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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.
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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



11
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:



26
(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



32
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.
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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
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Clausal subordination

Clausal coordination --weakest (=least integrated)

Not all of these types need be attested in a given language. Some linkage
types are very common, while others, e.g. nuclear subordination, are not.
The hierarchy thus given serves as a fine-grained model for discussing
structural aspectsof clauselinkage.

In the following, | will compare the RRG typology of clause linkage
with two other functional-typological approaches, namely Haiman and
Thompson (1984)and Lehmann (1988). Their approaches, in essence,are to
decompose the relations that hold between clauses into multi dimensional
factors, and to view a given construction asa cluster of features. As we will
see,one potential source of confusion that pertain to their approaches, which
RRGis free from, is that they conflate abstract categories of linkage with their
morpho-syntactic manifestations. After reviewing what may count as
correlates of the tightness of linkage, | will give a synthesis of them in the
next chapter.

Haiman and Thompson (1984: 511) reject the dichotomy between
coordination and subordination, and give the following list of features to

characterize the relations that hold between the linked clauses:

(52) (a)ldentity between the two clausesof subject,tense,or mood,
(b) Reduction of one of the clauses,
(c) Grammatically signalled incorporation of one of the clauses,
(d) Intonational linking between the two clauses,
(e) One clauseis within the scopeof the other,

(f) Absence of tenseiconicity between the two clauses,
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(9) Identity between the two clausesof speechact perspective.

Not intending to rejectthe validity of such a proposal, in the following | will
show that this way of decomposition is at least in part harmonious with the
RRG approach, and that a more comprehensive typology of clause linkage
will be obtained through a sound exchangeof ideas. Also, it must be made
clear that the above list is essentially a heuristic or checklist for analyzing
clause relations, while the RRG typology provides a set of categories from
which various predictions about the concomitant properties of linkage
derive.

Of the properties given in (52), some are readily captured by the RRG
framework. For example, identity of tenseand mood (=part of (a)) and that of
speech act (=(g)) can be thought of either in terms of the sharing of gram-
matical features or in terms of feature dependency. Also, property (e)
explicitly refers to scope phenomena. Since these points are all concerned
with operators of some kind, their identity across linked clauses can be
handled by the combination of juncture and nexus. Thus the corresponding
RRG formulation for capturing the phenomena given as (a), (e) and (g) is as

follows:

(53) Constructions in which both of the linked clausesare within the scope
of some operator (e.g. tense, mood, illocutionary force) are either
cosubordination at the layer which the operator in question is defined

to modify, or coordination at the layer inner than that.

Since this point was amply illustrated in the previous chapter, not much

elaboration may be necessary.
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Other properties are less directly translatable into RRG, partly because

they are rather heterogeneous and form and function are put together in
there. For example, (d) is about the way dependency is encoded, and (f) is
about the semantic interpretation between the linked clauses® Features (b)
and (c), both of which are very important, more directly concern structural
aspects of linkage. Of these features, | put aside (d), because it is not
predictable from the RRG typology of clauserelations. At the same time, it
must be noted that realization rules of intonation are extremely complex, and
no existing theory seemsto fully succeedin explaining them. 1 also put aside
(f) here, and discussit in the next chapter when we turn to semantic relations
between the clauses.

Now we are left with part of (a) (=subject identity), (b) and (c). The
latter two features seem to interact closely, and the monitoring of subject
should bebestunderstood asits result. To start with the reduction of clause,
it results in either ellipsis or opposition loss. One way ellipsis is reflected is
the coreferentiality of subject as in gapping, and another is an 'impersonal’
construction (i.e. non-realization of an indefinite subject). This aspect of
clausereduction seemsto be somewhat broader than what can be captured by
the RRG typology. Although gapping can be understood as reduction of
clausal into core juncture, pragmatic control in impersonal constructions
seemsto fall out of the realm of clauselinkage proper. As for opposition loss,
some varieties of it are precisely what happen with cosubordination. The
only difference between Haiman and Thompson (1984:513)and RRG is that
the former seem to take 'coordination’ in a broader sense:'a glance at
languages such as the Ochaining languagesOof Papua New Guinea...shows
that non-finiteness resulting from identity is found only in clauseswhich can

be shown to be coordinatethose which are typically tense-iconic and in the
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same tense and mood as the clause with which they are conjoined." What

does not seem to be captured by RRG in a straightforward way is
decategorization of verbals, e.g. conversion of full verbs into participials or

nouns, asin the following example:

(54) | recommend submitting aproposal immediately.

Compare this with (55),which usesan infinitive:

(55) | recommend you to submit a proposal immediately.

RRG can predict, basedon the assumption that (54) is core subordination and
(55) is core coordination, that opposition loss of some grammatical features
comes from the linkage type. For example, it is quite natural that clausal
operators, say tense, is shared by both clauses. In addition, discourse-
pragmatic factors such as'contextual (un)predictability’ and 'discourse redun-
dancy' (cf. Haiman and Thompson 1984:512)may be also related to the choice
of a participial instead of an infinitival form in a particular discourse context.
This is an areawhich needsbe explored for atruly adequate theory of complex
constructions. Overall, non-realization of coreferential subject on the one
hand and neutralization or one-way dependency of grammatical features on
the other are properly handled by RRG without stipulation, whereas the
problem of decategorization such asthe choice of one verbal form over the
other should berelegated to discourse pragmatics.

