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Abstract

The factors cross-linguistically relevant to cladipd&age are surveyed in the form of a
couple of continua. These pertain to: 1. the irgggn of one clause into the other
(parameters of downgrading of the subordinate elaumsl of its syntactic level in the main
clause), 2. the expansion vs. reduction of thesglagparameters of desententialization of the
subordinate clause and of grammaticalization of riteéen predicate) and 3. the mutual
isolation vs. linkage of the two clauses (paransetdrinterlacing of the clauses and of
explicitness of linking).

The six parameters hang together in various wagscanstitute types of clause linkage.
They are founded in a functional theory of clairsedge which conceives complex sentence
formation as varying between the poles of elabanatind compression. This variation
fulfills the double-sided function of either unfold a proposition into two or more
component propositions or combining two or moregppsitions into a composite one.

1. Basic concepts

The aim of this contribution is to givesarvey of the most important aspects of complex
sentence formation in the languages of the worlteyTwill emerge as generally applicable
parameters of clause linkage. | will try to asdert@ what degree they correlate and how
clusterings among the possibilities provided bynthgeld cross-linguistic types of clause
linkage. Most of these parameters have been faladant to this issue by other authors and thus
make no claim to originality.

The parameters are based on traditional conceptse $f these are controversial and therefore
have to be defined. Let us start with the most ggr@mncepts. A syntagm i€lational iff it
contains a grammatical slot which predeterminesaengatical relation to be contracted by it.
For instance, an adverbial phrase is relationablbee it is by itself capable of modifying
something, especially a verb phrase; but a noussgtis not relational since it does not, by itself,
contract any grammatical relation (see Lehmann 1888etails).

A grammatical relation R connecting syntagms X and a relation ofdependency iff X
occupies a grammatical slot of Y or vice versa tiependency relation, depends on X iff X
determines the grammatical category of the compex thus its external relations.
Non-dependency relations among syntagms are nefatad sociation. Among them are
coordination, apposition and others to which wd vaturn. For example, the relation of an
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attribute to its head noun is a dependency relabahthe relation of an apposition to its head
noun is not a dependency relation.

An endocentric construction will be conceived not distributionally, but semasyntactically, as
a binary syntagm Z with parts X and Y such thae¥hgs to the same category as Z and X is an
expansion of Z. The syntactic relation of X to Yy one of dependency or of sociation.

In the application of the terohauselinkage, we will assume a broad concept of the clausetwhic
comprises any syntagm containing one predicatigntagtically, this means that - apart from
nominal clauses - the uppermost controller of ddpeay in the syntagm is a verbal form. Since
a verbal form may be finite or nonfinite, this indes nominalized clauses. Clause linkage, then,
is a relation of dependency or sociation obtaimietyveen clauses in this sense. In what follows, |
will confine myself to the consideration of binafguse linkage. This should not be understood
as excluding the possibility of more than two cksibeing linked at the same level.

Subordination® may now be conceived as a form of clause linkdfigyntagms (clauses) X and
Y are in a relation of clause linkage, then X ibauinate to Y iff X and Y form an endocentric
construction Z with Y as the head. In the courséhefpaper, subordination will emerge as a
prototypical concept.

The termproposition will be used (instead of “state of affairs’) fbe tsemantic correlate of a
(possibly desententialized) clause.

Hypotaxis will be understood as the subordination of a dausthe narrow sense (which
probably includes its finiteness). The definitioned not impose any further syntactic or
morphological requirements on the subordinate gyntand thus corresponds fairly well to
common usage.

Embedding is the dependency of a subordinate syntagm.

! The term subordination is applied, in differertigals of linguistics, to different kinds of thinda.the
broadest use, which may be found in certain trefid&iropean structuralism, the size and naturbef t
subordinate element is of no concern. Here subatidim practically means the same as dependency. In
the most narrow use, characteristic of classicébloigy, only finite clauses can be said to be sdbwate.
Here subordination practically means the same pethyis; and consequently the two latter terms are
mostly used interchangeably.

There are also differences with respect to the kirrelation presupposed for subordination. Song (e
Touratier 1985) require that the subordinate clduas@ a syntactic function in the matrix clausehe®s
(e.g. Brgndal 1937) admit of subordinate clausekout matrix clause. In addition, there is a mdss o
morphological, semantic and logical criteria whitlave been invoked in order to distinguish
subordination from coordination. As has been shmpeatedly (already in Brandal 1937), none of these
is crucial, although they may be used to charaeaitype of subordination well represented inadert
Indo-European languages.

% This implies that a syntagm will be said to beadinate only if it contains a predication, andresents,
thus, a compromise solution as regards the nafutesubordinate element; cf. fn. 1.

® Matthiessen & Thompson (this vol.) regard the leus-satellite relation' as constitutive for
subordination. On the one hand, they conceiveathia basically textual relation; on the other haimel,
traditional notion of subordination appears to thenbe best captured as a grammaticalization eof thi
relation. It thus comes fairly close to the semaynitactic notion of endocentricity used aboveaollows
from the above definition that the presence oftastinate syntagm presupposes the presence ofa mai
clause - which may be or contain Y - to which isisnehow subordinate (against Brgndal 1937).
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With these definitions, we get hypotaxis and emibeglds two particular types of subordination,
the former delimited with respect to the kind af #ubordinate syntagm, the latter delimited with
respect to the kind of the relation of subordinatio

Current linguistic usadedoes not treat the termoordination as complementary to
subordination, since coordination does not impdt the coordinated elements be of a sentential
or verbal nature. Coordination is a relation ofiabon combining two syntagms of the same type
and forming a syntagm which is again of the sarpe.ty

Parataxis is the coordination of clauses. No further resitits are imposed on the kind or
structural means of coordination. In particulargpaxis may be syndetic or asyndetic.

We are now ready to enter into the consideratiothefvarious semantosyntactic parameters
which are relevant for clause linkage across laggsiaThe following will be consideréd:

the hierarchical downgrading of the subordirtddese,
the main clause syntactic level of the subotdictause,
the desententialization of the subordinate @aus

the grammaticalization of the main verb,

the interlacing of the two clauses,

the explicitness of the linking.

ok wpnpE

The reader will notice that the semantic naturhefrelation between the two clauses does not
figure in this list. While this has always playedpeominent role in the classification of
subordinate clauses, it does not appear to beitdgiva of cross-linguistically valid types of
clause linkage. That is, there is no cross-lingrisdtion of, say, the concessive clause which
would possess any constant structural correfdteather appears that the grammatical types that
will emerge on the basis of the above six parareetgiracross the semantically different clause
linkage relationg.

Although these parameteres will be grouped in theaes, they will be presented separately, as if
they were mutually independent.§B.1 we shall turn to possible correlations amorgrih

2. Autonomy vs. integration

The requirement in our definition that a subordenabnstruction must be part of a higher
construction leaves large room for variation. Foe thing, the subordinate syntagm may bear a
sociative or a dependent relation to the main e€laksr another, it may be subordinate to the
main clause as a whole or rather to some constitoethe main clause. Neither of these
alternatives is clear-cut; the differences are gahdl he two aspects taken together identify what
I will call the integration of the subordinate construction into the main stau

* except perhaps for the European schools of staligm mentioned in fn.1

® Several of them are reviewed in Haiman & ThompkeB4. For at least some of them, the authors show
that they cannot serve as a basis for the condestbmrdination. In what follows, | will use thero t
differentiate types of clause linkage.

® Harris (this vol.) shows that this is even truéhivi one language or a group of closely relateduages.
"The Foley & Van Valin (1984, ch.6.3) semantic bedidess hierarchy embodies a claim to the contrary.
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2.1. Hierarchical downgrading

2.1.1. Consider the following examples (brackets sesaoffordinate syntagms):

El. | was trimming a boomerang, there you came up.

E2. Datjulu-lu Ipa-ra kal tjantu-nu,

WAL [|-ERG PAST-SBJ.1 boomerang trim-PAST
kutja3-npa ya-nu-o njuntu.

[SR-AUX-SBJ.2  walk-PAST-hither  you]
"l was trimming a boomerang when you came up." ¢H#£76:79)

E3. nu kwit LUGALu-s tezzi nu apat iyami.
HIT [CONN REL:ACC.SG.INAN king-NOM says] CONN DRCC.SG.INAN do:1.SG
"And what the king says, that | do." (KBo XVII 4 1I7f)

E4.  quei ager ex privato in publicum commutatug esteo agro siremps lex esto.
LAT "Any land that has been converted from private public, to such land the law shall
apply in the same way." (CI,1585)

E5. tilé tun ka goni, u se-ra bimakma min na.
BAM sun:DEF PAST COP hot [they arrive-COMPL Bamakime REL at]
"The sun was hot when they arrived in Bamako."qBi#68:45)

E6. Nipe kaj al-0m (haind) rib6 ya  ar-op.
KOB [3.SG pig shoot-3.SG.SS]  after river belowgo-PRF.3.SG
"He killed a pig and (later) went down to the rivgDavies 1981:36)

E7. L. Petrosidius aquilifer ... pro castris [fedime pugnans] occiditur.
LAT "L. Petrosidius, the colour-bearer, is killed iorit of the camp, fighting most bravely."
(Caes. B.G. 5,37,5)

E8.  Telebois iubet [sententiam ut dicant suam].
LAT "He orders the Teleboans to give their opinionl’AR. 205)

These examples differ gradually on a parameten @tall callhier ar chical downgrading. At

the starting pole of the continuum, there is nadrghical relation between the two clauses
forming the complex sentence. This is the situatibich we call parataxis. At the end pole, there
is a clear hierarchical relation between them, dhleordinate clause being downgraded to a
particular, well-defined constituent within the matlause. This is the situation we call
embedding. Between the poles, there are variousteanions in which the subordinate clause is
ever more downgradéd.

