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Abstract

This paper provides a sociocognitive approach to conditional constructions in Brazilian Portuguese. It is argued that conditionals express modality, which is treated as cognitivelly related to force dynamics (Talmy 1981, 1988, Sweetser 1990, Tomasello 1999). It is shown that these constructions can be used either to impose a compelling force directing the subject towards an act or to take away a potentially present social barrier. In the former case, the protasis will mark a factual event, by selecting the present tense and the indicative mood; interactionally, conditionals will be used to indicate the introduction of a new topic or the realization of a persuasive speech act. In the latter case, the protasis will be neutral regarding the factuality of the event being represented, and therefore the future tense and the subjuntive mood will occur; conditionals will be related to politeness, checking felicity conditions for directive speech acts such as  requests, invitations and orders. 

1. Introduction

The study of conditionality has been approached from different theoretical perspectives, both diachronically and synchronically (Austin 1961, Haiman 1978, 1986, Comrie 1986, Sweetser 1990, Cutrer 1994, Dancygier and Sweetser 1996, Dancygier 1998). The work of Sweetser (1990) is especially relevant from a cognitive point of view, since it demonstrates that the occurence of conditional constructions in three different cognitive domains (content, epistemic and speech act) reflects metaphorical mappings from physical to more abstract worlds. Furthermore, Sweetser provides a generalization, showing that these same metaphorical cognitive processes operate on other syntactic phenomena such as modal verbs in English.

This paper is a contribution to the understanding of the relations between conditionality and modality, by analysing conversational data in Brazilian Portuguese. I will claim that not only conditional constructions can undergo the same cognitive processes as modal verbs do, but that they constitute by themselves one of the expressions of the more general concept of modality, which will be treated here as related to the notion of force dynamics (Talmy 1981, 1988 and Sweetser 1990). Furthermore, following recent work on the cultural basis of human cognition (Tomasello 1999), the specific claim is that forces and barriers relate to the uniquely human cognitive ability to understand the intentional relations that animate beings have to the external world and the causal relations that inanimate objects and events have with one another. According to this view, language  embodies particular perspectives: it is possible to place the same experiential situation into different conceptual categories for different communicative purposes.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, I will present a brief  review of the criteria that have been proposed for the definition of modality in the literature, arguing in favour of a sociocognitivelly rooted  definition. In section 3, I will  present the notion of grammatical construction, discussing the integration of the meaning of the skeletal construction If p,(then) q 
 with compositional aspects of  verb form in the conditional clause.  I will also argue that conditional constructions are space builders, as defined and exemplified  in  works such as  Fauconnier (1985, 1994), Cutrer (1994),  Sweetser (1996, 1997), Dancygier and Sweetser (1996)and Dancygier (1998). The main idea to be argued for  is that conditional constructions function interactionally in terms of intentional forces and barriers, either taking away a potentially present social barrier or presenting a compelling force directing the subject towards an act (or some kind of reasoning).

The choice of verb form in conditional protases – specifically  present (indicative) or  future (subjunctive)
 – plays an important role in this interactional process. The kind of modality being profiled will be indicated by the verb form: the choice of the more neutral subjuntive form simultaneously takes away potentially present social barriers (dealing with face protection for topic change or for the  refusal of an invitation, for example) and the choice of the present form indicates that the force being imposed is taken to be a factual one, which leaves the hearer with little option for refusing the act (or reasoning) being suggested.

2. A Sociocognitive Approach to Modality

2.1 Traditional definitions of modality

Most languages have some kind of grammatical system of modality, although

they appear to be able to divide up the field in various ways. An obvious example is the existence of a  system of mood in Latin (indicative, subjunctive and imperative) and the occurence  of a system of modal verbs in English (will, can, must, etc), which exhibit some translational correspondence.

A number of criteria have been proposed for the definition of modality. Lyons (1977) and Palmer (1986) discuss modality in terms of notions such as non-propositionality, subjectivity and non-factuality. The problem is that such concepts are either too wide or too narrow to account for the category being defined. 

The notion of  non-propositionality  has been traditionally linked to the speaker’s attitude or opinion, as opposed to the “contents of the sentence” (Jespersen 1924, Lewis 1946, Austin 1962, Fillmore 1968). Therefore, if a proposition (which may be true or false) is subject to further qualification, this qualification represents modality.  The problem with this dichotomy is that it allows the inclusion of too many cases. The sentences below are given by Palmer  (1986, p.15) to illustrate this point:

(1) John liked/tried/condescended to come.

