
known as cognitive neuroscience (Evans et al., 2007, p. 2). What makes CL a distinct and worthwhile enterprise in the contemporary
study of language is its interesting relationship between language, mind and sociophysical experience. CL, broadly speaking, aims
to analyze the relationship between language and world experience. It can be defined as a powerful linguistic framework to study
language, conceptual systems, human cognition, and general meaning construction. Within language, CL addresses the structuring
of fundamental conceptual categories like space and time, scenes and events, entities and process, motion and location, force and
causation (Fauconnier, 2003).

Cognitive linguists have used language as a means of studying aspects of conceptual organization and structure. The field related
to the analysis of aspects of the mind, such as knowledge representation and meaning construction, employing language as a lens
for doing so, is often known as cognitive semantics. Cognitive semantics have its root in the 1970s due to the objectivist approach,
truth-conditional semantics, which emerged within formal linguistics, which views language independent of other mental
processes. Evans (2007, p. 5) defines the term cognitive semantics as studying the relationship between experience, the conceptual
system, and the semantic structure encoded by language. The cognitive semanticians aim to examine knowledge representation
(conceptual structure) and meaning construction (conceptualization). As a result, research in cognitive semantics tends to be
concerned with the human mind as much as it is interested in studying linguistic semantics. This means that cognitive semantics
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sees linguistic meaning as a manifestation of conceptual structure. As Talmy (2000) said, “research on cognitive semantics is
research on conceptual content and its organization in language”. Like CL, cognitive semantics represents an approach rather than
a single theory. One of these theories that have a large space in cognitive semantics is construal operation.

The phenomenon of construalization plays a fundamental role in cognitive semantics. It has been studied by different cognitive
linguists. The conceptualization of the dynamic scenes in our minds is a difficult challenge in cognitive linguistics. That is, they are
like a video, consisting of a group of moving images that are linked by certain relations. An experienced novelist is a painter who
has the ability to reflect reality using words. The difficulty lies in how they depict a scene in most detail, as if the reader sees it. The
study deals with the construal operation of language to see how scenes are viewed to treat this problem.

2. Construal Operations

One of the fundamental properties of our mind is how we can conceptualize or construe the same series of actions in different
ways. In CL, this is referred to as construal. Construing an entity or situation means interpreting or conceptualizing it in some way
(Verhagen, 2007). It is "our manifest ability to conceive and portray the same situation in alternate ways" (Langacker, 2008, p. 43).
This means that we can give multiple interpretations to the same situation. Consider the following two situations:

a. The glass is half empty/ the half-empty glass.
b. The glass is half full/ the half-full glass.

Someone will probably say that the glass is half-full. Another may look at it differently and proclaim that it is half-empty. However,
both are correct. The speaker of (a) looks at the empty part of the glass, neglecting the remainder of the water, whereas the speaker
of (b) looks at the full part of the water. Therefore, both expressions describe the same situation from different perspectives
(Radden and Dirven, 2007). This can be seen in Figure 1.

R

Syt

Figure 1: Half Full or Half Empty Glass

Construal operations have been classified by four cognitive linguists: Ronald Langacker (1987, 2008), Leonard Talmy (1988, 2000),
and William Croft and Alan Cruse (2004). Therefore, the following subsections shed light briefly on these different but overlapping
versions of the construal operations.

2.1. Langacker's focal adjustments

Langacker (1987, p. 116-37) differentiated between three classes of construal operations that he called ‘focal adjustments":
selection, perspective, and abstraction. Selection relates to the human being's ability to select some aspects of a scene to focus on
and ignore others. Basic domains of the selected item include space, time, colour, pitch, temperature, pressure, pain, odour,
emotion. Perspective describes the viewpoint from which a particular scene is viewed. It consists of four aspects: figure-ground
alignment, viewpoint, deixis, subjectivity and objectivity. Finally, abstraction relates to the level of precision and detail at which a
scene is described.

Langacker (2008) revised his classification, consisting of four operations: specificity, focusing, perspective, dynamicity. Specificity
corresponds to the previous category of abstraction, and perspective has remained the same. Focusing includes the aspect of
selection and the phenomenon of figure-ground alignment (or foreground-background arrangement), which was categorized
under the perspective operation in the previous classification. Prominence refers to the saliency of certain aspects of a scene in
relation to others. The concepts of profiling and trajector-landmark alignment fall under the category of prominence
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2.2. Talmy's imaging systems

Talmy (1988) differentiated between four classes of construal operation under the name of 'imaging systems": schematization,
perspective, attention, and force dynamics. There is a plausible overlap between Talmy’'s and Langacker’s classification. That is, the
categories of schematization, perspective and attention correspond to Langacker's notions of specificity, perspective and
prominence. The new category in Talmy's classification is force dynamics which refers to the idea of how entities of a scene
physically interact with each other with respect to force.

Talmy (2000, p. 40-84) also revised his classification, categorizing it into four major systems: configurational structure system,
perspectival system, attentional system, and force dynamics system. The new classification is similar to the previous one with more
detailed branches. The first category includes six patterns: plexity, boundedness, dividedness, degree of an extension, the pattern
of distribution and axiality. The second category has several schematic categories, including location, distance, mode and direction.
The third construal operation consists of three factors: strength, pattern and mapping. The final category differentiates between
two factors: agonist and antagonist.

