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Abstract: Diachrony in Clause Linkage and Related Issues

by

Toshio Ohori

The study of clause linkage, despite its importan ce in the grammar-
discourse interface, has obtained due attention only recently (cf. Foley and
Van Valin 1984; Haiman and Thompson 1988). The present study (i)
examines the framework for the analysis of clause linkage, and (ii) explores
the tendencies in, and motivations for, diachronic processesundergone by
some selected clauselinkage constructions in Japanese. In Part |, "Theoretical
Background', a framework for discussion is laid out and theoretical issuesto
be dealt with are formulated. Clause lin kage constructions can be analyzed in
terms of two parameters, namely the structural level of linkage (1.1) and the
nature of dependency (1.2). The major claim to be established, detailed in 1.3,
is that form and meaning are closely interwoven in the historical develop-
ment of clause linkage, whose path is typicaly from lower to higher clause
integration.

In Part Il, 'Clause Linkage in Japanese',the syntax and semantics of
clauselinkage constructions in Japaneseare investigated. After an overview
in 2.1, the varieties of major clause linking devices in Modern Japaneseare
described in 2.2 Chapters 2.3-2.5form the core of this study. In 2.3, claims will
be made, with evidence from operator scope and discourse functions, that
'switch reference' functions of the conjunctive particles TE and BA in Old

Japanese(as argued in Akiba 1977) indeed arise from the degree of clause



integration they embody. In 2.4, syntactic changes that occurred to NO- and
TOKORO-complements in Old and Middle Japaneseare examined, focusing
on the status of head-internal relatives. In 2.5,the rise of 'versatile verbs' or
grammaticized complex predications (cf. Matisoff 1969) in Japanese are
discussed. It is shown that semantic shift drags the advancement of clause
integration, evidenced by the occurrence of valency mismatches. In addition,
2.6 briefly discusses sentential connectives and 2.7 presents a few cross-
linguistic issuesfor future investigation. The achievement of these goals is
hoped to contribute to our understanding of the complexities of clause

linkage phenomena and serve as a reference material for typologically-

minded linguists.
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Vi
Glossing Conventions

Romanization of examples from Modern Japaneseis phonemic,
basically following Kunrei-system. Examples from Old, Middle and Pre-
Modern Japaneseare transliterated. Long vowels are represented by doubling,
e.g.roodoo 'labor’, because,first, Japaneseis a mora-counting language, and
second, this convention is sometimes useful for the purpose of segmentation.
However, proper names and book titles in bibliography are transcribed
phonetically using Hepburnsystem, after the common practice. Thus in
Modern Japanesegsi [ i], ti [t i], and tu [ts ] in Kunrei-system correspond to
shi, chi, and tsu in Hepburnsystem respectively.

Interlinears are given according to the following conventions: (i)
function words are glossed in capitals (linkage markers are treated as pri-
mitives, sothey are also in capitals); (i) when a single word in one language
corresponds to more than one word in the other, dots are used instead of
spaces, e.g. ani='elder.brother’; (iii) elements that are not grammatically
realized in the original sentence,e.g.subject NPs, are put in the parentheses
in the English translation. When examples are cited from elsewhere, they are
in principle reproduced with only minor regularizations. Special glosses for
examples from languages other than Japanese(e.g. Turkish, Kanite, Hittite,
etc.)are given in footnotes.

Abbreviations that are used throughout this study are as follows.
When case markers serve non-canonical functions, they are glossed PRT

(=patrticle).

ABL (ative) BEN(efactive)
ACC(usative) CAUS(ative)



CLF(=classifier)
COMP(lementizer)
DAT(ive)
DS(=different subject)
EMPH(atic)
EVID(ential)
GEN(itive)
INST(rumental)
LINK(age)
LOC(ative)
MOD(ality)
NEG(ative)
NOM(inative)

NZ(=nominalizer)

Vil
PASS(ive)
PERF(ective)
PL(ural)
POL(ite)
PRE(fix)
PRED(ication)
PRT(=patrticle)
Q(uestion)
SPON(taneous)
SS(=samesubject)
STAT(ive)
TOP(ic)
VOL(itional)

Verbal inflection in Japanese is summarized below, using the

consonant-stemverb sak-bloom'. The basic structure of the desinenceis V-

alternating vowel-affixation.

Only Old and Modern Japaneseparadigms are

given, since Middle and Pre-Modern Japaneseparadigms represent transi-

tional stages,and the following servesour present purpose.

Old Japanese

Mizen-kee (‘irrealis form'): sak-a: e.g. sak-a-baconditional; sak-a-za

negation; sak-a-masuppositional

Ren'yoo-kee ('linking form’): sak-i: e.g. sak-i-tesparticipial,

clause

chaining; sak-i-kerkevidential (remote/hearsay)

Syuusi-kee (‘final form'); sak-u# (sentence-final)



viii
Rentai-kee (‘'noun-modifying form’): sak-kuN (relative clause)
Izen-kee (‘perfective form'): sak-e e.g. sak-e-domexoncessive; sak-e-

ba=sequential

Meeree-kee('imperative form"): sak-e#sentence-final)

ModernJapanese

Mizen-kee (‘irrealis form"): A-grade: sak-a-; e.g. sak-a-natnegation;
sak-a-serdgcausative; O-grade: sak-0- sak-o-evolitional

Ren'yoo-kee ('linking form"): sa(k)-i-; e.g. saki-massapolite; sa-i-te=
participial, clausechaining; sa-i-ta=past

Syuusi-kee (‘final form'): sak-u#(sentence-final)

Rentai-kee (‘'noun-modifying form’): sak-uN (relative clause)

Katee-kee (‘conditional form’): sak-e-; e.g. sak-e-baconditional/sequ-
ential

Meeree-kee('imperative form"): sak-e#sentence-final)

Below, Bernard Bloch's system of Modern Japanese verbal inflection is

summarized for comparison, using the sameverb.

Indicative: Non-past: saku#Past:saita

Presumptive: Non-past: sakopPast:saitaroo
Imperative: sake#

Hypothetical: Provisional: sakebgaConditional: saitara

Participial: Infinitive: sakij Gerund: saite Alternative: saitari



0. Introduction

The study of clause linkage, despite its importance, has obtained due
attention only recently (cf. Foley and Van Valin 1984;Haiman and Thompson
1988). Since natural discourse is seldom a mere juxtaposition of simple
sentencesthe investigation of how idea units are combined into a whole via
grammatical meansis highly significant for our understanding of grammar
and discourse. The present study (i) examines the framework for the analysis
of clause linkage, and (ii) explores the tendencies in, and motivations for,
diachronic processesundergone by some selected clause linkage constructions
in Japanese.The major claim | aim to establish is that form and meaning are
closely interwoven in the historical development of clause linkage, whose
path is typically from lower or looser to higher or stronger clause integration.
The achievement of these goals, | believe, will contribute much to our
understanding of the complexities of clause linkage phenomena. In the
introduction that follow s, | will discuss some of the key concepts which unify
the threads that run through this study, and then give an outline of the entire

discussion.