(2) It is fortunate/curious/reasonable that he came.

Although the examples above are related in some way to the  speaker’s opinion, 

it is not hard to see that to include them we would have to widen the notion of modality to a point where it would become useless (since language is perspectival in nature).

If we turn to the notion of subjectivity, we will be dealing again with the grammaticalization of  speaker’s (subjective) opinions or attitudes. However, there are modal verbs, like CAN, which express ability, and not subjective opinion. On the other hand, it is not always easy to distinguish between a subjective opinion and an objective necessity.  The sentence  “You must go”, for example, may indicate either a general objective necessity for going or the speaker’s judgement of the situation.

Similarly, the notion of non-factuality  has been discussed in terms of modality. The concept has been contrasted to categorical assertions, defined as straightforward statements of facts. Contrast the sentences below:

(3) He lives in London. (factual)

(4) Maybe he lives in London. (non-factual)

Analogously to other criteria discussed so far, there are problems in linking non-factuality to modality, since speech act theory makes it clear that assertions not only have propositional content, but also illocutionary force (Austin 1962). Therefore, it can be argued that assertions too are subjective, representing the speaker’s point of view. Moreover, as Palmer says (1986: 27), there are languages in which declarative sentences belong formally to a modal system.

The weaknesses of the criteria presented above seem to be related to the view of meaning as the relationship between words and world. From a cognitive perspective, language reflects our cognitive structuring of the world and modality (as indeed many other linguistic phenomena) can only be explained by positing a unified cognitive basis for it. In the next section, I will review some aspects of the work of Talmy and Sweetser, which provide a cognitively based definition for modality.

2.2 A cognitive approach to modality

The work of Talmy (1981, 1988) takes an initial step in this direction, since it suggests that the semantics of root modality is best understood in terms of force dynamics. This notion points basically to the linguistic expression of forces and barriers in general: permission represents the taking away of a potentially present barrier (e.g. may, let, allow), while obligation relates to a compelling force directing the subject to the choice of some specific act (e.g. must, ought to, have to, need to).

Taking a force dynamics account of modality, Sweetser (1990)  extends Talmy’s proposal by arguing that modal verbs do not have two separate unrelated senses, but rather show an extension of the basic root-sense to the epistemic domain. Therefore, the following  correspondence is  defined:

ROOT
EPISTEMIC

Obligation
Necessity

Permission
Probability

Ability
Possibility




Sweetser’s basic idea is that our reasoning processes are subject to obligations, permissions and abilities, just as our real-world actions are subject to modalities of the same sort. 
This idea can be reframed by recent work on the cultural origins of human cognition, which argues in favour of  a socially rooted understanding of  causality (and hence to the linguistic expression of this concept). In the next section, I will present some interesting findings on evolutionary anthropology by Michael Tomasello and co-workers.

2.3 The cultural origins of human cognition

Comparing nonhuman primates and human beings cognitive skills, Tomasello (1999) presented overwhelming empirical evidence suggesting that only human beings are capable of understanding conspecifics as intentional agents like the self. Therefore, although nonhuman primates are themselves intentional and causal beings, they do not understand the world in intentional and causal terms. Primates are able to understand the antecedent-consequent relations among external events, but the understanding of intentionality and causality requires the individual to understand the mediating forces – which are not readily observable – in these external events that explain “why” a particular antecedent-consequent sequence occurs as it does. As Tomasello puts it:

...for humans, the weight of the falling rock “forces” the log to splinter; the goal of obtaining food “forces” the organism to look under the log. And, importantly, in both of these cases there may be other antecedent events that may bring about the same result so long as the same mediating “force” is involved. ( I )
Moreover, just as primate understanding of relational categories evolved in social domains to comprehend third-party social relationships, human causal understanding also evolved first in the social domain to comprehend others as intentional agents. So, the hypothesis is that the uniquely human ability to understand external events in terms of mediating intentional/causal forces emerged first in human evolution to allow individuals to predict and explain the behavior of conspecifics and has since been transported to deal with the behaviour of inert objects.