2.3. Croft and Cruse’s model of linguistic construal operations

Croft and Cruse (2004) were not satisfied with Talmy's and Langacker’s classifications, considering them as incomprehensive. They
state that although the two classifications share many categories in common, several categories (such as framing, image schema
and metaphor) do not exist. Accordingly, Croft and Cruse propose a model combining Talmy’s and Langacker’s classifications with
some modifications. They classify construal operations under four categories:

1. Attention/salience: includes selection (profiling and metonymy), scope (scope of predication, search domains, and
accessibility), scalar adjustment (quantitative and qualitative), and dynamic (fictive motion and summary/sequential
scanning).

2. Judgement/comparison: includes categorization, metaphor, and figure/ground.

3. Perspective/situatedness: includes viewpoint (vantage point and orientation), deixis (spatiotemporal, epistemic, empathy),
and subjectivity/objectivity.

4. Constitution/Gestalt: includes structural schematization, individuation (boundedness, unity/multiplicity, etc.), topological/
geometric schematization (container, etc.), scale, force dynamics, and relationality.

There is a direct relationship between these construal operations and the viewing arrangement of a scene. They play a vital role in
conceptualising the entities of a scene and the way they are arranged. Accordingly, these construal operations should be given full
consideration.

3. The Model of Construalization

Since the schematic primitive structures are regarded as building blocks of any moveable scene, they play a vital role in structuring
the conceptual system. Construalization, often known as a conceptual system, is relatively rich in detail. Both schematic and
conceptual language systems work together and cannot be separated, configrating the picture of a scene. The former is
metaphorically considered as the skeleton that is covered by the conceptual system. This means that unlike the schematic system,
the conceptual system is variable. From this perspective, construalization is defined as conceptualising and interpreting the same
situation in different ways (Langacker 2008).

Construalization takes a leading role in the conceptualization of the sequential scenes. It concerns which elements of a scene are
highlighted over others (saliency); where we view a scene from (perspective); and how we can construe a scene in relation to
another compared one (comparison). Depending on the three approaches to construalization (Langacker 1987, Talmy 2000, and
Croft and Cruse, 2004), the study classifies construal operations into three: saliency, perspective, and judgement. These operations
will be elaborately examined, and classified into various sub-categories with some minor simplifying modifications.

3.1. Saliency

One common dimension of construalization is saliency, also known as attention, focus or prominence. It concerns the distribution
of attention over scenes and their entities. Attention is a fundamental phenomenon to human cognitive perception. Langacker
(1987, p. 115) defines attention as "intrinsically associated with the intensity or energy level of cognitive processes, which translates
experientially into greater prominence or salience". As such, saliency is the process of selecting the most highlighted properties of
a scene and backgrounding others. Selection is the process of ignoring some aspects of a scene that are irrelevant to the purpose
at hand and foregrounding the most prominent ones (Croft and Wood, 2000, p. 58). It is interesting to state that the construal
operation of salience is somewhat comparable to relevance theory.
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Four aspects fall under the domain of saliency. They are onstage vs offstage, figure-ground alignment, zooming and grammatical
saliency. In the remainder of this section, the study will shed light on these aspects of attention.

3.1.1. Onstage Vs. Offstage
The notions of onstage and offstage refer to the idea that some parts of a scene can be visible to hearers or readers (onstage) or be
suppressed and implicit, but it is not in the focus of attention. Consider the following scene:

¢. The man stepped up the top of the bridge and then climbed the fence and jumped to the ground by suicide.

The author and viewers of this scene do not pay much attention to other people, cars, the type of fence, or to other surrounding
irrelevant parts, even though they are logically aware. However, the attention is focused on what is onstage, such as the man, the
bridge, the fence, and the ground.

The distinction between onstage and offstage is described by Langacker (2008, p. 77) in terms of subjectivity and objectivity, which
concern the relationship between the viewer and that which is viewed. For instance, when someone is watching a play, their attention
is completely focused on what is onstage, more specifically on the actor presently speaking. Other irrelevant parts of the play are
offstage. Although the other people in the audience are not in the focus of attention, they can also be profiled as part of a scene.

3.1.2. Figure-ground alignment

A further type of selection as a construal operation is figure-ground alignment which is derived from Gestalt psychology as one of
the principles of perception. Later, this concept is applied in CL, in particular by Fillmore and Talmy. A figure is an entity that
includes the prominent part of a scene due to its distinctive feature. On the other hand, ground refers to a part of a scene that has
a less dominant shape (Evans, 2007, p. 79). For instance, printed black words are seen as the figure and the white sheet as the
ground. Talmy (2000, p. 183) identifies a number of criteria for determining figure and ground. These are shown in Table 1.

Table 1: The criteria of figure-ground alignment

Figure

Ground

Has unknown spatial properties

Have known spatial properties

More movable

more stationary

Smaller

Larger

Geometrically simpler

Geometrically more complex

More recently, in awareness

Earlier on the scene/in memory

Of greater concern/relevance

Of lesser concern/relevance

Less immediately perceivable

More immediately perceivable

More prominent

More backgrounded

More dependent

More independent

To be sure, humans tend to focus their attention on the moveable aspects of a scene. In other words, moveable participants
involved in a sequential scene are more prominent than those who are somewhat stationary. Consider the following scene:

d. The cat jumped on the tree.

In this scene, we give more attention to the cat rather than the tree. This is because our background knowledge tells us that the
cat is more likely than the tree to move. Thus, the cat is considered as the figure and the remainder of the scene as the ground.
The scene would be odd if we change figure (the cat) to ground (the tree).

