Open Journal of Modern Linguistics, 2014, 4, 399-406 .0:0 Scientific
Published Online August 2014 in SciRes. http://www.scirp.org/journal/ojml ‘02:0 Research
http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/0iml.2014.43033

A Study of the Subjectification of the Chinese
Word Suoyi

Qingshun He

Faculty of English Language and Culture, Guangdong University of Foreign Studies, Guangzhou, China
Email: markman1998@163.com

Received 29 May 2014; revised 5 July 2014; accepted 13 July 2014

Copyright © 2014 by author and Scientific Research Publishing Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Abstract

Subjectivity is an essential characteristic of language. In recent years, the subjectivity of language
has been attracting the attention of the linguists. Two main research strains have developed, one
being represented by Langacker, and the other by Traugott. The former studies subjectivity syn-
chronically from a cognitive perspective, noting that in addition to the proposition meaning, lan-
guage also expresses the speaker’s attitude, while the latter studies the process of subjectification
from a diachronic perspective, pointing out that language tends to evolve from objectivity to sub-
jectivity. Taking the Chinese word suoyi as an example, this research studies the process of subjec-
tification, finding that the grammaticalization of suoyi has gone through three stages from a pre-
positional phrase through a causal conjunction to a discourse marker. In this three-stage process,
the conceptual meaning has been declining, and the procedural meaning and the subjectivity have
been strengthened.
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1. Introduction

For a good part of the 20" century, structural linguistics has dominated other schools of linguistics, and language
has been considered as expressing objective propositions. However, with the development of functional linguis-
tics, pragmatics and cognitive linguistics, the subjective characteristics of language have been attracting people’s
attention, and have “been seen as paramount to linguistic research” (Davidse, VVandelanotte, & Cuyckens, 2010:
p. 2). According to Shen (2001), language expresses not only the objective proposition, but also the speaker’s
opinion, feeling and attitude. In recent years, the study of the subjectivity of language has been conducted from
various levels of language (Liu, 2009: p. 9) and has developed into a trend of synchronic study, i.e., Subjectivity,
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represented by Langacker and a trend of diachronic study, i.e., Subjectificaiton, represented by Traugott. The
content of research covers syntax, deixis, time and tense, modality and discourse markers, etc.

Based on relevant theories on subjectivity and subjectification, this research intends to analyze the subjectifi-
cation tendency of the Chinese word suoyi in its grammaticalization process. For this purpose, we will first offer
a sketch of the subjectivity in language in Section two, distinguishing such basic concepts as subjectivity, sub-
jectification and grammaticalization, and clarifying the unidirectionality of subjectification. In Section three, we
will analyze the subjectification of the Chinese word suoyi in its grammaticalization process from a diachronic
perspective.

2. Subjectivity in Language
2.1. Subjectivity and Subjectification

In everyday discourse, the speaker will express not only the propositional meaning, but also the “speaker-
meaning”. The latter reflects the subjectivity of language. “The ‘subjectivity’ we are discussing here is the ca-
pacity of the speaker to posit himself as ‘subject’.” (Benveniste, 1971: p. 224), i.e., the speaker’s attitude and
feeling towards and the “ego” left in what he is speaking (Lyons, 1977; 1982; Finegan, 1995; Traugott, 1989;
1995; Shen, 2001; Wu, 2004). Subjectification occurs when the subjectivity in language is encoded in a clear
structure, or when a language form has obtained the function to express subjectivity in its evolution (\Wu, 2004).

Subjectivity represents the situation affected by personal views. The study of the subjectivity of language has
been conducted from a synchronic perspective and a diachronic perspective. The former views linguistic phe-
nomena only at a given time, usually the present, though a synchronic analysis of a historical language form is
also possible, and the latter, regards a linguistic phenomenon in terms of its development through time. Syn-
chronically, the speaker or writer selects not only the content but also the ways to express the content. Any lexi-
cal or grammatical selection is speaker-involved. The selection reflects the subjectivity of language. Therefore,
“the subjectivity is inherent in language” (De Smet & Verstraete, 2006: p. 384); subjectivity makes language as
itis (Liu, 2009).

