The notion of subjectivity explored here concerns expression of self
and the representation of a speaker’s perspective or point of view in
discourse. Subjectivisation involves the structures and strategies where
languages evolve in the linguistic realisation of subjectivity and the
relevant processes of linguistic evolution themselves. This volume
reflects the growing attention in linguistics and related disciplines
commanded by the centrality of the speaker in language. An inter-
national team of contributors offers a series of studies on grammatical,
diachronic, and literary aspects of subjectivity and subjectivisation,
from a variety of perspectives including literary stylistics, historical
linguistics, formal semantics, and discourse analysis. The essays look at
the role of the perspective of locutionary agents, their expression of
affect and modality in linguistic expressions and discourse, and the
effects of these phenomena on the formal shape of discourse.

This volume demonstrates how deeply embedded in linguistic
expression subjectivity is, and how central to human discourse.
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1 Subjectivity and subjectivisation: an
introduction

Edward Finegan

It is in the instance of discourse in which I designates the speaker that
the speaker proclaims himself as the ‘subject’. And so it is literally true
that the basis of subjectivity is in the exercise of language . . .
Language is so organized that it permits each speaker to appropriate
to himself an entire language by designating himself as 1.
Benveniste (1971:226)

Among linguists and other professional students of language, the word
subject and its derivative subjectivity tend to evoke a grammatical associ-
ation: subject as distinct from direct object, for example. In some
contexts, subjectivity contrasts with objectivity in suggesting something
‘soft’, unverifiable, even suspicious. The essays in this book do treat
subjectivity, and they are centrally linguistic in their focus, but they do
not address subject as a grammatical relation. Nor do they address
objective versus subjective modes of inquiry — in linguistics or else-
where. Rather, broadly speaking, the subjectivity explored here concerns
expression of self and the representation of a speaker’s (or, more
generally, a locutionary agent’s) perspective or point of view in dis-
course — what has been called a speaker’s imprint. In turn, subjectivi-
sation (or subjectification) refers to the structures and strategies that
languages evolve in the linguistic realisation of subjectivity or to the
relevant processes of linguistic evolution themselves.

As used here, then, subjectivity has an array of meanings, neither so
old nor so well studied as grammatical subjecthood, but central to
emerging views of discourse — to the intersection of language structure
and language use in the expression of self. Subjectivity concerns the
involvement of a locutionary agent in a discourse, and the effect of that
involvement on the formal shape of discourse — in other words, on the
linguistic expression of self. As Julia Kristeva (1989:11) has written
about subjectivity and subjectivisation:

Discourse implies first the participation of the subject in his language through
his speech, as an individual. Using the anonymous structure of la langue, the
subject forms and transforms himself in the discourse he communicates to the

1



2 Edward Finegan

other. La langue, common to all, becomes in discourse the vehicle of a unique
message. The message belongs to the particular structure of a given subject who
imprints a specific seal upon the required structure of /a langue. Without being
aware of it, the subject thus makes his mark on la langue.

The discourse sense of subjectivity is not now paramount in linguistic
analysis, and has never been, in part because structural and formal
linguistics more typically focus on language as the expression of objective
propositions, on occasion displaying a curious indisposition even to
recognize the self in discourse. As Lyons (1982:103) has noted, ‘Modern
Anglo-American linguistics . . . has been dominated by the intellectual-
ist prejudice that language is, essentially, if not solely, an instrument for
the expression of propositional thought’.

Still, the subjectivity of discourse — subjectivity in what may be
regarded as its more humanistic sense — is not new to linguistics,
although at the present time we are witnessing a renaissance of interest
in the topic as a critical facet of language: language not strictly as form
nor as the expression of propositional thought, language not as autono-
mous structure nor as representing logical propositions, but language as
an expression — an incarnation, even — of perceiving, feeling, speaking
subjects. Included in a revivified humanistic linguistics, as some are
calling it (Becker 1988; Tannen 1988; Maynard 1993), is analysis of the
expression of self and the representation of point of view and perspec-
tive, whether of a speaking subject or a narrated one, in other than
propositional form.

It is this humanistic subjectivity that is the focus of the essays in the
volume at hand, the proceedings of a conference at St Catharine’s
College, Cambridge, where a group of researchers interested especially
in the grammatical, diachronic, and literary aspects of subjectivity
gathered in May 1992, Particularly influential on the approaches taken
here are the views of subjectivity adumbrated by John Lyons, who gave
the opening remarks at the conference, by Elizabeth Closs Traugott,
whose contribution appears in this volume, and by Ronald W.
Langacker. The views of Lyons, Traugott, and Langacker are addressed
within several of the essays that follow, making superfluous anything
more than some prefatory comments here.

Besides the discussion in his influential volumes on semantics (1977),
Lyons has written a valuable essay on subjectivity. Its title, ‘Deixis and
subjectivity: Loquor, ergo sum?’, is intended to suggest ‘a deliberate
antithesis to Cartesian and neo-Cartesian intellectualism in linguistics’
(1982:105). In the essay, Lyons characterises subjectivity as ‘the way in
which natural languages, in their structure and their normal manner of
operation, provide for the locutionary agent’s expression of himself and
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of his attitudes and beliefs’ (102), and he underscores the fact that a
speaker’s expression of self in an utterance cannot be reduced ‘to the
assertion of a set of propositions’ (104). Using Lyons’ characterisation of
subjectivity, Elizabeth Traugott (1989) has taken a diachronic perspec-
tive, coupling subjectivity and grammaticalisation, and her views are
refined in her contribution to this volume (to which I return in the
discussion of individual contributions below). Langacker’s analysis of
subjectivity, discussed briefly a little later and extensively in the contri-
butions by Carey and Kemmer, needs little elaboration here. He takes a
synchronic approach within the framework of cognitive grammar,
equating meaning with conceptualisation (1985:109).

Within the essays that follow, contributors unpack a score of subject-
ive expression types, in English and several other languages. As the
essays demonstrate, the representation and expression of subjectivity is
variegated. To mark subjectivity, some languages exploit morphology,
which is perhaps the marking most readily tracked; other languages
mark subjectivity in a variety of more subtle ways, ranging from into-
nation to word order. The prevalence in Japanese of explicit morpho-
logical markers probably accounts for an early awareness of subjectivity
among scholars of that language. As Maynard (1993:4) describes the
situation:

when speaking Japanese, one simply cannot avoid expressing one’s personal
attitude toward the content of information and toward the addressee. Such a
personal voice echoes so prominently in Japanese communication that often . . .
rather than information-sharing, it is subtextual emotion-sharing that forms the
heart of communication.

In many other languages, including English, subjectivity is marked in
ways sufficiently subtle to be easily overlooked, and sufficiently complex
to prove challenging to explicate. As Langacker (1990:34) has observed,
subjectivity is a notion not only of ‘subtlety’ but of ‘near ineffability’.
Exploration of subjectivity in Japanese, a matter of interest among
traditional Japanese scholars for two centuries, continued through the
1970s and 1980s among formal and functional grammarians, while in
English it remained underexplored.

While not a new notion, then, subjectivity nevertheless remains un-
familiar and is not an ordinary working construct in the linguist’s
analytic toolbox. Emblematic of its neglect is the fact that subjectivity is
not assigned an entry of its own in the International Encyclopedia of
Linguistics (Bright 1992), though it is discussed under ‘literary prag-
matics’, an arena in which its pedigree in western scholarship is well
established. In fact, in western languages, subjectivity has received its
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most intense scrutiny in literary expression, where free indirect style is a
striking manifestation of narrated subjectivity that has been studied
since the turn of the century. Far from being limited to literary contexts,
however, subjectivity in English and all other languages is an all-
encompassing phenomenon, as in Japanese. Indeed, as Benveniste
(1971:226) has observed, ‘A language without the expression of person
cannot be imagined’.

If it seems obvious that speakers and other locutionary agents must
take a perspective on anything they express, and inevitable that the
perspective will shape expression, it is not obvious just how perspective
influences expression, nor how interpreters construe subjective
meanings accurately. Certainly it is not known to what extent cultural
(or biological) factors influence subjective expression, nor in what ways
the forms of subjective expression may be universal. Moreover, if
subjectivity is not well understood in its synchronic operation, it is still
less clear how languages evolve mechanisms for the expression of self in
non-propositional form, and how such forms come to be grammati-
calised.

Three main arenas have been the focus of recent studies of subjecti-
vity and subjectification:

(1) alocutionary agent’s perspective as shaping linguistic expression;

(2) a locutionary agent’s expression of affect towards the propositions
contained in utterances;

(3) alocutionary agent’s expression of the modality or epistemic status
of the propositions contained in utterances.

As to perspective, Langacker (1985, 1990, 1993a, 1993b) has written
extensively about its role in the structures of both grammar and seman-
tics. In a series of thought-provoking discussions, he has peeled back the
subjective layers in which the most ordinary expressions are enmeshed,
including those that have been subjectivised in their evolution from
lexical to grammatical elements, such as with the future sense of go (I’'m
going o study) and the perfect sense of have (He has finished). He has also
considered the subjective and objective construal of participants, label-
ling as more objective any expression that represents the observing
speaker, as in Vanessa was sitting across the table from me (with overt
reference to the ground from me) and as more subjective any expression
like Vanessa was sitting across the table, where the ground remains
implicit (Langacker 1990). Another example underscores the role of
perspective, where ‘spatial motion on the part of an objectively con-
strued participant is replaced by subjective motion (mental scanning) on
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the part of the conceptualizer’, as in the contrast between The hiker ran
up the hill and The highway runs from the valley floor to the mountain
ridge. Langacker (1990:19) points out that, as in the sentence about the
highway, numerous verbs have undergone a process of subjectification,
such that the only movement represented in the verb is the subjective
path traced mentally by the conceptualiser.

As to affect, ‘language has a heart’ is the memorable aphorism by
which Ochs and Schieffelin (1989) capture the fact that language users
can and typically do express affect toward their articulated propositions.
This heartiness in language is not a new observation, and the distinction
between the emotive functions of language and its referential and cona-
tive functions has been highlighted by Buhler (1934), Jakobson (1960),
Halliday (1975), Lyons (1977), and others. Synthesising these earlier
views, Ochs and Schieffelin (1989:9) observe that:

languages are responsive to the fundamental need of speakers to convey and
assess feelings, moods, dispositions and attitudes. This need is as critical and as
human as that of describing events. Interlocutors need to know not only what
predication a speaker is making [but also] the affective orientation the speaker is
presenting with regard to that particular predication.

As with other aspects of subjectivity, affect finds expression in lexicon
and various levels of grammar (as well as in gesture and paralinguistic
phenomena, of course); discussion of many of these can be found in
Ochs and Shieffelin (1989) and Besnier (1990).

As to modality, it is perhaps the most thoroughly explored aspect of
subjectivity, especially as expressed in verbs and, more recently,
adverbs. Taking a simple adverbial example, consider the utterances
below:

(a) I’s obvious to me that at sea level water boils at 100 degrees
centigrade.

(b) Obviously, at sea level water boils at 100 degrees centigrade.

Utterance (a) expresses two propositions: (1) something is obvious to
the speaker; and (2) what is obvious is that at sea level water boils at 100
degrees centigrade. Utterance (b) makes no reference to a speaker, but
expresses the same proposition about the temperature at which water
boils. In addition, though, in utterance (b) the modal adverb obviously
expresses the speaker’s judgement as to the epistemic status of the
proposition. Thus, one function of adverbs is to represent speaker point
of view as to the epistemic status of an expressed proposition (see Biber
and Finegan 1988, 1989). Besides such modal adverbs, languages have
many devices for expressing the epistemic status of a proposition. The
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importance of this fact in the exploration of subjectivity can be inferred
from an observation by Lyons (1982:113) that ‘the balance of evidence
would seem to be in favour of the thesis that, whereas subjective
modality . .. is universal in natural languages, objective modality is
not’.