0.1 Some philosophical remarks

The rationale for studying clauselinkage is simple and clear: all natural
languages are equipped with structural devices for encoding the relation
between predications, though differences may exist with respectto the degree
of formal elaboration that each language accommodates. Whether this is a

significant observation is, of course, challengeable. But the present study
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assumesit is significant, for complex constructions exhibit a wide range of

structural and semantic intricacies involving anaphors, operators, and
various conceptual ramifications, which any grammatical theory must take
good careof. This granted, there still can be,and in fact are, several branching
points in approaching the phenomena under investigation, and | will discuss
some of them below in order to clarify my general theoretical outlook.

The prim ary branching point for linguistic theory is the distinction
between formal vs. natural conceptions of grammar. The former is, socio-
logically at least, represented by GB and its offshoots, and the Ilatter by
linguists of different circles that may be labeled functional-typological. The
contrast between formalist and naturalist approachesto grammar have been
characterized in many different ways, which | do not repeat here (e.g.
Newmeyer 1983:Ch. 4; Giv—n1983:Chs. 1-2; Foley and Van Valin 1984:Ch. 1,
Wierzbicka 1988: 'Introduction’). The various features of the formalist
conception of grammar ultimately derive from its autonomy doctrine, which
maintains that language is autonomous, therefore linguistic analysis must be
autonomous.

The naturalist conception of grammar, on the other hand, is character-
ized by its rejection of the autonomy doctrine. The key concept here is
motivation(cf. Haiman 1980,1983a,1985a,among others). Observationally, it
is atruism that language does not exist in a vacuum, but natural syntax takes
this fact assignificant and tries to establish a tie between the linguistic system
and external factors. Functionalism may best be construed as denoting the
study of the covariance between internal and external factors of language (cf.
Silverstein 1976,1981;Hempel 1965). Within natural syntax, two branching

points, or more precisely continua of theoretical stances,can be identified (for
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a survey of the varieties of functional grammar, cf. Nichols 1984b),which |

will discussin turn.

First, notionally at least, there is a difference in orientation between
psychological and sociological approaches. Of course, this division is artificial
given that language is precisely what mediates between ideation and interac-
tion. Linguists may differ, however, with respect to the ontological inter-
pretation of functional correlatessuch as'agency’ or 'topicality’. For example,
topicality may be interpreted asreflecting some aspectsof mental representa-
tion (say figure-ground distinction), or as something that is established
through negotiation in conversation. Yet in this study, | prefer to be neutral
as regards the ontological grounding of functional correlates, although it is
certainly among our future tasks that are worth undertaking. What |
consider necessary at present is a preliminary to it, that is, to ascertain the
utility of the current stock of functional notions.

Second,there is a continuum of stances from conservative to radical.
At one end, the notion of structure is taken to be fairly stable and rule-
governed. At the other, grammar is seenasalways-already in flux, and syntax
is something like momentary crystallization of discourse functions. This
latter position, named emergengrammar (Hopper 1987), holds that edifice-
like structure in classical metaphysics is epiphenomenal, and that grammar
in reality embodies various competing motivations (cf. Du Bois 1985). While
functionalists are interested in how the structure of language is molded to
meet semantic/pr agmatic requirements, a linguistic expression must realize
multiple functions that need not be always harmonious. This is where the
flux arises, and grammatical structure according to this view is indeed a

millisecond snapshot of the ever-mutating system.
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Admittedly, radical functionalism thus conceived sounds unfamiliar,

but it indeed becomesmeaningful when we look at language as a historical
product. Sincelanguage is always in the processof change, it is no unnatural
assumption that it consists partially of emergent structures and partially of
relics of the past. In this study, | take a moderate position, assuming that
grammar forms--at least locally--structures that have constancy to be studied.
But, crucially, this constancy results from various competing motivations
that have shaped linguistic form through time. To understand the
synchronic system in non-autonomous terms is to understand how the local
structures are motivated. Functional motivation in this sense inherently
involves diachrony, becauseit is the primary source of systematicity. This is
what | have in mind when | talk about grammaticization and this study
addressesthe question of what form-meaning correlations are at work in the

formation of clauselinkage constructions.



0.2.0utline of study

The present study consists of two main parts, one for theory and the
other for analysis. While my perspective is typologically oriented, | will not
pursue typological generalizations assuch. Rather, | hope to contribute to the
typological study of clause linkage by offering an in-depth case study on
Japanese.In Part 1, 'Theoretical Background', | will lay out the framework for
discussion and formulate the theoretical issuesto be dealt with. The first two
chapters are devoted to the examination of analytic concepts for investigating
clauselinkage basedon Role and ReferenceGrammar (RRG) as articulated by
Foley and Van Valin (1984)and Van Valin (1991ms). There, | will review
some of the previous approaches and findings and attempt a synthesis. The

key question upon which | will concentratein the theory part is thus:

(A)  What are the possible types of clauselinkage and which parameters are

there to define them?

I will discuss, following the RRG framework, this issue in terms of two
parameters, namely the structural level of linkage (1.1) and the nature of
dependency (1.2). The data for illustration will be drawn from English and
Japaneseplus afew others.

As | stated at the beginning of this introduction, the biggest concern
throughout this study is to demonstrate the form-meaning correlation in
grammar as manifested in complex constructions. | will detail this issue in

1.3,formulated asfollows:
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(B) In which way do structural and semantic hierarchies correlate? Which

grammatical features are sensitive to the tightness of the semantic

relation in a given construction?

From a diachronic perspective, the following question is posed as an

extension of (B):

(C) What are the general tendencies in the grammaticization of clause

linkage and the rise of polyfunctionality?

To this | will posit the hypothesis that clause linkage constructions tend to
undergo changesfrom lower to higher clause integration, both structurally
and semantically. In 1.3, this point will be elaborated in terms of the
theoretical concepts given in the previous chapters.

In Part 2, 'Clause Linkage in Japanese',l will investigate syntax and
semantics of clause linkage constructions in Japanese. After an overview in
2.1,1 will describe the varieties--in form and function--of major clause linking
devicesin Modern Japanesen 2.2. There, | will apply asetof syntactic tests to
those linkage markers, and show that morpho-syntactic properties of clause
linkage constructions exhibit impressive covariance. Also, | hope that this
chapter will serve as succinct reference on Japanese clause linkage for
typologically-minded linguists.

The three chapters that follow constitute the very core of this study,
which together validate the hypot heses given in the theory part. These
chapters are answers to questions (B) and (C), which, | believe, support the

naturalist (=functional-typological) commitment stated above.



7
Chapter 2.3will focus on the referencetracking function of two linkage

markers TE and BA in Old and Middle Japanese. Claims will be made, with
evidence from the interpretation of modality and discourse functions, that
the apparent 'switch reference'function of these markers (as argued in Akiba
1977) arises from the degree of clause integration they embody. Further, it
will be argued that the weakening of the subject-switching function with BA
toward late Middle Japaneseis driven by the tightening of semantic relation
between the linked clauses.

Chapter 2.4will take up two constructions which | call ‘'nominal head'
linkage, i.e. NO- and TOKORO-complements. The focus will also be put on
their reference tracking functions. | will examine the changes that affected
them in Old and Middle Japanese,especially the status of head-internal
relatives or their analogs marked by NO and TOKORO. Through the analysis
of the chiasma-like paths of development these constructions took, | will
elaborate on what it is for a clauselinkage construction to undergo tightening
of linkage.