E1 shows parataxis. In E2 from Walbiri (Austraeg find what has been called adlj oined
clause (Hale 1976). One of the two clauses constituting tomplex sentence contains a
subordinative conjunction and may thus be iderttiis the subordinate clause. It has to either
precede or follow the main clause. It cannot beeddbd or have a syntactic function within the
main clause. This is the faint beginning of hiehézal downgrading and of subordination.

® Paul (1920:145) already speaks of "HerabdriickimeseSatzes zum Satzgliede".
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E3 from Hittite and E4 showaar relativediptych. As Haudry (19733) puts it, this is halfway
between parataxis and hypotaxis. The relative elusthese examples are subordinate, but not
embedded. As they stand, they could not even beédad. On the other hand, Latin and, to a
much lesser extent, Hittite have the alternatissmlity of embedding similar clauses within the
main clause.

In E5 from Bambara (Mande, West Africa) the sitotis but slightly different. The subordinate
clause has to have final position; however, itas sutside the main clause, but rather its last
constituent. The word order rules of Bambara deategreentence-final position for adverbials,
simple or complex. The subordinate clause hasttbetsre of a relative clause which usually,
but not exclusively, appears in a correlative dipty

E6 from Kobon (Papua New Guinea; see Davies 198%ysclause chaining. Here the clauses
of a complex sentence come in chains which can gaoly long. The last verb in the sentence is
the main verb. All the preceding clauses are subate to the final one. They and their verbs are
calledmedial. They lack tense, aspect and mood categorieshvanetaken to be those of the
final verb, and instead have a special set of peagoeement suffixes which signal whether the
subject of the following clause is the same oredléht from the subject of this clause. We will
return to this point ir§4.1.2. Here it suffices to see that although thelialeclauses are
subordinate, they cannot be said to be embeddie ifinal clause. Foley & Van Valin (1984,
ch.6) call this relation “cosubordination'.

Again, there is a small difference between thisstmction and the Latin conjunct participle of
E7. This is clearly part of the main clause anadfasembedded in it. However, its syntactic
function is not crystal-clear (cf. Pinkster 1984.8). It is a blend, as it were, of an appositiod a
an adverbial, and thus not subject to government.

E8 finally shows a typical embedded clause, na@elybject clause governed by the main verb.
We may, of course, find examples of more deeply emidbd clauses; but the hierarchical
unequality of the two clauses cannot, in principlecome clearer than this.

However, within the constructions in which a vedwverns a subordinate clause, differences
which appear to relate to the degree of downgradirtige latter are determined by the nature of
the governing verb. In particular, so-called imatige verbs such as “force' appear to downgrade
the subordinate clause more strongly than non-gaplie verbs such as "believe'. This issue is
much investigated presently under the guiding gorestWhat are the factors determining the
form of a subordinate clause, and in particulaw it determined by the class of the governing
verb? (For some recent research, see Givon 1980n1i984, Bolkestein 1985 and Carvalho
1985.) The issue is hard to divorce from the cdrgroperties of the governing verb, which
codetermine argument sharing among the two clad$es.topic will be taken up in the latter
connection.

2.1.2. An important aspect of the integration of the sdbwate syntagm into the matrix clause
which has to be accounted for in terms of its m@r@al downgrading is thequential position

of the former relative to the latter. Authors haseded to think opositional variability as an
important property of a subordinate clause (cf.thMassen & Thompson, this vo§5.1.5). It
should be emphasized that the position of a subateliclause as against its main clause is
generally more subject to grammatical constrahms the position of one independent clause as
against its neighbour. While the two independesuisés in E1 may not seem invertible without
damage to the sense, grammar is certainly indifteas to any order of them. Subordinate
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clauses, however, often find their position subjegrammatical constraints (cf. E13 and E14
below and Lehmann 1982[T], ch.IV.3.3).

The subordinate syntagm may be either positionattjuded in the main clause, or it may
precede or follow the latter. Accordingly, we spedicentral vs. marginal position of the
subordinate syntagm. Many languages possess tegaiomthat subordinate clauses of a certain
type have to have a marginal position with respettie main clause. This is not only true of the
adjoined and correlative clauses that we saw ithEfugh E4, but also of subordinate clauses
with a more downgraded status. Thus in Hixkarydarip, Brasil) and Abkhaz (North-West
Caucasian), subordinate clauses are lower on #rarbhy, but yet are generally marginal, in
Abkhaz mainly preposed, to the main clause.

Quite generally, the marginal position of a suboatk clause is in accordance with the principles
of functional sentence perspective. Just as els@yvbentence-initial position usually identifies
thetopic (more precisely, the exposition, in the termselfilnann 1984, ch.V.5) of the sentence.
This is well-known from left-dislocated NPs. It perhaps not so well known that a whole
subordinate clause may also provide a topic fofdHewing main claus€. Thompson (1984)
shows that English purpose clauses fulfill différéiscourse functions as they either precede or
follow the main clause. Look at her introductorample, a passage taken from a report on a
voyage in a primitive boat named Brendan:

EO. Brendan was rushing farther and farther ot [To slow her down] we streamed a
heavy rope in a loop from the stern and let it treihe water behind us to act as a brake,
and, hopefully, to smooth the worst of the wavestseFrom the stern also dangled a
metal bucket; only twenty-four hours earlier we haen using it [to cook an excellent
meal of Irish crabs]. Now it clanked mornfully eyadime a wave broke against it.
(Thompson 198555.1)

The preposed purpose clause formulates a probleainwhs been expected on the basis of the
text preceding it. This problem requires a solutidmch is provided by the following main
clause. An initial purpose clause thus acts likeotopics in that it "provides a framework within
which the main clause can be interpreted, and ithddes this by its role as a link in an
expectation chain.” (Thompson 1985, 1) A final purpose clause, such as the seconthdz@,
does not do this, but merely appends a purposéyaetevant with respect to some semantic
unit in the preceding main clause. Cf. also Ch&i@4l

We have seen one Latin example of this discoursgiin of left-marginal subordinate clauses in
E4. E10 is another one.

E10. [Calcem partiario coquendam qui dant], itaidat
LAT "If lime is given for burning by shares, it is givéhus:" (Cat.agr. 16)

The relative clause ought to identify a referertiedaken up in the main clause. Here it does not
do this, but rather depicts a situation which fiord as a framework for the main clause. Thus,
the topic function here suspends the semanticifumaf the subordinate clause.

A subordinate construction whose topic-forming ptitd is not yet fully explored is the absolute
construction as exemplified in E11 and E12 (cf.fH®B5 for the Latin ablativus absolutus).

° Cf. Marchese 1977 for various kinds of subordird@eises in Godie and Lehmann 1984, ch.V.5.1 for
relative clauses.



Christian Lehmann, Towards a typology of clauskdie 7

E11l. [Cognito Caesaris adventu] Ariovistus legaggum mittit.
LAT  "When he learnt about Caesar's arrival, Ariovisegrg envoys to him." (Caes.B.G.1,42,1)

E12. [(Dopo) chiesto e pagato il conto], I'avveatpensa a andarsene.
ITA  Lit.: "(After) asked and paid the bill, the custantieinks to go away."

Here the introductory subordinate constructionrafiamulates a state of affairs coherent with an
expectation chain formed on the basis of the piagdédxt; and this state of affairs provides the
background for the action of the main clause.

Another subordinate clause whose topical functemtieen investigated is the conditional clause
(cf. Haiman 1978). We may conclude that quite galhesubordinate constructions at the left
margin of the higher clause have topical functidms apparently holds irrespective of the order
freedom enjoyed by the specific subordinate constm. It is true of the Hittite relative clause,
which is almost invariably preposed, and of adjdiaed correlative clauses in general, which
must have marginal position; but it is as well tafeEnglish purpose clauses and the Latin
ablativus absolutus, whose order is freer.

Certain conjunctions may force a fixed positiorifed subordinate clause introduced by them.

E13. Das verstehe ich nicht, zumal die Reise nodtilsg war.
GER '"That | don't understand, especially as the trig s@cheap.”

E14. Fliegen ist viel schoner als Autofahren, a8 dhan noch mehr aufpassen muf3.
GER "Flying is much finer than car driving, except tio&ie has to pay even more attention."

German subordinate clauses introducedlyal'so much more so as" andr daf3'except that"
have to follow their main clause, as they do in B8 E14, and cannot precede it.

Another kind of positional constraint can be seerihie medial clause of Kobon (E6). The

essential point in all the examples is the follayvithe fact that rules of grammar may determine
the position of the subordinate syntagm in or vigsithe matrix is an aspect of their integration

which follows from their hierarchical downgrading.

2.1.3. We finally return to the gradience illustrated B¢ through to E8. The idea of this
continuum also underlies the "typology of nexust'fpaward in Foley & Van Valin 1984, ch.6,
although the details differ. The continuum of hieracal downgrading is represented in F1.

F1.Hierarchical downgrading

parataxis <------------------mommemoemmee e >mbedding
independent  adjoined  correlative medial part. ovegned
clauses clause diptych clause  coni. clause

Hierarchical downgrading is not only an importaatgmeter in the typology of clause linkage,
but is also a central criterion for the traditionation of subordination; a clause not affected by
is not called subordinate.

2.2. Syntactic level

2.2.1. A second aspect of the integration of the subaitdiclause into the main clause, closely
related to its hierarchical downgrading, is thelatesn according to the main clause syntactic
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level which the subordinate clause belongs to.fireeto use this parameter for a typology of
complex sentences was T. Milewski (1954). He digtished three syntactic levels: the sentence
level (above the simple clause), the clause lewghin the clause), and the verb level. This
hierarchy is mirrored in Foley & Van Valin's (19&#h.6) typology of clause linkage according to
their three levels of juncture, viz. periphery,&and nucleus. | will not accept such a threefold
division but rather assume a multiplicity of syniadevels between the morpheme and the
paragraph, much as in constituent structure grammar

The guiding idea is that the lower this level, tighter the subordinate clause is integrated into
the main clause. We may first reconsider the examplready given. In E1 there are only

independent clauses; they are thus on the text [Blve subordinate clauses in E2 through E4 do
not form part of the main clause, but are on theesayntactic level as the latter, namely the
sentence level. The subordinate clause in E6 oesugn intermediate position between being
outside and inside the main clause (this adds upeaeasons why it is called medial). The

adverbial clause in E5 is clearly part of the me@use, but on its highest syntactic level

(immediately dominated by S). The conjunct parteegf E7 is on some level between clause and
VP. Finally, the subordinate clause in E8 is on\fRelevel.