Langacker (1985; 1990; 1999; 2002; 2003; 2006; 2008) studies the language subjectivity synchronically from
the cognitive perspective. For example:

(1) Mary is going to close the door.

(2) An earthquake is going to/gonna destroy the city.

According to Langacker (1990), the change of the verb go from the space meaning to the time meaning to in-
dicate the future meaning is a process of subjectification. In 1), the subject Mary is not only the one crossing the
path but also the one closing the door. However, in 2), the subject An earthquake is only the agent of the action,
but not the one crossing the path. That is, it is not the subject An earthquake that goes through a path, rather it is
the speaker that goes through a mental path. Langacker (1990: p. 19) refers to this use as subjectification be-
cause the spatial movement of the objective participant has been replaced by the conceptualized subjective
movement, i.e., the mental scanning. Therefore, the subjectivity defined by Langacker includes also the mental
scanning of the situation by the speaker (Shen, 2001).

According to Langacker (2006), an expression itself has no subjective and objective distinctions. The con-
ceptual meaning of an expression may be gradually construed with a greater degree of subjectivity or objectivity
over time. The idea of subjectivity and objectivity lies in the perceptual asymmetry between the observer and the
observed entity. The feature of the maximal subjectivity is the presence of the observer, and the feature of the
maximal objectivity is “the focused object of attention: the entity an expression puts onstage and profiles”
(Langacker, 2008: p. 77).

Traugott (1982; 1989; 1995; 1999; 2003; 2010) studies the language subjectivity from a diachronic perspec-
tive. She observes the tendency of subjectification through investigating the change of meaning. That is, how the
grammatical structure or form expressing subjectivity in language evolves. According to Traugott (1989), sub-
jectivity is a semantic process, that is, a new meaning, including the speaker reference or the speaker perspective,
evolves out of a language component. According to this view, Example (1) expresses a movement, when the
subject is inanimate, or when the verb is a mental one, be going to is completely grammaticalized into a time
marker of future inference (Traugott, 1995).

Language is not only subjective but also intersubjective. “Intersubjectivity in my view refers to the way in
which natural languages, in their structure and their normal manner of operation, provide for the locutionary
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agent’s expression of his or her awareness of the addressee’s attitudes and beliefs, most especially their “face’ or
‘self-image’.” (Traugott, 2010: p. 33). Language is in essence dialogic and persuasive. Therefore, the use of
language necessarily involves the cognitive interaction and coordination between the speaker and the addressee,
hence intersubjectivity occurring. The use of the first person plural instead of the first person singular, the
second person singular, or the second person plural may reflect the particular concerns of the speaker about the
addressee. For example:

(3) A doctor said to a patient, “we can take eye’s drops, now!”

In addition to the personal pronouns, intersubjectivity is also reflected in the following situations: discourse
markers (well, in fact, indeed), parentheses (I think, I guess, I mean), polite expressions (if you please, please)
and evaluative adverbs (frankly, honestly). Here are two examples given by Traugott (2003: p. 129):

(4) 1 will drive you to the dentist.

(5) Actually, 1 will drive you to the dentist.

Example (4) uses the auxiliary verb will to indicate the speaker’s desire. This expresses subjectivity, but does
not reflect the addressee’s “face” and “self-image”. The adverb actually in (5) reflects the speaker’s considera-
tion of the addressee’s “face” as well as the addressee’s attention to the speaker’s attitude.

2.2. Subjectification and Grammaticalization

Traugott (1989) discusses the interaction between grammaticalization and subjectification. Grammaticalization
means the “gradual morphosyntactic and semantic change which results in grammatical reanalysis” (Tabor &
Traugott, 1998: p. 236); it is “in essence a morphosyntactic phenomenon” (Traugott & Dasher, 2002: p. 283).
For example, the evolution of while in (6) from the meaning of “at the same time” to that of concession in (7) is
a process of grammaticalization, the subjectivity of the latter being stronger than the former.

(6) Mary read while Bill sang.

