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1. Introduction

Before the standardisation of the language differealisations of the same grammatical
features were possible. When the conjunctimil comes into question one might — quite
understandably — think of it as a pure coordin&itait connects words/phrases/sentences of
equal status. The situation, however, is not s@l&rsinceand played a role as a subordinator
as well in the history of English. There were pdsiavhen, besides the regular conditional
subordinatoif (or any of its spelling variantjynd also introduced conditional clauses.

The general aim of the present paper is to reveabo far probably not well-discussed areas
of the subordinatoand, playing a considerable role in conditional seogmn So far, mostly
references, or rather general observations have maee in the question ahd meaning ‘if”:
according to Mitchell (1985:83668.) the first oamurce ofand in the meaning ‘ifcan be
dated back to 1250. As far as its life is considerEischer (1992:348) considers the
subordinatorand as a development from the coordinatot it can be considered as a later
(in Middle English) addition to the list of subonditors. Furthermore, Rissanen (1999:281)
points out the possible decline ahd (or an) as a conditional subordinator in early Modern
English. Curme (1931:318-323) also mentions the afsand or its spelling variantan
meaning ‘if’ in certain dialects today: “An is $tib be heard in our southern mountains and
here and there in New England”. So it seems, acwprd the previous studies, that definite

“birth” and “death” points oind can be more or less determined.

In this paper my more specific target is to exantireelife ofandfrom its supposed birth until
a possible decline came in its use. Thus | staatyaimg prose texts from the beginning of
Middle English till the end of early Modern Englijsioughly from 1150 to 1710. During this
period | wish to find out the exact rate of occames ofand ‘if as well as the “regular”
conditional clauses introduced lify (and possible spelling variants), and to comphsar t
number of occurrence. It would be also interestinglook at, if possible, besides the
diachronic, the diatopic analysis as well. The teopora forming the basis of my research
are thePenn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Middle English (PFER1and thePenn-Helsinki
Parsed Corpus of Early Modern English (PPCEME)



2.Background

The birthdate, or at least the signs of the birftrcanditional and actually can be
assumed to be in the period of Old English: alretludy there were some signs towards its
use as a subordinator, vigelice and.. meaning ‘likeas if' (Dictionary of Old English,
online versiol The Middle English Dictionary however, suggests thand with all its
spelling variantsgnt, an, a, and&) in the_conditionameaning existed in the Middle English
period (no reference to Old English at all), itxwcence, however, was not so frequent.
Another hypothesis is proposed by tB&ford English Dictionary:it supposes a Germanic
origin for the conditional usage, more preciselyah be derived from the Old Norseda
Klemola and Filppula (1992) discusses two factohemgand ‘if’ actually can come from:
both rely on language contact. According to oneoftygsis it might have a Latin origin, but,
as a matter of fact, “Latin models typically lackeot subordinators” (315). According to
another assumption the conditiorald could stem from Celtic languages where subordinate
clauses introduced gnd are rather similar to those clauses in both Midgtglish and Early
Modern English, like. in Old Irishdo-bertis cech n-olc from os-messe oc taircitul ceditm
doib-som‘they used to inflict every evil on me, though asv(lit. and ) prophesying every
good to them™ (315-16). Moreover, those Celticdaages continue using the subordinating
and-constructions, e.g. in Irish EnglishVell, | seen the time you'd buy a farm for ... five o
sicx hundred ... Seen farms sellangl | ayounglad.” (316).

3. Types of conditionals

We can divide conditionals into “positive” and “ragiye” types. These types can be
interpreted both witlf andandas well.

Positive Negative
iffand iffand ... not
and if but if/and (=unless)
what if/and unless
no conjunction -- inversion| No conjunction -- ins@n

Table 1.



This study only concentrates now on the posiane andif types yet excluding, however,
those instances where no subordinator introduaesdhditional clause. A problem, however,
arises when thbut iffandsequence occurs: there are many instances ofdmsination but
there are cases whebet is not the first element of the combined suborindut functions
as a coordinating conjunction separating two clsusae of which is a conditional clause
introduced byand In such cases, the instance is obviously coutadther problem is that
not allif instances can be counted as a conditional clétusiten happens thaft introduces a

reported question.