Following a period in which the humanistic and cognitive faces of
linguistics remained largely in the wings, current interest has now
drawn subjectivity into the limelight. There is intense investigation of
the role of subjectivity in human interaction, and an emerging view of
discourse as an instrument not solely, perhaps not centrally, designed
for communicating ready-made content, but as an expression of self and,
in part, its creation. Emphasising the dichotomy between form and
meaning during the early part of this century, Leonard Bloomfield
attempted to exclude meaning from linguistics. As the century comes to
a close, linguists of diverse interests and a wide range of methodologies
view meaning as pivotal in the analysis of language, and subjectivity
plays an important role in their analyses of how meaning is created and
construed.

For example, conversation analysts have investigated subjectivity in
several arenas, among them scientific discourse. In analysing the way
physicists at an American university frame their discourse in workaday
interactions with one another, Ochs et al. (in press) explore ways in
which referential practices organise ‘subjective involvement’ in the
worlds of the laboratory. Using the first-person pronoun I to refer
simultaneously to themselves and to the physical entities discussed in
the laboratory meetings, the physicists produced syntactically cohesive
but semantically disjunctive expressions such as I am in the domain state.
According to the researchers, such expressions serve to ‘draw the atten-
tion of interlocutors to events taking place simultaneously in more than
one world and to different identities within each of these worlds’.

In the last decade or so, the expression of subjectivity in literary
discourse has been addressed anew by scholars well versed in linguistic
analysis. Banfield (1982) and Ehrlich (1990) have helped bring subjecti-
vity, especially as manifested in represented speech and thought, to the
attention of linguists. In the literary representation of free indirect style,
subjectivity is more patent than in other styles because ‘two different
subjects of consciousness, the speaker and some other person’ need to be
invoked (Lyons 1982:120). According to Brinton (this volume), free
indirect style ‘enables an author to overcome the limitations of one
narrator and hence one point of view per text by portraying different
characters’ subjective impressions from their point of view, at the same
time maintaining the third person and past tense of narration’. The
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importance of subjectivity in literary works is well represented in the
present volume.

In other arenas, too, linguists have been exploring subjectivity. In a
valuable paper treating ‘lexicalization patterns’, Talmy (1985) examines
the expression of several categories bearing subjective meaning, among
them valence/voice, attitude, mood, path, hedging, factivity/evidence,
and figure and ground (see also Talmy 1978). Elsewhere, Kuroda (1972,
1973) describes the correlation between stories in Japanese and certain
grammatical features, finding in the use of the reflexive zibun and of
certain sensation words that Japanese style (that is, its grammar) reflects
the epistemological, as well as literary, differences between reportive
and non-reportive stories. Kuno (1987, Kuno and Kaburaki 1977), too,
has examined subjectivity in Japanese, as have Nakayama (1991),
Yoshida (1991), and, in book-length studies, Maynard (1993) and
Iwasaki (1993). Following two centuries of explorations in the Japanese
kokugogaku tradition (see Maynard 1993), researchers are now exploring
subjectivity in other Asian languages, including Mandarin (Zubin et al.
1990) and Korean (Chun and Zubin 1990; Zubin et al. 1990), as well
as other non-western languages: Samoan (Ochs 1986), Nukulaelae
Tuvaluan (Besnier 1989), Zinacanteco Tzotzil (Haviland 1989), and
more (see Chafe and Nichols 1986). The present volume adds to the
understanding of subjectivity in languages such as English, German,
Icelandic, and Dutch.

The first contribution following this introduction is Rudi Keller’s
closely argued discussion of ‘The epistemic weil’. Keller demonstrates
that the use of main-clause word order in German weil clauses is a
grammaticalised reflection of a change of meaning. The epistemic weil,
but not the factual wezl, is marked by the occurrence of the verb in
second, rather than clause-final, position. Keller argues that the utili-
sation of this position for an epistemic function is ‘caused by the
semantic change from factual to epistemic weil’. Thus, in the examples
below, (b) is not, as some would claim, a simpler and more colloquial
version of (a), but an utterance with a different meaning, as marked by
the position of the verb.

(a) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er Kopfweh
he has home gone because he headache
hatte. (factual)
had

(b) Erist nach Hause gegangen, weil er hatte Kopfweh. (epistemic)

By reporting a state of affairs, sentence (a), with its factual weil, addresses
the question, ‘Why is that the case?’; by contrast, the epistemic sentence
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(b) offers an argument and thereby addresses the question, ‘On what
basis do you know?’ Within their respective weil clauses the speaker of
the factual sentence talks about a headache, the speaker of the epistemic
sentence about knowledge of the headache. According to Keller, the
epistemic reading ‘demands’ certain relationships between what is
presupposed and what is stated and, consequently, a paratactic rather
than a hypotactic word order. Keller views the epistemic wesl as ‘a
metaphorical application of the factual we:/’ that is about to lexicalise,
and he shows how the semantification or pragmatic strengthening of a
metaphor often involves subjectification. Taking issue with an analysis
of metaphoricisation as having to do with human cognition, Keller
attributes it instead to the very technique of using signs to invite
inferences by ‘associative concluding’. When an associative conclusion
is recurrent enough, ‘regularity will be interpreted as a rule’, and what
formerly had to be derived by pragmatic inference becomes lexicalised
in the metaphor. On the basis of five identified advantages, Keller
predicts a change to epistemic wezl, accompanied by the word order
change.

In ‘Subjectification in grammaticalisation’, Elizabeth Traugott also
discusses diachronic patterns. She extends her previous analyses, con-
centrating on the intersection between grammaticalisation and subjecti-
fication. Regarding subjectification as a pragmatic-semantic process
whereby meanings become increasingly based in speakers’ beliefs about,
or attitudes towards, what they are discussing, she illustrates how
certain expressions that initially articulate concrete, lexical, and objec-
tive meanings have come - through repeated use in local syntactic
contexts — to serve abstract, pragmatic, interpersonal, speaker-based
functions. Grammaticalisation, by contrast, is the process whereby
lexical items or phrases come to be ‘reanalyzed as having syntactic and
morphological functions’. For example, the grammaticalisation of be
going to relies on pragmatic reanalysis that entails the experiencer of an
abstract sense of motion being identified with the speaking subject, thus
realigning and strengthening speaker perspective. In her contribution,
Traugott treats a range of features: the modals must and will, temporal
and concessive while, the scalar particle even, stance adverbs such as
actually and generally, the Black English Vernacular feature come V-ing,
and the discourse particles I think and let alone. She identifies five
dimensions along which subjectification develops, including propo-
sitional and discourse function, objective and subjective meaning,
and non-epistemic and epistemic modality. Modifying an earlier claim
(Traugott 1989) concerning unidirectionality from propositional to
textual to expressive meanings, she proposes a more general principle
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whereby propositional material evolves in discourse situations to meet
the purposes of ‘creating text and indicating attitudes’. These processes
of subjectification follow from a cognitive need for speakers to increase
the informativeness of what they say, and a social need ‘to be polite and
offer options for interpretation, and for hearers to interpret more than
they hear’.

In a chapter touching on literary language, but much broader in its
application, Suzanne Kemmer unravels several strands of the complex
meanings and pragmatic functions of English -self, describing its
principal conventionalised senses and exploring how several related
uses underlie a formal similarity. Like several other contributors, she
invokes both Langacker’s and Traugott’s senses of ‘subjectivity’ in her
analysis. With reflexive -self, a same-clause co-referential noun phrase
is expressed, as in Stan admired himself. Emphatic -self serves to mark
an unexpected referent, as in Even the emperor himself couldn’t accom-
plish thar. Most closely related to subjectivity is the viewpoint -self, as
in Picture the boyish version of himself that Richard Selzer offers up in his
memotir. Here, the antecedent of the reflexive is embedded in the
relative clause that follows it. With some instances of the viewpoint
-self, an embedded clause represents thoughts or words of an ante-
cedent from the antecedent’s perspective, as in John told Mary that
there was a picture of himself in the paper. In such a logophoric use, a
‘direct discourse perspective’ prevails, and the antecedent must be a
‘subject of consciousness’. Kemmer concludes that the viewpoint -self
‘subtly instructs the hearer what point of view to take; the effect
conveyed is a sense of the speaker’s empathy with the character, the
feeling of being in the character’s shoes or seeing from the character’s
eyes’.

In ‘Subjectification and the development of the English perfect’,
Kathleen Carey thoughtfully compares Traugott’s and Langacker’s
conceptions of subjectivity and identifies points of convergence and
divergence by applying their underlying assumptions to stages in the
grammaticalisation of the English perfect. Drawing on literary data
from earlier periods of the language, Carey examines the path of gram-
maticalisation represented by the paradigm Resultative — Perfect —
‘Hot News’ perfect. She shows how the shift from Resultative — Perfect
would constitute subjectification both for Traugott and Langacker.
She finds that their perspectives converge in their conception of the
process underlying subjectification, arguing specifically that ‘conver-
sational implicature plays a crucial role in instigating semantic change’.
She concludes this from the fact that, for Traugott, ‘meanings become
more speaker-based because, in their drive toward expressivity,
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speakers will conversationally implicate meanings that are not linguisti-
cally encoded’. And, for Langacker, she finds that subjectification
involves the shift of the locus of relevance away from the linguistically
coded, objectively construed subject, to the speech situation which is
not itself linguistically coded, and which is then the site of implicature.
Carey concludes that the two complementary models highlight different
facets of the same process.

In ‘Subjectification, syntax, and communication’, Arie Verhagen
demonstrates the value of integrating syntactic, semantic, and discourse
perspectives in linguistic analysis. He examines the objective and sub-
jective meanings of the Dutch verbs beloven ‘promise’, dreigen
‘threaten’, and weigeren ‘refuse’. In their subjective senses, these verbs
are juxtaposed with the verb in the complement clause, thus forming a
cluster of the subjective verb and the non-finite verb, as in (a) below. In
contrast, an objective meaning is realised by a word order with an
intervening noun phrase object, as in (b). Thus, the subjective reading
of (a) contrasts with the objective reading of (b):

(a) omdat het debat spannend beloofde to worden (subjective)
because the debate exciting promised to become
‘because the debate promised to become exciting’

(b) toen hij beloofde de grondwet te zullen
when he promised the constitution to shall
vergedigen (objective)
defend
‘when he promised to defend the constitution’

Teasing apart the syntactic complications involved with each of his
verbs, and invoking arguments from semantics and discourse analysis,
Verhagen demonstrates the value of combining all three levels in analy-
sing the subtleties of subjectification.

Dieter Stein explores the interplay between the history of word order
inversions and their emotive and subjective functions in English,
focussing on what twentieth-century linguists view as a natural ten-
dency for what comes first to mind to be first expressed. Inversions are
viewed as having emotional and expressive functions, and Stein traces
the rise of such functions in English. In his wide-ranging contribution,
he discusses an array of subjective expression types, concentrating on
left-shifted adverbials, as in Never did I hear about cabalism, and on
certain presentative structures, as with In came Chomsky. As the likely
reason for such front-shifted inversions bearing an affective meaning,
Stein cites their ‘inherent proclivity towards cognitive saliency’. Illus-
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trating how, from time to time, particular inversion structures have
come and (it would seem) gone, he documents that certain options
re-emerged, now functioning to express emotion and affect. Like
Adamson (this volume), Stein relates his findings in part to intellectual
and cultural developments in seventeenth- and eighteenth-century
England.