Furthermore, spatial representation in language plays a role in distinguishing between figure and ground. Evans and Green (2006,
p. 69) refer to three parameters by which a spatial scene is configured: figure-ground segregation, the relative proximity of the
figure with respect to the ground, and the position of the figure with respect to the ground.

3.1.3. Zooming

Zooming is the process of transfer from the outer periphery to the point of focus, i.e., narrowing of the scope, like a funnel.
Langacker calls this fundamental part of the knowledge network the scope of a lexical concept. For instance, imagine if someone
tells another one about the location of money in the kitchen, which consists of a counter, which has a cabinet underneath it, which
includes shelves, and which consists of a meat grinder on the top shelf. This scene can be expressed as follow (Extracted from Croft
and Cruse, 2004):

e. The money is in the kitchen, under the counter, in the left-hand cabinet, on the top shelf, behind the meat grinder.
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This scene makes reference to the scope of attention that has to do with a combination of spatial relations, designated by the
prepositions in, under, on, and behind. Each locative expression profiles an object in the scope specified by the preceding locative
expression. That is, we use the locative expression in the kitchen to narrow the scope to the meat grinder.

In scene (e), we start with the most distant scope of attention for the profiled object (i.e., the money), and then we narrow the
scope, zooming it successively in the way that the profiled object can be found. In other words, the optimal lexical concept is the
meat grinder which carries the most scope of attention and the kitchen, the most distant scope (Kovecses, 2006, p. 230).

3.1.4. Grammatical saliency

The grammatical organization is also fundamental to saliency. A phrase can grammatically take a particular position in order to
become more prominent in the scene. One of the ways to study the distribution of attention from a grammatical perspective is
what is traditionally called information packaging constructions (Quirk et al., 1985) or information structures. This structuring
provides a wide range of formal options to express the same information content in different ways. It relates to the organization
of new and old information in a scene to be fit with the hearer/reader's information. The study picks out two constructions to
achieve this kind of prominence: Positioning and passivation.

Positioning is concerned with the linear organization of syntactic components. It can be divided into preposition and postposition.
The former is the fronting of a grammatical element into the initial position, whereas postposition relates to the postposing of an
item to the right of its basic position at the end of the sentence (Quirk et al., 1985, p. 1377, 1383). Consider the following scenes:

f Bill kicks the white ball.
g. The white ball Bill kicks.

The difference between (f) and (g) occurs in the entity that is fronded, and the one postponed. In (f), Bill holds the most focus of
attention because he acts as the fronted agent. However, the white ball is the prominent entity in (g) since it is fronted, preceding
the agent. In sum, the position of an element in the sentence determines its importance.

A further way in which the speaker/writer draws the hearer/reader's attention to a given entity is passivation. It concerns the
subject-object shifting. In other words, it violates English word order (SVO). The scene producer has a number of grammatical
choices about the verb forms. Among them is active and passive structure. The use of active construction denotes that the action
actor is under our attention while using passive construction indicates that the object holds attention over the agent. That is, this
diversity of grammatical structures is used to serve a specific purpose by giving more emphasis to a certain entity. Consider the
following two scenes:

h.  George killed the dog.
i.  The dog was killed by George.

The scenes (h) and (i) differ in the grammatical construction used to describe the scene. In the active construction, the focus is on
the dynamic actor of the scene (i.e,, Bill), while the dog in (i) is on the undergoer.

3.2. Perspective

A further operation of construalization is perspective which plays an important role in the relationship between language and
cognition. It is the specific point from which a given entity or scene is viewed." (Langacker, 2008, p. 73). In other words, different
conceptualizers conceive the same scene by using different grammatical structures. This means that perspective depends on the
spatial and temporal imagery conceptualised from a situation. However, perspective cannot only be realized through spatial
situations. We can conceptualize the world based on other domains, such as knowledge and belief and our spatiotemporal location.
Croft and Cruse (2004, p. 58-59) state that perspective, or what they called it as 'situatedness’, goes back to Heidegger's notion of
'being-in-the-world', which refers to the idea that we are already in a situation and construing it from a specific perspective.

The construal operations relative to perspective contain three processes they are viewpoint, deixis, and subjectivity/objectivity. The
following sub-sections are assigned to explain these processes.

3.2.1. Viewpoint

The term viewpoint is suggested by Langacker to refer to the conceptualization of the same scene in different ways. The viewpoint
can be expressed through two types: vantage point and orientation, which give rise to foreground/background relations. The
vantage point is the point of view from which a situation is conceptualized depending on a particular spatial or temporal position.
Since the study is concerned with the analysis of moveable scenes, the focus will be on the construal vantage point of motion. It
is obvious that the construal perspective changes whenever the mover moves.

1 The term 'viewers' refer to the speaker/writer and hearer/reader.
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The vantage point is illustrated with horizontally spatial prepositions such as in front of/behind or across. The choice between one
of these prepositions depends on where the conceptualizer is located (Croft and Wood, 2000, p. 64). Verbs such as come inside
and go outside can also be used to indicate this vantage point. Consider the following examples:

J. Thecar is in front of the tree.
k. The car is behind the tree.

Although these two sentences describe the same scene, the way of the depiction is different. Scene (j) is said by the observer who
actually looks at the car that is stood between them and the tree. However, imagine if the observer goes to the other side of the
tree, their viewpoint would be different, describing it as (k). Notice that there is no change in the places of cars and trees. The only
change that happens is in the conceptualizer's vantage point. This can be diagrammed in Figure 2:

Figure 2:

The car is in front of the tree —

X I. i ..
% The car is behind the tree
! ® i ..