For example, Nagell, Olguin and Tomasello (1993) presented chimpanzees and two-year-old human children with a rake-like tool and an object out of reach. The subjects observed the tool being used by two demonstrators: one employed a more efficient method and the other employed a less efficient one. The result was that human children learned by imitation. They copied the method of the demonstrator in each of the two observation conditions, whereas chimpanzees just imitated the act of obtaining the object (emulation learning), but not the methods they observed. While children reproduced adult behaviour even in the case of the less efficient method, chimpanzees employed lots of different methods to reach their goals. The conclusion is that imitative learning is not a “more intelligent” learning strategy than emulation learning; its simply a more social strategy, by which individuals understand others as intentional agents with whom they can align themselves.

But how does language fit into this picture? Tomasello (1999: 163) answers this question by hypothesizing that the perspectival nature of linguistic symbols, and the use of linguistic symbols in discourse interactions in which different perspectives are explicitly contrasted and shared, provide the raw material out of which the children of all cultures construct the flexible and multi-perspectival –even dialogical- cognitive representations that give human cognition its unique power. Therefore, it is not the case that each event or entity has its own true label.  The use of a particular linguistic symbol implies the choice of a particular perspective: people need to communicate about many different things from many different points of view.

2.4 A sociocognitive approach to modality

Taking into account the findings on the cultural basis of human cognition presented so far, this paper proposes a sociocognitive approach to modality. The notion of force dynamics is still adopted, but forces and barriers are viewed in terms of a socially rooted understanding of causation (and not purely as a result of physical manipulation of the environment). Modality is then a cover term for all those linguistic expressions which impose an interactional force by taking some explicit perspective towards some specific event, action or reasoning process.

Therefore, modality can be coded by different linguistic expressions in a language (or cross-linguistically), such as:

a. phonological markers such as pitch, entonation, etc;

b. inflectional morphology such as mood, aspect, etc;

c. morphological classes such as modal verbs, hedges, etc;

d. syntactic forms such as adverbial clauses.

In this paper, I will investigate a specific kind of adverbial clause, namely conditional constructions. I will argue that these constructions function as modality operators, which either take away a possible interactional barrier or impose an interactional force on hearers. 

3. CONDITIONALS AND COGNITION
3.1. Conditionals as Grammatical Constructions

Cognitive Linguistics assumes that the grammar of a language is a structured inventory of conventional linguistic units (Langacker 1987: p.73). These units are morphemes, words, phrases and generic schemas that describe the conventional grammatical patterns which are also used to create new sentences and phrases.  Schemas are acquired through exposition to already existing expressions that instantiate them.

As conceived in this framework, grammatical constructions (schematically represented) are full linguistic entities, that integrate two or more component structures to form a composite expression (Fillmore & Kay 1993, Goldberg 1995). Langacker (1987) puts it in the following way:

Regularities in the formation of a composite expression are represented in the grammar by hierarchies of schematic constructions, characterized in adequate levels of abstraction; both subschemas or specific expressions may instantiate a particular schema... For example, the most schematic characterization of the English prepositional-phrase construction simply specifies the sequence  [P + NML] (i.e., a preposition followed by a nominal). Any number of subchemas

might be recognized, such as [P+PRON] (a preposition taking a pronominal object), [beside+NML], or even [beside+PRON] (which instantiates the previous two). The specific expressions beside me, beside  her, etc.  instantiate all of the (sub)schemas mentioned, either directly or through a series of elaborative relationships. (II)

Grammatical constructions are, therefore, complex categories, which are represented in the form of schematic networks. In this view, the prepositional-phrase construction includes not only a high-level schema, but also subschemas, specific expressions, and categorizing relationships that associate these various structures.

In this paper, I will focus on conditional constructions that instantiate the general schema [IF P, (THEN) Q] in Brazilian Portuguese. This construction is instantiated by a number of subschemas, related to mood and tense selection in the protasis, as represented below:

a .  [IF P,      (THEN) Q]

      {present simple/indicative}

                  “Se chove, eles cancelam o jogo”

     “If it rains, they will cancel the game”

b.   [IF P ,     (THEN) Q]

       {future/subjunctive}

                  “Se chover, eles cancelam o jogo”


      “If it rains, they will cancel the game”


c.   [IF P,       (THEN) Q]

                   {past imperfect/ subjunctive }


      “Se chovesse, eles cancelariam o jogo”


      “If it rained, they would cancel the game”

d.  [IF P,           (THEN) Q]

                 {past perfect/ indicative}

                 “Se choveu, eles cancelaram o jogo”


     “If it has rained, they have canceled the game”

Each of the subschemas above represents a singular pairing of form and meaning, leading to a specific kind of cognitive instruction.

The present paper analyses “a” and “b” constructions above, focusing on the sociocognitive implications of the choice between the present of the indicative and future of the subjunctive in the conditional protases.