While most contributions to this volume explore subjectivity in non-
literary language, three focus principally on its literary expression. In
the first of these, Susan Wright examines the historical development of
subjectivity, describing how the progressive contributes to the marking
of ‘experiential syntax’. She focusses on the ‘changing consciousness’
about the expression of subjectivity in an effort to uncover when and
how ‘an interpretation of (self-conscious) subjectivity’ becomes
attached to ‘a bundle of features that may appear irregularly, inconsis-
tently, even ... randomly’. Noting that ‘powerful and active ...
resources for the expression of subjectivity in natural discourse [may
exist] long before particular ones are selected as features with a pozential
for subjective expression in literary discourse’, she subtly explores the
relationship between the literary use of the progressive to foreground
characters’ subjectivities and its earlier use in everyday conversation. As
with other features conventionalised in a specific function or sense,
Wright surmises that subjective uses of the progressive were being
pragmatically inferenced from non-aspectual progressives as early as the
seventeenth century, as in this example from a letter by Dorothy
Osborne: ‘I am combing and curling and kissing this Lock all day, and
dreaming ont all night.” A thorough examination of sixteen prose
comedies by Wycherley, Congreve, Centlivre, and especially Behn
leads Wright to conclude that there is indeed a lag between the prag-
matically inferenced subjectivity of the conversational progressive and
‘its systematic construction as literary style’.

In another contribution examining subjectivity in literary texts,
Laurel Brinton analyses the strategic deployment of English reflexive
pronouns lacking an overt antecedent (a feature also examined in
Kemmer’s contribution). Such reflexives generally lack an antecedent
within their own clause and sometimes within their own sentence,
though not within the context of their discourse. Brinton demonstrates
how such reflexives represent the consciousness of narrated characters
from their own point of view, as in this instance from James’ The
Ambassadors: ‘It was indeed as if they were gathered for a performance,
the performance of “Europe’ by his confederate and Aimself.” In free
indirect discourse, Brinton finds non-anaphoric reflexive pronouns
neither grammatically aberrant nor stylistically idiosyncratic, but,
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rather, occurring optionally in the same environments that support
simple pronouns. Neither locally bound nor always c-commanded by
their antecedents, they are nevertheless ‘somewhat constrained syntac-
tically’. The antecedents of such reflexives are not new or unknown,
and can be identified in the immediate discourse context. Brinton com-
pares the non-anaphoric reflexives of English with those found in a
number of European languages, particularly Icelandic, and with the
logophoric pronouns characteristic of some West African languages.
Relating her analysis to Kuno’s notion of empathy, whereby a speaker
identifies with a person or thing that ‘participates in the event or state
that he describes in a sentence’ (Kuno 1987:206), Brinton shows
that non-anaphoric reflexives represent a character’s point of view,
a consciousness, often, that the narrator ‘cannot presume to know’.
Despite their rarity, Brinton deems non-anaphoric reflexives a ‘signifi-
cant marker’ of free indirect style, and her essay offers a comprehensive
analysis of them.

Sylvia Adamson closes the volume with an unusual and bold contri-
bution. In it she traces the origins of English empathetic narrative to
the culture of Puritanism with its narratives of experiential memory.
Examining several Early Modern English works, from Bunyan’s Grace
Abounding and Pilgrim’s Progress to Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations,
Adamson quantifies the distribution of past-tense verbs with refer-
entially cotemporal adverbs, distinguishing between ‘now’ and ‘then’
variants. In so doing she establishes a link between the rise of empa-
thetic style and a ‘narrative genre explicitly devoted to the represen-
tation of experiential memory’. She finds in the Puritan narratives that
‘the gap between narrating and narrated selves takes on an ideological
force: the narrated self is not only past but other’. For writers attempt-
ing to narrate this experiential memory, the challenge is ‘to recreate the
past in all its experiential vividness, the more so since the objective
coordinates of time, place and circumstance . .. provide simply the
context for the significant events, which are subjective’. Adamson
identifies the narrative of consciousness as an essential condition for the
rise of empathetic narrative as a stylistic option. In Grace Abounding
she finds ‘stylisation’, a discourse equivalent to the process of gram-
maticalisation. It should not surprise us, Adamson gently coaxes, ‘if
empathetic narrative made its historical début within this narrative
genre as the technical means of realising its aims — to report on
consciousness in the mode of experiential memory’. Far from causing
surprise, Adamson moulds a plausible link between the historical emer-
gence of empathetic narrative and the rise of the Puritan conversion
narratives as a genre. Her analysis leads her to hypothesise a process of
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de-subjectivisation, which partly contravenes the accepted path of
grammaticalisation discussed elsewhere in the volume.

In the essays that follow, then, the contributors explore diverse facets
of subjectivity. Some do so synchronically, others diachronically. Taken
together, the contributions treat quite a few features in several lan-
guages. Some focus on the language of ordinary life, others on the lan-
guage of literature. Variously, they appeal to syntax, semantics, and dis-
course for their explanations, and on occasion to cultural phenomena
beyond the customary reach of scientific inquiry. Some contributors
grapple with competing views of subjectivity, others forge new handles
on the topic. In all, the contributions constitute a welcome addition to
the body of inquiry into subjectivity, and most readers will discover in
these pages much that challenges their previous thinking about the topic.

I headed this introduction with an observation from Benveniste; it is
appropriate to conclude with another: ‘Language is marked so deeply by
the expression of subjectivity that one might ask if it could still function
and be called language if it were constructed otherwise’ (Benveniste
1971:225). The essays in this volume demonstrate how deeply
embedded in linguistic expression subjectivity is, and how central to
human discourse. If, as Benveniste suggests, a language without
subjectivity cannot be imagined, it follows that a linguistics without
subjectivity ought to be an oxymoron. This volume illustrates the
pervasive nature of subjectivity in discourse and helps keep the
oxymoron at bay.
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2 The epistemic wezl

Rudi Keller

1 In present-day colloquial German, one is more likely to hear the
utterances in (ii) than the formal, ‘correct’ one in (i):

(i) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er Kopfweh hatte.
(ii) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er hatte Kopfweh.

The word weil is changing from a hypotactic to a paratactic conjunc-
tion, with considerable syntactic consequences.! The change of word
order involved in this shift not only draws considerable attention to
itself; it also tends to be misunderstood and often criticised. At first
glance, the preference for utterance (ii) over (i) seems to be indicative of
nothing more than the laziness characteristic of spoken language — main
clause order instead of the more ‘complicated’ subordinate clause order
— just another piece of evidence for the decay of morals and language
observed everywhere. This is the typical opinion of speakers who look
critically at their own and other people’s use of language.

There are two things to notice about the theory of language decay:
firstly, it is always only other people’s language that is in decay. The
view ‘Oh, how rotten my language is compared with my grandmother’s’
does not seem to be very common among people who believe that
languages are in continuous decay. Secondly, nobody has yet managed
to come up with an example of a decayed language, even though the
theory of decay is at least two thousand years old. Of course, the change
involving weil is not a case of decay, but the very opposite: an addition to
the intellectual vocabulary. For it is a case of subjectification, or, more
precisely, of epistemification.

I aim to show what the change consists of, and then to explain it. To
do the latter, however, it is necessary to outline what an explanatorily
adequate theory of language change should be.? This chapter has three
parts: one metatheoretical, one descriptive, and one explanatory. In the
first, metatheoretical part, I will show what an explanatorily adequate
theory of linguistic change must look like in order to avoid falling foul of

16
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Roger Lass’ judgement (1980:ix): ‘[to] reduce either to taxonomic or
descriptive schemata [. . .] or to rather desperate and logically flawed
pseudoarguments’. In the second, descriptive section, I shall demon-
strate that the change of word order in the clause after weil is motivated
by a change of meaning. I will show that pairs of sentences like (i) and
(ii) are not synonymous; they are not even logically equivalent. Finally,
I shall argue that the hint that such changes are instances of metaphori-
cisation, subjectification, and possibly pragmatic strengthening is
correct and completely free of explanatory force; metaphoricisation,
subjectification, etc. are names of mysteries, but not their solution. So
‘subjectification’ is the name of a descriptive generalisation of different
kinds of semantic changes which need explanation.

2 Let us look briefly at the metatheoretical aspect of change.? Since the
beginning of the nineteenth century, linguists have argued about the
question of whether language change should be explained with reference
to causality or finality, or, indeed, whether it can be explained at all. 1
will call these three positions the causalistic, the finalistic, and the
nihilistic. They have one feature in common; they are all incorrect. The
classic arguments in their favour are as follows:

(a) The causalistic view. Either no reasons are given, in which case we
have a very loose concept of ‘cause’, or the arguments are ex nega-
tivo: language change is not intentionally made by men; it is
independent of men. Therefore it has to be explained in terms of
causes.

(b) The finalistic view. The commeon argument for this position is that
language does not exist independently of its speakers and that its
change is brought about exclusively by intentional communicative
actions.

(c) The nihilistic view. This view, most strongly stressed by Roger Lass
(1980), is backed up by the argument that since sociocultural pro-
cesses are not deterministic, they are not predictable, and as a
consequence, are not explainable.

There is, however, some truth in all three arguments. It is true that the
evolution of language is not deterministic, it is true that language change
is normally not made intentionally, and it is true that language change is
always the result of intentional human actions. But the conclusions
drawn from these views are wrong. Language change is indeed explain-
able in the strict sense of explanation, but the explanation is neither
purely causalistic nor purely finalistic. The thesis that an explanation
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has to be either one or the other (zertium non datur) is due to the prison of
dichotomies.* There is a third mode of explanation which corresponds
to the fact that a so-called natural language is neither natural nor
artificial, but, to echo Steven Spielberg, a phenomenon of the third
kind. It is, as Adam Ferguson (1767:187) put it, ‘the result of human
action, but not the execution of any human design’. A simple example of
such a phenomenon, where its mode of explanation can easily be made
obvious as well, is the beaten path across the lawn on a university
campus. Its emergence is expectable, depending on the meteorological
and cultural situation, but it is not predictable in the strict sense of the
word as it applies to the indeterminacy of human actions. The path is
not intentionally made by men, but it is undoubtedly the result of
human actions. No one would think of the emergence of the trail as
unexplainable, according to the free will of men, and no one would
attempt to explain it exclusively in terms of a causalistic or finalistic
position. The explanation is immediate and plausible: if people want to
walk from A to B and take a short-cut across the lawn, since grass
diminishes by law if frequently trodden on, a beaten path necessarily
comes into existence.

Robert Nozick, using a metaphor borrowed from Adam Smith, calls
this kind of genetic explanation an invisible-hand explanation.> What I
would like to point out is that a so-called natural language is neither
natural nor artificial, but is of a spontaneous order. It is the unintended
necessary result of intentional human actions. The form of an invisible-
hand explanation can be diagrammed as follows:

ecological
O O intentional
- invisible- causal
- .
_— hand explanandum
-
—_— process
consequences
actions
conditions

Individuals act under certain (cultural, environmental, linguistic) frame
conditions: the so-called ecological conditions. If parallel choices are
made because of the similarity of human predispositions (the known
principles of human nature, as the eighteenth-century Scottish philoso-
phers put it), and because of the similarity of ecological conditions, then
communicative effects are triggered which generate the explanandum
with necessity.
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So finding the adequate explanans to a given explanandum can be
achieved by firstly, eliciting the cultural and linguistic frame conditions,
among others, secondly, formulating comprehensible maxims of actions
that can be assumed to apply for the acting individuals, and thirdly,
demonstrating that acting recurrently by the maxims assumed under the
conditions reconstructed must necessarily and cogently lead to the
explanandum. Put succinctly then, the explanatory force is a function of

(1) the validity of the frame conditions,
(2) the plausibility of the assumed maxims of actions, and
(3) the cogency of the explanandum to follow from (1) and (2).