Figure 2: The conceptualizer's vantage point

Therefore, the feature of 'being behind’ depends on “the conceptualizer's location within the overall spatial setting” (Croft and
Cruse, 2004, p. 58). Furthermore, the speaker/writer must coordinate their viewpoint with that of the hearer/reader.

On the other hand, orientation occurs when the situation is vertically viewed by the observer. It is illustrated with the prepositions
like above and below. However, “[a]lternative construals for orientation are much rarer since we rarely go around standing on our
heads or hanging from our feet" (Croft and Cruse, 2004, p. 59). For instance,

[ The plane is above the city.
m. The city is below the plane.

3.2.2. Deixis

Deixis is one of the basic linguistic phenomena that deals with the connection of language with its spatiotemporal and personal
context. It is traditionally distinguished into three types: time, place, and person deixis. Deixis plays a central role in the
construalization of a scene. It concerns the positioning of participants in a scene. It is not only certain words (such as now/then,
here/there, or I/you/ etc.) that can function as deictic expressions; tenses, however, can also function deictically (Kovecses, 2006,
p. 237). For instance, when someone says ‘| am working’, the conceptualizer will realize that this action occurs at the moment of
speaking. And when they say that 'l worked’, the conceptualizer will know that the action happens before the time of speaking,
and so on.
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The construalization of a scene does not only depend on who says something in a specific time or space. It also includes the
conceptualizers' shared knowledge, or what is known as common or epistemic ground. Such common ground? provides us with an
epistemic perspective situating the participants in a given scene (Croft and Wood, 2000, p. 64). The most common example of
epistemic perspective is the use of definite and indefinite articles. Look at the following two scenes taken from Croft and Cruse
(2004, p. 61):

n. Did you see a hedgehog?
o. Did you see the hedgehog?

They both refer to different construals of the situation. In (n), the hedgehog is construed as unknown to the hearer, whilst scene
(0) is as part of their common ground.

In sum, perspectival construals result from our being in the world in a specific location. That is, we are in a given spatial position
in the world (vantage point) and in a vertical orientation. As participants, we are located depending on particular spatiotemporal
relations (deixis) or on our shared knowledge about the world (epistemic perspective).

3.3. Judgement and Comparison

Judgement is a philosophical concept suggested by Kant, who considered it as a basic cognitive faculty. Croft and Wood (2000, p.
64) link this concept to the process of comparison by which we can judge the similarity between two entities or situations.
Judgement can be distinguished through three processes: framing, metaphor, and figure-ground relationships.

3.3.1. Framing

Fillmore proposes the term ‘framing, which is also called ‘domain’ or ‘base’ by Langacker and categorization by Lakoff and many
other cognitive linguists. It refers to the categorization of entities and scenes in order to compare it to prior experience. Thus, it is
a construal operation based on the comparison (Langacker 1987, p. 103-105). The fundamental notion of framing is that linguistic
units cannot be understood without being shared knowledge related to that unit. This means that concepts are not separated
units; instead, they are part of a wider related structure.

Since the study focuses only on the dynamic scenes, the following scene illustrates the framing of that kind of scene:
p.  The man wiped his hand over the boy's head. The boy remembered his father, who used to do the same when he slept.

Here, two different scenes are categorized within the same domain or frame. That is the action of 'wiping over the boy's head' that
the man performs compared to what his father used to do.

3.3.2. Metaphor

The final construal operation that involves comparison is a metaphor. From CL point of view, metaphor is a conceptual system
based on comparing two categories. In their Conceptual Metaphor Theory, Lakoff and Johnson (1980) differentiate between two
conceptual domains: source domain target domain. The former relates to the literal meaning from which we draw metaphorical
expressions, while the latter concerns the information we try to understand. Understanding the source domain in terms of the
target domain involves a set of corresponded elements, joined by a process known as mapping (Lakoff, 2006, p. 185). For instance,
the phrase ‘to waste time’ (From Croft and Cruse, 2004, p. 55) consists of a comparison between two domains: the target domain,
represented by TIME; and the source domain, indicated by MONEY. That is, time is compared with money. In terms of
construalization, metaphor provides us with two alternative construals to the same scene.

2 The notion of ‘common ground’ was first coined by Clark, who defines the shared knowledge between two interlocutors as "the sum of their
mutual, common or joint knowledge, beliefs and suppositions" (1996, p. 93).
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Figure 3 summarizes the model of construalization and the main construal operations suggested in the current study.

n onstage
Vs.offstage
Figure-ground
alignment
— Saliency —
— Zooming
i Positioning
| | Grammatical
saliency .
Passivation
c
Q
g — Vantage point
g— —  Viewpoint [
‘g — Orientation
8 | H Perspective H
— Spatiotemporal
— Deixis —
—Epistemic ground
— Framing
—  Judgement
—  Metaphor

Figure 3: The process of construalization

It is important to point out that the schematic scene-building and construalization are two different but overlapped domains. The
former is analogically treated as the skeleton that is covered by the latter: the body cannot have a skeleton without meat covering
it and vice versa. Accordingly, these two systems form the basic part of the scene analysis.