Chapter 2.5 will illustrate a very clear case of advancing clause
integration, namely the rise of complex predications with semi-auxiliary
functions. After asurvey of such grammaticized verbs in Modern Japanese)
will concentrate on the historical development of some of them. It will be
shown that the semantic shift precedes and thus pulls the advancement of
clauseintegration, with evidence from the occurrence of complex predication
involving valency mismatch.

In addition to these chapters, 2.6 will discuss the combining of full
sentences. Sincesentential connectives by definition fall out of the domain of
clausdinkage proper, | will focus on borderline cases,especially the develop-

ment of sentential connectives out of clause linking devices. The next and
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last chapter of the analysis part, 2.7, will be for brief cross-linguistic observa-

tions. My primary purpose there is not so much to propose typological
generalizations as to present issues that | find worth pursuing for future
researchon the typology of clauselinkage.

Finally, in Part 3,'Concluding Remarks', | will summarize the achieve-

ments of the present study and discuss future prospects.



0.3.The data

The data on Modern JapanesgModJ, 20C) will be mostly introspective.
Both when giving 'canonical’ examples (i.e. Johnhit the ball type) and when
probing into the details of syntactic phenomena (where examples are bound
to be more or less artificial), | will draw upon my intuition. Contemporary
Japanese exhibits a great diversity of registers, depending on sex, class, age,
situation, and more. My speech represents the educated young male Tokyo
dialect, with two reservations: (i) there are a few discernible varieties of
‘Tokyo dialect', and mine is closestto Yamanote dialect (=middle class,which
was formed in the uptowns early in this century), and (ii)) my speech, along
with others, is polyglossic in the sensethat | have more than one sub-register.
However, | consider textual material useful too, since even a cursory
examination of a text lessensthe risk of overlooking the obvious. In the
survey chapters (2.1-2.2),where the exposition is supposed to be exhaustive, |
will take acasual look at some textual data, including novels, magazines, TV
programs, and anything that somebody who happens to be next to me utters.
Thus textual data will beused asakind of augment to the introspection-based
description and analysis.

The diachronic data on Japanesewill be, of course, limited to the
written medium, but | try to choose texts that are relatively close to the
spoken register of each period (the gap between spoken and written registers
becamemore discernible in Pre-Modern Japanese). The genre will be limited
only to narrative prose, becausel am most interested in the tracking of
participants and the way activities are encoded, which are among the most
basicfunctions of language. This is indeed the procedure adopted by previous

functional analyses. Even so, the style of each text | will examine differs
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unmistakably, depending on the subject matter and the background of the

author. In this respect,we facethe difficulty that Anglicists need not, who are
in possession of Anglo-SaxonChroniclesand various translations of the
Bible. The texts | mainly use are as follows, with brief descriptions (the dates
are all no more than approximate).

Old Japanesg0J,8-11C). The earliest substantial attestation of Japanese
is found in Kojiki, Nihon Shokjand Man'youshu, the last of which may be
referred to occasionally in this study. During the period these texts were
written, the syllabary was not invented yet, and consequently Chinese
characters are used for native Japanesewords (including function words).
The influence of Chinese was considerable in various ways, in terms of
diction, phraseology, and motifs of oral traditions. The influence on syntax,
however, was far smaller because of the radically different typological
characters between Japaneseand Chinese. Dialectal variation was already
great in OJ,although we have ready accessonly to the dialect in the western
part where Nara and Kyoto, the capitals, were. The texts | will mainly use are
TaketoriMonogatari (> Taketorj late 9-early 10C) and Genji Monogatari (>
Geniji, early 11C). The former is short and is wri tten in arelatively plain style,
while the latter is a roman-fleuvewhich consists of 56 books. Its style is
extremely elaborate with rich imageries. | will use Book Two and Book Three
for analysis. Book One is not used becauseit is a kind of prologue and the
narrative becomesmore story-like in the second book.

Middle Japanese (MJ, 12-16C). Due to the continuous spread of
Buddhism since the OJperiod, the Buddhist diction is conspicuous. Late MJ
(15-16C)is considered to be the foundation of ModJ, and many features that
are the direct roots of ModJ are found in the texts of this period. The

bourgeoisie becamefairly influential toward the end of MJ, and partly due to
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the wars that continued over a century, the social hierarchy was greatly

shaken. The primary texts | will use include Heike Monogatari (> Heike
mid-13C), and Otogi Zousi (> Otogi, 15-16C). Heikeis a great sagaof the rise
and fall of two opposing clans, Genji and Heike, consisting of 13 books. The
Buddhist philosophy of ‘mutability’ (or ‘transitionality’) is pervasive
throughout the story. | have chosenBook Five, where the narrative becomes
truly dynamic, with uprisings and battles. Otogiis a collection of 23 stories in
a relatively plain style. Its subject matter differs from courtly romance to
folktales and religious stories. | have chosen 'Shuten Douiji', the last and
among the longest story in the collection, plus some shorter ones with
folkloristic themes whose main purport is telling stories rather than, say,
inculcating religious lessons. In addition, | will occasionally use Amakusdan
IsopoMonogatari(> Isopg late-16C), which was written by Portuguese mis-
sionaries in mid-16C, and is very close to the spoken register of the period.
Pre-Modern Japanese (Pre-ModJ, 17-19C). This period consists of
centuries of exceptional stability and is characterized by the expanding power
of the bourgeoisie and developing domestic transportation. Printing became
very widespread in this period, sowe can find texts of various registers. Also,
due to the establishment of a written canon, the discrepancy between the
spoken and the written registers became very large during the period.
Although the capital continued to be Kyoto, Edo (=modern Tokyo) became
another center of politic s,economy, and culture. In the analysis that follows,
I will mainly refer to Yuzawa (1936, 1954) for data, along with various
reference materials. This decision is justified on the grounds that most of the
phenomena | will examine belong to OJand MJ, so data from Pre-ModJ is

used asakind of follow-up to the main body of analysis.
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1. Theoretical Background

In this part | will follow Role and ReferenceGrammar (RRG, cf. Foley
and Van Valin 1984;Van Valin 1991ms),and lay out the foundation for the
analysis. In 1.1and 1.2,1 will examine parameters for the typology of clause
linkage, mainly drawing upon English and Japaneseexamples. In 1.3, 1 will
give consideration to the correlates of the tightness of linkage, both
structurally and semantically. There, hypotheses to be examined in the

analysis part will be outlined.

1.1.The layer of linkage

What is clause linkage? First of all, a maximally broad definition of
clause linkage may be the concatenation of an expansion of V at any level:
(VM* or X-L-Y, where X and Y stand for clause-like units (=V"; n indicates the
structural level) and L stands for the linkage--both structural and semantic--
between X and Y (I am provisionally assuming that the sentenceis headed by
V). Of course this is still an elusive definition and consequently the first

question to be askedis:

(A)  What are the possible types of clauselinkage and which parameters are

necessaryto define them?