This model makes it possible to judge the value of theoretical con-
cepts like subjectification or semantic bleaching by finding its typo-
graphical place within the model. It thus also becomes obvious that the
question of the necessity of language change needs more specification.®
The necessity of a circumstance can be stated only with regard to certain
premisses, which necessitate. The greater the distance between the
necessitating premisses and circumstances taken as necessary, the more
interesting the statement of necessity.

Two examples make this clear. As a matter of fact, German speakers
avoided the word englisch with the meaning ‘angelic’ during the second
half of the nineteenth century. As a result, it disappeared from German.
Its dying out is a necessary consequence of its avoidance. But it is not
necessary with regard to its being homonymous with englisch in the
sense of ‘english’, because avoidance in the case of homonymy is not
necessary behaviour. To state that the disappearance of the word was
necessary because it was avoided is perfectly correct, but the statement
is, to a large extent, trivial.

A statement like the following would be much more interesting:
verbal politeness necessarily causes change in the vocabulary of polite-
ness, because being polite implies doing something exceptional, among
other things. And it would be even more elucidating if one could show
that groups of people develop systems of verbal politeness of necessity,
on account of the principles of human nature for instance. In other
words, the more general and unspecific the premisses are with regard to
which the necessity of a change is stated, the more interesting, risky, and
clarifying the theory will be.

3 Let us come back down to earth now and begin the descriptive part of
the chapter. In spoken German sentences like (ii) occur more often than
sentences like (i):
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(i) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er Kopfweh hatte.
(ii) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er hatte Kopfweh.

In German grammars, weil with main-clause order, as in (ii) is either
completely disregarded or mentioned as a colloquial anomaly, as anaco-
luthia. Gaumann (1983) concludes that main-clause order after weil is
not a mistake in performance, but is actually part of the speaker’s
competence. The tendency to drop the inversion, so Gaumann says, is
part of the general trend towards more ‘economy’ and simplicity. In
cases where both types of construction are possible, we have functional
variants with the same semantic value. In cases where only main-clause
order is acceptable, the wezl-clause has a meta-communicative function,
namely, to mark illocutionary force.

Even if Gaumann’s findings are comprehensible individually, there is
no inherent relation between them. What has ‘economy’ to do with the
illocution-marking function? Why can this function only be stated with
wetl-clauses where the verb cannot be placed at the end? I would like to
offer some suggestions as to how the individual observations, which are
partly correct, can be connected. The point is that we;! with main-clause
order is a metaphoric expression which is about to lexicalise. It seems to
designate an epistemic relation on the basis of similarity with some
relation in the ‘real world’. One can conclude epistemic we:l from factual
wezl. The factual wezl-clause (normally) answers the question ‘why is
that the case?’, whereas the epistemic wezl-clause (normally) answers the
question ‘how come you know?’. The change in word order is a con-
sequence of a change in meaning.

Let us consider a sentence containing a classic, ordinary wez/-clause:

(1) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er Kopfweh hatte.

We can investigate a certain semantic aspect of this sentence through
presuppositional analysis.” What is stated, and what is presupposed?
The presuppositions of a sentence are those propositions that are mutual
knowledge,? and these are unaffected by negating the sentence. Let us
test the effects of negation. The negative of (i) is

@i") Er ist nicht nach Hause gegangen, weil er Kopfweh hatte.
The sentence in (i") is equivalent to (i'):

(i") Es ist nicht der Fall, da} er nach Hause gegangen ist, weil er
Kopfweh hatte.

There are two readings of (i) and (i") respectively:
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(a) ‘He has gone home, and he had a headache, but that was not why he
went home.’

(b) ‘He has not gone home, and he had a headache, and that was why he
didn’t go home.’

In reading (a), the negative affects the weil-relation (‘The headache was
not the reason for his going home”), whereas in (b) only the antecedent is
affected (‘the headache was the reason for his not going home’). We can
thus conclude that depending on how we read sentence (i), it is possible
to presuppose either of the propositions of the antecedent and the
embedded sentence. In this case, the causal (we:l) relation is stated.
Alternatively, the antecedent is stated while the causal relation and the
proposition of the wezl-clause are presupposed. In any case, sentence (i)
does not state that someone had a headache, but it does carry the pre-
supposition of a headache.

Consider the negation of the alternative (ii) sentence, with main-
clause order:

(ii) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er hatte Kopfweh.
(@i1") Er ist nicht nach Hause gegangen, weil er hatte Kopfweh.
The following expresses the negative more clearly:

(ii") Es ist nicht der Fall, dafl er nach Hause gegangen ist, weil er hatte
Kopfweh.

The first thing to note is that there is only one reading (reading (a) for
(1), namely ‘having a headache was not why he went home’ being
excluded). What is negated in (ii’) and (i1") is his going home, whereas
the wezl-clause is not negated in either sentence. This might lead one to
think the proposition in the wezl-clause and the causal relation to be
presupposed as well, but, since the domain of the negative does not
include the wezl-clause at all, it cannot be the case. Notice that (i) has
the form

(1") — [he has gone home, because he had a headache],
whereas (ii’) has the form
(@ii") = [he has gone home], because he had a headache.

Supporting evidence is provided by putting the sentences under a
different operator:

(iii) Ichvermute, dafl er nach Hause gegangen ist, weil er Kopfweh hatte.
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(iv) Ich vermute, dafl er nach Hause gegangen ist, weil er hatte
Kopfweh.

In (iii), the supposition refers to the whole sentence; in (iv) it refers to
the antecedent only, and the weil-clause remains unaffected. The propo-
sition of the wezl-clause is not part of the supposition, but is, instead, its
reason. If the weil-clause is beyond the reach of the negative of (ii), it
cannot be presupposed either. Consequently, the proposition of the
wetl-clause in (ii) is stated.

As a result, the two sentences (i) and (ii) are not logically equivalent,
for in (i) the proposition of the embedded sentence is presupposed,
whereas in (ii) the entire weil-clause is stated. However, the varying
relations of presuppositions account for only part of the story. There is
yet another semantic difference to consider — the metaphorical nature of
the epistemic weil. Let us look at sentences which resist alternative types
of construction:

(v) Erist nach Hause gegangen, weil ich sehe seinen Mantel nicht mehr
an der Garderobe.

If we compare (v) to our classic wetl-sentence,

(i) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er Kopfweh hatte.

it is clear that while (i) can be paraphrased roughly by (I):

(I) His having a headache was the reason for his going home,
the sentence in (v) cannot be paraphrased by

(V) My not seeing his coat on the hat-stand anymore was the reason for
his going home.

In other words, the wezl-clause in (i) gives the reason for his going home,
while the weil-clause in (v) gives the reason for my concluding that he
has gone home. Because the wezl-clause in (v) answers the question ‘how
come you know?’, this weil is ‘epistemic’, whereas the weil in (i) is
‘factual’.

Let us return to sentences in which both factual and epistemic uses of
weil are possible, and see whether this thesis can be generalised.
Compare the sentences in (vi) and (vii):

(vi) Er wird nach Hause gegangen sein, weil er Kopfweh hatte.
(vii) Er wird nach Hause gegangen sein, weil er hatte Kopfweh.

Again, the differing logical structures of the two sentences, as well as the
contrasting semantic roles of the weil-clause, are evident. The scope of
the assumption in (vi) covers the whole sentence, while in (vii) it
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includes the antecedent only. In (vi) the weil-clause contains the reason
presumed for going home, whereas the weil-clause in (vii) gives the
reason for the assumption. So once again, the factual weil gives the
reason for some state of the world, the epistemic we:l gives a reason for
an epistemic state. What about our original sentences in the light of this
analysis?

(i) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er Kopfweh hatte.
(ii) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er hatte Kopfweh.

The weil-clause in (i) gives the reason for going home. In (ii), however,
the speaker offers his argument for the event stated in the antecedent, as
if saying, ‘He has gone home, and I know why, and am going to tell you:
he had a headache.’ So the wezl-clause in (ii) bears epistemic significance
since the speaker talks about his knowledge of the headache, whereas in
(i) the speaker talks about the fact of a headache. The utterance of (ii)
amounts to offering an argument while (i) only describes a state of
affairs. This is why the speaker may remain distanced from the reason
given in (i), but the speaker in (ii) would be unable to keep his distance
from his argument:

(i®) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er Kopfweh hatte. (Aber ich
glaube nicht, daf} dies wirklich der Grund war.)

(ii°) *Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er hatte Kopfweh. (Aber ich
glaube nicht, daf3 dies wirklich der Grund war.)

The reason for the difference is that one cannot offer an argument and
keep one’s distance from it at the same time. If this analysis is correct, it
is a step in the right direction. As the sentences left and right of weil are
on the same logical level, epistemic weil is not constructed with subord-
inate word order.

Let us look at another type of wezl-sentence. The examples discussed
so far give a reason for a conclusion, but not for the choice of an
illocutionary act. Sentences which do this are cases where the propo-
sition is a function of any illocutionary force part from stating:

Warning: Beif3 da lieber nicht hinein! Weil das ist unheimlich
scharf.

Order: Mach die Tir zu, weil wir haben hier geheizt.

Promuse: Bis spatestens ibermorgen haben sie ihr Geld. Weil
ich will endlich wieder in Ruhe schlafen kénnen.

Threat: Sieh blof3 zu, dafl das beim nachsten mal klappt. Weil
ich kann das nicht mehr mit ansehen.
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Question: Hast du noch etwas zu trinken? Weil ich hab’ unheim-
lich Durst.

In sentences like these, the function of we:l might be considered to be
illocutionary instead of epistemic, but, if we look more closely, it seems
unnecessary to extract a third function for weil. The reason is that the
difference in meaning between the sentences above resides not in the
meaning of weil, but in the contrast between illocutionary acts. More
precisely, what differs is the role that truth-value plays in assertive acts
on the one hand, and in other illocutionary acts on the other. As Frege
has remarked, three features of a statement are important: firstly the
‘thought’ (‘der Gedanke’), which in our terms is the proposition;
secondly the ‘judgement’ (‘das Urteil’), that is, the acknowledgement of
the thought as true or false; and thirdly the ‘statement’ (‘die Be-
hauptung’), which is the announcement of the judgement. ‘If we
acknowledge a thought as true internally, we judge; if we announce such
acknowledgement, we state’, wrote Frege (1971:54; my translation). In
general, we are more concerned with judgement than announcement
when stating, and so we refer the weil-clause with an assertive ante-
cedent primarily to the judgement in Fregeian terms, and less to the act
of announcement.® This means that the we:il-clause does not primarily
give the reason for the act of announcing the proposition, but an
acknowledgement of the truth-value, that is, the truth-claim attached to
the proposition. Therefore the weil-clause answers the question ‘how
come you know this?’ and not ‘why do you state this?’ In non-assertive
speech-acts, there is no equivalent to what Frege called ‘judgement’. We
have only equivalents to what Frege called ‘thought’ and ‘statement’:
these are the proposition and illocutionary force respectively. That is
why, in everyday language we take the questions ‘why do you want to
know?’ and ‘why do you ask?’ to be equivalent,!® whereas the questions
‘why do you believe this?’ and ‘why do you state this?’ need different
answers.

Consequently the difference between epistemic wezl and so-called
illocutionary we:l is based on the difference between assertive and
non-assertive speech-acts, and not on different functions of weil. This
means that we have only to distinguish two types of we:l: the factual and
the epistemic. When using factual weil, the embedded sentence is always
presupposed and, depending on how we read it, the antecedent may also
be presupposed or it may be stated. With epistemic weil, the proposition
of the weil-clause is always stated, and the proposition of the antecedent
has an independent illocutionary function. This illocutionary function
is normally assertive, but may be non-assertive.
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To conclude this descriptive section then:!! The shift from subord-
inate to main-clause order in wezl-clauses is not due merely to large-
scale sloppiness parading as simplicity, but is the consequence of a
semantic change from factual to epistemic meaning. The epistemic
reading demands that the proposition of the weil-clause is not presup-
posed, but stated, and consequently it demands that word order is not
hypotactic, but paratactic.