4. Data Description

The data of the study involve the analysis of two scenes selected from Dan Brown’s The Da Vinci Code to be analyzed in terms of
the model developed. The scenes are selected depending on the four features of a scene (time, place, participant(s), and theme).
In other words, each scene happens at the same time and place and consists of the same characters and theme. Each scene includes
a group of dynamic actions that are arranged sequentially. The researchers picked out 28 dynamic actions to be analyzed, as shown
in the appendices.

5. Analysis

5.1. The Analysis of Scene One

The scene revolves around two participants: the curator Jacques Sauniére and his albino attacker. Because he is pursued, the
curator grabs a Caravaggio painting from the wall to trigger the automated alarm and prison himself inside the Grand Gallery. As
a result, the iron gate is dropped around the suite. Beyond the iron bars, the albino asks him to reveal where 'the ancient secret'
is. The curator at first pretends that he does not know, but eventually, he is at gunpoint. However, Sauniéere has lied about the
secret that he has carefully rehearsed many times. His attacker replies that the other three sénéchaux had said the same lie. Then
he shoots Sauniére in the stomach and leaves him to die. The curator realizes that his three brethren are dead, and he has only a
few minutes to live. Therefore, he must pass on his important secret.

5.1.1. Construalization of Scene One

5.1.1.1. Saliency

Saliency relates to how attention is distributed over the entities of a scene. The distribution of attention takes place when the writer
selects the elements that affect the viewing arrangement of a scene and place them in the center of attention. In scene one, the
writer highlights many elements that play a major role in arranging the scene and influencing its actions, such as the participants
(Sauniére and his attacker) and other entities (such as the vaulted archway, the gallery of the museum, the painting that Sauniéere
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collided with, the iron gate and its bars, as well as the weapon that was used to kill Sauniére). That is, all of these elements are
onstage and are being clearly perceivable by the readers. However, other elements, such as the ceiling and walls of the gallery,
Sauniére's and his attacker's clothes, the paintings shown (except for the painting of Caravaggio with which Sauniere collided), the
type and size of weapon used to kill Sauniere, etc., are off-stage elements. This means that the writer does not depict these
irrelevant elements because they do not affect the sequential order of actions in the scene.

However, some onstage elements of the scene have gained a prominent position over others through the use of several linguistic
construal aspects, which greatly affect the viewing arrangement of the moveable scene. One of these aspects used to the
foreground and background entities are figure-ground alignment. Every dynamic scene has a figure that holds the prominent part
of the scene and ground with less saliency. Consider the following sequential MISs taken from scene one:

1. Renowned curator Jacques Sauniere staggered through the vaulted archway of the museum's Grand Gallery.
2. He lunged for the nearest painting he could see, a Caravaggio.

3. Grabbing the gilded frame, the seventy-six-year-old man heaved the masterpiece toward himself

4. until it tore from the wall and

5. Sauniere collapsed backwards in a heap beneath the canvas.

In scenes (1), (2), (3) and (5), Sauniére, who is represented as the figure, holds the focus of attention. What makes Sauniére more
prominent or remarkable from other parts of the scene is that he is a moving or conceptually movable entity whose orientation.
On the other hand, the gallery, the masterpiece, and a heap beneath the canvas have somewhat a stationary setting. In the scene
(4), by contrast, the figure of the masterpiece is more prominent than the wall, which is recognized as the ground. This is because
the masterpiece has the feature of movement in this scene.

Another strategy of focusing attention is zooming, which is used to narrow the scope to reach the optimal lexical concept that
holds the most scope of attention. In scene (1) above, the author narrows the scope, starting successively from the most distant
scope of attention (i.e., the museum), which has a Grand Gallery consisting of the vaulted archway. The optimal lexical concept,
the vaulted archway, holds the most scope of attention, while the general concept (the gallery) has the most distant scope.

5.1.1.2. Perspective

From the cognitive semantic perspective, the writer (i.e.,, Dan Brown) and the reader are part of the scenes, and thus, the scene is
objectively construed. In the scene (1) above, the writer? depicts the scene for the reader in the way that Sauniére staggered
through the vaulted archway toward the Grand Gallery, which was in front of him, as seen in Figure 4, i.e., the viewing angle is
toward the Gallery. Such type of viewpoint involves the motion perspective, i.e., the sequential mode:

Perspective viewpoint

Y T

The archway

The Gallery
Figure 4: The viewpoint of the scene 'Sauniere staggered through the vaulted archway’

However, when Sauniere went inside the Gallery, the angle of view, i.e., viewpoint or direction, is reversed 180 degrees. That is,
Sauniére is situated inside the Gallery and the attacker outside in the archway, as seen in the following scene.

1. Only fifteen feet away, outside the sealed gate, the mountainous silhouette of his attacker stared through the iron bars.

3 The study regularly adopts the author’s viewpoint
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The use of spatial deictic expressions ‘fifteen feet away’ and ‘outside’ indicates that the writer depicts the scene from the Sauniere’
viewpoint. This can be illustrated in the following diagram.

Perspective viewpoint

X
2 X,

The archway

The Gallery

Figure 5: The viewpoint of the scene 'Only fifteen feet away, outside the sealed gate’

The writer also uses other prepositions to construe the same scene but in different ways. Consider the following two extracted
scenes:

6. Sauniere collapsed backwards in a heap beneath the canvas.
7. He crawled out from under the canvas.

Both scenes are conceptualized depending on two different spatial prepositions, in and under. In both scenes, Sauniere is
conceptualized under the canvas. But, in scene (7), the author focuses his vantage point from the top, while in scene (8), it is from
the bottom. Therefore, he depicts the same scene in two different orientations.