Based on the scheme X-L-Y, we can posit two fundamental parameters. One
is the structural level of the linked units (=X and Y) and the other is the

nature of the relation betweenthem (=L). In what follows, | will discuss them
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in that order. On this topic, various scholars have offered original proposals,

with different degrees of sophistication, such as: Andersson (1975), Grimes
(1975), Longacre (1976, 1983), Giv—n (1980, 1990), Haiman and Thompson
(1984), Foley and Van Valin (1984), Shopen (1985), Lehmann (1988), Croft
(1991). Below | will proceed centripetally, i.e. by primarily following the RRG
framework and referring to the other approaches when relevant. Detailed
comparisons will be made with Haiman and Thompson (1984)and Lehmann
(1988).

In RRG,three layers of linkage, or juncturesare distinguished, namely
nucleus, core, and clause. The nucleus is the predicate in the Russellian sense
(=propositional function), not in the Platonic sense (=proposition minus
subject); the core is the nucleus plus obligatory arguments; the clause is the
core plus the peripheral or non-obligatory adjuncts, such as spatio-temporal
expressions. Thesenotions are essentially motivated by the semantics of the
clause, and their representation is not reducible to other notations of phrase
structure (for example, X-bar schemes). Thus example (1) has roughly the

structure (2) (Nu =nucleus; Co=core; Cl=clause; Pe=periphery): 1

(1) Johnmet Mary in the library.

(2) CI [ Co [John Nu [met] Mary] Pe[in the library]]

Here metis the nuclear predication, and takes two arguments, namely John

and Mary, to the effect of forming the core, which in turn carries with it the

adjunct phrasein thelibrary. Compare this analysis with the classical phrase

structure notation (asin e.g.Chomsky 1957;Kimball 1973):



(3) Layered structure

Clause

Core Periphery

Arg Nucleus Arg

NPV NP

John met Mary inthe library

(4)  Classical phrase structure

S

/\
NP VP
//\
Vv NP PP

e

John met Mary inthe library

14

Note that (3) does not have a VP node, while (4) lacks anything that

corresponds to the core in the RRG notation.

These differences have

iImportant theoretical consequences,some of which we will seein the course

of discussion.2

The term clauselinkagenow denotes the linking of units at any of

such layers as nucleus, core, and clause. In addition, the combining of full

sentencesis also taken up in this study. Below are the illustrations of these

four types of linkage in Japarese (in Foley and Van Valin 1984, the term

peripheraljuncture is used, but here | adopt clausaljuncture instead, after

Van Valin 1991ms):



(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

15

Nuclear juncture

Miti-ni kuruma-o tome-te-oi-ta.

street-DAT car-ACC park-TE-put-PAST

‘() kept the car parked on the street,’ lit. '(I) park-put the car on the

street.'

Core juncture

Heya-de razio-o kake-te suugaku-o benkyoo.si-ta.

room-LOC radio-ACC play-TE math-ACC study-PAST

‘() played the radio and studied math in my room."' or 'Playing the

radio, (I) studied math in my room.'

Clausal juncture

Tosyokan-de suugaku-o benkyoo.si-te.iru-to soto-de rarii-ga hazimat-ta.
library-LOC math-ACC study-STAT-TO outside-LOC rally-NOM start-
PAST

‘As (1) was studying math in the library, (they) started a rally outside.'

Sentential juncture

Tosyokan-de suugaku-o benkyoo.si-te.i-ta. Suruto soto-de rarii-ga
hazimat-ta.

library-LOC math-ACC study-STAT-PAST then outside-LOC rally-
NOM start-PAST

‘() was studying math in the library. Then (they) started a rally

outside.'
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Schematically, the structures of (5)-(8) are represented asfollows:

(9) S[CI [Pe[Loc] Co [Arg Nu 1 [V]+ Nu, [V]]]]

(10) S[CI [Pe[Loc] Co1 [Arg Nu [V]]+ Coz[Arg Nu [V]]]]

(11) S[Clq[Pe[Loc] Co[Arg Nu [V]]]+ Cl2 [Pe[Loc] Co [Arg Nu [V]]]]

(12) $S4[CI [Pe[Loc] Co [Arg Nu [V]]]]+ S2[CI [Pe[Loc] Co [Arg Nu [V]]]]

In nuclear juncture, which involves the combining of predicates, all
the arguments are obligatorily shared, aslong asthe linkage does not involve
embedding. The linked units in (5), tome'park’ (citation form tomerdy and
oi'put’ (citation form oku) together form one complex predicate, so the result
is analogous to a simple sentence.

In core juncture, argument sharing is also obligatory, but not all the
arguments need be shared. As (6) illustrates, the shared argument which is
constructionally required may be the subject, or as (13)-(14) show, the 'pivot’,

i.e. the argument occurring at the juncture point of the linked clauses:

(13) English

| persuaded Johnto seethe doctor.

(14) Chinese (from Hansell 1987)
Ta jiao wo Xxie zi.
3sgteach 1sgwrite character

'S/he teachesme to write.'
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Here, Johnin (13) and wo in (14) are the shared argument in each construc-
tion. Unlike in (6), these NPs are at the same time the object of the upper
clauseand the subjectof the lower clause. Another point to be noted about (6)
is that the locational phrase, heya-de'in the room' is a periphery to the
linked core, and modifies both razio-okake 'play the radio’ and suugaku-o
benkyoo.slstudy math'.

In clausal juncture, on the other hand, there is no such constraint on
the way the argument structure is realized, and the two clausesin (7) have
different subjects and objects. Also, the linked clauses have separate
locational phrases,unli ke (6). Sentential juncture of (8) has basically the same
content, but there is no syntactic connection between the two clauses. Instead,
the semantic relation between the clauses, namely temporal sequence, is
more explicitly realized by the sentence-initial connective surutowhich is not
morphologically bound to the preceding sentence3 In this way, one aspectof
clause integration can be captured by the following hierarchy. The order is

from lower to higher integration.

(15) (Sentence)> Clause> Core > Nucleus

Sentence,by definition, is not a unit of clause linkage as such, hence is in
parentheses.

One big advantage of the layered representation of clause structure as
in (3) is that it is semantically motivated and configuration-independent.
Hence it is highly suited to analyzing the form-meaning correlation and can
explain a wide range of phenomena when combined with other concepts of

RRG. It is equally applicable to different types of languages, whether VPs are
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grammaticized (as in English) or not (asin Lakhota). Notice that the dis-

tinction between core and periphery cannot be captured by the classical phrase
structure notation, where there is an initial branching between the subject NP
and the rest, i.e. VP. In an important way, this turns out to be counter-
intuitive when we examine the working of, for example, operators in clause
structure. Note that, crucially, operators such as modals and negation apply
to propositions (with or without qualificational phrases). Here, the NP-VP
distinction virtually plays no role in the semantic structure of the clause, and
what matters is whether a given operator applies to a bare proposition (=core)
or awhole including qualificational phrases (=clause). The layered represen-
tation of the clause, on the other hand, can capture this difference without
any extra stipulations.