The processes involved here are metaphoricisation, epistemification,
subjectification, and perhaps others. The value of such characterisations
cannot be found in their explanatory power, for they do not have any.
They are valuable for drawing out in probably sufficient generality and
precision, where there is need for explanation.

4 Now I want to turn to the question of how this case of semantic
change and the tendencies it is embedded in can be explained. An
explanation can generally be characterised as follows: it must show how
the communicating individuals’ efforts, which are designed to fulfil
their own communicative purposes and not to cause language change,
lead or must lead to the structure to be explained, thereby taking into
consideration the ecological conditions under which people act.

Let us start with metaphoricisation. Eve Sweetser has remarked
correctly that the epistemification of because is a case of metaphorici-
sation. This is also true for German wezl. But what puzzles Sweetser is
the ‘unidirectionality of metaphorical mapping’ (1990:174). The ways
that metaphors emerge can be described as going from the external to
the internal, from the concrete to the abstract, from the intuitive to the
unintuitive, and so forth. Sweetser thinks that the reason is to be found
in human cognition. But explaining linguistic phenomena with refer-
ence to human cognition is impermissible as long as we deduce our
hypothesis of cognition from our understanding of the linguistic
phenomenon. But, quite apart from this methodological objection, I
believe there is a simpler explanation, namely, the technique of using
signs itself.

Communication is not a problem of transportation; it is much more a
problem of how to make the other draw the conclusions you want him to
draw. So communication is actually a problem of inference. Notice that
we call things signs if we use them to draw conclusions from them. To
communicate with signs means giving something perceptible to some-
body, hoping he will be able to conclude from it, something that is not
immediately perceptible. And there are exactly three methods of infer-
ence that we practise: causal, associative, and rule-based.

If you recognise spots as a sign of measles, you are using causal
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inference, if you recognise the graphic of a crossed out cigarette as a sign
of a smoking-ban, you are using the skill of association, and if you
recognise ‘hello’ as a greeting, you are using the knowledge of certain
rules. These three basic methods of human communication are the
symptomatic, the iconic, and the symbolic. The knack of re-using the
symptomatic and iconic methods on the level of symbols results in
metonyms and metaphors respectively. The term metaphor does not
describe a thing so much as a particular method of interpretation.
Metaphors are used to communicate something that is not immediately
accessible to the listener — something intuitive or abstract — by means of
symbols symbolising something that is accessible to speaker and listener
equally. For technical reasons, the reverse is impossible: you might
interpret the utterance ‘I feel like a blooming garden in spring’, but the
utterance ‘My garden looks about how I’'m feeling at the moment’
presents much more trouble. Consequently, coinage and interpretation
of metaphors are achieved by using one basic method of forming signs:
association. And the unidirectionality of metaphorical mapping is a
consequence of its technique.

Often, used-up metaphors lose their metaphoricity because speakers
interpret frequent regularities as rules. If an associative conclusion
occurs often enough, regularity of use will be interpreted as a rule of use.
The process by which an associative conclusion is replaced by a rule-
based conclusion is lexicalisation. But, at the same time, it is a process of
the semantification of sense which is originally generated pragmatically.
So lexicalisation consists effectively of the emergence of rules, a kind of
semantification, and a special case of pragmatic strengthening.'? Sem-
antification, sometimes called desemanticisation, bleaching, etc., is
often combined with a loss of information. The emergence of meaning
frequently involves the simultaneous loss of information and bleaching
of expressivity, which is partly the reason that new metaphoricisations
come into existence as soon as old ones lexicalise.

Epistemic wezl is a metaphorical application of factual weil, and this
metaphor is about to lexicalise. It follows that the result of the semanti-
fication of a metaphor turns into a case of subjectification if two con-
ditions obtain. The first is that the iconic method must be used to
communicate something interior through something exterior, and the
second is that the metaphor must occur so frequently that its regularity
is read as a rule. This is the case with wezl.

However, not every case of subjectification is the result of metaphori-
cisation plus pragmatic strengthening. There are instances of so-called
Mandeville’s paradox, where striving for objectification at the level of an
individual’s action can generate subjectification at the level of the
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linguistic system.!® For example, the shift from temporal meaning to
causal or adversative meaning seems to be a typical case of Mandeville’s
paradox. The speaker chooses a more ‘reserved’ and less obliging variant
in a context where the causal or adversative interpretation is obvious for
pragmatic reasons. In the long run, such ‘over-interpretation’ will lead to
a semantic change from temporal to causal or adversative meaning, with
the result that speakers will have to look for new temporal expressions if
they do not want to be obliging. I could not use the sentence ‘In der Zeit,
in der du in der Sonne lagst, habe ich Geschirr gespilt’ when talking to
my wife if I wanted to stress nothing but simultaneity, even if ‘in der Zeit,
inder. . .” is absolutely free of adversative meaning. The mechanisms of
Mandeville’s paradox played a part when Old High German dia wile dé
‘at the time that’ (via Middle High German (die) wile ‘during’) became
New High German weil ‘because’ (cf. OE pa hwile pe “at the time that’ >
ME while ‘during’ > pdE while ‘although’). But, since it was not involved
in the change from causal to epistemic weil, I will leave the issue of non-
intended subjectification according to Mandeville’s paradox.

Let us return to epistemic weil. As we have seen, speakers today prefer
epistemic weil with main-clause order to factual weil, even if the latter
would be perfectly possible and certainly correct. And this raises the
question of the advantage to speakers of nearly always choosing one of
two possible variants.

One answer that has been ready to hand ever since the days of Jacob
Grimm is the economy argument; that is, speakers choose the cheaper
option.!* The argument of greater simplicity might play a role with
more complicated weil-sentences, but it cannot be decisive. There has to
be more to it than this. What are the arguments associated with the
profits? The greater the subjectively expected net benefit and the
expected utility,!” the better the justification for a choice, and the
stronger the explanation. There are at least five profit arguments for
preferring epistemic wezl:

1. The presupposition argument: if the speaker wants to bring the
causing state of affairs to the listener’s notice, a sentence that states this
circumstance is better than one that presupposes it.

2. The function of compensation: for whatever reasons, the conjunc-
tions da and denn belong to the literary language. In spoken language
today, their function is almost covered by weil.'® The function of denn is
adopted by epistemic weil, as well as the particular word order. This is
evident in the following sentences, where both types of weil are possible:

(viii) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, da die Geschafte gleich zumachen,
denn er bekommt heute abend Besuch.
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(ix) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil die Geschifte gleich zumachen,
weil er bekommt heute abend Besuch.

3. The epistemic load: as factual weil can ‘only’ indicate a reason or
cause, whereas epistemic weil turns a thought into an argument, the
epistemic version bears more intellectual ‘weight’, even if the argu-
mentation is totally trivial. This is demonstrated in the following:

(x) Er hat die Wahl gewonnen, weil er die Mehrheit der Stimmen auf
sich vereinen konnte.

(xi) Er hat die Wahl gewonnen, weil er konnte die Mehrheit der
Stimmen auf sich vereinen.

4. The undisputability: an epistemic wei/-sentence cannot easily be
disputed because of its epistemic status and the relations of presuppo-
sitions. This is made clear by the following three dialogues:

(xii) Erist nach Hause gegangen, weil er hatte Kopfweh. — Nein, nicht
weil er hatte Kopfweh, sondern weil er keine Lust mehr hatte.

(xii') *Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er hatte Kopfweh. — Nein,
nicht weil er hatte Kopfweh, sondern weil er hatte keine Lust
mehr.

(xii") *Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil sein Mantel hingt nicht mehr
an der Garderobe. — Nein, nicht weil sein Mantel hingt nicht
mehr an der Garderobe, sondern weil sein Auto steht nicht mehr
im Hof.

5. The relation of implication: any factual reason can be epistemified,
but not vice versa. So speakers can always be sure to play safe by using
the epistemic version.

To conclude, the epistemic weil has many advantages and is a new
contribution to our intellectual vocabulary. Currently, writing speakers
estimate the costs of breaking standard word order rules of the literary
language to be higher than the benefits gained from using the epistemic
version. But that will change because, in the long run, worse choices
made only because things have always been like that do not hold out.

NOTES

1 See Traugott (1989) for discussion of the changes affecting English while.

2 This has been done in greater detail in Keller (1990) and (1991). (For an
account in English, see Keller (1985), (1987) and (1994).)

3 See Keller (1985) etc. for more extended discussion of the question of
explainability and ways of explaining language change.
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See Keller (1994, chapter 3).

On the theory of the invisible-hand explanation, see Nozick (1975),

Ullmann-Margalit (1978), Vanberg (1984), and Keller (1994).

6 See Traugott (1989:33): ‘As is true of all linguistic change, the tendencies

characterised are possible and not necessary’.

7 On the relations of presuppositions in sentences containing wezl-clauses, see

Kindermann (1985:67-9).

See Keller (1974).

Speaking carefully here should indicate that we could think of contexts

where the reason does not refer to the judgement, but to its act of

announcement.

10 Of course, taken in detail, they are not equivalent. The question ‘why do you
ask?’ can be followed by the answer ‘because I want to know’, but not vice
versa.

11 See Keller (1995) for more descriptive detail.

12 See Traugott and Konig (1988).

13 On the notion of Mandeville’s paradox, see Hayek (1966), and Keller (1995,
chapter 2.2).

14 ‘Die Sprache wichst nach dem natirlichen Gesetze weiser Sparsamkeit’
(Grimm 1968, vol. 2:2).

15 See Thorson (1976).

16 For different usages of weil, da, and denn, see Pasch (1983).
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3 Subjectification in grammaticalisation

Elizabeth Closs Traugott

1 Introduction!

(1) a. Mary is going ro visit her agent. (progressive motion verb go,
purposive t0)

b. Mary is going to/gonna visit her agent. (quasi-auxiliary)
(2) a. Let us go. (imperative)
b. Let’s go. (hortative)
(3) a. Mary read while Bill sang. (temporal connective)
b. Mary liked oysters while Bill hated them. (concessive connective)

Of each of these pairs, a form or phrase in (b) can be shown to be more
subjective in meaning, more grammaticalised, and historically later in
development than its cognate in (a). My purpose in this chapter is to
further refine the notion of subjectification as it operates in grammatical
domains of English such as are illustrated in (1)-(3). I will characterise
the different kinds of subjectification that are involved in the develop-
ment of grammatical markers in several areas of grammar that are
syntactically different, but which nevertheless share semantic and prag-
matic properties of modalisation, especially modalisation of the episte-
mic kind (cf. Lyons 1977, Palmer 1986).2 Finally, I will discuss the
implications of the data for hypotheses of unidirectionality of change.
Subjectification has been defined in different ways since the seminal
work by Benveniste (1966) on ‘sujet d’énoncé’ and ‘sujet d’énonciation’
and by Lyons on subjectification (1977, 1982). As I have used the term,
‘subjectification’ refers to a pragmatic-semantic process whereby
‘meanings become increasingly based in the speaker’s subjective belief
state/attitude toward the proposition’, in other words, towards what the
speaker is talking about (Traugott 1989:35). This characterisation of
subjectification is very broad. In his important work on subjectivity
and subjectification, Langacker has suggested that some instances of
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subjectification illustrate a more narrowly defined process, specifically
increase in ‘the realignment of some relationship from the objective axis
to the subjective axis’ (Langacker 1990:17). Although overlapping with
my concept of subjectification, Langacker’s is nevertheless considerably
different, and I will point to some of the differences as I proceed.