The epistemic perspective has a key role in the construalization of scene one. The writer shows the shared knowledge between the
participants through the use of definite and indefinite articles. For instance,

8. A voice spoke, chillingly close.
9. The mountainous silhouette of his attacker stared through the iron bars.

In scene (9), the author shows that Sauniére does not share information about the person the voice came from; namely, he does
not know about the attacker. In scene (10), Sauniere knew that the voice had come out of the mountainous silhouette of his
attacker. The author alters this perspective through the use of the definite article 'the'. This means that his epistemic perspective
has reversed.

5.1.1.3. Judgement and Comparison

In scene one, the author categorizes different objects and actions in terms of others. Since the study concentrates on analyzing
the dynamic scenes used in the selected novel, addressing how objects are categorized is out of our scope. The following scene,
extracted from scene one, represents the framing process:

10. Almost cruelly, the bullet had missed his heart. As a veteran of la Guerre d'Algérie, the curator had witnessed this horribly
drawnout death before.

In scene (11), the author links two scenes within one domain or frame. The scene of blood and murder was already categorized in
Sauniére's mind. This means that there is a kind of comparison between the scene that happened with him in the museum's Gallery
and a prior scene when he was a veteran.

Metaphorically speaking, the author employs different metaphors to describe the dynamic scenes. For instance, the verb ‘froze’ is
used, in scene (12), metaphorically to conceptualize Sauniére's case.

11. On his hands and knees, the curator froze, turning his head slowly.

Hence, there is a comparison between the actions of fear and freeze. The former represents the source domain, whereas the latter
is the target domain. Their relationship can be diagrammed as follow:
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Source domain Target domain

Fear » Freeze
Change from comfort to Change from dissolution to
anxiety / \ " freezing

Liquid: blood Liquid: Water

Figure 6: The conceptual mapping of froze metaphor

The source domain and the target domain share some similar information. Both share the properties of being liquid and have the
feature of changing states. Those common properties are mapped to form the metaphor of froze.

5.2. The Analysis of Scene Two

This scene includes many dynamic actions that take place between three characters: Teabing, Sophie, and Silas. Teabing and Sophie
are at gunpoint by Silas (the albino), who orders them to hand him the keystone. While Teabing struggles with his crutches, he
drops the keystone on the ground; and Silas lunges to save the stone. In the meantime, one of Teabing's crutches hits Silas's leg.
As Silas collapses to his right, his gun releases a bullet into the wall.

5.2.1. Construalization of Scene Two

5.2.1.1. Saliency

Saliency concerns the distribution of attention over the scenes or parts of a scene. This distribution is governed by a group of
processes. The elements that have the most prominence are superior to those that have the least prominence in the scene or
between the scenes. The more prominent elements are more important and more influential on the viewing arrangement of the
scene than the other elements.

In scene two, the author focuses the attention on some elements of the scene, making them onstage. Among these onstage
entities are the participants (Teabing and Silas), the stone or the cylinder, the crutch, the pistol and the bullet, and other entities
that are being clearly perceivable by the readers. However, a lot of entities that are part of the spatial location of the scene are
suppressed by the author because they are irrelevant to the sequential viewing arrangement of the scene.

One of the linguistic aspects used to foreground and background the entities of the scene is figure-ground alignment. The author
selects some entities to be foregrounded in comparison to the ground entities that are backgrounded. Consider the following
extracted scene:

12. Teabing slipped his right hand through one of his crutches and grasped the keystone in his left.
13. The crutch slid out from under him, and he began to topple sideways to his right.

In scene (13), the figure is Teabing, and the ground is his crutches since the former is more moveable. As we tend to focus our
attention on the moveable aspects of a scene, Teabing in scene (13) carries the prominent part of the scene, and the crutch has
less prominent. Unlike scene (13), Teabing is conceptualized as the ground in scene (14), whereas the figure is the crutch that is
conceived as a moving entity. Therefore, the attention is focused on the crutch more than on Teabing.

Similarly, the following two scenes have inverted figure and ground distinction:s
14. No! Silas lunged to save the stone, lowering his weapon in the process.

15. But the keystone was moving away from him now.
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In scene (15), Silas carries the focus of attention since it is conceptualized as the figure and the stone the ground. In comparison,
Silas in scene (16) has somewhat a stationary location from which the figure, the keystone, moves away. In other words, Silas has
less attention than the keystone. This can be shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8:

——————

g N

7’ \

/ \ 2
{ X \ X
\ /

\ 7

\\ ,'I

S - Ground
Figure

Figure 7: The figure-ground representation of ‘Silas lunged to save the stone' scene

The dashed circle refers to the figure that has the moving feature and the square to the ground entity. The dashed arrow indicates
the form of movement. The entity X' is used to refer to Silas, whilst X2 to the stone. The diagram shows that Silas, as the moving
entity, lungs toward the stone, which is somewhat stationary. The focus of attention is on the moveable entity rather than the
ground.
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Figure 8: The figure-ground representation 'the keystone was moving away from him now’ scene

The focus of attention is shifted when the stone becomes the figure, having the moving characteristic, and Silas the ground. The
stone holds the focus because it is that entity that moves away from Silas.

Another aspect of saliency is the process of zooming. Narrow the scope is a strategy used by the writer when he narrows the scope,
starting successively from the most general scope (i.e., Silas’ body) to specific scope (his fresh), as indicated in (17):

16. Splinters of pain tore up Silas's body as the crutch made perfect contact with his cilice, crushing the barbs into his already
raw flesh.