Apart from the switch in the order of E5 and E@s tlooks like a neat correlation between
hierarchical downgrading and syntactic level. Hogrea moment of reflection will show that
this need not be so. There can be subordinategateshis on very low syntactic levels which are
far from being governed by a main clause constttuesok at E15.

E15. Tarquinio vero quid impudentius, [qui bellurreret cum iis [qui eius non tulerant
superbiam]]?

LAT "Again, what is more impudent than Tarquinius, wiede war with those who could not
bear his arrogance?" (Cic.Tu.3,27)

Here the first relative clause is appositive, wigotes it a place somewhere in the first half ef th
continuum of hierarchical downgrading. The secatative clause is restrictive, thus dependent
on the head noun, but still not governed by angthimd therefore not at the rightmost pole of F1.
However, the first relative clause is on a faidwlsyntactic level, modifying an NP governed by
the predicate. The second relative clause is oevan lower level, if we determine levels by
counting nodes from the root of a constituent stngcdiagram. If we don't do this, but just count
the distance from the nearest upper S, the seetattle clause is still on a lower level than any
subordinate clause in the examples through to E16.

Low syntactic level of a not maximally subordinaymtagm can also be seen in E16.

E16. Nipe wailib Si ud ar-op.
KOB 3.SG [string bag illicitly take] go-PRF.3.SG
"He stole the string bag." (Davies 1981:203)

The phenomenon illustrated by this example is dakeb serialization. This in general involves
the combination of verbals to complex verbals wititbe intervention of any connectives which
might make explicit the relation among th&husually only the last verb in the series carties t
finite inflection, whereas the preceding verbs bayninflected, as in the above example. This

19 A full treatment would have to investigate thatieinship between serial verb constructions anibmot
purpose clauses (containing expressions such abugp ‘come play' etc.), which seem to be more
widespread. Cf. Aissen 1984 for a specimen analysis
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device is operative both in a syntactically regway, as in E16, and in verb composition, with
various intermediate degrees of lexicalization. Wisapresently of interest to us is the
hierarchical relation obtaining in verb series #melsyntactic level on which they abide. While
detailed investigation is still pending, this muwathleast appears to be certain: The preceding
verbal is not governed by the following one (orevieersa). It is not even clear that the former
depends on the latter; they might be coordinatecmubordinate, as Foley & Van Valin
1984:261f would have it). On the other hand, thenntdause syntactic level on which the
preceding verb is adjoined is certainly not abdnes\{P.

From these examples we may conclude that althodiggineged hierarchical downgrading of the
subordinate clause implies a low syntactic levelifothe converse does not hold. Thus the
relation between the continua of hierarchical doadang and of syntactic level is one of

unilateral implication.

Serial verb constructions are in a clear grammiaai#on relationship with clause chains. The
concomitance of the two clause linkage types, hepeesented by E6 and E16 for Kobon,
therefore recurs in totally unrelated languages, 84y., Todd 1975 for Choctaw.

2.2.2. Up to now the lowest syntactic level illustratgddur examples has been that of the VP.
E17 to E20 are meant to show that the various pesseof subordination are also operative at
still lower levels.

E17. Cato [hoc dicere] solebat.
LAT "Cato used to say this."

E18. [ will [go] to bed now.

E19. Ho fatto prendere a mio figlio un'altra fessione.
ITA  have:1.SG made [take:INF to my son an otheofgssion]
"I had my son choose another profession."

E20. Juzi-ka Juan-ta ruwana-ta awa-chi-rka.
QUE José-TOP Juan-ACC poncho-ACC [weave]-CAUS-PAHG)
"José had Juan weave a poncho." (Cole 1982:135)

The verbs on which the subordinate constructiop&de here are operators forming complex
predicates. Latsolereas in E17 may be regarded as forming a periplrhabitual aspect by
governing an infinitival. Englwill as in E18 is an auxiliary which takes an uninfelcterb (an
infinitive without to) as its complement. So here we are down to thed ehthe verbal or even
the (analytic) verb form.

A causative construction may have the appearan@e aaimplex sentence, with the verb of
causation functioning as the main clause verb &edcaused event being expressed by a
subordinate clause governed by the verb of causalibe Italian causative construction
illustrated in E19 comes close to this charactéoma except that the subordinate clause is
reduced to an infinitival. It also shows that thiardinate predicate has a tendency to attach
directly to the verb of causation. This procesduigher advanced in E20 from Imbabura
Quechua. The verb of causation here is reducedvestal suffix. The syntactic level we are
dealing with is thus that of the verb.

2.2.3. We are now in a position to formulate the contmuaf the syntactic level:
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F2.Syntactic level

SENEENCE <-mmmmmm oo oo > word
subordinate clause is complex preditatmation
outside at margin inside inside verb By verbal
main of main main VP serial- peri- deriva-
clause clause clause ization phrasis tion

Although this parameter constitutes important défeces among types of clause linkage, it does
not seem to be crucial for the traditional notidrsabordination.

2.3. Before we conclude the chapter on integrationskaild at least mentiantonation as an
important factor in it (cf. Bolinger 1984). A clamay be downgraded by low pitch and may be
integrated with another clause by the absence oftanation break between them.

3. Expansion vs. reduction

3.1. Desententialization of subordinate clause

3.1.1. The third of the parameters that structure a tgplof clause linkage is the degree to
which the subordinate clause is expanded or redigtddehmann 1982[N] for the following). In
the reduction process, it loses the propertiectdse, it islesententialized to varying degrees.
Components of the clause which allow reference $pexific state of affairs are dropped; the
state of affairs is “typified® At the same time, the subordinate clause incrghsacquires
nominal properties, both internally and in its dimition. At the end of this process of
nominalization, the clause becomes a nominal or adverbial coestitof a matrix clause. In
§§3.1.2 and 3.1.3, we will deal with the internal amdernal aspects of desententialization,
respectively.

3.1.2. There is a variety of semantic components andjoatss with their grammatical correlates
which make up a full-fledged sentence. Let me ematadere illocutionary force, mood, tense,
aspect, actants and circumstants with their varsyusactic functions. We observe, first of all,
that a subordinate clause may not normally havewtsillocutionary force. Certain particles
bound up with illocutionary force are not admittegubordinate clauses. We may mention the
Quechua validatommi and the Latin assertive particle. This is a consequence of the fact that
"illocutionary force is the outermost peripherakagor”, as Foley & Van Valin (1984:239) put
it, which means that one sentence, however comptey, have only one illocutionary force.
Look at the following examples:

E21. He believed [(that) | wrote a letter].

E22. Non temere est [quod corvos cantat mihi nim@eva manul].
LAT "ltis not by chance that the raven now croaks afmom the left side.” (Pl.Au.624)

1 Cf. Mackenzie 1984. Dik (1985:11) says: "any fowmh argument reduction easily leads to
“deactualization' of the meaning of the output mee-frame, where deactualization means thatutpio
predicate-frame tends to get a generic, habitupbtential reading rather than a reading whichadiye
designates some actual state of affairs."
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The structure of the noun clauses in both of tilsesgences differs minimally from that of a
corresponding independent clause. (The same gaédentally, for E2 - E4.) The introductory
subordinating conjunction is even optional in ERIlbwever, even with such a low degree of
desententialization, one thing is missing, viz. tlecutionary force that the corresponding
independent sentences would have. The same caebésall the examples so far given except
for E1.

Often the assertive force of the subordinate cldepends on the sentence type and the polarity
of the main clause. Observe E23.

E23. a. You stole the caviar [because you were fiyiing
b. Did you steal the caviar [because you were hiAgr
c. You didn't steal the caviar [because you wergghy].

In E23.a the causal clause is understood to beteds&hile in b and c it is not. One way of
putting this would be to say that certain bits acfaming are not expressed in the subordinate
clause because they are determined for the whotersse by the main clause.

A few classes of subordinate clauses are, howallewed to have their own illocutionary force
(cf. Green 1976, Lakoff 1984). Among them is tha-mestrictive relative clause:

E24. ad Italiam accedet, [in qua nos sedentesayuitus]?
LAT  "He will approach Italy, where we will be sittingé&doing what?" (Cic.Att.10,8,4)

E25. Perutiles Xenophontis libri sunt, [quos legifeaeso, studiose]!
LAT  "Highly useful are Xenophon's books; please reactthoroughly!" (Cic.Cat.M.59)

The semantosyntax of the clauses represented imB®2£25 is similar to that of parentheses.
The relation linking them to a main clause conestituis not one of dependency, but of sociation,
which means they are close to the left pole ofatetinuum of hierarchical downgrading. |
predict that subordinate clauses with an illocuigrforce of their own will become rarer as we
approach the right pole of this continuum.

A further consequence of the desententializaticdh@fsubordinate clause are constraints on its
mood. It suffices to mention some relevant facts. Itin.ghe choice of mood is constrained by
syntactic rules in most kinds of subordinate clau3ée subordinate clauses of E10 and E22
show an obligatory indicative, the one of E8 ang#ibry subjunctive. In several languages,
among them Accadic and Abkhaz, all finite subortinelauses are in the subjunctive. We
understand that such restrictions are intimatehynecsted with the lack of illocutionary force in
subordinate clauses. As soon as it comes to nemfnbordinate constructions, there is no longer
any mood. Relevant examples are E7 and E17 - E20.