The relative scope of operators, upon a closer look, shows extensive
correlation with the layer of linkage. This point is systematically formulated
in RRG,where the relation between operators and juncture types are defined

in the following way (cf. Foley and Van Valin 1984:Ch. 5.3):

(16) The relative order and scopeof operators:

Nucleus
Aspect
Directionals

Core
Modality (=deontic modality)
Internal negation

Clause
Status (=epistemic modality & external negation)

Tense
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Evidentials

lllocutionary force

This template is claimed to be universal, and in essencemakes two important
predictions, which will bediscussedin turn.

The first prediction that derives from (16) is that the linear order of
operators with respectto the main predicate is to a large extent fixed across
languages. For example, aspectis placed closer to the predicate than tenseis,
which is a fairly widely recognized fact. The notion of 'relevance' indepen-
dently developed in Bybee (1985:25-26)basedon 50 languages also points to
the same tendency, partly summarized in (17). Here, morphemes are
arranged in the order of distributional closenessto the verb root (*>' means

that the element on the left hand tends to occur closerto the verb):

(17) Aspect > Tense> Mood > Person

In addition, markers of valence and voice may possibly come closer to the
main verb than aspect. This is understandable since they are not operators
that modify the predicate, but markers for building the argument structure
itself, and hencemore central to the predicate.

The fundamental motivation for the linear order of operators is that
the semantic relevance of operators to the predicate is reflected in their
relative closenessto the main predicate, captured in terms of the layer of
linkage. To take tense and aspectfor example, their relative order reflects
their semantics in that aspect modifies activity irrespective of the external
temporal relation, while tense anchors the whole proposition in a specific

setting. A simple and partial illustration can be obtained from the order of
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auxiliaries in English. Compare example (18) with the identification of

operators in it, asshown in (19):

(18) Cressidamay not befooling around with Troilus any more.

(19) (Illocutionary force)-Tense-Status-Internalnegation-Aspect-V

English does not realize all the operators in (16) uniquely. Illocutionary force
is realized by the position of the auxiliary, hence in parentheses. The
auxiliary mayrealizes both tense and status. Negation is uniquely realized,
but aspectis realized by beand the affix -ing.

Japanesealso seemsto behave well with respectto the linear order of

operators. Seethe following example:

(20) Sakuban-wa oki-te.i-rare-nakat-ta-n-desu-ka?
last.night-TOP wake.up-STAT-MOD-NEG-PAST-PRT-PRED-Q

'Weren't (you) able to stay awake last night?’

Here the subpart of the template (16) manifests itself in te.i-rare-nakat-ta-n-

desu-kdSTAT-MOD-NEG-PAST-PRT-PRED-Q), asin the following:

(21) V-Aspect-Modality-Internal negation-Tense-lllocutionary force

Note that this is a mirror image of the English example asin (19), but the
relative closenessof the operators to the verb is essentially the same, which is
precisely the prediction of (16). The slot for the stative marker te.i (citation

form te.iru) can be filled by such forms as V-te.iku/kuru (iku='go’; kuru=
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‘come’) which also modify Aktionsart (also cf. okuin (5)). Of course, it is

debatable whether te.iru can be seenasa genuine operator, becauseit is, along

with other 'aspect'and 'directional’ markers, a predicate in itself (te.iru < TE

as a linkage marker plus iru meaning 'stay'). Likewise, modality and status

may be sometimes difficult to analyze as operators in modern Japaese,
because periphrastic expressions are far more widely used than genuine

auxiliaries (e.g. te.(mo.)ii TE+PRT+fine, 'may (permission)' vs. ka.mo.(sire.
nai) PRT(Q?)+PRT+know+NEG, 'may (supposition)). In tradition-conscious

Japanesegrammars, this issue has been discussed under 'modality’, which

has a much broader application than the term is commonly used in western

grammar (cf. Nita and Masuoka 1989for a latest collection of studies).

The second prediction that is made from the template (16) directly
concerns the combining of clausesand the occurrence of operators. Given
that each operator modifies a specific layer of linkage, '[i]t is therefore possible
to predict the inflectional form of the verb in the linked unit in a complex
sentencewithin avery narrow range of variation, given a description of the
simple, independent clausesand a list of the juncture-nexus combinations in
alanguage' (Van Valin 1984:556). Conversely, if the function of an operator
is identified on independent grounds, the juncture type of agiven linkage can
be determined on the basisof the possibility of the occurrence of the operator.
In both casesthe distribution and interpretation of operators is motivated by
the closenessof the semantic relation between the linked units. That is,
when clausesare highly integrated, operators tend to be shared, rather than
independently specified, and when the clause integration is lower, the linked
units can have separate specifications for operators (cf. the following chapter
for further remarks). Of course, not all languages have every one of the

above operators, and it is not uncommon that one morpheme can encode
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multiple functions (cf. the following Turkish examples). But the template

itself is considered to be valid aslong asone is concerned with forms that a
given language grammaticizes.

To illustrate these claims, let us start with abstract schemas. Suppose
we know that, in (22),the operator encodesthe status but we do not know the
juncture type of the linkage between unit 1 and unit 2. In such a case,if the
status operator modifies both units, then the linkage is either a nuclear or
core juncture, as in (23). If, on the other hand, status only modifies the
second unit, the linkage is a clausal juncture, as in (24). The modified

portions are italicized.

(22) Unit 1+ Unit 2+ Status

(23) CI[Co[Unit 1]+ Co[Unit 2]] <=Status

(24) Cl[Unit 1]+ CI[Unit 2] <=Status

Put differently, the scope of operators correlates with the structural aswell as
semantic integration between clauses. This way of reasoning has grave
bearing on the arguments in the analysis part, especially those in 2.3 relating
to referencetracking.

A more complex set of examples are offered from Turkish (basedon
Watters 1987). In Turkish, the morpheme mls can mark aspect, tense, and
evidential, depending on the construction in which it occurs. See the

following example (Watters 1987:136)%

(25) Odam-da yat- m suyu-yor-du-m.
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room-LOC lie-MIS sleep-PROG-PT-1sg

'l was lying in my room sleeping.'

This is an instance of core juncture, and, as (16) predicts, such operators as
tense and evidential must be shared by the linked units, i.e. they must be
placed next to the main clause. Consequently, the only permissible reading of
m sis aspectwhich modifies yat 'lie', asyor modifies uyu 'sleep’. Thus, ms
should be regarded as 'functioning asa perfect aspect, allowing the achieve-
ment verbs yatmakand uzanmakto have a stative reading.' (Watters 1987:
136). However, when mlsoccurs next to the second unit, it has an evidential

reading, having the scopeover both of the linked units:

(26) Odam-da yat- yor uyu-yor-mus -um.
room-LOC lie-PROG sleep-PROG-MIS 1sg

'(They say)! was lying in my room sleeping.'