In this scene, the author describes Silas’ pain, zooming from his body to his flesh. The lexical concept that the writer finally arrives
at (viz., flesh) holds the most scope of attention, while the most general concept (the body) holds less attention.

The grammatical organization of a scene also plays a fundamental role to foreground some entities over others. In different
situations, the writer introduced one action to another. This is because they relate to the sequential relationship of actions that are
happened later in time; or those that are occurred at an earlier time: before and after. Consider the following scenes:

17. Lurching to his feet, he stood erect, palming the heavy cylinder in his left hand, and leaning unsteadily on his crutch with
his right.

18. As the man fell to his right, his left hand swung backwards, and the cylinder tumbled from his palm onto the couch.
19. Buckling, Silas crumpled to his knees, causing the belt to cut deeper still.

In (18), Teabing lurched before he stood erect; the action of falling in (19) also happened before swinging and buckling before
crumpling. The three actions of lurching, falling, and buckling get the highest concentration. That is, the grammatical organization
of actions occurs in sequential order.

5.2.1.2. Perspective

Dan Brown and we, as the viewers of the scene, construe it objectively. The linguistic aspects and the spatial setting used in this

scene can determine the viewpoint. The writer depicts the scene from Silas’ viewpoint: as if the viewing angle (the camera) is from

Silas’ side and in the direction of Teabing. For instance, the use of the adjective ‘forward’ in scene (21) indicates that the writer
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construes a scene in the way that the stone is in front of Silas, who steps quickly to take it. This means that the viewpoint is directed
toward the stone, as diagrammed in Figure 9:

20. Silas stepped quickly forward to take the stone, and as he did, the man on crutches lost his balance.

Perspective viewpoint

Figure 9: The viewpoint of the scene ‘Silas stepped quickly forward’

The dashed arrow refers to Silas' motion toward the stone that Teabing holds and is symbolized by a circle. As indicated in the
diagram, the angle of view is forward toward the stone. Such viewpoint has the sequential mode, that is, the motion perspective.

In scene (19), although the direction of movement is different from (21), the viewpoint is still from Silas’ side. This can be
linguistically reflected in the use of the word ‘backward’, as shown in the following diagram:

Perspective viewpoint

Teabing

Figure 10: The viewpoint of the scene ‘his left hand swung backward’

The fall of Teabing's hand is construed from Silas’ vantage point’, i.e., the writer depicts the scene from behind.

In scene (14) above, the preposition ‘under’ indicates that the writer focuses his oriented vantage point from the top. The spatial
deictic expressions, such as ‘away’ in scene (14) and ‘a few feet’ in scene (22), can also contribute to identifying the viewpoint of
the scene. The adverb ‘away’ refers to the idea that the stone which is moving away from Silas is in front of him. Similarly, the
expression ‘a few feet' in (22) indicates that Silas is approaching Teabing.

1. The monk closed to within a few feet, keeping the gun aimed directly at Teabing's head.
In short, the angle of view is on Silas’ side, and whenever the mover moves, the construal perspective changes.

5.2.1.3. Judgement and Comparison

Comparison is another construal operation used in scene two. The writer uses different aspects of comparison to compare a
particular entity with another. One of these aspects is ‘framing’ which concerns the categorizing of different entities within the
same domain. For instance, the entities the weapon, the gun, the pistol and the bullet are used in different scenes to refer to the
same tool (As shown in scenes 23, 24, and 25). All these linguistic units cannot be understood without shared knowledge related
to the weapons domain.

21. The monk closed to within a few feet, keeping the gun aimed directly at Teabing's head.
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22. Nol! Silas lunged to save the stone, lowering his weapon in the process.
23. The pistol discharged with a deafening roar, the bullet burying itself harmlessly in the floorboards as Silas fell.

The scene also consists of different dynamic metaphors. Among them are the following scenes:

24. At the same instant, the metal crutch that had been sliding out from under the man seemed to accelerate, cutting a wide
arc through the air toward Silas's leg.

25. Buckling, Silas crumpled to his knees, causing the belt to cut deeper still.
26. Splinters of pain tore up Silas's body as the crutch made perfect contact with his cilice.

In (26), the action "cutting’ is metaphorically used to refer to the process of the transfer of the crutch from under Teabing to Silas.
This transfer slits the air as if it is a knife. In (27), the verb ‘crumple’ is used with an animate object, as with a sheet that undergoes
disordered deformation. However, it is used here to refer to Silas’ collapse after being struck by the crutch. Finally, the action 'tore
up' is used exaggeratedly to refer to the intensity of the pain, as if the pain tore through Silas’ body like a sheet of paper.

6. Conclusion

Different conclusions can be drawn out in relation to the findings arrived at in this study. After investigating the construalization
of sequential scenes in Dan Brown’s The Da Vinci Code, the study has come up with two conclusions. Theoretically, construalization
plays a leading role in conceptualising the sequential viewing arrangement of a scene. Each scene has three construal operations:
saliency, perspective and comparison. The former occurs when certain parts of a scene are highlighted over others. Saliency can
be reflected linguistically through four aspects: onstage vs offstage, figure-ground alignment, zooming and grammatical saliency.
The second operation is perspective which concerns the spatial and temporal imagery from which a situation is conceptualized. It
is realized through three aspects: viewpoint, deixis, and subjectivity/objectivity. The final operation is a comparison related to how
we construe a scene in relation to another. It can be reflected through framing, metaphor, and figure-ground relationships.