(7) Mary liked oysters while Bill hated them.

Subjectification usually involves and “is an important mechanism of grammaticalization” (Traugott, 1999).
However, subjectification and grammaticalization are different types of changes, and they can occur indepen-
dently. Subjectification is not necessarily accompanied by grammaticalization. For example, we sometimes use
“pig” to describe a lazy and greedy person. Both the subjective and non-subjective uses of “pig” are lexical. Si-
milarly, grammaticalization is not necessarily accompanied by subjectification. For example, the evolution of
the preposition to into an infinitive marker, and that of by into a passive marker do not involve subjectification.
For example:

(8) The hiker ran up the hill.

(9) The highway runs from the valley floor to the mountain ridge.

Example (8) is an objective description of the hiker’s space movement. However, in (9), it is not the highway
that is moving; rather it is the speaker that is moving along an imaginative highway, hence the subjectivity of the
verb runs, which, however, is not grammaticalized at all.

2.3. Unidirectionality of Subjectification

Traugott (1989) and Langacker (1990) both consider subjectification as a unidirectional process. The former
emphasizes the function, holding that the process of subjectification is that of the gradual encoding of the form
or structure of the objective function into the speaker-centred discourse function. The latter emphasizes the con-
strual, holding that certain aspects of the discourse events can be construed with more or less subjectivity, and
the lower the level of consciousness, the higher the level of subjective construal.

Traugott (1982) substitutes propositional, textual and expressive components for the ideational, textual and
interpersonal components in Systemic Functional Linguistics. What she is concerned about is how a lexical item
originated from the ideational domain evolves into multiple meanings and then enters into the textual and inter-
personal domains. She argues that “meaning change is essentially a unidirectional process of subjectification
which typically proceeds along the following pathway: propositional (>textual) >expressive” (Traugott, 1982: p.
256).

Let’s take while as an example. In old English, while means “at the time that”, referring to time as part of the
verifiable propositional content. In the middle ages, while means “during”, referring to not only the cohesion
between two events but also that between two clauses. In modern English, while means “although”, expressing
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the attitude of the speaker. Thus, while has gradually been subjectified from the propositional meaning through
the textual meaning to the expressive meaning. The evolution of any grammatical marks is unidirectional, but
“not in the reverse direction” (Fanego, 2010: p. 201). The change of the aspect from expressing result to ex-
pressing completeness is a process of subjectification. At each stage of this process, the result is less and less
dependent on the objective fact, and is more and more dependent on the attitude and judgment of the speaker. At
the initial stage, the result is entirely dependent on the meaning of the participle, and at the final stage, the rele-
vant relationship between the event and the present time is completely a matter of subjective judgment.

Subjectification is a pragmatic-semantic evolution process (Traugott, 1995). Most new meanings are devel-
oped as polysemy, from pragmatic meaning to semantic meaning. For example, Traugott & Dasher (2002) di-
vide the semantic evolution of must into three stages: 1) must had the original meaning of ability and permission;
2) In the latter half of the old English, must gained a deontic meaning of obligation; 3) In the mid-middle ages,
must developed epistemic meaning. The deontic use of must emerged at the second stage when ‘no social, reli-
gious, or other normative force is specified or implied’ (Traugott & Dasher, 2002: p. 125). That is, at this stage,
it is the modal force itself that is used as a measure of subjectivity.

De Smet & Verstraete (2006) distinguish three types of subjectivity, including one type of pragmatic subjec-
tivity and two types of semantic subjectivity, i.e., the ideational and interpersonal subjectivity. Pragmatic sub-
jectivity is about the speaker’s use of language symbols, ideational subjectivity involves the description of the
content, roughly equivalent to Traugott’s (1989: p. 34) internal propositional meaning, and the interpersonal
subjectivity refers to the expression enacting the speaker’s position on a particular content, such as deontic and
epistemic auxiliaries, discourse markers, illocutionary speech acts, modal adverbs and intensifying adjectives,
etc.

