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Foreword: a few words

Recent years have found philosophers and linguists who believe that
human knowledge of language and human knowledge of the world embodied
in human beings’ mind betray a fundamental unity. This kind of viewpoint is
precisely yet definitely upheld in one of the hypotheses of cognitive linguis-
tics: Language is not an autonomous cognitive faculty.

Some thirty years ago, there were pioneers in this field prepared to pur-
sue this unity, exploring linguistic problems in an inter-disciplinary fashion,
linguistics, cognitive science, philosophy, psychology, logic. In a nutshell,
this was the problem of cognition underlying the knowledge of language.
With the progress of their studies, the time was ripe for some new thinking
on this topic to shape, some thinking which would not be constrained by the
orthodox boundaries of the explicit rules of linguistic expressions. In fact,
several rapidly developing lines of thought, originating in quite different
spheres of linguistic endeavour, semantics, syntax, morphology, were com-
ing together. Gradually these scholars came to realize that they were actually
finding roads leading to the notion of cognition itself, which would in turn
serve as the epistemic motivation underlying this kind of unity in language.
Also was the time ripe for them, having decided that their work had indeed
uncovered a new linguistic field, to name this linguistic science Cognitive
Linguistics .

Cognitive linguistics is to approach language in the perspective of cog-
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nition, the aspects of whose investigation relate to whatever linguistic topics
one cares to list: in syntax, in morphology, in semantics. This dissertation,
Prof. Niu Baoyi’s partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy, deals in this spirit with tag questions in English, one
of the interrogative syntactic patterns. Interrogation has always been an im-
portant topic in, to name a few, linguistics, philosophy, logic, psychology,
epistemology . Perhaps the above short preliminary note about the develop-
mental process of the historical origins of cognitive linguistics will prepare
the reader of this dissertation for the more systematic attempt to explain the
scope and the perspective of the subject that he has made. The aims of the
investigation of the dissertation might be, among other things, to sort out the
main factors which influence the cognitive problems to which tag questions
are addressed; to discuss the epistemic feature which might be considered as
the motivation leading to their grammatical fossilization; to mention the basic
framework and some of the notions needed to tackle the problem cognitively;
and to try to lay bare the theoretical significance, the practical implications
of the study.

On the occasion of the dissertation’s coming out in the form of a pam-
phlet, I, supervisor as well as the first reader of the dissertation, am not in
the position of making any suggestion as to the evaluation of the approach.
Whatever comments, suggestions, improvements, and criticism will sincere-
ly be considered as something to the author as well as to me not important,

but invaluable.
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