Another phenomenon closely associated with the ¢dakocutionary force is the reduction of
word order freedom inside the subordinate clause. This mirrors agahtbss of freedom in
theme-rheme assignment and in the applicabiligyofactic processes in general. For example,
word order in the subordinate clauses of E2 - B4ésentially determined by functional sentence
perspective, while in those of E6 and E7, as welE26 below, there is virtually no functional
sentence perspective, and consequently word ossengally obeys rules of synt&x.

12 Again, this is a scalar phenomenon. As Green E8iofvs, the speaker may choose to couch his main
point in a subordinate clause and then use, in thigtional sentence perspective and word order as
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The next verbal categories that get reduced amdlyfitost in desententialization atense and
aspect. We saw that in Kobon medial clauses and non-Beaial verbs tense and aspect are
missing and are understood to be those of the ¢iaake or verb, respectively.

E26. Evvel-a cik-an guclik-ler-in
TUR [start-LOC emerge-ACT.PART trouble-PL-GEN

kendi-lig-in-den orta-dan kalkgt gor-ul-ar.
selfd-POSS.3-ABL  middle-ABL  disappear-NR-POSS.3] see-BAS\BIT

"It turns out that the problems occurring at faggappear completely by themselves.”
(Wendt 1972:187)

In the Turkish noun clause illustrated in E26, these-aspect system is reduced to a binary
opposition between non-future (suffoig-) and future{eceq. This opposition is bound up with
voice in that thedig-form cannot function as an active participle, as the-ecegform.
Similarly, the Latin conjunct participle shown if7 Ellows only of a tense opposition between
simultaneous (present) and subsequent (futur@raegpart from previous (perfect) action, which
is bound up with passive voice. The same goedtablativus absolutus (E11). In the Italian
absolute construction of E12, there is no choiceen$e, aspect or voice whatsoever. Similar
observation apply to the dependent verbs in E120- E

Finally, desententialization affects th@ationality of the predicate verb (cf. Dik 198% and
Mackenzie 1985). The predication expressed in@edandent clause, and also in such relatively
weakly desententialized subordinate clauses ag thoS2 - E6 as well as several of the other
(finite) examples, gets lost, and simultaneoustydhibject slot of the subordinate verb is either
converted into an oblique slot or is entirely I0&te verb becomes nonfinite. For verbs which
conjugate for person when finite, this involvesslo$ personal inflection. A relevant example is
E26. When there is an NP that would be the subjdtte corresponding finite verb, this cannot
be in the nominative, but has to be in variousqui@icases. Very often this is the genitive. This
can again be seen clearly in E26. The possesdifie @ the subordinate verb here agrees with
the syntactic possessor (corresponding to the stibf@ompare the situation in English:

E27. | heard [the man's/his singing].
E28 illustrates a verb that does not in principléect for person.

E28. Ano hito-ga/no hon-o kai-ta koto-ga  yakrarete iru.
JAP  [D3  person-NOM/GEN book-ACC write-PAST SR-NOMell known COP
"It is well known that that person wrote a book."

The subject of the subordinate clause can be eitltee nominative or in the genitive, this being
the only reflex of the verb's finiteness and naitéimess, respectively. Somehow converse to this
is the case of the non-final serial verb in KobBAg), since this loses its personal inflection
without, apparently, losing its ability to takewbgect.

In Latin, the genitive of the semantic subjectnewn as the genitivus subjectivus accompanying
verbal nouns. E29 illustrates thianfmi vel corporiy as well as the genitivus objectivus
(gravioris operis et munerjdo be treated below.

characteristic of main clauses. Kénig & Van der Auav(this vol.) show that main-clause word order in
German subordinate clauses signals non-integrafitime latter in the main clause.
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E29. labor est [functio quaedam vel animi vel coigpgravioris operis et muneris].
LAT "Labor is the performance of a relatively hard campry work by the mind or the
body." (Cic.Tu.2,35)

What was the subject of the finite verb may algueap in the accusative when the verb becomes
nonfinite. This may happen to the causee in a ¢taesaonstruction, as in E20. It also happensiin
the accusativus cum infinitivo, as illustrated BOE E32.

E30. alku-ta kri-ni aycha-ta shuwa-ju-j-ta.
QUE dog-ACC believe-1.SG [meat-ACC steal-PROG-AGRF-ACC]
"l believe the dog to be stealing the meat." (A&@82:35)

E31. | heard [the man/him singing].

E32. [Liberos suos ... beatos esse] cupiat.
LAT "He may wish his children to be happy.” (Cic.in48),

Finally, the possibility of the semantic subjectrgpinto the dative may be mentioned; this is
illustrated in the causative construction of E19.

The subject is the first of the verbal actantseaalfected by desententialization. On stronger
nominalization, the whole verbal government is as&d, so that NPs corresponding to the

actants of the finite verb appear in the genitivm@dpositional phrases. We have seen the Latin
genitivus objectivus in E29. E33 shows clearly thatloss of object government goes hand in

hand with other symptoms of nominalization.

E33. a. She objected to [his constantly readinganiags].
b. She objected to [his constant reading of magaZin

The less strongly nominalized verb of E33.a takebrect object and an adverb; the more
strongly nominalized one of E33.b does not takeextlobject and is modified by an adjective,
just like any noun.

Complete loss of the subject slot of the suboréinatb can be seen in E17 and E18. Similarly,
while every finite verb in English needs to hawaigject, the nominalization illustrated in E33
can do without the possessor phrase correspormlthg subject. Milewski (1954) observes that
where the clause is constructed according to theestric strategy, the NPs which function as
appositive extensions of the pronominal verbakaHiare impossible in subordinate clauses. On
the whole, the more a verb gets nominalized, theenbgtarts behaving like an ordinary noun. It
is in this sense that we may speak of the incrgasminality (or ‘'nouniness'’) of subordinate
clauses, when they are reduced by desententializati

In the present connection, we should note that austinongly nominalized construction as the
ablativus absolutus is usually reduced to two noamstituents corresponding to the subject and
the predicate of a full clause. It is only in tlterary style of Classical Latin that the absolute
construction may be expanded by adjuncts and ex@rdinate clauses (s. Coleman 1985). This
is typologically highly marked. (Cf. Thompson 1984, on certain peculiarities of written
language.)

At some stage of strong desententialization, ghkarity of the subordinate clause is also
affected. This usually means that it can no lorlemdependently negated. Thus, we cannot
negate the participle depending on the Englishlianies, nor the infinitive depending on most of
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the modals such asustandmay. In Jacaltec, nonfinite subordinate predicatioasnot be
negated (cf. Craig 1977:242f and Foley & Van Vdlg84:287f).

E34. a. ¢-w-acoj yi  hin c'ul chubil ch-in to-yi.
JAC PRS-ERG.1.SG-carry  in POSS.1.SG stomacht [thaPRS-1.SG go-AUG]
"l am thinking of going."

b. c¢-w-acoj i hin c'ul chubil mach ch-in to-yi.
PRS-ERG.1.SG-carry in POSS.1.SG stomach [that G NHRS-1.SG go-AUG]
"l am thinking of not going."

C. G-w-acoj i hin c'ul hin to-yi.
PRS-ERG.1.SG-carry  in POSS.1.SG stomach [POSS.1. go-AUG]
"l am thinking of going.” (Craig 1977:242)

E34.a shows a finite subordinate clause, introdulsgda subordinator, whose negative
counterpart is E34.b. In E34.c we see a nonfirersion of E34.a. There is no way of negating
this subordinate construction.

3.1.3. In the preceding, | have confined myself to thmseesses of desententialization which are
operative inside the subordinate clause. We shool@& that increasing nominality of a
subordinate construction also endows it withdiseributional properties of a noun or NP. One
such property that deserves special mention isctimebinability with adpositions and case
affixes. The rule is that the more a subordinadaast is nominalized, the more easily it combines
with adpositions and case affixes. There is butpyaposition which can govern thieat-clause

as shown in E21, namaly. In addition, there are some prepositions sudieéwe, after, since,
till and because which may govern a finite subordinate clause itagkthe introductory
subordinator. We then usually say that the prejpositinctions as a conjunction. When it comes
to more strongly desententialized subordinate coabns such as the gerundive, many more
prepositions such ds/, upon, towardstc. become possible.

The Japanese subject clause in E28 takes the ajgpeopominative case suffix. Similarly, the
Quechua object clause in E30 takes the accusaiffie. s

No finite subordinate clause in Latin may be goeerby a preposition, let alone take a case
suffix. The preposed relative clause in E4 canm@ctly be governed by the prepositida
Instead, it must be reinstantiated as an anappositoun, and in this form it can combine with
the preposition. It is only nonfinite constructiosisch as the gerundive in E35 which may be
governed by a preposition.

E35. palus ... Romanos [ad insequendum] tardabat.
LAT "A swamp detained the Romans in the pursuit." (CB&5.7,26,2)

In E8 the subordinate clause is the object of theanmerb; but it is not in the accusative, nor is
there any way it could be. Even the nonfinite obgause of E32, directly comparable to the
Quechua construction of E30, is not in the accusatwill return in a moment to the accusatives
in E32. Similarly, the relative clauses in E15, B2l E25 are attributes to nouns in different
cases; but they do not agree in case with thed heans, as adjective attributes do (see Lehmann
1984:187f for the general possibility of such agneat).

Instead of combining a whole subordinate constoaotrith a case suffix (or a whole subordinate
clause with a preposition), Latin chooses an apyatgp constituent of the subordinate
construction as a representative of the whole awdthis carry the case suffix (cf. Lehmann
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1979). In E11itis not the subordinate clausewasa@e which shows the ablative (assuming that
this is the appropriate adverbial case), but raiisetwo main constituents, the NP and the
participle which correspond to the subject and ijgedd of a finite construction. Similarly in E32,
the nouns corresponding to the subject and theigated nominal are in the accusative,
vicariously for the subordinate clause as a whole.