3.2. Conditionals and Cognitive Domains

Many studies have shown that conditionals in natural languages cannot be reduced to the logical notion of material implication (Austin 1961, Haiman 1978, Comrie 1986). From a logical if-then perspective, a conditional is false, only if the antecedent is true and the consequent is false. Nevertheless, speakers of natural languages rely on considerations that go beyond truth values in order to consider conditionals as well-formed. That is why logically well-formed conditionals may sound strange in language use, as in the example below:

(4)  If Brasília is the  capital of Brazil, (then) two is an even number.

The point is that, in natural language conditionals, events presented in the protasis and in the apodosis are expected to be related. The unnaturalness of the example above, therefore, is due to the fact that it  is hard to imagine a relation between the events described.

The kind of relation involved may be one of causality. In fact, many conditionals can be described as virtual projections of direct causal manifestations. These projections take place in three domains: content, epistemic and speech act (Sweetser 1990). Table 1 below illustrates these possibilities:

Possible event     CAUSES    Possible event 

“If it’s a sunny day, I’ll go to the beach” (Content Conditional)

Knowledge of Event CAUSES Conclusion 

“If your brother called, he’s in trouble” (Epistemic Conditional)

Felicity Condition CAUSES Speech Act (Speech Act)

“If you’re thristy, there´s water in the fridge” (Speech Act Conditional)

As shown above, the kind of cognitive domain in which virtual projecton of  direct causal manifestation takes place is what allows the distinction among the three types of conditionals proposed by Sweetser (1990). 

3.3. Conditionals and Mental Spaces

In mental space theory, language comprehension and production involve the setup of structured  and interconected cognitive domains, which are independent of language. Linguistic expressions are conceived as surface manifestations of these subjacent and highly abstract constructions; sentences give partial and highly underspecificated instructions for: domain constructions; partitioning and subdivision of information in different domains; structuring of elements and relations inside domains; and the construction of connections between domains and between elements in different domains.

Discourse interpretation results from the construction of a configuration of spaces hierarchycally related and interconnected. As each sentence in discourse is processed, the configuration of spaces is dynamically activated, based on lexical and grammatical clues. 

Spaces are structured by the activation of frames and schematic conceptualizations, such as Idealized Cognitive Models (Lakoff 1987). Besides that, they are structured by inference and reasoning processes.

As discourse develops, new spaces are set up as a result of clues given by space-builders, grammatical markers, or pragmatic information. Space-builders can take various forms: prepositional phrases, connectives, clauses that require complements, etc (for example, in the photo, in 1995, at school, if_____, He said that______, John believes that_______.). 

As for conditionals, there is the setup of a configuration of spaces, that functions as an informational frame with deductive potential. In the present paper, I will focus on two kinds of conditional constructions that contrast in terms of tense/mood selection in the protasis, namely: present/indicative or future/subjunctive.

Let’s observe the following examples:

(5)  Se Pedro está                  com fome, ele vai almoçar.
        If Peter    is (Pres/Ind)   hungry, he will have lunch.

(6)  Se Pedro estiver             com fome, ele vai almoçar.
                    If  Peter   is (Fut/Subj)   hungry,      he will have lunch.

In the example (5) above, the speaker creates an hypothetical space, assuming the factuality of the event described. Therefore, the conditional protasis is the viewpoint, from where a prediction is made (apodosis). In example (6), although the same prediction is made, the speaker adopts a neutral epistemic stance towards the event described in the protasis.

  

4. Modality and Conditionality

Given that, in Brazilian Portuguese, the speaker may take a factual (positive) or a hypothetical (neutral) perspective on events described in conditional protases, it seems worth investigating cognitive and interactional aspects which motivate one option or another.

The analysis of conversational data allowed the following generalizations:

I. The choice of present/indicative in the protasis sinalizes factuality in  the communicative domain, as a way to impose interactional force on the following discourse situations:

             Ia.  Introduction of a discourse topic.

             IIb. Strenghtening of  directive speech acts, such as suggestions or

                   advices.  

II. The choice of future/subjunctive sinalizes possibility in the interactional domain, as a way to remove interactional barriers for the following discourse situations:

             IIa. Topic change.

             IIb. Weakening of directive speech acts, such as invitations, offers and

                   requests.