4. Research: methods and process

In the following the two corpora will be introducedd analysed. Both tHePCME2and the
PPCEMEare based on the relevant parts of the Helsiokp@s. As the two corpora contain
different number of prose texts, and as those tditsrse in length, relative rather than
absolute numbers will be taken into consideratibnboth parts all the texts containing either
of the two conditional-types will be considereddaanalyses according to diatopic and
diachronic variations will be also carried out. Tlaek of enough (or equal) number of
examples in certain dialects and/or periods mightdbe to the relative limited number of
manuscripts available in the parsed version offten-Helsinki Corpus (as compared to the

Helsinki Corpus, for instance).

4.1. Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpusuitidle English

The Middle English section of the Diachronic Pdrtlee Helsinki Corpus of English Texts
formed the basis of the text samples inPRCME?2 It includes almost 1.2 million words of
running text in 55 text samples. Table 1. listsdistribution of word count according to both
diatopic and diacronic distribution. In accordamnvegh the Helsinki Corpus there are four
subperiods (ME1, ME2, ME3 and ME4), and five ditdé areas in Middle English (Kentish,
Northern, Southern, East-Midlands, and West-Mid&nd



ME1 ME2 ME3 ME4 Total
(1150-1250) (1250-1350) (1350-1420) (1420-1500)
Kentish 4316 51.914 56.230
Northern - 18.470 11.070 29.540
Southern - 104.179 43.834 148.013
East-Midlands 130.804 45.035 207.831 178.972 562.642
West-Midlands 116.802 81.092 162.152 360.046
Total 251.922 96.949 411.572 396.028| 1.156.471
Table 2.

The 55 parsed prose texts were put under scrirtioyder to explore the regularity (if
possible) ofand-clauses, and the contrast in the rate of occuerdetween the two types of
conditional clauses. From this examination it eradrthat the Penn-Helsinki Corpus contains
100 instances adnd used in the sense of ‘if’. Those instances apgeiar@3 texts in addition
to if, compared to the other texts whérdor a spelling variant) was the only subordinator
introducing the conditional clauses. There was t@xé (CMINNOCE), where, interestingly
enough, the only conditional clause was introdueedlusively byand, “And he breke them
he is sharpely correctyd” ‘If he breaks them, hd e sharply corrected’. Considering the
other types of conditionals there was another (EMREYNAR) where the combination of
the two subordinating conjunctionand if, occurred, “Butand yf he wolde haue comen
hyther he myght haue ben here” ‘but if he wouldehaeme ... , he might have been here’.

The other combinatiorwhat andprovides, however, no instance in the period.

In order to obtain a more precise view of ME cdindial clauses it seemed to be
beneficial to examine aif- andand-clauses with their possible spelling variantscdse off-
clauses the following variants were found besidieZif (in the majority of casesyef, yif,
yef Zife, gief, andgef— exclusively based on the online version of thEIMANd has only
one spelling variant in the corpus, namely the asgel,& (there was no instance of either
antor an). Taking all the spelling variants into account #i¢ual comparison of the two types
of conditional clauses began. The following diagrelearly represents their situation: not
surprisingly, the clauses introduced ibyor any spelling variant), generally speaking, iare
the majority throughout the whole period. In MEIdaviE2 only oneandinstance could be
found, respectively; in case bfconditionals a sudden and significant decreaskamumber
of instances (from 635 to 117) can be observed fMEL to ME2. This remarkable fall



should be due to the small number of conditionausés and parsed texts in the corpus
occurring in this period. A definite rise can betioed in bothand andif-clauses towards
ME3; this rise, however, is most detectablefinonditionals. In ME4 while there is a sharp
decline in the number of-clauses again, a significant growth can be dedeictéhe number

of and-conditionals. It also seems that the two linesagproaching each other; yet they are
far from each other but in the next section (EMotit9 problem will be solved by analysing
the texts further on.
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In the process of the analysis diatopic criteraenalso taken into consideration. From
this investigation it turned out that there was dradectal area, viz. the West Midlands where
in ME4 the number oand-clauses substantially exceeded that ofitfenditionals (60:33 —
taking the absolute numbers into considerationaBse of this rather surprising result it
would be beneficial to examine texts originatingnfr the same dialectal area in EModE as
well. It is regrettable, however, that in tHePCEME the diatopic distribution of the

manuscripts is no longer available.