In finite subordinate clauses, the solution is hovg case on the subordinator. Many of the
subordinative conjunctions, such @sod, cum, qua, wtc. are old case forms of the relative
pronoun which functioned as a general subordinalbthese are consequences of the fact that a
language of the type Latin belongs to must showesyit relations on the word.

3.1.4. We are now ready to sum up our observations omtiex and outer processes resulting
from desententialization in a continuum which appéa F3 (cf. Lehmann 1982[N]:76).

F3.Desententialization

sententiality <---------=-=s=s=scsoeoeoeoeoeaen-- > nominality

clause nonfinite construction venhalin
no illocutionary force
constraints on illocutionary elements
constraints on/loss of modal elements and mood
constraints on/loss of tense and aspect
dispensability of complements
loss of personal conjugation
conversion of subject into oblique slot
no polarity
conversion of verbal into
nominal government
dispensability of subject
constraints
on complements
combinable with adposition  / agglutinative caffex [ flexive case affix

Strictly speaking, constructions such as the ahlatabsolutus or the Romance gerundives in
-ndoare adverbial rather than nominal in nature. I mok here consider the problem of whether

all adverbials can be analyzed as nominals in i@icesemantic case and merely note that the
term "nominality’ used above should be understead@uding adverbiality.

Much of the typological importance of the paramefedtesententialization lies in the following
fact: To the degree that the subordinate constmiags desententialized, the whole sentence
ceases to be genuinely complex. Looking at things the point of view of expansion, we may
say that the mere insertion of a verbal noun amatituent of a sentence does not yet make this
sentence syntactically complex. Cf. Carvalho 13%88ander 1985 and E36.

E36. a. Vicinus assum furatus est [quia pauper est]
LAT "The neighbour stole the roast because he is poor."

b. Vicinus assum furatus est [propter paupertatem].
"The neighbour stole the roast because of hismpate

E36.a is a complex sentence, while E36.b is noits Tha syntactic statement. It is quite a
different question, which we will not address herkether the latter sentence is easier to process
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than the former. Experience with languages suchuasish and Japanese, whose subordinate
clauses are more desententialized than standaseHarbpean ones, would not appear to invite
the conclusion that sentences containing less thrg@lized subordinate clauses are ceteris
paribus psychologically less complex.

3.2. Grammaticalization of main verb

3.2.1. In the preceding section we saw that a suborditiatese may be reduced to its core, the
predicate. In the following we will see that thé&se reduction process in the main clause, too.
However, the kind of desententialization which k#mnominalization does not occur in main
clauses, since it presupposes subordination. Wadithw, instead, is the grammaticalization of
the word governing the subordinate clause.

Grammaticalization is a diachronic process and a synchronic continmnbich lead from lexical

to grammatical items (see Lehmann 1982[T] for d&tafmong other things, it turns full verbs
into modals and auxiliaries. Since what is gramaoaditied are essentially words, the approach of
the present section presupposes that the subadiaase have a grammatical relation to just one
word in the matrix clause. There is a variety dfiaalinate constructions we might look at under
this premiss (cf., e.g., Rosén 1985 for cleft seces). However, the grammaticalization of the
superordinate word leads to special constructipagynly when that word is a verb. The other
interesting case is when the subordinate clauggverned by an adposition. Adpositions
grammaticalize to case affixes. The combinabilitgabordinate clauses with adpositions and
case affixes has been dealt with briefl\g811.3.

3.2.2. We can start the illustration of the grammaticatian of the superordinate predicate with
causative constructions.

E37. sol efficit [ut omnia floreant]
LAT "the sun makes everything blossom" (Cic.n.d.2,41)

E19. Ho fatto prendere a mio figlio un'altra fessione.
ITA  have:1.SG made[take:INF  to my son an otheofgssion]
"I had my son choose another profession."

E20. Juzi-ka Juan-ta ruwana-ta awa-chi-rka.
QUE Jose-TOP Juan-ACC poncho-ACC [weave]-CAUS-PAEG)
"Jose had Juan weave a poncho." (Cole 1982:135)

E19 and E20, which are repeated here for conveajdredong into a series with E37. In this
example, the verb of causation is a full lexicaloverhich governs a finite subordinate clause.
There is little special about this verb, except tha class of verbs which governwrclause is a
closed one. The causative verb of E19 s much maramaticalized. It combines directly with
the subordinate verb to yield an analytic causatemd. The valency of the latter derives in a
regular way from the valency of the dependent vells an additional causator-subject
introduced by the verb of causation. In E20 thé\adfrcausation is grammaticalized to a suffix
on the semantically subordinate verb. The lattes thecomes eausative verb. The valency of
the underlying simple verb is again increased leyctusator-subject, the former subject being
downgraded to a causee-object.
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Standard Indo-European languages such as Englesimah and Latin lack the grammatical
means of forming causative verbs in such regulgswastead, the formation of causative verbs
tends to be a matter of the lexicon. Latin hagype illustrated in E38.

E38. Miles picem fervefecit.
LAT "The soldier boiled the pitch."

The underlying simple verb in E38fisrvere"to glow". The formation of causative verbs by
composition withfacere"do, make" never was very productive. It was esislely based on
intransitive verbs, but extended to such bivalesrtbg asassuesceréto get used to", whose
ablative, dative or prepositional complement remdotally unaffected by the derivation of
assuefaceréto accustom to". On the other hand, it is celyano accident that the historically
identical Italian verldare forms the totally productive analytic causativesrsin E19. Similar
remarks apply to the totally unproductive Germaunsa#ives of the typ&inken "to drink" -
tranken"to make drink".

However, both the grammatical causatives of E19E#tland the lexical causatives of E38 etc.
prove the point which is essential here: To thereleghat the main clause predicate gets
grammaticalized, the whole sentence ceases taacsizally complex (cf. Brettschneider 1984,
§5; Drossard 19844). In E20 and E38, there is only one clause,dtterd being undebatably a
simple one.

3.2.3. For the sake of variation, let us look at a secseriks of examples.The following are
desiderative constructions.

E39. opto [utin hoc iudicio nemo improbus ... negueir]
LAT "l'wish that in this trial nobody will be found badCic. Verr.l, 50)

E40. Je veux [aller au cinema].
FRE "l wantto go to the movie."

E41. a. dva-h $ma-m piba-ti.
SAN god-NOM.SG.M soma-ACC.SG.M PRS:drink-3.SG

"The god drinks soma."”

b. dva-h $ma-m pi-a-sa-ti.
god-NOM.SG.M soma-ACC.SG.M RED-drink-DESID-3.SG
"The god wants to drink soma."”

In E39 we have a lexical verb of wishing, belongiog class of verbs which take an object
clause in a certain syntactic form. The verb ohivig in E40 is a modal verb. Its advanced stage
of grammaticalization appears, among other thiings) the fact that it takes the subordinate verb
in the pure infinitival form, without an intervergnpreposition such ade In E41 we see
desiderative derivation in Sanskrit. Here the memé signifying the wish is fully
grammaticalized to a verbal suffix appended tosérantically subordinate verb. The result is
one derived verb.

Just as in the causative constructions, we start & complex sentence whose main verb has a
certain subordinative potential, through whichavgrns a complement clause. We end up with a
simple clause whose main verb is the former subatdiverb, carrying the former main verb as

13 A third one might be provided by the grammaticatian of the governing main verb to a conjunction
introducing the subordinate clause; s. Lord 1976.
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an affix. Gradually the main verb gets interpredsda functive operating on the subordinate
clause, specifically its verb, turning this intderived verb.

3.2.4. Although the degree of grammaticalization of thpesordinate verb constitutes important
differences among types of clause linkage, it aggoeeplay a largely negative role in traditional

accounts of subordination. Namely, constructions wihighly grammaticalized superordinate
verb generally have been neglected altogetheisrctdnnection. The continuum is schematized
in F4.

F4.Grammaticalization of main verb

independent predicate <---------------------- > graratical operator

lexical evidential modal auxiliary deriiamal/

verb verb verb grammatical
affix

3.3. The conclusion is, of course, that there are twgsiof reducing a complex sentence to a
simple one (and conversely, two ways of expandiotaase to a complex sentence). First, we
may desententialize the subordinate clause, turhing a simple constituent of the main clause.
Second, we may grammaticalize the governing verbjrg it into an affix which modifies the
meaning of the semantically subordinate verb. Ith lmases, the subordinate verb becomes a
constituent of the main clause: in the first casggpendent one, in the second case, its main verb.

4. | solation vs. linkage

4.1. Interlacing

4.1.1. Another parameter structuring subordination iskbgree to which the linked propositions
areinterlaced.’ The semantic aspect of interlacing is that the paapositions share some
elements of their meanings. Its syntactic corretate the non-specification of the common
elements in one of the propositions and/or theagynatic interweaving of the two propositions.
Cf. Davison 1979§4.1 and Foley & Van Valin 1984, ch.6.3.

In principle, the linked propositions may share hityof meaning one may please to imagine. |
will not systematically cover the possibilities @gtbut mention just three: the sharing of
predicates, of tense and aspect, and of actants.

The two propositions may share their predicate. Wthes is expressed only once, we get a kind
of brachylogy known asggapping. Here are two examples:

E42. [ut ager ... sine cultura fructuosus essepadest], sic sine doctrina animus.
LAT "As afield cannot be fertile without cultivatiosp the mind (cannot be fruitful) without
instruction.” (Cic.Tu.2,13)

1 Szantyr (1972:526) seems to be using the tgynsemy for this phenomenon. The older term
“synsemanticity' has had too many applicationsteelsommendable.
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E43. magis ea percipimus ..., quae nobis ipseveniunt, quam illa, [quae ceteris].
LAT "We perceive more strongly those things which hapjpeourselves than those which
(happen) to others." (Cic.off. 1,30)

In E42 he whole predicate of the main clause extmpthe privative adjunct is gapped on
identity with the preceding subordinate clause. ve@osely in E43, the predicate of the
subordinate clause, except for the benefactivenatljis gapped on identity with the preceding
main clause. Gapping works essentially the sameinvpgrataxis and in hypotaxis. However,
there are no subordinate constructions speciali@aethe case that a certain predicate, or a
predicate of a certain kind, is shared among tleectauses. This is why shared predicates are not
central to this section.