In the next section, I will provide evidence for the claims above, based on examples extracted from the following two kinds of conversational data:

(i) Transcription of a 20h conversational interaction among high school teachers and a coordinator. The aim of the interaction was to have participants talking informally about their teaching practices in order to improve it.

(ii) Transcription of a 2h TV Program, which has a conversational frame, involving a journalist (mediator), a government technician, a theater director and a writer. 

4.1. Topic Introduction and Topic Change

According to Chafe (1994), one available pattern of topic development is elicitation. In this case, there is a sequence of brief turns, involving two or more interlocutors. Topic development is achieved interactionally: the elicitator introduces the topic, which is developed by other participants.

In what follows, the analysis will focus on conversational data obtained by elicitation. It is a pedagogical  meeting for the discussion of topics related to language teaching, and there is a coordinator who introduces some topics which will be discussed by a group of teachers.

In the following example, the conversation is organized around the supertopic TEXT GENRES; the topic ESSAY is elicitated by the coordinator through a conditional protasis. In this case, the verb is in the present tense of indicative mood, as shown below:

(7)  Coordinator: se ocê pega aqui é um ensaio/esse texto é um ensaio tá vendo?

                             If you take (pres.ind.) here (it) is an essay/ this text is an essay,

                            right?

       Teacher 1:                                    [ahã]

       Coordinator: cê tem informação...

                            You have information...

       Teacher 2:  cê já tem no ensaio/cê, cê já faz aquela reflexão...argumentativo/ 

                          You have in the essay/you, you make a reflection...argumentative/

       Teacher 3:                                                                             [argumentativo é]

                                                                                           [Argumentative yes]

       Teacher 2: que o autor vai nos levar a refletir sobre determinado assunto, mas

                         que ele não vai fechar questão, vai...o leitor né/se questionar/

                         that the author is going to propose a reflection about a specific

                         subject, but he is not going to be inflexibe, he...the reader/ is going

                        to think about it

        Coordinator: é o ensaio é até mais reflexivo até
                            Yes the essay is even more reflective

       Teacher 2: [reflexivo]

                        [ reflective]

       Coordinator: tem um ponto sei lá/(+) se pegar um editorial que também é 

                             argumentativo/o editorial/ele tem um tom muito mais

                             polêmico,enquanto texto argumentativo, do que ensaio (++) né 

                             there is a point I don’t know/(+) if you take (Fut. Subj.) an

                            editorial which is also   argumentative/ the editorial/ it has a

                            more polemic style,as an  argumentative text than the essay(++)

                            you know(+)
In the interaction above, the topic (“essay”) is introduced by the coordinator through a conditional protasis in the present tense. However, the contrastive mention of another argumentative text  (“editorial”) is done through a conditional protasis in the future. It is possible to conclude, therefore, that this is a discoursive-interactional choice , and not a choice based on pre-estabilished “reality”, since we have no reason to think that “essays” should be more factual than “editorials”.  Since, in this case, the mention of the “editorial” constitutes a contrastive temporary topic change, the secondary role it takes in the interaction is indicated by the choice of an epistemic more neutral form – the subjunctive future.

A clear example of the selection of the subjunctive future for topic change occurred on a TV debate, involving a government technician who works on social statistics (EN), a theater director (GV) and a journalist (LN): 

(8)  EN: então hoje (+) o cardápio do brasileiro (+) de um modo geral (+) ele tá

                mais diversificado é isso traz uma melhoria de qualidade.

                            So  nowadays(+) brazilian food (+) in general(+) it is more diversified

                            eh this brings more quality
                    GV: posso fazer uma pergunta?

                           Can I ask you a question?
                    EN: lógico(+)

                           Of course (+)

                    GV: por que a população agrária foi desconsiderada nessa pesquisa(+) uma 

                           vez que eu acredito que o Brasil de dentro é muito maior que o Brasil 

                            litorâneo em termos de população

                             why wasn`t the agrarian population considered in this research(+) 

                             since I believe that the interior of Brazil is much bigger than the littoral 

                            in  terms of population. 

                    EN: bom (+) a questão da ausência desse grupo é uma característica da

                            Pesquisa

                           Well (+) the question of the absence of this group is a characteristic of 

                            the research

                    GV: o IBGE tinha obrigação moral de fazer essa pesquisa incluindo a

                           população agrária (+) me desculpa(+) porque eles também comem (+)

                           se programam pela vida afora

                            The Brazilian Institute of Geography had the moral obligation to do this 

                             research, including the agrarian population (+) I`m sorry (+) because 

                             they also eat (+) they program themselves for life

                    EN: não (+) lógico

                           No (+) of course

                    LN: se olhar essa pesquisa e der um corte nela(+) assim profundo(+) a 

                           gente pode convir que o brasileiro mudou não só o hábito alimentar mas 

                           os hábitos de comportamento.