Notice that the linkage type here is exactly the same as (25), namely core
juncture. Since aspectis independently specified for both units, mus here
must be analyzed as a clausal operator, hence the gloss 'they say'. Thus the
linkage type and the operator scopeshow avery strong correspondence, and if
one is determined on independent grounds, the other can be predicted with
high certainty. In (22)-(24),the juncture type was determined from the scope
of operators, but in examples (25)-(26), the linkage type constrains the
distribution and interpretation of operators. In either way, the RRG template
of (16) has wide-ranging validity (cf. further Genetti 1986for interesting data

from Newari).
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Turning to Japanesean intriguing question that arises at this point is

where to place honorifics in the template of operators. This question,
formulated asfollows, seemsto be suitable to illustrate the RRG methodology

in some detail (cf. Tagashira 1973,which is an early study in this direction): >

(27) Are there any generalizations to be made concerning the relative ease
of marking a subordinated predication with a Politeness morpheme?

(Assuming that the main clauseis marked 'polite’.)

Semantically, it seemsplausible to consider honorifics asa kind of operator,
becausethey modify a certain part of the proposition as being 'polite’. Since
honorific forms are found in a variety of languages other than Japanese(in
South and SoutheastAsia especially), this issue seemsto pose an interesting
theoretical problem for RRG (and Bybee's'relevance’ for that matter). Here
the reader needsto be aware that the purpose of the following discussion is
the illustration of methodology, and the answer may not be decisive. In what
follows, | will restrict my analysis to masualone. There are many other
meansto encode politeness in Japaneseput in the following | will only take
up masuwhich is abound morpheme and thus a genuine auxiliary.

To begin, seethe following example, taken from non-introspective data
(an official negotiation between two groups), which provides initial clues to

the position of POL:

(28) Moosiwake-ari-mase-n-ga, sore-0 ooyake.ni.suru koto-wa habaka-rare-
masu.
excuse-be-POL-NEG-GA that-ACC make.public COMP-TOP avoid-
MOD-POL
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'(We) are sorry [=lit. (there) is no excuse], but (we) might better avoid

making it public.'

Here, there are two occurrencesof masu The first one (moosiwake-ari-mase-
n) indicates that it occurs before negation (which appearsto be internal), and
the second one (habaka-rare-ma$undicates that it occurs after modality.
Since in (16) internal negation is placed next to modality, we may
provisionally statethat masucan be placed at the core layer between modality

and internal negation, asin (29):

(29) The relative order and scopeof operators (modified):
Nucleus
Aspect
Directionals
Core
Modality (=deontic modality)
Politeness masu (?)
Internal negation
Clause
Status (=epistemic modality & external negation)
Tense
Evidentials

lllocutionary force

To wit, (30) is a well-for med example, where aspect, modality, politeness,

negation, and tenseare all overtly marked:
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(30) Ohiru-wa zisaboke-de zenzen oki-te.i-rare-mase-n-desi-ta.

daytime-TOP jet.lag-INST at.all wake.up-STAT-MOD-POL-NEG-PRED-
PAST

'‘During the daytime, (I) could not stay awake at all from jet lag."'

Note here the adjunct zisaboke-dérom jet lag' is within the scope of PAST,
but not within the scopeof NEG. Thus the negative marker in (30) is inter-
nal, and masuy occurring closer to the verb than NEG, must be analyzed as a
core operator.

However, there is obviously something counter-intuitive in treating
masuasa core operator, becausepoliteness is generally supposed to mark the
speaker's attitude. As such, it ought to operate on the whole clause, rather

than the core proposition. This position is shown in (31):

(31) Therelative order and scopeof operators (modified):
Nucleus
Aspect
Directionals
Core
Modality (=deontic modality)
Internal negation
Clause
Status (=epistemic modality, external negation, & politeness masu
(?)
Tense
Evidentials

lllocutionary force
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Support for this position, though indirectly, comesfrom the fact that there are
morphological anomalies in politeness marking. The negative marker n that
occurs next to masein (28) and (30) is indeed highly restricted in its
distribution. In Modern Japanese,normal negative marker is nai, which is
attached to most verbals, but not to masu The form desi(citation form desuy
in (30),glossed PRED, also encodespoliteness (its non-polite alternative is da).
The negation of desiis nai-desunot *dese-n At the same time, neither *nai-
masu nor *masa-naiis well-formed. If it is possible to stipulate that
morphological anomalies can override the basic order of operators, then the
placement of masubetween modality and internal negation, solely basedon
the availability of the string mase-nwill becomevoid.> As aresult, masucan
be placed anywhere between modality and tense, which makes possible the
analysis of it asa status operator.

Evidence from the scope of masu in linked clauses is rather
indeterminate, and permits both (29) and (31). The only thing that can be
asserted from that evidence is that masuis not a nuclear operator. Thus in
the following set of examples, (32) is OK but neither (33) nor (34) is, for it

cannot modify the dependent term of the nuclear juncture.

(32) Miti-ni kuruma-o tome-te-oki-masi-ta.
street-DAT car-ACC park-TE-put-POL-PAST

‘(1) kept the car parked on the street.’

(33) *Miti-ni kuruma-o tome-masi-te-oi-ta.

street-DAT car-ACC park-POL-TE-put-PAST
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(34) *Miti-ni kuruma-o tome-masi-te-oki-masi-ta.

street-DAT car-ACC park-POL-TE-put-POL-PAST

Seethe following schematicrepresentations:

(35) Nu [Nu1[V]+ Nu>[V]] <=MASU

(36) *Nu [Nu1[V] <=MASU + Nu 2 [V]]

(37) *Nu [Nu1[V] <=MASU + Nu 2 [V] <=MASU]

In (35), masimodifies the linked nuclei tome-te-okibut in (36) and (37), its
placement violates both (29) and (31), becausethe politeness auxiliary must
not modify only a moiety of the nuclear juncture.

The same test, unfortunately, does not work for deciding the scope of

masubetween core and clause. Seethe following examples:

(38) Heya-de razio-o kake-te suugaku-o benkyoo.si-masi-ta.
room-LOC radio-ACC play-TE math-ACC study-POL-PAST

‘(1) played the radio and studied math in (my) room.’

(39) 7?Heya-derazio-o kake-masi-te suugaku-o benkyoo.si-masi-ta.
room-LOC radio-ACC play-POL-TE math-ACC study-POL-PAST

‘(1) played the radio and studied math in (my) room.'

(40) Tosyokan-de suugaku-o benkyoo.si-te.iru-to soto-de rarii-ga hazimari-

masi-ta.
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library-LOC math-ACC study-STAT-TO outside-LOC rally-NOM start-

POL-PAST

‘(1) was studying math in the library and (they) started a rally outside.’

(41) Tosyokan-de suugaku-o benkyoo.si-te.i-masu-to soto-de rarii-ga
hazimari-masi-ta.
library-LOC math-ACC study-STAT-POL-TO outside-LOC rally-NOM
start-POL-PAST

‘(1) was studying math in the library and (they) started a rally outside.’

Example (39), a core juncture with two masus, is a little redundant and the
masumarking on only the main clauseasin (38)does not make the utterance
impolite. If (39)were completely grammatical, masucould be a core operator,
and if it were completely ungrammatical, masucould be a clausal operator,
but neither is actually the case In contrast, both examples of the clausal
juncture, (40) and (41), sound quite natural, but it only indicates that masu
modifies either core or clause. As an aside, | might mention that on stylistic
grounds, masumarking on both dependent and main clauses makes an
utterance hyper-polite, especially in core juncture. This stylistic strategy is
fairly commonly exploited for alienating the hearer and thereby protecting
the speaker'sego (asin cross-examinationsand like situations).