The second kind of interlacing that | will mentionly briefly concerns tense and aspect. Their
interlacing means that the tense and aspect otuberdinate clause are partly or wholly
determined by those of the main clause (cf. VanirvdB84 on ‘grammatical category
dependence® Partial dependence of the tense of the subordilatese on that of the main
clause occurs already at a level of weak deseateatiion in the form ofonsecutio temporum.

The subordinate constructions of E7, E30 and EB1he one hand, and of E11 and E12, on the
other, signal only simultaneousness with and teadgmiority to the main clause, respectively,
the tense itself being determined by the main ela8snilarly, the subordinate verbs of E26 and
E34.a only show that their time is not posteriadl ant prior, respectively, to main clause time.
Complete dependence of subordinate tense and a&speoe seen in the Kobon examples E6 and
E16, as well as in the infinitives of E17 - E19.

4.1.2. We now turn to the central issue of the presectt@® which is the interlacing efctants

of the main and subordinate clauses. | will skipehtbe whole issue of relative clauses and just
observe that the correlative diptych, as in E3Bhds essentially held together by anaphora, i.e.
by the fact that the two correlative clauses skarectant (or another nominal or adverbial
concept). The fact that backwards anaphora is alfiom subordinate clauses but heavily
constrainetf in main clauses is another instance of the intertpof actants that | will just
mention:’

Many languages make a distinction in the inflectba non-final (medial) verb depending on
whether the verb of the following clause has theesar a distinct subject. Kobon does this in
finite medial verbs, which have two oppositive ghgans of personal endings, one signalling
“same subject’, the other “different subject'E€f. Quechua signals sameness vs. difference of
subject at the end of most of its subordinate esue.g. the temporal clauses in E44.

E44. a. Kitu-man chaya-shpa-mi rijsi-ta kurrka-ni.
QUE [Quito-ALL  arrive-ADVLR.SS]-VAL  acquaintane®CC  see-PAST-1.SG
"When | arrived in Quito, | saw a friend."”

> The interlacing of tense can also be regardedspecial case aflativized deixis known from indirect
(as opposed to direct) speech.

® The three examples of backwards pronominalizaiiomain clauses offered in Matthiessen &
Thompson, this vol§5.4.2 show merely that after pronominalizing a mefié, we can again make full
lexical reference to him - for emphasis' sake, yoresbly.

17 Cf. also Tao 1985 for the role of zero anaphorelanse linkage.

18 Cf. the similar situation described for Malayalamdayaseelan 1984.
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b. fiuka Kitu-man chaya-jpi-mi rijsi riku-wa-rka.
[l Quito-ALL arrive-ADVLR.DS]-VAL acquaintance ®0BJ.1-PAST(SBJ.3)
"When | arrived in Quito, a friend saw me." (Ca@82: 61)

The examples illustrate a fairly general phenomenamelyswitch-reference (see Haiman &
Munro (eds.) 1983). In standard Indo-European lagge such as Latin, the distinction between
“same subject’ and “different subject' is not graticalized in such a general way. Nevertheless,
something close to it is operative in several adaslause linkage. The distribution of the
conjunct participle and the ablativus absolutusagnly governed by the identity or distinctness
of the subjects of the matrix clause and the naefioonstruction: if they are identical, the
conjunct participle is in order, while if they atistinct, the ablativus absolutus is needed (detall
in Haiman 1983 and Hoff 1985). The conjunct papteiis, more generally, possible as a
predicative adjunct to just any NP in the matrixude (see Pinkster 1984, ch.8.2).

Another place in Latin where the subordinate catsiton is found to be sensitive to subject
identity vs. distinctness is in object clausessTissue has to be put into the broader framework
of complementation and control (cf. Givon 1980)eMerbs which govern complement clauses
fall into the following classes, as regards tivallency (cf. Pinkster 1984, ch.7.1; Foley & Van
Valin 1984, ch.6.5):

1. monovalent verbs, taking a complement clausetst;
2. bivalent verbs, taking an oblique complementsta
3. trivalent verbs, taking a human object and digob complement clause.

With monovalent verbs (such as Latcidere"to happen”constare'to be a fact”), there is no
guestion of subject identity. The subject of thenptement clause of a bivalent verb (such as
cupere"to desire") may be identical to the subject @ttherb. The subject of the complement
clause of a trivalent verb (such pascere'to demand”) may be identical to the subject er th
human object of that verb.

From the point of view ofontrol, these verbs fall into three classes, cross-¢jasgiwith the
first three:

A. verbs which exclude subject identity, esgere"to yield";
B. verbs which allow subject identity, egperare"to hope",docere"to teach";
C. verbs which force subject identity, encipere”to begin”,coercere'to force".

Verbs of type B and C will be called optional andligatory control verbs, respectively.
Subordinate clauses with subject control diffeteymtically in their structure from subordinate
clauses without subject control. Let us brieflyk@ some examples of two subtypes of optional
control verbs.

On the one hand, we have verbs sucbuperein E45, which signify some kind of emotional
relation of the subject towards the subordinat@sdion.

E45. a. [ut... nuntium accipias] ... cupio (Cic.I,a7)
LAT "l wish for you to receive the message"
b. Misere cupis ... [abire]. (Hor.Sat.1,9,14)
"You are struggling pitiably to get away."

As in many other languages (cf. Thompson & Longd®@@5,§81.3.2.1.2 for same vs. different
subject in purpose clauses), the object clauseabf a verb may (or even must) be finite if it has
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its own subject (E45.a), whereas it must redu@atmfinitive if the subordinate action is one of
the higher subject (b).

On the other hand, an object clause occurs aftdssvef cognition, as in E46, and even
occasionally as a headless relative clause afi&ia bivalent verb, as in E47.

E46. nescit [quo flectere puppem]
LAT "He does not know where to steer the ship” (Codipip.1,273)

E47. non habent unde reddere  tibi
LAT NEG have:(PRS)3.PL [from.where refund:INF thDAT]
"They have nothing to give you back.” (Itala Lug14)

Such subordinate clauses are usually finite. Gnihely have the same subject as the main clause
is the infinitive possible, as in these examples.

In both of the cases we have observed, the optamrdlol construction is just the same as the
one appearing with obligatory control verbs. Cf5B4 E46 and E47 with E48.

E48. brevior iam in scribendo] incipio [fieri
LAT "l already start getting briefer in writing." (CAtt.5,6,2)

Incipere cannot but govern an infinitive complement. Westlsee that the language provides

different kinds of complement clauses for obliggtwontrol verbs and for non-control verbs and

that it makes these available for variation witti@mal control verbs. The important observation

here is just like above for tense and aspect: ihmad subordinate clause are interlaced by
sharing an element of their structure, this willéi# unspecified in the subordinate clause, the
specification being supplied by the main clause.

4.1.3. The last example also displaggntagmatic interweaving. There is another type of
interlacing in which this structural aspect is muabre pronounced. | am referring to the
constructions that used to be calpdlepsisand that are nowadays callailsing (several Latin
examples in Szantyr 1972:471; see also Christab)l9Bbserve the following examples:

E49. non fuit luppiter metuendus, [ne iratus noijere
LAT "It was not to be feared that Jove might be peoniiin his anger.” (Cic.off.3,104)

E50. Viden me [ut rapior]?
LAT "Don't you see how | am being kidnapped?" (Pl.R6€)8

Here the subjects have been taken out of the nauses and have been made directly dependent
on the superordinate verb. This bisects the subateiclause and, in E49, renders it even
discontinuous. This kind of interweaving presupgdbe complement status of the subordinate
clause® It is particularly common when the subordinatejscibhas some direct relation to the
superordinate verb, as it clearly has in the twangxes. | recall the functional explanation of
prolepsis given by Lofstedt (1911:272): accordmgitm a particularly salient notion, dominating

in the relation between the main verb and the glibate construction, is anticipated.

There are various other kinds of interweaving, mahyhem currently described by raising
processes. | will just give two more examples:

9 prolepsis is to be clearly distinguished from setposition of the conjunction within the suborda
clause. This is, as Marouzeau 1946 shows quitelgsinely, an instance of Wackernagel's enclitic
position and does not lend any special relief éowlord preceding the conjunction.



Christian Lehmann, Towards a typology of clauskdie 22

E51. Mi feci [radere la  barbal].
ITA me made:1.SG shave:INF the beard
"I had my beard shaved."”

E52. Ich habe mich [rasiert].
GER | have me shaved
"l shaved myself."

In E51 the personal object has been extracted fn@alependent infinitival and made directly
dependent on the main verb ("object-to-object ngi§i In E52 the participle which depends on
the auxiliary has been distantiated from it byitltercalation of another phrase depending on the
verb. In all these cases, the subordinate congiruisttightly interwoven with the matrix clause.
Here as above, the subordinate syntagms are corapterof the superordinate verb. In the
clearly syntactic constructions (i.e. above thel®f analytic morphology exemplified in E52),
they function either as subject or as direct object

4.1.4. 1 will renounce at this point to setting up a ¢gontm of interlacing. We may abide by
accepting as plausible the idea that two clausgshmanore or less interlaced, variation being
between a pole of complete disjunctness of thectanases and a pole of maximal identity. The
tightness of the linking does not so much depenthesemantic nature of the linking relation as
rather on the amount of material that the two psitfans have in commof!.The principle that

we have found to be operative at the level of toenplex) sentence has a close analog at the text
level. Recent research in discourse analysis héigdethe following thesis regarding the
mechanism of text cohesion at the paragraph l&aripson & Longacre 1985:211): "Lexical
overlap is the primary mode of intersentential awtion”.