Pragmatic subjectivity will not necessarily develop into semantic subjectivity. Even if the pragmatic subjec-
tivity were developing towards the semantic subjectivity, it would not possibly develop into interpersonal sub-
jectivity. For example, both since and after are causal conjunctions, the former having been semanticized, but
the latter not.

Schwenter & Waltereit (2010) conduct a study of the development path of too from additive use (ideational
meaning) to independent use (interpersonal meaning). For example:

(10) John had ice cream, and Mary had ice cream too.

(11) A: You didn’t do your homework!

B: I did too!

The additive too in (10) connects two paralleled propositions at the ideational domain. Both the two proposi-
tions answer the question Who had ice cream? In (11), speaker A said that B did not do his homework, but
speaker B denied A’s proposition, claiming that he in fact did his homework. Here, too is a used independently,
meaning “to refute”, hence the transfer from the ideational meaning to the interpersonal meaning.

In order to fully reveal the nature of semantic change, Ghesquiére (2010: p. 309) adds Traugott’s (2003) in-
tersubjectification dimension into her (Traugott, 1982) semantic change model, and divides the propositional
meaning proposed by Traugott (1982) into external proposition and internal proposition. The external proposi-
tion realizes the objective description and the internal proposition, the subjective description. Therefore, Ghes-
quiére (2010) proposes the following semantic change model. See Figure 1.

From a diachronic perspective, intersubjectification develops from subjectification, because in general epis-
temic meaning typically precedes inferential meaning. In other words, if a language form is intersubjective, it
must be subjective (\Wu, 2004).

3. A Case Study

With the in-depth study of the language subjectivity, Chinese scholars have begun to carry out research on the

externally propositional > internally propositional >  textual >  expressive
objective subjective subjective and intersubjective
non-bleached bleached

Figure 1. Model of semantic change.
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subjectivity of the Chinese languege (e.g. Shen, 2001; Zhang, 2010). In this section, we will study the subjecti-
fication of the Chinese word suoyi in its grammaticalization process from a diachronic perspective.

Suoyi began to be fixed in the Zhou Dynasty (1046 BC-771 BC), and was widely used in the Spring and Au-
tumn Period (770 BC-476 BC). For example:

(12) 45, FRBAEMD, (2RI, BTV, (F5)
(13) RXPrUAAEAIth, FERTCAEmE, CRrBMRIH.  (EiR)
(14) 18, BOARRAte: Wi, BTRAEAt. (S, FUARts. (GLid)

In these examples, suo is used as a noun, meaning “location”, and yi, after being bleached from a verb into a
preposition, expresses the meaning of “by virtue of”. Suo and yi together form a prepositional phrase, meaning
“a place for doing something”. It is often closely followed by a verbal group, functioning as an element of the
clause.

During the Warring States Period (475 BC-221 BC), suoyi was further bleached from a prepositional phase
into a solidified conjunction. The conjunction suoyi expresses the result or conclusion in the causal relationship
(Lu, 1980: 457). This usage gradually matured in the Western Han Dynasty (206BC-AD25). For example:

(15) AN, TR, BRI, (T . HA)
(16) #EEA, RIFKFZ, FMZPrRAASR. (EEZ . X4 )
(17) BERETESBMANE, A6 =0, FUARE. (BTHEK)

In this period, the referential function of suo disappeared, and suoyi is no longer used as a prepositional
phrase to function as an element of the clause; it plays only the role of a conjunction.

The phrase yinwei/youyu..., suoyi was fixed in the Ming Dynasty (1368-1644) where suoyi functions as a
conjunction of result. Such a sentence pattern generally expresses a causal relationship, that is, talking about the
cause of a completed event (Xing, 2001: 59; Yao, 2009). Here are some examples:

(18) Nt K, 2L CBEAVE, B AR, " (AR ()

(19) HEAFALERR, ERiEEO2SH, BRBL%, HETHS, WET 25, FURH.
(Aaam (k)Y

(20) SUARIRIT AR, EREAHAR B FE, I ELIF BB E AT o, BRCARM&EER T, (8
[ 7 2K 15 )
This structure is also popularly used in modern Chinese. For example:

(21) MR, BAREFHATE T, FAKKBMb AT,  ChEILE S AEAESSE)

(22) TR+ iEiE, Frile MRS R AENR . ChEDLE G R-4215)

In modern Chinese, either yinwei or suoyi can be omitted with the meaning unchanged. Although the causal
relationship still exists, the speaker’s attitude has already been included. For example:

(23) ¥EEANEXET, EIMFLMERFREL. (D H7EW(E)
(24) BRI KEF. AR=EER, el “BEe=5" . (hEJLEG R4
The speaker’s attitude is more popularly reflected in the inferential suoyi clauses. Here, the suoyi clause has
not necessarily a direct causal relationship with the preceding clause, but the two clauses have an argumentative
relationship (Liao, 1992; Fang, 2000). At this time, suoyi is different from its original meaning. Inference is in
essence of strong subjectivity, and hence some modality markers of subjectivity are usually used (Yao, 2009).
For example:

(25) RIRARM UL LR 2, BT RERZ B EIALF, Frik, ATHE E 2L BEF PR,
SERARAT L BRI . CGErAERE 2004 £ EIFE_004)
(26) HULFT I, BB, OEAZ B VAT LD DT AL, BrEL, —OANELR IR .
QR NN )
Even if there is no direct causal relationship with the preceding clause, the suoyi clause can also be used to

express the speaker’s evaluation of the event. This usage is very common in dialogue (Yao, 2009), because di-
alogues are always on-site and commentary. For example:
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(27) AR LT3 R AL R e ZE A AR B U 2 . BT BA, PRLSOBER SCER E R, (PIER
v \D
(28) FABAHAEIX A2 NRRXGLIA TN . FreA v 2RI AW L Gttt 2004 5T R A6H)
With the further weakening of meaning, suoyi has been gradually losing its logical conceptual meaning, leav-

ing only the procedural meaning, and becoming a discourse marker. The meaning of discourse markers is pro-
cedural, not conceptual (Fraser & Malamud-Makowski, 1996; Fraser, 1999). For example:

(29) FARIAMMIEIME, JFE N TIEECH IIEEARBECHE B S5, XA % EE,
GATEMLTL, FOME FORMERIEM. (LT A ST
The conjunction suoyi used as a discourse marker occurs mainly in spoken language. It has no propositional

content and functions mainly as a textual cohesion device or to express the speaker’s attitude. Therefore, “dis-
course markers are subjectified expressions” (Traugott & Dasher, 2002: p. 152).

(30) XA, XAHM I, TR/, R\, PRt E UL, B\ \ERSE= L, A
W, AU A B, AR UL G A R, ARSI R R S R AEAE KA B, RS\ RAER=)L, B

DU SR S AR AR )\ . (1982 ARILRT A A BERL)

Discourse markers indicate the speaker’s position, or the addressee’s role in the conversation. They have no
conceptual meaning, and so they contribute little to the truth value of the propositional meaning. They indicate
the speaker’s view on the sequential relations between the discourse components. Removing the discourse
marker suoyi in the above example sentences will not affect the logical relationship of context, but the addressee
will have to pay more cognitive effort.

4. Conclusion

Subjectivity is essential to language and language has the tendency to evolve from objectivity to subjectivity.
Our demonstration research shows that suoyi can express both the logical conceptual meaning and the procedur-
al meaning. When expressing the procedural meaning, it does not convey the propositional truth value, but is
used as a discourse marker. The evolution of suoyi from a prepositional phrase through a causal conjunction to a
discourse marker is a process of gradual grammaticalization. In this process, the propositional meaning of suoyi
has been bleached, and the speaker’s attitude meaning has been strengthened. At the stage of the clausal con-
junction, suoyi can express not only the conceptual meaning but also the procedural meaning. When it expresses
the inferential meaning, subjectivity begins to occur, and when it expresses the evaluation meaning, the subjec-
tivity is strengthened. At the discourse marker stage, suoyi has completely lost its conceptual meaning, and is
completely grammaticalized, hence intersubjectivity occurring.
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