Subjectification is evidenced in lexical as well as grammatical change.
Examples in the lexical domain include the development of illocutionary
speech-act verb meanings from locutionary (and ultimately often non-
locutionary) meanings, for example: agree (originally ‘be pleasing, suit-
able”), insist (ultimately from a Latin past participle meaning ‘sat on’),
promise (ultimately from a Latin past participle meaning ‘sent forward’)
(Traugott and Dasher 1987, Traugott 1987). The issues for the intersec-
tion of subjectification and grammaticalisation are essentially the same
as for lexical change, except that in grammaticalisation the interplay
between morphosyntactic and pragmatic/semantic factors leads to more
complex trajectories of change than are usual in lexical change.

‘Subjectification in grammaticalisation’ is, broadly speaking, the
development of a grammatically identifiable expression of speaker belief
or speaker attitude to what is said. It is a gradient phenomenon, whereby
forms and constructions that at first express primarily concrete, lexical,
and objective meanings come through repeated use in local syntactic
contexts to serve increasingly abstract, pragmatic, interpersonal, and
speaker-based functions. ‘Grammaticalisation’ is the process whereby
lexical items or phrases come through frequent use in certain highly
constrained local contexts to be reanalysed as having syntactic and
morphological functions, and, once grammaticalised, continue to
develop new grammatical functions (Hopper and Traugott 1993; see
also Lehmann 1985, Heine et al., 1991). As the examples in (1)-(3)
indicate, grammaticalised forms may coexist alongside non-grammati-
calised ones, sometimes for many centuries, a phenomenon that Hopper
(1991) has called ‘layering’; indeed, coexistence of older and newer
forms and meanings is the norm rather than the exception.

2 Examples of subjectification in English
grammaticalisation

Langacker’s work focusses primarily on ‘subjectivity’ as a gradient
phenomenon found synchronically (LLangacker 1985, 1990). It concerns
degrees of grounding in the perspective of the speaker from a cognitive
point of view. According to Langacker, all situations are ultimately
construed by the speech participants. But some are expressed in a
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maximally objective way, in the sense that events and their participants
are placed ‘on-stage’ as the focus of attention, while elements of the
‘ground’ (the speech event itself, and its participants) are unprofiled,
unexpressed, ‘off-stage’ as audience looking on. Other situations are
expressed in a way that aligns some aspect of the event and its partici-
pants with the ground, and hence with some part of the viewing scene. A
synchronic example of the gradience is:

(4) a. Vanessa jumped across the table.
b. Vanessa is sitting across the table from Veronica.
c. Vanessa is sitting across the table from me.
d. Vanessa is sitting across the table. (Langacker 1990:17-20)

In Langacker’s view, the sense of across in (4a) is maximally objective in
that across profiles movement without regard to speaker-hearer posi-
tion. (4b,c) are more subjective in that across represents not concrete
motion, but the abstract construal of a conceptualiser (the speaker)
tracing a mental path ‘in order to locate the trajector vis-a-vis the
reference point’ (ibid.:18). In (4b) the reference-point is not one of the
speech participants; in (4c) it is the speaker (1st person). The first
person reference is ‘objective’ in the sense that the third person refer-
ence to Vanessa is — the speaker is profiled as a participant in the event;
but the subjectivity of the construal is the same as in (4b) (the speaker
takes a detached look at herself). (4d) is more subjective than either (4b)
or (4c) in that the reference point is identified with the speaker.

As an example of diachronic subjectification, Langacker cites the
development of epistemic modals. Thus the well-known change from
deontic expressions such as:

(5) a. They must be married. (meaning ‘some external force requires
them to be married’)

to epistemic:

(5) b. They must be married. (meaning ‘It is obvious that they are
married, I conclude that they are married’)

involves a shift from a viewpoint based in persons (or laws) external to
the speech participants to one based in those participants. Diachronic
studies of the development of the modals in English are extensive
(among them Visser 1969-73, Bybee and Pagliuca 1985, 1987, Traugott
1989, Sweetser 1990, Kyt6 1991, Denison 1993), and this topic will not
be discussed further here.
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Other examples of subjectification that Langacker cites include the
development of be going to. As in the case of across in (4a), the motion
verb sense of be going to in sentences like (1a) is objective and concrete.
The speech participants are, of course, represented in that the verb is go
rather than come, but a sentence like (1a) is maximally objective to the
extent that a deictic representation of an event can be. By contrast, a
sentence like (1b) is subjective: ‘the speaker/conceptualizer . . . traces
mentally along the path in order to situate the process in relation to a
reference point’ (ibid.:23). In (1b) the process is that of visiting the
agent, and the reference point is the moment of utterance. The degree of
subjectification in constructions like (1b) is made particularly clear by
examples like:

(1) c. An earthquake is going to destroy that town. (Langacker
1990:23)

The rest of this section is devoted to more detailed analyses of the
development of this and other constructions.

2.1 Be going to

The history of be going to has recently been explored by Pérez (1990),
Danchev and Kyt6 (1994), and Tabor (1994). It is complicated by the
fact that the progressive be-ing construction (as opposed to be-ende) was
still nascent — indeed Denison (1993) argues that it was not really an
auxiliary until the end of the eighteenth century. However, for our
purpose, which is to focus on the subjectification involved, it may be
sufficient to note that the first likely (and much-cited) example is:

(6) a. Thys onhappy sowle . . . was goyng to be broughte into helle for
the synne and onleful lustys of her body. (1482 Monk of
Evesham (OED go 47b))

Certainly, (6a) can be understood as an expression of motion in the
context of the belief that after death the soul goes on a journey with the
purpose of being rewarded or punished for actions in life. But in this
example the passive demotes the inference that the subject of go is
volitional or responsible with respect to the purposive clause. Because
the destination of the journey (4ell) is an adjunct not of was goyng to, but
of be broughte, the directionality of going is also demoted, and the
inference of imminent future resulting from the purposes of the judges
of the dead is promoted (Hopper and Traugott 1993:83). Therefore (6a)
is at the very least an example of the kind of context in which the change
might have originated.
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What we have in (6a) is pragmatic evidence for the potential gram-
maticalisation of be going to to a marker of temporality. In other words,
the inference of future from was goyng to rather than from zo alone arises
contingently out of conversational implicatures. However, temporality
appears to be conventionalised, in other words, semanticised,? in
examples like (6b) where the motion verb go is semantically incompat-
ible with the non-motion sat upon it (‘deliberated’, ‘did nothing
about it’):

(6) b. The council sat upon it, and were going to order a search of all the
houses about the town. (before 1680 History of Charles II, II
p. 164 (HDCET))

The full grammaticalisation of be going to is evidenced when the subject
and/or the verb is incompatible with purposiveness, for example, with a
verb of mental experience (for example, hear, like), or when the subject
is inanimate and cannot be construed as moving. One of the earlier
examples of the latter is:

(6) c. It seems as if it were going to rain. (1890 Chambers’ Journal
(OED go Vb))

Be going to is often thought of as a tense (or prospective aspect)
signalling proximal, near future, but its association with intention and
planned, likely eventhood, suggests that it is also modalised even though
it has no modal verb in its history. Strong epistemic modalisation is
evidenced by such uses as:

(6) d. An accident has been reported on Crockett Boulevard. — That is
going to be South of Crockett. (Radio traffic report, November
1993)

In this example, That is going to be followed a hesitation and pause
suggesting the traffic reporter first attempted to verify the location, and
then expressed slight lack of certainty about this verification (roughly
equivalent to That would be).

There are two common accounts of changes such as are illustrated by
be going to (usually only those meanings exemplified by (6b,c) are
considered). One appeals to metaphor: a trajectory through space is
mapped onto a trajectory in time (Sweetser 1988, Pérez 1990; and, with
reference to the African language Chagga, Emanatian 1992). The other
appeals to generalisation: the phrase is extended to more and more
environments, and in the process loses some of its meaning (Bybee and
Pagliuca 1985, 1987). The metaphor account does not explain why or
how the grammaticalisation of be going to is constrained to the highly
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local environment of an immediately following verb (I am going to
Cambridge involves the motion verb only). I have proposed elsewhere
that an account from metonymy, or association in linguistic context is
more explanatory (Traugott and Konig 1991, Hopper and Traugott
1993: chapter 4), and will not repeat the arguments here. As for the
generalisation account, it tells us only about analogical extension. It
tells us nothing about the cognitive and communicative effect, or how to
interpret the perspective in sentences like those in (6). I propose that in
addition to analogical extension and generalisation, there has been
pragmatic reanalysis? such that the experiencer of an (abstract) sense of
motion has been identified with the speaking subject. To this extent,
there has been no bleaching, but a realignment, which involves a
strengthening of speaker perspective (see section 3 below).

2.2 Let us

I turn now to some examples of subjectification that correlate with
change of grammatical status from main verb constructions not merely
to auxiliaries (i.e. reduced verbs), but to discourse particles with quasi-
adverbial properties. Consider first the development of the so-called
hortative let’s from the imperative ler us. In (2a) Let us go, the under-
stood subject of let is You, cf. Let us go, will you, and the hearer is
profiled as separate from the speaker and companions (i.e., exclusive
we), who are construed as syntactic objects of permission as well as
subjects of go. In (2b) Let’s go the perspective is quite different. In (2b)
speaker and hearer together (inclusive we) are subjects of both /e and
go, cf. Let’s go, shall we. The imperative construction goes back to Old
English (OE), and is illustrated in (7a), which is a request to an
emperor:

(7) a. Of  eorpan we arison. /et us on  eorpan
From earth we arose. Letus on/in earth
gerestan op Ozt god us eft
rest. until that God us afterwards
arere.
raise-up: SUBJUNCTIVE
‘We rose from earth. Let us rest on earth until God may raise us
(at the Resurrection).’ (¢. 1000 ACHom 11, 31-2)

In Middle English (ME) the hortative construction came to replace an
old subjunctive and an old periphrastic expression uzon ‘let’s’. Unambi-
guous examples of the hortative are provided by (7b,c). In (7b) the
hortative occurs with both the old imperative out of which it developed,
and the old subjunctive that it replaced:
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(7) b. Com doun to-day, and lat (IMP) youre bagges stonde . . . What,
lat (HORT) us heere a messe, and go (SUBJ) we dyne.
‘Come down today and let your bags stand (leave your bags) . . .
Let us hear a mass and let us go dine.’ (¢. 1387 Chaucer CT.,
Ship’s T 1410)

c. Ye shape for to be ouer-ronne, & that I
You prepare for to be over-run, & that I

nel noght soeffre; lat vs ratheral be ded
not-will not  endure; let us rather all be dead
atones than soeffre such a vyleney.

immediately than suffer such a villainy
(c. 1400 Thomas Usk, Appeals 28 (HDCET))

More recent developments in the history of lez’s show further subject-
ification. One continues to presuppose a hearer who will participate in
the situation, i.e. the construction is still hortative, but the prime
function is expression of what might be called the speaker’s ‘con-
descending support-style’ as in (7e):

(7) d. Let’s take our pills now, George. (to a child or a person in a
retirement home)

Another barely involves the hearer at all, and functions primarily as an
indication that the speaker is cognisant of the presence of the hearer and
will take a turn, respond, etc., as in:

(7) e. Let’s see now, what was I going to say?

The last kind of locution is often, in fact, addressed to oneself, and the
fixed phrase serves purposes similar to OK, well, and other discourse
markers (see Schiffrin 1987). In other words, let’s see is becoming a
sentence particle serving the textual and metalinguistic function of
bracketing a unit of discourse.