When genre-distribution comes into question thiedang observations can be made:
it has turned out that the majority afd-conditionals occur in Romance (53%), then in
Religious Treatise (14%); the distribution betw#es text types is, however, rather wide, as
Table 3. indicates that.



ME1 ME2 ME3 ME4
Homilies 1% (1) | 1% (1) | -- --
Religious Treatises -- -- 14% (14) 8% (8)
Sermon -- -- 1% (1) 10% (10)
Travelougue -- -- 1% (1) --
History 2% (2) 2% (2)
Handbook — 2% (2) -
Medicine
Fiction 3% (3)
Romance 53% (53)
Rule 2% (2) --

Table 3.

4.2. Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpudairly Modern English

The Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Early ModernliBhgconsists of almost 1.8 million
words altogether. The corpus itself is divided itiieee subcorpora:

-the Helsinki part consists of roughly 573,000 wsrd

-the Pennl part consists of roughly 615,000 words;

-the Penn2 part consists of roughly 606,000 words.

The two Penn parts are suplements to the Helsiaki phey mostly contain text samples
written by the same authors — as it is in the Hé&lgpart. The Penn2, however, contain more
new material than the Pennl. In accordance withHaksinki Corpus itself all the three
directories are divided into subperiods, viz. E2, &nd E3. Table 4. lists the distribution of

word count according to both subcorporal and digicrdistribution.

Helsinki Penn1 Penn 2 Total
E1 (1500-1569) 196,754 194,018 185,423 576,195
E2 (1570-1639) 196,742 | 223,064 232,993 652,799
E3 (1640-1710) 179,477 197,908 187,631 565,016
Total 572,973 614,990/ 606,047 1,794,010

Table 4.

Due to the twofold supplementation in tRECEMEthe number of the analysed texts

is almost four times so high as in the Middle Esiglpart: altogether 192 texts were put under



scrutiny. Interestingly enougPCEMEalso contains 100 instancesawfd used in the sense

of ‘if’ (this already suggests a decline in the maenof occurrences). The distribution of those

examples is, however, slightly different from that PPCMEZ2 and-conditionals can be
detected in only two subperiods (E1 and E2, respdyg) in EME, as shown by Table 5.

Those instances appeared in 25 texts (E1:16; B2:8§dition toif, compared to the other

texts wheref (or a spelling variant) was the only subordinatdroducing the conditional

clauses.
El E2 E3
And 85 15 0
If 1599 1949 1713
Table 5.
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As far as the distribution in Table 1. is concelnall types of combination witand

were found in the corpus; thus the strengthenirigcefof if besideand (= and i) was

represented iIlPPCEME as well, like “for so they get morand if they went together”

(HARMAN). Thewhat if...combination also occurred in the formaofd if...,as in fvhat and

it hadde beene any other man, and not your goocsldmmsbande’HARMAN), or “what and

she come not"DALL).

The spelling variants were not as manifold as ha Middle English partand

however, also had one spelling variant in the foframpersand&), while if had only twoyf

and ef (and only one instance from the latter). The mgjoof conditional clauses is,

nevertheless, introduced by the regular form ofsiligordinatorif).



As mentioned above, the diatopic analysis is uaf@tely not possible in this period
since only those texts were put into the corpusclvinepresent the standard British dialect.
Still, another form of classification is feasibleamely the analysis according to genre. A
considerable number of text types is accessibtaei?PCEME from biblical texts to private

letters. Table 6. shows the actual genre-distiobutf and-conditionals in each subperiod.

E1l E2

Fiction 12% (12) --
Biography 16% (16) 4% (4)
Drama - Comedy 38% (38) 3% (3)
Handbook 3% (3) 1% (1)
Letter — non-private | 2 % (2) 2 % (2)
Letter — private 2% (2) 1% (1)
Proceedings, trials 8% (8) --
Sermon 1% (1) --
Philosophy - 1% (1)
Travelogue - 1% (1)

Table 6.