4.2. Explicitness of linking

4.2.1. We are now coming to a traditional issue, the jenobofsyndesis andasyndesis.?* | had
already remarked in the introduction that thermnigch terminological confusion in this area.
Therefore | should like to stress again that thes@nce or absence of a connective device
between two clauses has nothing to do with parataxihypotaxis, but is exclusively a question
of syndesis. In particular, it is not the case theter the concept of hypotaxis or the concept of
subordination require the use of a conjunctiohasbeen claimed variously. Let us therefore
look first at paratactic, then at hypotactic comstiions with regard to syndesis (cf. Brettschneider
1984:14f as to indicative vs. predicative represgomn of the interclausal relation).

E53. [Several chapters on a repelled assault oktieeny. First sentence of new section:]
His rebus gestisum omnibus de causis Caesar pacatam Galliamreaist atque ita
hieme in lllyricum profectus esset, quod eas quogtienes adire et regiones cognoscere
volebat, subitum bellum in Gallia coortum est.

LAT  "These things being done, Caesar had every re@msassume that Gaule was now
pacified. Thus in the winter he set off for lllyri@ecause he wanted to visit those peoples,

20 Cf. Davison 1979:122. Foley & Van Valin 1984, cB.@ claim the first factor to be relevant, toa; o
not present convincing evidence for it.

L In traditional grammar, these terms have normattybstical connotations. In particluar, asyndesis
often understood as the absence of a linking devieae one would be expected.



Christian Lehmann, Towards a typology of clauskdie 23

too, and to learn about the area. There a sudden bneke out in Gaule."
(Caes.B.G.3,7,1)

E54. Todas essas a¢cbes do departamento evidenéenm@mtinham outro motivo do que
nao dificultar ou ainda impossibilizar o meu trédmaAssim sendaeu prefiro pér o meu
posto & disposicao.

POR "All those actions of the department obviously Imadother motive than to render my
work difficult or even impossible. This being sqrefer to vacate my post.”

E55. |l lavoro in questo istituto mi soddisfa coetpimente, ed anche i colleghi sono molto
gentili. Ciononostant@levo dichiarare che esiste un problema insuperabil

ITA  "Work in this institute satisfies me completelydaaiso the collegues are very friendly.
This not withstanding, | have to admit that theram unsurmountable problem."

E56. |hr Angebot befriedigt meine Anspriche vollkoen;deswegemehme ich es dankend
an.
GER "Your offer serves my wants completely; therefoeetept it gratefully.”

E57. You are very kindgut | must contradict you.
E58. This is rightandthat is wrong.

E59. Veni, vidi, vici.
LAT "l came, | saw, | conquered.”

The logic inherent in this series of examples i§eelanatory. We start with over-explicit
syndesis, pass through a continuum of decreasplggress and end up with asyndesis. Three
things need to be noted here. First, the explitkimg devices have a clear anaphoric internal
structureHis rebus gestig E53 starts with the proximal deictic pronounietihconventionally
refers back to preceding text. The following exagspeaturassim'thus” (E54)cio "that" (E55)
anddes"of that" (E56). Each of these anaphoric prondakes up preceding propositions, thus
representing them in the sentence so introducegl séhtences are hooked to one another, as it
were?? The verbs contained in the connective locution€88 and E54 are also anaphoric.
Recall what was said §4.1.4 on the function of semantic overlap in text aentence cohesion.

Second, the connective phrases themselves in ESB are clearly reduced adverbial clauses. It
is intriguing to observe that in order to conneeb fparatactic sentences explicitly, we use a
subordinate clause (cf. Longacre & Thompson 1§B3.5.). The linking element in E56 is still
an adverb. In the following examples we find conivecparticles (see Pinkster 1984, ch.12.2.5
for adverbs, connectors and coordinators).

Third, in natural text the explicitness of the limi device is adjusted to the size of the entities
linked. This is not a question of grammar, but npretentious style. E59 would not become
ungrammatical if it contained the connective phiade53; but it would be stylistically marked.
The relationship between small chunks of text imiaedly following each other is sufficiently
clear from the mere adjacency. Large passagesaxg@didit linking in order to form a cohesive
text.

4.2.2. Here is the corresponding series of examplesulbolination:

22 For early insights in this matter, see Paul 1928f1
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E60. O estudante comprou um monte de livros edpadas, h fim de queo professor o
tivesse por inteligente].

POR "The student bought a heap of specialized booksrdler that the professor should
consider him intelligent.”

E61. [Nonostantd'opera fosse molto rumorosa], mi addormentaseebndo atto.
ITA  "Although the opera was very noisy, | fell asleephe second act.”

E62. [Postquanmaurum abstulimus], in navem conscendimus.
LAT "After we had taken away the gold, we boarded p.5(#°1.Ba.277)

E63. [HaeacumCrassus dixisset], silentium est consecutum.
LAT "When Crassus had said this, silence followed.t.(Ge or.1,160)

E64. A verdade &uetodos sairam].
POR '"The truth is that they all left."

E65. Sivis [amal, ama.
LAT "If you want to be loved, love." (Sen.ep.9,6)

The principle underlying this series is the samalasve: The connective and subordinating
device is maximally explicit at the start and tieegradually reduced to zero. The linking phrases
are again adverbial in nature. The phrasem de quen E60, lit. "to [the] end of that", is
structured like a prepositional phrase introducgdabwith the governed noufim in turn
governing a dependent noun phrase, which is rep@s$doy the subordinate clause. It is
noteworthy that such conjunctional phrases quiternonly incorporate a universal, unmarked
subordinator, hergue The complex conjunction of E61 contains a vepaaticiple taking the
subordinate clause as a (subject!) complementeShee participle functions like a gerund, the
whole complex functions as an adverbial. The caetjon in E62 consists of a preposition and a
subordinator introducing the clause governed bytleosition. The conjunction in E63 can be
recognized, with small etymological effort, as aedorm of a relative pronoun (cf. above
§3.1.3). Only in the last two examples do the suipatthg devices not have any adverbial
character. In E64 we have the unmarked subordinkitd£65, the interclausal relation is not
expressed at all and the subordination is hiddehennflectional category of the infinitive.

Thus, the first half of this series neatly confirBedbrick's (1871:99f) thesis that a conjunction is
a subordinator plus a certain case; cf. also Bif®285 §2f. However, the same cannot be said of
the last stages of the continuum. It should comeoasurprise that conjunctions of adverbial
nature may be found in adverbial clauses, whileensebordinators are found in complement
clauses.

This time the correlation between the explicitngfgbe interclausal relation and the heaviness of
the linked clauses is not so pronounced, one ofgagons being that a desententialized clause
has to be assigned a function in the main clausedi@r not to hang about functionless. Another
factor which adds up to complicating the pictureéhis possibility of expressing the semantic
relation of a subordinate syntagm to the main @aust in the subordinate, but in the main
clause.
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E66. Atque ibi [vehementissime perturbatus] Lerguhmenet signum et manum suam
cognovit.

LAT "And there Lentulus, being extremely embarrasset! rgcognized his signature and
hand." (Cic.Cat.3, 12)

The subordinate construction in E66 is strongledésntialized, but its semantic relation to the
matrix clause is made explicit in the main clausejenctiontamen’nevertheless®

4.2.3. Thus, there does not appear to be a strong nesdtip between desententialization and
explicitness of linking. | delay the discussioriloé correlations which do hold to the next section
and conclude this section with the continuum ofliexpess of linking.

F5. Explicitness of linking

SYNAESIS <----mmmmmmm oo > asyndesis

anaphoric subordinate clause
gerundial verb
prepositional phrase
connective adverb
specific conjunction
universal subordinator
nonfinite verb
form

5. Towardsatypology of clause linkage
5.1. Correlations among the parameters

The following six parameters have been found reieteathe understanding of clause linkage and
subordination:

the hierarchical downgrading of the subordirtdaese (F1),
the main clause syntactic level of the subotdictause (F2),
the desententialization of the subordinate e4&8),

the grammaticalization of the main verb (F4),

the interlacing of the two clauses,

the explicitness of the linking (F5).

o0k wnNpE

Each of these parameters is construed as a contiayiending between two opposite poles. The
guestion now arises as to the independence ofdtameters. Note that our six continua are
directed in a parallel way. Always looking fromtleéd right, we find the first two continua
extending from parataxis to embedding and fromeserd to word level, respectively. The
continuum of desententialization is between thepolf maximal sententiality and nominality.
The continuum of the grammaticalization of the maarb starts from an independent predicate
and ends with a grammatical operator. Interlacinigpe two clauses varies between their total
disjunctness and their maximal identity. Finallhg tontinuum of explicitness of the linking has
explicit syndesis at its left and asyndesis aigist pole. Rather than trying to make the intwativ

3 E66 thus shows that Matthiessen & Thompson's {iblis§5.1) claim that markers of subordination
mark satellites is not valid for Latin.



Christian Lehmann, Towards a typology of clauskdie 26

parallelism among the continua explicit, | will ga® commenting on individual correlations
between pairs of them.

As regards the relationship between the first tamotioua, we had seen §2.2 that advanced
hierarchical downgrading of the subordinate claog®ies a low syntactic level for it. We will
thus be justified if in the following we take adead downgrading as a sufficient condition for
high integration.