2.3 Let alone

Another construction that has similarly lost many of its verbal prop-
erties and has become a discourse particle is let alone, the subject of
Fillmore, Kay, and O’Connor (1988), one of the first papers on con-
struction grammar, which has much in common with the objectives of
work on grammaticalisation, but is conceived from a synchronic per-
spective. Originally an imperative directed at an addressee (ler me/
something alone), or a participle construction as in (8a), it came by the
nineteenth century to express speaker’s attitude regarding possible
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alternatives on a scale of inclusion, as in (8b). In this sense, it has
acquired a metalinguistic, epistemic function of denying the informa-
tiveness of the member of the set (whether nominal, adjectival, or
verbal) mentioned:

(8) a. I would have that book, therefore, by such [those ignorant of
Latin — ECT] let alone, and left to the Grammar-school. (1660
Charles Hoole, Teaching School, p. 26 (HDCET))

b. We shall have no bed in the house . . . for Charles himself — let
alone Henry. (1816 Jane Austen Lett. I1.263 (OED let 18))

(8a) indirectly directs an individual or group to act in a certain way. (8b)
still in part indirectly directs an interlocutor to act in a certain way, this
time to redirect the linguistic act of construal, but it primarily expresses
the speaker’s epistemic attitude, or ‘strength of commitment to’ the part
following let alone (Fillmore et al.:532).

2.4 I think

Yet another example of a verbal construction coming to acquire dis-
course particle function is I think. This is currently undergoing a change
from main-clause status, where the first person is selected from among
the set of possible subject arguments of think, to a parenthetical con-
struction with greater freedom of position, to a fixed phrase indicating
speaker’s epistemic attitude. Thompson and Mulac’s (1991) study of the
use of I think in college students’ conversations shows that I think is
used in 53% of the possible contexts in which equivalent interpersonal
expressions of epistemic stance such as I mean, I guess, you know, etc.
occur, as in:

(9) It’s just your point of view you know what you like to do in your
spare time [ think. (Thompson and Mulac 1991:313)

According to the study, 95% of the tokens of such expressions are first
person, 4% second person, and 1% third person. The subjectification
here involves not only the function of the phrase, but also the over-
whelming selection of the first-person subject form (which may eventu-
ally become eroded, leaving only a discourse particle, just as please is a
reduced form of if you please).

So far the examples have involved verbs, at least in their origins.
Many have involved realignment of the syntactic subject, but in differ-
ent ways. The most obvious among the examples cited here is the case of
let us where the covert subject of let (you) is reinterpreted as we.
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Another example is be going to, where the authority for the belief or
evaluative attitude is anchored in the speaker, not the syntactic subject.
In the case of I think, where the subject is first person, the subject is
losing referential (objective) properties, and becoming simply the
starting-point of a perspective. In a very broad way, then, the examples
of subjectification discussed so far include a process of shift from what
Benveniste (1966) called the ‘sujet d’énoncé’ (subject of the clause/
proposition) to ‘sujet d’énonciation’ (subject of the utterance).

However, by no means all examples of subjectification involve
realignment of the syntactic subject, though they do all involve some
alignment to speaker’s perspective. Especially clear examples are the
development of the demonstrative tkaz into the article the (see Green-
berg 1978 for a cross-linguistic typological study of such develop-
ments), or of the numeral one into the article a (see Hopper and Martin
1987 on English, and Givéon 1981 for a typological account). The
present-day shift from approximative like to focusser and ultimately to
discourse marker introducing reported speech and thought is a change
in progress showing similar characteristics (Romaine and Lange 1991).
These changes all involve a shift from relatively objective reference to
use as markers of discourse reference, i.e. they acquire a metalinguistic
function of creating text and signalling information flow. Since the
focus of this chapter is on modalisation, I will not dwell on such devel-
opments, but will turn to a couple of examples that do not involve
verbs, and have no original NP argument to be realigned. Rather, con-
structions are recruited to serve metalinguistic and modal functions
based in speaker attitude, but without specific relation to a syntactic
‘subject’.?

2.5 While

I turn now to the example that first engaged my interest in correlations
between grammaticalisation and subjectification: that of while. His-
torically, virtually all grammatical markers of clause combining can be
shown to have developed out of some earlier more ‘objective’ function.
Connectives that mark coordinate and adjunctive clause combining, for
example temporals, causals, and conditionals, typically originate in
adverbial constructions (see Genetti 1991). They are used in discourse
to signal speaker’s perspective on the way in which the events talked
about relate to each other.

The connective while originated in OE in an adverbial phrase trans-
latable as ‘at the time that’ consisting of the accusative distal demon-
strative, the noun hAwile ‘time’ in the accusative, and the invariant
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subordinator pe, a highly explicit coding of simultaneity (often in the
sense ‘as long as’), for example:

(10) a. pses mannes sawul is belocen on his
that man’s soul is locked in his

lichaman pa hwile be he
body that: ACC time: ACC SUBORD he
lybbende bib.

live: PRES-PART is
‘Man’s soul is locked in his body while/so long as he is alive.’
(c. 1000 ACHom IT)

The subjectification is minimal, and consists only in the assertion by the
speaker of the temporal relationship between the events represented in
the matrix clause and the temporal clause. The phrasal expression pa
hwile pe was reduced by late OE to the simple conjunction (h)wile. (10b)
illustrates the plain connective, (10c) the connective followed by the
general subordinator of ME, that:

(10) b. b=zt lastede pa [xix] wintre wile Stephne
That lasted those 19  winters while Stephen
was king.
was king. (¢. 1137 ChronE (Plummer) 1137.36)

c. Hu duden al as he bed, & while
They did exactly as he commanded, & while
bt he beoten hire, begunnen. ..

SUBORD they beat  her, began...
(c. 1225, St Juliana 103 (HDCET))

The new conjunction is more subjective because, instead of profiling a
specific time, it now profiles discourse structure.

A noteworthy development in this connection was that the precise
specification of simultaneity signalled by the demonstrative was lost,
allowing for other conversational inferences to play a part. One such
inference is that the conditions specified in the adjunct clause serve not
only as the temporal frame of reference for those in the main clause, but
also as the grounds for the situation (the disasters lasted nineteen years
because Stephen was king). Such an inference to grounds for the
situation is dominant over temporality in some examples dating from
the later fourteenth century and highlights the subjectivity of the clause
combining relationship, in other words, the degree to which clause
combining expresses the speaker’s construal of relationships between
propositions:
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(10) d. Thar mycht succed na female, QuAill foundyn mycht be ony
male.
‘No female was able to succeed while any male could be found.’
(1375 Barbours Bruce 1.60 (OED while 2a])

The causal inference from while did not become conventionalised in
English. However, in some languages this inference to the grounds for
the situation has become the main extension of the term equivalent to
temporal while. For example, in German the temporal meaning of wes/
‘during’ has become obsolete and causal inference has been semanti-
cised (see the chapter in this volume by Rudi Keller).

An inference that did become conventionalised in English is that of
surprise concerning the overlap in time or the relations between event
and ground. This led to the adversative, concessive meaning. Probable
instances of the semanticisation of surprise, unexpectedness, and hence
modal concessivity appear in the seventeenth century, among them:

(10) e. The Duke of York is gone down thither this day, while the
Generall sat sleeping this afternoon at the Counciltable. (1667
Samuel Pepys, Diary p. 317 (HDCET))

f. The new Parliament . . . as their custome has ever ben going on
violently, without reserve or moderation: whilst wise men were
of opinion that the most notorious Offenders being named &
excepted, an Act of Amnesty were more seasonable. (c. 1689
John Evelyn, Diary p. 903 (HDCET))

(10e, f) could both be interpreted as statements about simultaneous
behaviours. However, there is an inference in (10e) that it was unexpec-
ted, even inappropriate, that the General should sleep under the cir-
cumstances. Similarly, in (10f) contrast between the folly and obnox-
iousness of Parliament and the wisdom of others is pragmatically more
relevant than temporal overlap.

An interesting example is provided by (10g). Here the cooccurrence of
while and yer out of context might allow for a temporal reading (‘at the
same time as she was still pretending’), but in context yer cannot be
temporal since there is no prior allusion to pretence. Therefore yer must
be interpreted as concessive (‘however’), a meaning which reinforces the
concessive inference from while:

(10) g. She was a woman of great beauty, but most enormously vicious
and ravenous, foolish but imperious, ever uneasy to the king,
and always carrying on intrigues with other men, while yet she
pretended she was jealous of him. (bef. 1680 Gilbert Burnet,
Reign of Charles II, I 168-9 (HDCET))
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Unambiguous concessivity occurs when both clauses have stative verbs,
most especially in the present tense: While Kim liked the movie, I hated
1t. The overall shift of while is from reference to a relatively concrete
state of affairs (a particular time) to expression of the speaker’s assess-
ment of the relevance of simultaneity in describing events, to assessment
of contrast and unexpected relations between propositions.

Nevalainen (1990) has studied a similar shift of meaning in the
development of the OE preposition (on)butan ‘outside of, except’ to the
adversative conjunction ‘on the contrary’ after a negative clause, and in
ME to a meaning close to ‘yet’. Again, we find increased subjectification:
in this case the negative ceases to be overtly required, and can only be
inferred as an attitude of the speaker regarding the likelihood of two
situations coexisting simultaneously (cf. She was rich but she was happy).

2.6 Rather than

Another example is rather (than). Originally meaning sooner (than), it
came already in OE to have a ‘preference reading’ (largely in modal
contexts):

(11) a. Wiste pat seo dohtor pe drihten heefde
knew that that daughter suBORD Lord had

coren hrador wolde sweltan donne
chosen sooner/rather wanted die-INF than
ceorlian.

take-a-husband-INF
‘Knew that his daughter, who had chosen the Lord, would
rather die than get married.” (¢. 1000 AELS (Agnes) 301)

A ME example has already been given in (7¢). A metalinguistic meaning
in which the speaker expresses preference for one linguistic formulation
over another (Thompson 1972:242-3) arose in later ME as in:

(11) b. certes youre wyf oghte rather to be preised than yblamed.
(c. 1380 Chaucer, CT Melibee p. 221)

This type of discontinuous construction continues throughout Early
Modern English (ENE).

(11) c. and in the latft]ler many wits and industries haue ben spent
about the wit of some one; whom many times they haue rather
depraued than illustrated. (1605 Bacon, Adv. of Learning
p- 23R [HDCETY)

although the continuous (and hence more grammaticalised) construction
occasionally appears early in the period. The OED cites
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(11) d. A thing begun rather than finished. (1536 Tindale Doct. Treat.
390 (OED rather 5a))

2.7 Even

The last detailed example to be discussed here is the development of the
scalar particle even. In OE through about 1600 it meant ‘evenly, equally,
regularly, uniformly’:

(12) a. Tak there fore a plate of metal or ellese a bord pat be smothe
shaue by leuel & euene polised.
“Take for it a plate of metal or else a board that is smooth shaven
by a level and evenly polished’. (15th century, Towneley Plays,
p. 14 (HDCET))

A second stage is evidenced from ME through ¢. 1820, during which
time even meant ‘namely, exactly, precisely, just, indeed’.