Practically, construalization plays an important role in the viewing arrangement of dynamic scenes. The writer selects certain entities
that affect the viewing arrangement of the scenes and place them in the center of attention. That is, he highlights the elements
that play a major role in arranging the scene and influencing its actions. The writer used different linguistic ways to make some
onstage elements prominent. For instance, he ignores the entities that are irrelevant by making them offstage and narrows the
scope of others by starting successively from the most general scope to a specific one. He also introduces one entity or action to
another to be grammatically prominent. This is because it relates to the sequential relationship of actions that are happened later
in time; or those that are occurred at an earlier time. The writer also adopted a specific vantage point from which a scene is
conceptualized depending on a particular spatial or temporal position. This vantage point changes whenever the mover moves.
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Appendix (1)
Prologue
Paris, Louvre Museum, 10:46 P.M.

30.
31.
32.
33.

34.
35.
36.
37.

Renowned curator Jacques Sauniére staggered through the vaulted archway of the museum's Grand Gallery.

He lunged for the nearest painting he could see, a Caravaggio.

Grabbing the gilded frame, the seventy-six-year-old man heaved the masterpiece toward himself until it tore from the wall
and Sauniére collapsed backwards in a heap beneath the canvas.

As he had anticipated, a thundering iron gate fell nearby, barricading the entrance to the suite.

The parquet floor shook. Far off, an alarm began to ring.

The curator lay a moment, gasping for breath, taking stock.

He crawled out from under the canvas and scanned the cavernous space for someplace to hide.

On his hands and knees, the curator froze, turning his head slowly.

Only fifteen feet away, outside the sealed gate, the mountainous silhouette of his attacker stared through the iron bars.
He was broad and tall, with ghost-pale skin and thinning white hair. His irises were pink with dark red pupils.

. The albino drew a pistol from his coat and aimed the barrel through the bars, directly at the curator.

"I told you already," the curator stammered, kneeling defenceless on the floor of the gallery.
"You are lying." The man stared at him, perfectly immobile except for the glint in his ghostly eyes.
The curator felt a surge of adrenaline.

. The man levelled his gun at the curator's head. "Is it a secret you will die for?"

The man tilted his head, peering down the barrel of his gun.

The attacker aimed his gun again.

The gun roared, and the curator felt a searing heat as the bullet lodged in his stomach.
He fell forward... struggling against the pain.

Slowly, Sauniére rolled over and stared back through the bars at his attacker.

. The man was now taking dead aim at Sauniére's head.
. Sauniére closed his eyes, his thoughts a swirling tempest of fear and regret.
. The click of an empty chamber echoed through the corridor.

The curator's eyes flew open.

. The man glanced down at his weapon, looking almost amused.

He reached for a second clip but then seemed to reconsider, smirking calmly at Sauniére's gut.
The curator looked down and saw the bullet hole in his white linen shirt.
It was framed by a small circle of blood a few inches below his breastbone—my stomach.

. Almost cruelly, the bullet had missed his heart. As a veteran of la Guerre d'Algérie, the curator had witnessed this horribly

drawnout death before.

For fifteen minutes, he would survive as his stomach acids seeped into his chest cavity, slowly poisoning him from within.
Alone now, Jacques Sauniére turned his gaze again to the iron gate.

He was trapped, and the doors could not be reopened for at least twenty minutes.

By the time anyone got to him, he would be dead. Even so, the fear that now gripped him was a fear far greater than that of
his own death.

Staggering to his feet, he pictured his three murdered brethren.

Shivering, he pulled himself to his feet.

He was trapped inside the Grand Gallery, and there existed only one person on earth to whom he could pass the torch.
Sauniére gazed up at the walls of his opulent prison.

Appendix (2)
Chapter 65

1.

2
3.
4

—‘“0.00.\‘.@9"

0

Sophie and Teabing were seated on the divan, arms raised as their attacker had commanded.

"My Teacher is very wise," the monk replied, inching closer, the gun shifting between Teabing and Sophie.
Teabing slipped his right hand through one of his crutches and grasped the keystone in his left.

Lurching to his feet, he stood erect, palming the heavy cylinder in his left hand, and leaning unsteadily on his crutch with his
right.

The monk closed to within a few feet, keeping the gun aimed directly at Teabing's head.

"It's quite heavy," the man on crutches said, his arm wavering now.

Silas stepped quickly forward to take the stone, and as he did, the man on crutches lost his balance.

The crutch slid out from under him, and he began to topple sideways to his right.

Nol! Silas lunged to save the stone, lowering his weapon in the process.

But the keystone was moving away from him now.
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11.
12.

13.
14.

15.
16.

As the man fell to his right, his left hand swung backwards, and the cylinder tumbled from his palm onto the couch.
At the same instant, the metal crutch that had been sliding out from under the man seemed to accelerate, cutting a wide arc
through the air toward Silas's leg.

Splinters of pain tore up Silas's body as the crutch made perfect contact with his cilice, crushing the barbs into his already raw
flesh.

Buckling, Silas crumpled to his knees, causing the belt to cut deeper still.
The pistol discharged with a deafening roar, the bullet burying itself harmlessly in the floorboards as Silas fell.
Before he could raise the gun and fire again, the woman's foot caught him square beneath the jaw.

Page | 145