It has turned out thatnd meaning ‘if’ occurred in ten types of text; the jordy can
be found — not surprisingly — in Dramas, in E1. Tiuenber ofandinstances in Biography
and in Fiction is also noteworthy. In E2, howevere is a drastic fall in the use afd
clauses that ends in the total losanésubordinators in the last subperiod of EME — asie
in PPCEME

5. Diachronic variation from ME1 to E3

From the research it has become evident that invbeanalysed corpora both the birth and
death date of the subordinatand can be determined. These data, however, are ligha s
contradiction with Mitchell (cf. Introduction) siecthe firstandinstance was found in The
Lambeth Homiliesalready in ME1 (so before 1250). Rissanen, orother hand, gives only
a vague idea of the supposed deatramd-conditional. From the analysis &fPCEME it
turned out that the end of E2 meant the end ofliteeof and ‘if' as well. What happened
between ME1 and E2? This question will be answeiididthe help of relative numbers. (The
importance of having a look at the relative numbes on the deficiency of the number of
available texts in the two corpora as well as andlverse word count.) Table 7. shows the
relative frequencies per 10.000 words. In casanodfconditionals the relative frequency does
not reach 1/10.000 from ME1 to ME3; in ME4, howewvierexceeds that number, and the



relative frequency is almost 2/10.000. Only a modak comes in E1, in E2, however, a
drastic decline can be observed; this leads t@dneplete disappearance arid-conditionals
in E3.

The case is different witlif-conditionals: from the ME1 25/10.000 words to the
relative frequency of ME2 a drastic fall can bersek slight increase comes in ME3 where
the relative frequency is approximately 17/10.0Gf¥dg, then towards ME4 a decline comes
again. The EME period can be characterised witbrestant rise. The most salient change is,
however, from ME4 to E1 where the relative frequerahanges from approximately
13/10.000 to approximately 28/10.000 words. Diagf@nmelps in the comparison between
the two subordinators in the seven subperiods. rBrag4. represents the life afnd

‘ifexclusively from its birth to its death with ghhelp of relative numbers.

MEl1 | ME2 | ME3 | ME4 El E2 E3
And 0,039 0,103 0534 1,919 1475 0,229 n.a.
If 25,206 12,068 17,008 13,105 27,751 29,856 30,317
Table 7.
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6. Why the rise? Why the fall?

It is interesting whyand ‘if was the dominant subordinating conjunction ane subperiod
and in one genre, and why was not so in othersat@gast, why the rise at all?

The birth (and the spread) of the conjunction nhestdue to the (language) contact
with the Celtic languages, as mentioned above, iitBe structure already existed in any of
the Celtic languages and that came into contadt anty English dialect, then it should have
influenced that dialect. As far as the spread efdbnditionaland is concerned, the increase
in the number of instances might not show the sdnale facto Laing (2000) mentions the
possible role of some scribes: during the copyirag@dure it might have happened that the
scribe arbitrarily converted the texts, or eveamsilated those into his/her own dialect. Thus it
can happen that the distribution of @red-conditionals was more uniform in each dialect than
as the present results show that.

When the fall ofind-clauses comes into question the hypothesis ofépaipand Kyto
(2000) should be mentioned. They are of the opitiah the occurrence aind-conditionals
first minimalised then disappeared in the Early BlodEnglish period. The reason for this
might be that the use of the conjunctammd became restricted: thus “other conjunctions might
have been used insteadafd for particular functions” (309). So after the meriof Middle
English the usage of both subordinating and coatdig conjunctions became more and
more specified:and occurred less in the role of a subordinator uittibecame almost
completely extinct.
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7. Conclusion

This paper aimed at examining the usamd as a conditional subordinator in Middle English
and in Early Modern English. It also intended tova that the life of the and meaning ‘if
also played an important role in conditional clauaed thus it should not be overlooked at all
when analysing such subordinate clauses. In theepsoof analysis it turned out that the use
of and instead ofif introducing conditional clauses was constantlyreasing, especially
towards the end of the ME period, while a contiraidacrease characterised the EME period.
With this overall examination of the two corpora tbomplete life of the conditionand
could be presented. In order to get a more preaisemore reliable result, however, it would

be advisable to look at other corpora from bothquksras well.
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