(12) b. There is one that accuseth you, even Moses in whom you trust.
(1534 Tyndale Bible, NTest. John v, 45 (HDCET))

c. Crane confessed the most part even as Paulmir did before, and
more also. (1550 Edward XVI, Diary p. 361 (HDCET))

d. Me thought I harde you saye euen now that . . ./euen as you wyll,
husbande. (1567 Thomas Harman p. 71 (HDCET))

e. The good father himselfe priuilie procured that I should euen
then by [‘be’] chosen fellow. (1563-8 Roger Ascham p. 280
(HDCET))

In examples like (12d, e), where even specifies a temporal deictic, the
shifting temporal reference weakens the specificity of even: even now in
(12d) specifies a temporal moment already in the past at the time of
speaking; even then in (12e) specifies a temporal moment in relation to a
time of utterance now being reported at some distance from that time of
utterance. It is contexts like these that may have allowed the newer
scalar meaning which designates the extreme end of a scale.® Likely
examples of this newer meaning occur as early as the first half of the
sixteenth century, primarily in the context of prepositional phrases
expressing spatial or temporal source of goal of motion:

(12) f. For the imagynacion of mannes hert is evell even from the very
youth of hym. (1534 Tyndale Bible, OTest. Genesis viii, 20
(HDCET))

g. He went on his journey from the south even vnto Bethel. (Ibid.
xiii, 1)
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By the late 1560s probable examples of the scalar meaning appear in a
wider range of contexts, without shifters or source-goal constructions,
although at first often with another form that serves the specifying
function instead of even (cf. it selfe in (12h)):

(12) h. ... to cloath and adorne the obscuritie euen of Philosophie it
selfe, with sensible and plausible elocution. (1605 Francis
Bacon, Advancement of Learning I p. 19 (HDCET))

i. ... did it with so fine a thread, that even those who hated the
Subjects that his Fancy ran up on, yet could not but be charmed
with his way of treating them. (1680 Gilbert Burnet, Life of
Earl of Rochester 7 (HDCET))

j. Evil Men, then, even when they are punished, have something
of Good annexed. (1695 Preston, Boethius Pr. 4, p. 180
(HDCET)).

2.8 Stance adverbs and degree modifiers

Powell (1992) has shown that a whole class of ‘stance’ adverbs such as
actually, generally, loosely, really, strictly, etc. show similar develop-
ments, in this case from manner adverbs to encodings ‘of the speaker’s
normative judgment respecting degree or conditions of truth’ and as
adverbs of modality which may ‘act preemptively to inform and to
persuade a hearer of the nature and importance of the speaker’s evalu-
ation’ (Powell 1992:76).7

Similarly, degree modifiers like very ( < ‘truly’), pretty, awfully, and
most recently virtually, have undergone a shift from manner adverbs to
particles indicating the speaker’s assessment of the normative refer-
entiality of the lexical item selected. Others have originated in N-PP
constructions; see Tabor (1994) for a model based on connectionist
networks of the grammaticalisation of kind of and sort of as in (13a) to
degree modifiers as in (13b):

(13) a. He lett [‘stopped’] for no kind of thyng. (c. 1470 Percy’s Rel,
Estmere 193 (OED))

b. I kind of love you, Sal — I vow. (1804 T. G. Fessenden, Orig.
Poems 100 (OED))

In addition to stance adverbs and degree modifiers, adversative con-
nectives (for example, while, bur), focus and scalar particles (for
example, even, merely), and especially modal particles such as are found
in German (for example, ja, nun, doch) are among classes of grammatical
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words that may be used ‘to indicate the degree of strength (evidence,
confidence, insistence) with which a statement is made or a directive is
uttered . . . to identify inconsistencies and . . . to select the context in
which a new utterance is to be processed’ (Konig 1991:180). All of these
show in their histories an increase in subjectification — interactive to the
extent that they provide ways for speakers to guide the hearer in
interpretation, but primarily subjective in that they are the devices by
which speakers take responsibility for success in communication and
seek to meet hearers’ attempts ‘to integrate new information with infor-
mation that is already accessible’ (Blakemore 1990:364).

3 Unidirectionality

Subjectification has constituted a major factor in the development of my
hypotheses concerning unidirectionality of meaning change. It is cer-
tainly only one factor in unidirectionality. In the case of grammaticali-
sation, it is accompanied by other factors, such as generalisation of
syntactic or morphological context, bonding, and, at later stages, by
phonological reduction. But the evidence from English, and other lan-
guages I have looked at, suggests that the hypothesis of unidirectional
increase in subjectification over time is very robust, at least in the early
stages prior to affixation. Many subjectified forms can become even
more subjective. Thus perfects may be subjectified to ‘discovery’
markers (see Kathleen Carey’s chapter in this volume), and progressives
may be subjectified to an ‘experiential’ marker in represented speech
and thought (see Susan Wright’s chapter in this volume). Alternatively,
subjectified forms may be replaced by other newly subjectifying forms,
as in the case of the futures (cf. the gradual replacement of shall by will,
and of will by be gonna, etc.). As Meillet (1915-16) pointed out, conjunc-
tions are some of the least stable forms in a language, and are often
replaced. The unexpectedly large array of focus particles and stance
verbs in English suggests these forms too develop easily, and may be
replaced easily.

Counterexamples to unidirectional subjectification in the early stages
of grammaticalisation would, for example, be instances of connectives
that originated as adversatives and over time became temporals or
temporal/locative prepositions, of scalar particles that became markers
of specificity, of futures that became verbs of going or wanting. As is the
case with most regularities identified in change, some counterexamples
do exist, but they all involve later stages of grammaticalisation. One is
the development from perfect to perfective in English (see Kathleen
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Carey’s chapter in this volume), and in Spanish a somewhat similar
change from the use of the perfect to mark surprise, and information
value, to mark hodiernal past time (Schwenter 1994). Another is the
development of the French subjunctive from a marker of modal attitude
to a marker of subordination.® In neither of these cases, however, is
there complete desubjectification, since tense and clause connectives
function at least in part to code relation to speaker time or discourse
organisation.

It is particularly striking that even where counterexamples to uni-
directionality in grammaticalisation occur, there may nevertheless
still be an increase in subjectification. For example, resegmentation of
material may occur such that a clitic is resegmented as a free form, con-
trary to the far more usual path of grammaticalisation, which proceeds
from free > bound form.® Matsumoto’s (1988) study of the resegmenta-
tion of a number of subordinating clitics as free morphemes in Japanese
is particularly suggestive of the robustness of the tendency toward
subjectification, since all the examples Matsumoto discusses involve
increased subjectification, for example, dakara ‘because’ (da ‘copula’ +
kara ‘because’) > ‘therefore, that’s why’ > epistemic insistence particle
‘I’m telling you’.

A related topic that deserves further study is whether subjectification
is characteristic of all domains of grammaticalisation. To date it appears
that it may be. Essays in this volume attest to its operation in connection
with word order (Stein), grammatical relations such as are coded by
collectives and reciprocals (Kemmer), and auxiliaries (Carey, Wright);
more recent work attests to its operation in additional domains such as
deictic adverbs (Smith 1993) and case markers (Company 1993). The
reason for the ubiquity of subjectification presumably lies in the
speaker’s attempts to communicate the relevance of what is said to the
communicative event, which includes hearers as well as speakers, but
which ultimately depends for its occurrence on the speaker. For
speakers’ communicative purposes to be achieved, forms are constantly
recruited from lexical domains expressing concrete, objective meanings,
and are construed in terms of the perspective of the speaker, the speech
event, and the discourse context (Lehmann 1985, Blakemore 1990). But
such recruitment is far from arbitrary; the original meanings and the
inferences that can be drawn from them that made the terms eligible for
recruitment in the first place constrain the linguistic domains in which
they can be used and the subjective functions they can perform.

Readers familiar with my earlier work may have noted that I have not
spoken here, as I once did, of unidirectionality from what I called
propositional to textual to expressive meanings (cf. Traugott 1982), a
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hypothesis based on Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) proposal that there are
three functional domains of language, which they call the ‘ideational’,
the ‘textual’, and the ‘interpersonal’ domains, respectively. Although
this has proved a useful hypothesis for testing evidence for change, and
has provided overwhelming evidence for increase in expressiveness
(which I have redefined as subjectivity), it has also raised a number of
questions about the ordering of the changes. While does show a clear
development from textual (clause-combining) to subjective (concessive)
meaning. However, the internal ordering is not always supported (see
Powell 1992). In an important paper, Herring (1991) suggests that
Tamil rhetorical question markers (for example, ‘and then what did he
do?’ in narratives) and tags (for example, ‘right?’) have grammaticalised
to causal conjunctions (for example, ‘because’) and relativisers
respectively. The evidence is synchronic. If, as appears likely from the
distributional evidence, a diachronic analysis confirms this hypothesis,
then these changes provide a counterexample to the shift from textual to
expressive meanings. However, they do evidence a shift from attention
directed primarily to the hearer toward more internally oriented, more
solely speaker-based text organisation.!® Another reason for modifying
the original hypothesis is that linguists now tend to treat as ‘meta-
linguistic’ a variety of phenomena that Halliday and Hasan distin-
guished in different components, for example, metalinguistic construc-
tions serving obvious textual functions (e.g. rather than) and others
serving what Halliday and Hasan called interpersonal functions (e.g.
must). Therefore the theoretical basis for the ordering no longer exists.
The unidirectionality I am speaking of is the more general one men-
tioned at the beginning, the tendency to recruit lexical (propositional)
material for purposes of creating text and indicating attitudes in dis-
course situations; in other words, the tendency for ‘meanings to become
increasingly based in the speaker’s subjective belief state/attitude toward
the proposition’ (Traugott 1989:35). As already noted, this tendency is
constrained by the meanings of the items undergoing change, and the
communicative purposes for which they are being used. My hypothesis
is, furthermore, that the tendency for subjectification is, to a large
extent, correlated with the early grammaticalisation of elements; this
presumably follows, at least in part, from the greater accessibility of the
original meaning to speakers and hearers before this has been obscured
by frequent reanalysis.

It should be clear from the preceding discussion that subjectification
in grammaticalisation does not operate along a single dimension.
Rather, there are separate processes involving correlated diachronic
continua, among them:
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Propositional function ——  Discourse function
Objective meaning —— >  Subjective meaning
Non-epistemic modality——  Epistemic modality
Non-syntactic subject —— > Syntactic subject
Syntactic subject —— > Speaking subject
Full, free form ————  Bonded form

Such correlations of continua serve as frames of reference for distin-
guishing the development of different items, as well as for showing their
commonalities.!! Ultimately specific paths of change for particular
items or particular domains of grammaticalisation in particular lan-
guages will need to be plotted against larger sets of correlated continua
before a full understanding of the phenomena of change can be
achieved.

A word on what my proposals suggest for a characterisation of gram-
maticalisation, especially what has been known as bleaching. Following
Givon (1979) and others, many linguists characterise grammaticali-
sation as a process involving bleaching, phonological loss, etc. Lan-
gacker takes a similar view, associating grammaticalisation with seman-
tic attenuation and arguing that part of this attenuation is the process of
subjectification. His particular theory of cognitive grammar and mental
paths leads him to identify maximal subjectivity with maximal absence.
His analogy is the viewing situation mediated by glasses. If one takes the
glasses off and looks at them, they are maximally profiled and in
consciousness; when one wears them and pays no attention to them, they
fade from consciousness. In his view, zero expression is iconic of
maximum subjectivity (1985, 1990), as in the case of (1¢) An earthquake
is going to destroy that town, or (4d) Vanessa is sitting across the table. 1tis
not surprising, then, that Langacker identifies subjectification with
‘semantic attenuation’ and ‘bleaching’. But many other examples do not
provide comparable evidence of a correlation between zero expression
and subjectification: there is, for example, no comparable distinction
among adversative connectives, focus particles, stance adverbs, degree
modifiers, and so forth. It appears that Langacker’s identification of
subjectification with semantic attenuation is an artifact of his attention
to a narrower subset of subjectification processes, specifically to con-
structions which originate in argument structure (events, particularly
motion events, and the participants in them).

There is an alternative way of in