                           If you look at(fut/subj) this research and you cut (fut/subj) deeply across 

                           it, we can conclude that brazilian people has not only changed 

                          alimentary habits, but also behaviour habits.

In the conversational interaction above, one of the participants displays a conflicting view with respect to the scope of  the research on Brazilian people alimentary habits being presented by a government technician. The strengthening of the conflict is avoided by a topic change, initiated by the journalist`s use of a subjunctive future conditional.

4.2. Directives: Persuading or Requesting?

It has been shown in the literature that conditionals are particularly productive as a way of checking the felicity conditions of a speech act. Let us take some of Sweetser`s examples of speech-act conditionals to illustrate this point (1990:118):

(9)    If I may say so, that’s a crazy idea.

(10)  If I haven’t already asked you to do so, please sign the guest book before 

        you go.

If we now turn to Brazilian Portuguese, we might wonder which verbal form would be appropriate for the protases above: present or future? The answer seems to be related to the kind of speech act performed. Speech act conditionals are mainly directives; in the sense that their apodoses represent attempts by the speaker to get the addressee to do something. As Searle (1976) pointed out, these directives can be requests, questions, orders, invitations, suggestions or advice.

Interestingly enough, Brazilian Portuguese makes a distinction among these directives with respect to tense selection in the protasis. The future of the subjunctive occurs when the directive points to a future act of the hearer that will occur in the speaker’s interest. Requests, invitations, questions and orders can be included in this case. On the other hand, the present of the indicative will be selected when the directive sinalizes a future act of the hearer that is taken to occur in the hearer’s own interest, as in suggestions and advices.

The following present tense conditional was found in an advertisement run by JB FM  radio station:

(11)  Se você detesta escutar gente buzinando, escute a JB FM.

        If   you  hate(pres.) hearing people  horning, listen to JB FM.

In the advertisement above, and in many others, the main goal is to persuade the audience to do something presented as an action that will take place in the hearer’s interest.  The suggestion is based on a cultural fact (it evokes the ICM for “rush hours in big cities”), which allows the choice of the present tense in the protasis.

On the other hand, future tense conditionals can be found in requests and invitations such as the one presented below:

(12)  Se você puder, me ligue hoje à tarde.

        If you can (fut.), call me this afternoon. 

(13)  Se você quiser, venha me visitar.

        If you want (fut), come to visit me.

In the examples above, the actions requested are conditionally presented, so that the speaker checks the felicity conditions for their fullfilment. 

5. Conclusions

       The sociocognitive approach to conditional constructions in Brazilian Portuguese brought evidence to the relation between conditionality and modality. The main conclusions that could be arrived at were the following:

1.  Conditional constructions are modality operators, in the sense that they impose force or remove barriers in the interactional domain;

2.  Tense-mood selection indicates the kind of force dynamics involved:

            2a. The future/subjunctive frames the protasis event as hypothetical, contributing to barrier removal in the interactional domain;

            2b. The present/indicative frames the protasis event as factual, contributing to the imposition of force in the interactional domain;

3.  The removal of sociocognitive barriers through future tense allows the negotiation for topic change or the accomplishment of face threatening directives (invitations, requests and so on); 

4. The imposition of sociocognitive force through present tense sinalizes topic 

   introduction or the accomplishment of directives intended to persuade;

6. Notes

(I) TOMASELLO, M. 1999.The Cultural Origins of Human Cognition. Cambridge,

              Massachusetts: Harvard University Press.p. 23
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               Prerequisites. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press.pp.409-10
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� In Brazilian Portuguese, the construction is  Se p, (então) q.


� The indicative and subjuntive moods in Brazilian Portuguese have three basic subdivisions: present, past and future. In the case of conditional protases, the contrast between  indicative present forms  and subjunctive future forms needs explanation. Although apparently these forms could be used in the same contexts, this paper will show that this is not the case, providing evidence from a  construction grammar approach based on interaction and cognition.  


� Programa Sem Censura (No Censure Program), December 12, 1998. It is a regular program shown on Brazilian television, in which a journalist invites people who have outstanding performance  in politics, arts or science for a debate about their work.





PAGE  
238