The foregoing discussion may not be sufficient to determine where
masushould be ulti mately located in the template of operators, but it has
served its purpose, namely to demonstrate the details of the RRG approach.
Though further investigation is awaited, it seems to offer interesting
perspectives. Below | offer two possibilities for the placement of masuy out of

several (for those interested in the internal structure of predication in
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Japanese,cf. Mizutani 1983, who formalizes the overall structure using a

finite-state automaton).

First, masuis indeed an operator and its behavior requires modifica-
tion either on our intuitive assumption about politeness or on the RRG
template. If we take the linear order of morphemes at its facevalue and adopt
(29),we must make senseof the situation that masumodifies the same entity
asmodality and negation do (i.e. its scopeis not the whole utterance, but the
core). On the other hand, if we take the morphological anomaly seriously
and adopt (31),we may need reservations to the RRG template in such a way
that marked morphological processes (most commonly historical residues)
can be exceptionsto the template.

Second, masuis not an operator in the normal sense of the word,
counter to our initial expectation. If this is the case,masuy or politeness in
general, should betreated separately from negation, tense,and other markers
that are in fact operators. In this connection, Halliday's division of linguistic
functions (e.g.Halliday 1985)into ideational, interpersonal, and textual seems
relevant. Ordinary operators realize ideational functions, while masuand

other politeness markers can be seenasinterpersonal operators.

In this chapter, one major parameter for the typology of clause linkage,
namely juncture (=layer of linkage), was introduced with illustrations from
Japaneseand a few other languages. It was shown that operators such as
modality and tense strongly correlate with the layer of linkage, reflecting the
form-meaning correlation in clause integration in general. The central
claims were (i) the linear order of operators is fixed aslong asthey are gram-

maticized, and (ii) their distribution in linkage constructions is systematically
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constrained. In addition, some illustration of the RRG methodology was

given, using the Japanesepoliteness marker masu
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Notes to 1.1

1. The non-configurational (or 'flat) representation of syntactic
structures is adopted in a variety of theories. For example, tagmemics,
focused on non-English type languages, uses the notions of 'nucleus' and
'satellite’, which correspond to core and periphery in RRG (mentioned in
Watters 1987:130). In Longacre (1965),the term 'periphery' is used in place of
'satellite’. Functional Grammar developed by Simon Dik and his allies (cf.
Dik 1978;Nuyts, et al. 1990)is more directly comparable to RRG. There, the
terms ‘'nuclear predication' and ‘'extended predication' are used, which
correspond to the RRG notions of core and clause respectively. See Van
Valin (1990)for a comparison between the RRG and Functional Grammar
perspectives.

2. Advantages of layered representation, naturally enough, become
most visible when seenwithin the whole picture of the theory. Alongside
the analysis of operators presented below, the layered representation is
harmonious with free word order languages aswell asverb initial languages,
neither of which have an easily identifiable VP structure. While configura-
tional approaches to case marking face problems in dealing with such
languages, the RRG approach correctly predicts the distribution of casesby
combining its theory of clause structure with richly articulated lexical
semantics. Also, the introduction of 'pre-core slot' in Van Valin (1991ms),
together with the theory of information structure, provides a powerful device
for the analysis of such constructions as inversion and topicalization. See
LaPolla (1991) for a study of the grammar-discourse interface in Chinese

within this framework.



33
3.In fact, the connective suruto has its internal syntax. Its full form is

S00-suru-to so-do-TO, '(X) has done so, and then', TO being a conjunctive
particle of sequentiality. Thus, etymologically, surutocan be seenas an abbre-
viated clause. For sentential connectives, see2.6.below.

4. The following glosses are used by Watters (1987) for Turkish
examples (25)-(26):PROG(ressive),PT(=past).

5. The order of operators in classical Japanesealso generally conforms
to the template (16). Quinn (1990:256) gives the following generalization,

basedon OJand MJ data (typographical modification added):

(N1-1) Lexical base-Valency-Politeness-Aspect-Modality;-Modality 2

While this is basically correct, politeness in classical Japaneseespecially in OJ,
is realized by an exceptionally complex interplay of markers, and 'politeness’
in the above schemeonly refers to polite verbs such as tamahu(lit. 'give' >
'do the favor of' > 'respect for the doer'). In addition, forms that can fill in
the slot of valency and modality can also participate in encoding polit eness.

5. My attention was drawn to this point by the discussion at informal
meetings on Japanesegrammar at UC Berkeley during the summer of 1991.
Especially, | am indebted to comments from Minoru Nakau on operators and
'modality’ in Japanesealthough | am afraid | have not fully understood his

ideas and take sole responsibility for that.
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1.2.The nature of dependency

Having examined the layers of linkage, the next parameter for the
typology of clause linkage concerns the nature of dependency that holds
between the linked units (=structural properties of L in the scheme X-L-Y). In
most modern theories of grammar, either structural or generative, the coor-
dination vs. subordination dichotomy is maintained, just as in traditional
grammars. The distinction is categorical, and is defined in terms of the
dominance relation within hierarchical structures. Thus the subordinate
clauseis defined asan embedded S under such phrase markers as NP or PP
(cf. Br¢,ndal 1937;Rosenbaum 1967).

The RRG approach rejects this simplistic coordination-subordination
distinction, like other functional-typological approaches (e.g. Haiman and
Thompson 1984)1 What makes RRG different is that it postulates two
features for determining the syntactic relation or nexus between clauses:
embedding and dependency. Embedding is the hierarchical dominance of
constituents, and dependency is here defined as distributional restriction of a
consituent by another. Three possible types of linkage are established based

on thesefeatures:

(42) Coordination: [-dependent, -embedded]
Subordination: [+dependent, +embedded]

Cosubordination: [+dependent, -embedded]

Note that there is an implicational relation between the two features. When
a linkage involves embedding, it must be [+dependent], because the

embedded clause is by definition dependent on the upper clause. Thus the
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feature [tembedded] is relevant only in conjunction with [+dependent].

Parentheticals might be seento be an instance of the relation [+embedded,
-dependent], but even in that case,not everything in the embedded clause is
free from syntactic constraints that come from the upper clause (say those on
pronominalization, let alone intonational signals). Examples from Japanese

are given below.

(43) Coordination
Ame-ga hut-ta-si kaze-mo hidoku hui-ta.
rain-NOM fall-PAST-SI wind-also terribly blow-PAST

‘It rained, and the wind also blew terribly.’

(44) Subordination (adjunct)
Ame-ga hut-ta-node hayaku kaet-ta.
rain-NOM fall-PAST-NODE early go.home-PAST

'‘Becauseit rained, (I) went home early.’

(45) Subordination (argument)
Ame-ga hut-ta-no-ga Taroo-wa iya.dat-ta.
rain-NOM fall-PAST-NZ-NOM Taroo-TOP hate-PAST

‘Taro hated it that it rained.'