High integration of the subordinate into the maiause correlates positively with its
desententializatiof. More precisely, nominalized subordinate constomgti can easily be
downgraded, since they acquire the distributiongperties of a nominal expression (cf. Meillet
1921). We may also say that nominalization necaesitat least some downgrading, since a
reduced construction cannot remain totally indepahdHowever, maximal nominalization does
not presuppose maximal downgrading, since a nomathl’erbal may be relatively independent
(say, as an adjunct, or even left-dislocated) joghe degree that any NP may be. The Latin
participial constructions, e.g. in E7, illustralest

Strong grammaticalization of the governing predicgbresupposes either advanced
desententialization or strong interlacing. Thisbecause the grammaticalization turns the
governing predicate into a grammatical operatadhersubordinate construction, but at the same
time cuts down its syntactic scope (see Lehmang[I98ch.IV.3.1). Thus the grammaticalized
predicate must be an operator on a constructioalafively low complexity (cf. Foley & Van
Valin 1984, ch.6.4.5 on the correlative reductibbath the choice of the governing verb and the
syntactic level of the linkage). This is possibliéher through desententialization of the
subordinate construction or by having the operagply, through interlacing, only to one
constituent of the subordinate construction, nolyrtake predicate. Desententialization of the
complement is evidenced by the grammatical causstand desideratives in E19 and E40,
respectively, while interlacing can be seen indbevational counterparts, E38 and E41.b. Both
desententialization and interlacing occur in E5H &b2. The latter point would also be
illustrated by E48, except that here the main vermot strongly grammaticalized.

Interlacing of clauses as brought about by raisipgrations presupposes downgrading, thus,
integration of the subordinate clause. This is bseaaising is controlled by the main predicate,
which means that the subordinate clause is govdrgetd There are, indeed, no instances of
prolepsis except out of subject and object claudssfar as switch-reference is concerned,
Haiman (1983:120) shows "that DS clauses are leggsridient than are SS clauses”.

Interlacing of clauses as brought about by depdraidiect control leads to desententialization
of the subordinate clause. This follows necessarnofar as dependent subject control means
non-finiteness of the dependent verb and this ms@osg desententialization. Cf. Givon 1980,
§3 and Cooreman 1984 on the correlation betweelbiheing scale” and desententialization. As
for switch-reference, SS clauses exhibit strongamgnatical category dependence than DS
clauses (Haiman 1983:121).

Explicitness of linking correlates with syntactevel, because the semantic relation linking
clause A to clause B is rather constrained if thiealge pertains to a low syntactic level of B,

24 Cf. Foley & Van Valin 1984, ch.6.4.1 on the coatén between their "syntactic bondedness" and
nominalization, and also Givén 1980, Dixon 1984lk@etein 1985 and Carvalho 1985 on the correlation
between the type of the governing verb and therdesgalization of the governed clause.
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whereas more diverse semantic relations may obtaimgher levels of B; cf. Foley & Van Valin
1984:196.

Explicitness of linking has some relationship teselgentialization. We saw that explicit
conjunctions, either coordinative or subordinativay have the function of an adverbial in the
linked clause, whereas pure subordinators do ne¢ Isach a dependent status within the
subordinate clause, but are just operators appbiéd From this it follows that those explicit
conjunctions find their place within the linked ut® without necessarily changing its status very
much, whereas the pure subordinators do downghededuse they are applied to (cf. Carvalho
1985). However, this consideration only appliesetlicit linkers which do function as
adverbials within the linked clause; they do nqtlgpe.g., to E60.

Finally, asyndesis (lack of explicitness of linkjraprrelates with dependent subject control and
thus with interlacing. This is because the syntaetiation of the subordinate construction to the
matrix clause may be determined either by somegptppf the former or by some property of
the latter. If the subordinate clause is linketh®omain clause by some explicit connective, this
determines its syntactic relation to the main atearsd makes the subordinate clause seek its own
place in the complex sentence. However, this issoessary and even impossible when the
subordinate clause is controlled by the main verb.

5.2. A functional account of clause linkage
It should be clear that the correlations and ingtii@ relationships formulated above represent
tendencies, not laws. If any of them were perfext axceptionless, it would be no use to

establish distinct parameters. Nevertheless, taé¢geee that they do obtain, it makes sense to
combine our six continua to the synopsis in F6.

F6. Parallelism of clause linkage continua

elaboration <------------------------ > compression
Downgrading of subordinate clause
weak < > strong
parataxis embedding
Syntactic level
high < > low
sentence word
Desententialization

weak < > strong

clause noun
Grammaticalization of main predicate

weak < > strong

lexical verb grammatical affix

Interlacing
weak < > strong
clauses disjunct clauses overlapping

Explicitness of linking
maximal < > minimal

syndesis asyndesis
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F6 makes us see the common functional denominat@arlying the various continua: all of them
extend from a pole of maximelabor ation to a pole of maximalompression (or condensation)

of lexical and grammatical informatiénThis means that two opposing forces are at work in
clause linkage. The first acts towards the elammaif a phrase into a more fully developped
construction which contains its own predicationhvatl the accessories. Methodologically, this
implies starting from the simple independent claarse gradually elaborating it into a complex
sentence by expanding its constituents into clauBeshis corresponds the definition of the
subordinate clause as "a member of a sentenceghaviarm similar to that of a sentence”
(Jespersen 1937:166). This point of view has beetgminant in the traditional analysis of the
subordinate clause. It has also been useful inattadysis of serial verb constructions as a
technique of valence increasing (cf. Foley & Vaniva984, ch.5.2) and of cleft sentences as a
technique in functional sentence perspective @mhrecht, this vol.).

The opposing force acts towards the compressioa fill-fledged clause to a nominal or
adverbial constituent of a matrix clause. Methodulally, this implies a derivation of complex
sentences which starts from a set of complete etauseduces one of them through
desententialization and combines them into one texrgentence by embedding them into each
other. This point of view has been prevalent bottnaditional diachronic approaches to complex
sentence formation and in the transformationalyesmabf the subordinate clause.

Once we realize that the opposing forces are camgaéary, we will combine the two
methodological viewpoint€ In a functional framework, clause linkage may teswed as either
representing two states of affairs as so tightisrconnected that they form one complex state of
affairs (compression), or on the contrary analyzomg state of affairs as composed of two
(elaboration; cf. Slotty 1936). In either casedbgnitive relatedness of the two states of affairs
mirrored in the way they are linked in language.

5.3. Typesof clause linkage

The complex continuum of F6 also provides a framéiar atypology of clause linkage. Types
may be found on this continuum to the degree tieaptoperties and processes assembled on the
six parameters tend to cluster. F6 tells us tharetlare two extreme types of clause linkage, at
either of the two poles of the continuum. On the band, we have a combination in which both
the two clauses and the linkage are maximally ektbd. They are both independent and
syntactically equal, each of them is a full clauBeey are linked by an explicit connective
device; and this contains all that is semanticadignmon to the two clauses. This type may be
represented by E53.

On the other hand, we have one clause containpayt #om the main predicate, a reduced
predication. This may be the subordinate clauss.thien embedded into the main clause on a

% |t should be noted that this is the common denatomworked out by the Cologne research group
UNITYP for their universal functional dimensionsh@ opposite principles are there calpeddication

and indication, respectively. Cf., in general, Seiler 1983, and dause linkage in particular,
Brettschneider 1980 and 1984.

26 Looking back, it should be noted that the unilineeder in which each of the continua has been
presented was due to expository simplicity.
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low syntactic level, strongly nominalized and itdeed with the main predication and lacks any
specification of the relation linking it to thett. This type is represented by E45.b. Or ag&n th
matrix predication may be the reduced one. Thes thigrammaticalized, but the other

characteristics of the reduced type hold as w&Q &mbodies this type.

Between these extreme types, there is a greatyafismtermediate and concomitant types. The
intermediate types differ from the extreme typesatyan that all the parameters are developed
to a non-extreme, but parallel degree. The con@mniypes result from the fact that correlation
among the parameters is not perfect. For exampeguite freely get completely asyndetic
clauses which otherwise show no signs of reductidate that there was no claim that absence
of downgrading correlated with explicitness of Imi) Some of these intermediate and
concomitant types are well represented in the laggs of the world. Among them are, from left
to right in F6:

- the correlative diptych illustrated by E3 and E4;

- the weakly desententialized noun clause introdigea universal subordinator, asin E21 and
E64;

- the more strongly nominalized noun clause wehlaordinating verb suffix illustrated in E26;

- the strongly nominalized adverbial clause represg by such absolute constructions as in
E11;

- the infinitival depending on a modal verb, a&#0 and E65;

- verb serialization as exemplified in E16.

Comparative linguists have always felt that thevalence of such a construction type may
characterize - together with other features - amgianguage. For instance, the prevalence of the
correlative diptych is characteristic of Hittitagtstrongly nominalized adverbial clause is typical
for Quechua and Tamil. Future research will asaewhich features tend to cluster, what are the
principles intrinsic to the model of F6 that accotor such clustering, and how the different
construction types go together with other propsrti€each language, thus constituting more
complex and richer linguistic typés.

Abbreviations

L anguage names

BAMbara KOBon
FREnch LATIn
GERman PORtuguese
HITtite QUEchua
ITAllan  SANSsKkrit
JACaltec TURKkish
JAPanese WALDiri

Grammatical category labels
ACC accusative NEG negation

2" Comrie 1984 on the typological connections of mairgroperties, and Mithun 1984 on subordination in
polysynthetic languages, are contributions to gjoial.
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ACT active NOM nominative
ADVLR adverbializer oBJ object
ALL allative PART participle
AUG augment PAST past
AUX auxiliary PL plural
CAUS causative POSS possessive
COMPL completive aspect PRF perfect
CONN connective PRS present
COP copula PROG progressive
DAT dative REL relative (particle, affix
DEF definite or pronoun)
DS different subject SBJ subject
D3 demonstrative of SG singular

39 person deixis SR subordinator
ERG ergative SS same subject
GEN genitive TOP topic
INAN inanimate VAL validator
INF infinitive 1 first person
LOC locative 2 second person
M masculine 3 third person
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