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Foreword

Subjectivity is identified as the expression of self and the
representation of a speaker’s (or, more generally, a locutionary agent’s)
perspective or point of view in discourse. In turn, subjectivisation refers
to the structures and strategies that languages evolve in the linguistic
realization of subjectivity or to the relevant processes of linguistic
evolution themselves. Cognitive linguistics holds that, in the course of
perceiving the world, the speaker’s/ conceptulizer’s attitudes, beliefs and
emotions will inevitably permeate and affect the process and product of
the interpretation of events, states of affairs and their relations. This study
holds a view that subjectivity is an important motivation to the formation
and development of syntactic structures. In the course of communication,
the speaker may intentionally modify the linguistic structures for the
purpose of expressiveness and informativeness, which results in the
alternation and diversification of the prototypical syntactic constructions.
The theoretical framework adopted for this study is developed by Traugott
(1986,1989,1991,1995), who argues that subjectivisation is a gradual
phenomenon which can operate at separated processes involving correlated
diachronic continua.

The present study focuses on the relationship and development of
the English if-conditional construction in three domains, namely, content,
epistemic and speech-act domains. We also establish a set of analytical
model of “four-dimensional correlated continua of subjectivisation” on the
basis of cognitive, psychological and linguistic foundations with an attempt
to show the role of subjectivity in the development of syntactic structures
and the generative mechanism of subjectivisation.

Chapter 1, Introduction, first defines the scope of the research on
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the if-conditional construction. It then presents three questions for the
research: 1) How are the content, epistemic and speech-act conditionals
related to each other? 2) How does subjectivity motivate the extension
of the construction? 3) What are the specific features of the construction
in each of the three domains? In addition, this chapter gives a brief
introduction of the methodology and the structure of the study. In Chapter
2, we give a brief introduction of previous approaches and classifications
of the English if-conditionals, with an emphasis on the classification
conducted by Sweetser. Chapter 3 introduces the theoretical apparatus
and the analytical model that we are going to employ for the analysis
in the subsequent chapters. We first look briefly at the evolution of the
subjectivity and subjectivisation theory, focusing on the presentation of
two representative views by Langacker and Traugott. Following Traugott’s
view, we establish a set of analytical model of “four-dimensional correlated
continua of subjectivisation” on the basis of cognitive, psychological and
linguistic foundations and elaborate on the process of the diversification of
the if-conditional construction. Chapter 4 makes a thorough investigation
of the logical, semantic, syntactic and pragmatic features of prototypical if-
conditional construction. In Chapter 5 and 6, the focus of the study is on
the logical, semantic, syntactic and pragmatic features of epistemic and
speech-act if-conditionals with the analytical model of “four-dimensional
correlated continua of subjectivisation” in an attempt to demonstrate the
process of subjectivisation. Chapter 7 concludes with the answers to the
three questions proposed in Chapter 1, explains the theoretical implications
of the study, and it also considers implications for further research.

This book is slightly adapted from my Ph.D. dissertation, the
completion of which would not have been possible without the help and
encouragement from a wide spectrum of sources, to whom I owe more than
I can say.

I would first express my appreciations to Professor Mei Deming, my
supervisor, whose guidance, support and constructive criticism made all
the difference in the processes of this and other projects and whose sincere
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encouragement helped me through numerous difficult moments.

My thanks also go to Shanghai International Studies University, where
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Professor He Zhaoxiong, Professor Xu Yulong, Professor Shu Dingfang,
Professor Hu Shuzhong, Professor Feng Qinghua and Professor Li Jian. 1
am extremely indebted to Professor Xu Shenghuan of Henan University for
his timely advice, valuable comments as well as his enlightening talks.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

This is a synchronic study of the English if-conditional construction
within the framework of cognitive linguistics. The English conditional
sentences, composed of the main clause (sometimes also called g, or the
apodosis or consequent) and a subordinate clause (p, or the protasis or
antecedent)' introduced by a conjunction if can give rise to an imposing
variety of forms, and a still more overwhelming variety of interpretations.
It is this productivity of the seemingly simple conditional construction that
makes it an interesting arena for theoretical explorations and linguistic
descriptions.

The analysis of conditionals attempted here will focus on providing
an explanation of how the various meanings that the conditional sentences
express are interrelated. The special claim that we have argued for is that the
mechanism of subjectivisation is the factor which motivates the extension
of the if-conditional construction, whereby certain objectively construed
aspects of the conceived scene denoted by the prototypical if-conditional
construction receive a more subjective construal in the extended uses of the
structure in question.

Language not only expresses propositional meanings, but also
conveys the speaker’s/conceptulizer’s construal of a situation as well as
his intentions and emotions. This subjective involvement will inevitably

affect the semantic and syntactic structures. However, the notion of a

1 In this book, terms of “antecedent and consequent”™ will be used mainly to refer to the logical and conditional
relation between the propositional contents of the two parts, and terms of “if-clause and main clause” will be
used mainly to refer to the grammatical functions of the two parts.
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subjective construal has not been exploited in the description of conditional
semantics. What we aim to show is, precisely, that subjectivisation allows a
unified and systematic description of the structural extension of the English
if-conditional construction and perhaps of conditionals more generally.
Therefore the present study not only provides a new approach for the
study of conditionals but also lays a foundation for the future research on

subjectivity and subjectivisation.

1.1 Diversified Interpretations of the English If-Conditional
Construction

Ramsey argues that “true conditionals are the hypothetical
counterparts of causal constructions; or, that ‘If A, B’ is exactly equivalent to
‘Because A, B, where A’ is hypothetical” (1931: 248). Comrie further argues
that “in most instances this link is causal, i.e. the content of the protasis
must be interpretable as a cause of the content of the apodosis. We therefore
take this as a second requirement in the characterization of conditionals
in natural language” (1986: 80). If these statements are true about the
relationship between the antecedent and consequent in the if-conditional

construction, how do we explain the following conditional sentences':

(1) T met your girl friend Caroline last night, if Caroline is your girl
friend.” (1098)
(2) The war was started by the other side, if you remember your history

lessons.

The propositions in the antecedent of (1) (2) do not cause the
propositions in the consequent. We can hardly say that “Caroline being
your girl friend” causes “my having met her last night”, neither is it possible
to believe that “remembering your history lessons” will cause “the war to

1 Examples (1-6) are taken from Quurk ef al (eds.), 1985. A Comprehensive Grammar of the Englhsh Language.

2 Quurk et al classifies these conditionals as indirect conditionals.