(46) Cosubordination
Ame-ga hure-ba siai-wa tyuusi-dat-ta.
rain-NOM fall-BA game-TOP suspended-PRED-PAST

'If it had rained, the game would have been suspended.’
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To start with, coordination seems least problematic syntactically,

becauseasin (43), the linkage involves neither embedding nor dependency.
It is a juxtaposition of two distinct states of affairs. Though semantic
conditions may bring about asymmetries in the linkage, coordination is
characterized as encoding symmetrical syntactic relations when taken in
isolation. However, it would be a mistake to think that coordination is
something basic and universal compared to the other two types of linkage.
As Mithun (1988)shows, not all languages grammaticize coordination, and it
is wrong to assume that it is a 'primitive’ relation out of which more
elaborate structures develop.

Next, subordination, primarily characterized by embedding, is
exemplified by adverbial clausesasin (44)aswell asby complement clausesas
in (45). This distinction corresponds to that between adjuncts and arguments.
In (44),ame-gehut-ta node'becauseit rained’, which is a full clause with the
marker NODE (etymologically NO=nominalizer and DE=instrumental/
locative marker) functions as an adverbial (i.e. periphery in RRG terms) in
relation to the main clause hayakukaet-ta'(l) went home early’. Thus, on
distributional grounds, the peripheral constituent can be replaced by an
adverbial phrase, e.g. ame-dge'becauseof rain'. In contrast, in (45), ame-ga
hut-ta-ng, 'that it rained’, with the nominalizer NO, occupies an argument
position of the clause Taroo-wa iya.dat-tg 'Taroo said'. Here too, the
complement clause can bereplaced by a more simple constituent, e.g.ame-ga
rain’. But it must be noted that the distinction between arguments and
adjuncts is not always clear-cut, and there seemsto be a cline of the relative
strength of clause integration in adverbial clauses. | will turn to this point

later in this chapter.
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Third, cosubordination is a term introduced by Olson (1981) for

analyzing the clause chain found in Barai, a language of Papua New Guinea.
This type of linkage involves only dependency, with no embedding. An
illustration is given below from Kanite, another Papuan language (Longacre

1985:266)2

(47) his-u'a-ke-'ka, naki a'nemo-ka hoya ali-'ka,
do-we-DS-you, so women-you garden work-you
naki ali ha'noma hu-ne'atale-'ka, inuna kae-'ka, popo hu-'ka,
sowork finish do-COMPL-you, weeds burn-you, hoe do-you
inuna kae-'ka, inuna kae-'ka, naki ha'no hu-talete-ke-ta'a,
weeds burn-you, so finish do-COMPL-DS we
naki viem oka-ta'a keki'yamo'ma ha'noma nehis-i-ana
so men-we fencefinish do-it-CONJ
'If we do this, you women work the garden, when it is finished hoe
and burn the weeds, when that is finished we men will finish making

the fence.'

In this chain of eight clauses,the verb nehis-i-ana'do it', alone is the final
verb (i.e. bears final desinence), while all other verbs are medials with
different desinence. Medial clauses are often known for bearing switch
reference markers. In (47), kewhich is glossed DS (‘differ ent subject’) is a
‘transition marker which tells us that there will be a different subject in the
clause which is to follow' (ibid.). The crucial problem here is what sort of
relation medial clauses have to the final clause. It is not subordination
becausemedial clauses are not embedded in the senseof being a sentential

constituent of the final clause. A medial clauseis 'hooked', so to speak, on
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the following clause by its verbal desinence, while there is no syntactic

position in the main clause that can be filled in by any of the clauses that
precede it. Nevertheless, medial clauses are dependent on the final clause
because first, they cannot occur by themselves (hencethey are distributionally
dependent on the final clause)and second, they are usually not marked for
certain grammatical properties such as tense or mood (hence they are
dependent in terms of grammatical categories). This type of dependency is
not found in English, in which a great majority of clause linkage construc-
tions can be either coordination or subordination. This peculiarity of English
has been a pitfall for theories that attempt to treat what is essentially cosub-
ordination in terms of subordinate structures (e.g. Finer 1985 on switch
reference;Baker 19890n serial verbs).3

Turning back to the Japaneseexamples, (46) is analyzed as cosub-
ordination becausetense is suppressed in the BA-marked clause, which is an
instance of feature dependency. In (44), no such grammatical feature
dependency is observed, and the first, NODE-marked clause is only distribu-
tionally dependent on the second clause. In (45),the NO-marked clause is a
sentential argument of the matrix verb iya.da'hate', and the clause likewise
involves only distributional dependency. Note that in these examples the
past tense marker ta appears in the first clause, encoding the tense of the
clause. In contrast, in (46), in addition to being distributionally dependent,
the BA-marked clause is feature-dependent on the main clause, becausethe
main clause alone bears ta and the tense of the dependent clause is
interpreted only relative to the main clause. Compare (46) with the

following:

(48) Ame-ga hure-ba siai-wa tyuusi-da.
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rain-NOM fall-BA game-TOP suspended-PRED

'If it rains, the game will be suspended.’

In this example, even though the dependent clauseis the same,its interpre-
tation is different, becausethe main clauseis in the present tense. Crucially,
the placement of the past marker ta in the dependent predicate, hut-tara-ba
does not changethe interpretation of tense, becausein modern Japanesetara-
bais grammaticized asa conditional marker in its own right (in fact, TARA is
used with systematic difference of meaning from BA, cf.2.2)4

From these considerations, cosubordination displays higher clause
integration than subordination, becausein the former the dependency is dual
(i.e. dependent in terms of distribution and feature-marking) while in the
latter the dependency is only distributional. Thus we have the following
hierarchy of the strength of dependency, which is from weaker to stronger

linkage.

(49) Coordination > Subordination > Cosubordination

Importantly, the realization of operators and their scopesbecomerelevant in
coordination and cosubordination, but not in subordination. This is because
asubordinate clause,especially when it is embedded in an argument position,
can have independent operators assignedto that layer.

At this point, a distinction must be drawn between the dependencyf
grammatical features and the sharingof them. In a given construction, a
grammatical feature may not be encoded on all of the linked predicates, but

there can be more than one reason for that. For example, in (50) both uti
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'shoot' and korosi'kill' share the grammatical feature of tense (whose value

is 'past’).

(50) Werther-wa Lotte-o uti-korosi-ta.
Werther-TOP Lotte-ACC shoot-kill-PAST

‘Werther shot Lotte to death.'

But this does not mean that the first predicate is feature-dependent on the
second one and thus exemplifies cosubordination. Rather, this is an instance
of feature sharing, because tense is a clausal operator and both predicates,
linked at the nuclearlayer (note that both subjectsand objects are shared), are
within its scope. Hence this example should be seenasan example of nuclear
coordination rather than any sort of cosubordination. In contrast, (46), as we
have just seen, is a true case of feature dependency, i.e. cosubordination,
becausethe linkage is at the clausal layer and both of the linked clausescan
potentially bear separatetense markers.

The combination of the layers of linkage (15) and the types of
dependency (49) leads to nine possible types of clause linkage, as given in

(51)5

(51) Nuclear cosubordination --tightest (=most integrated)
Nuclear subordination
Nuclear coordination
Core cosubordination
Core subordination
Core coordination

Clausal cosubordination