Next, clause incorporation is also a little broader than what can be
captured by the RRG typology of clause linkage. According to Haiman and

Thompson (1984: 513), 'grammatically signalled incorporation’ means ‘a
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relationship between a pair of adjacentclauses such that one can be shown to

be a part of the other by grammatical criteria’. Two major criteria for
incorporation are (i) one clause can be contained within the other, that is,
surrounded by material from the other, and (ii) one clause can bear
grammatical morphology which marks it as being a constituent of the other
(ibid.). Of these, the first criterion is simply a non-technical description of
embedding, which any reasonable theory of complex constructions should
take care of. The second criterion is more important, becauseit addressesthe
issue of the degree of incorporation. Earlier in this chapter, | remarked that
the RRG category of subordination canin principle beput into two subclasses,
namely argument subordination and adjunct subordination. The former
encodes complement clauses while the latter encodes adverbial or circum-
stantial clauses. Haiman and Thompson speak of this distinction and state
that the former exhibits 'more tightly incorporated’ mode of combining (1984
515). They cite the following Latin examples to make this point (AUX=

auxiliary):

(56) Aristide patria pulso, Persae Graecos aggressi sunt.
Aristides:ABL country:ABL expelled:ABL Persians Greeks attacked
AUX

'Aristides having been exiled, the Persians attacked the Greeks.'

(57) Aristidem patria pulsum viderunt.
Aristides:ACC country:ABL expelled:ACC saw:3pl

"They saw Aristides, who had been exiled.'
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In the first example, the dependent clause, Aristide patria pulsq 'Aristides

having been exiled', is in the ablative case(i.e. ablative absolute) and is not an
argument of the matrix clause PersaeGraecosaggressisunt, 'the Persians
attacked the Greeks'. In the second example, however, the dependent clause,
Aristidem patria pulsum 'Aristides had been exiled' is in the accusative case,
soit is the direct object of viderunt, 'they saw'. Thus the clause governed by
the verb is more tightly incorporated than the clause which occupies a
peripheral position in the matrix clause. Examples of the type similar to (57)
can be called subordination proper, which RRG has no problem cha-
racterizing, but absolute constructions, aswell as'adjoined' structures typical

in Australian languages, may not be easily handled. The point here is that
the linkage with the feature [+dependent] can be classified into subordination

proper or complementation ([+dependent, +embedded]) and oblique subordi-

nation or adjunction ([+dependent, ?embedded]), besides cosubordination

([+dependent, -embedded]). Adjunctions exhibit a wide variety of depen-

dency, asthe following English examples show:

(58) This army knife cuts just asl expected.

(59) The phone rang when | arrived at the office.

(60) Johnliked the idea whereas his wife hated it.

In (58), the subordinate clause just as| expecteds clearly an indispensable

constituent of the main clause (i.e. not exactly an adjunct), though it is an

adverbial in itself (hence*this army knife cuts). In (59) the clause marked by

WHEN is properly an adjunct, and it is not overly counter-intuitive to say
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that the subordinate clause | arrived at the officeis governed by the

adposition-analog of WHEN (in this sensethe whole clause is an analog of
PP). But in (60),it is rather strange to say that WHEREAS governs the clause
it introduces. The dependent clause is here adjoined to the main clause,
rather than strictly embedded or governed. Further, there is no simple
(=non-clausal) adverbial phrase that can replace the subordinate clause, like
well can in (58) and thencan in (59). To see the relative peripherality of

clauses,compare (61)and (62):

(61) The phone rang when | arrived at the office, didn't it?

(62) *Johnliked the idea whereas his wife hated it, didn't he?

The oddness of the latter example seemsto come from the fact that WHEN
has a somewhat closer connection to the main clause than WHEREAS does.

The following test suggeststhat (62)is closserto coordination:

(63) Johnliked the idea whereas his wife hated it, didn't she?

(64) Johnliked the idea but his wife hated it, didn't she?

In this way, Haiman and Thompson's position that clause incorporation is a
degree concept seemsto enrich certain part of the RRG typology of clause
linkage. It may be worth dividing subordination into argument subordina-
tion (=complementation) and adjunct subordination (=adjunction). The
latter consists of a variety of constructions with different degrees of depen-

dency asexamples (58)-(60)show.
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Another well-developed typology of clause linkage is found in

Lehmann (1988). Like Haiman & Thompson's, his approach is to give alist of
hierarchies and to account for each construction in terms of their combina-
tion. But Lehmann's hierarchies are more directly comparable with RRG,
becausethey are mainly basedon the structural properties of linkage. The

following is adapted from Lehmann (1988:217):

(65) Elaboration <- -> Compression

(a) Downgrading of subordinate clause
Weak <- -> Strong
parataxis embedding

(b) Syntactic level
High <- -> Low
sentence word

(c) Desententialization
Weak <- -> Strong
clause noun

(d) Grammaticalization of main predicate

Weak <- -> Strong
lexical verb grammatical affix

(e) Interlacing
Weak <- -> Srong
clausesdisjunct clausesoverlapping

() Explicitness of linking
Maximal <- -> Minimal
syndesis asyndesis
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Lehmann does not seemto endorse the view that all of the above hierarchies

show correlation, but he admits that there are several possibilities of
correlation among the parameters (1988:214-216).e.g.(a) and (b) (complemen-
tation presuppo sesembedding in a verb position while adjunction does not),
(c)and (d) (semi-auxiliarization of a predicate entails the loss of its sentential
status), and (c) and (e) (control phenomena as an instance of interlacing
typically happens with desententialized clauses such as infinitives and
participials). From the RRG perspective, (a) and (b) are rightly comparable
with nexus and juncture respectively, which | will discuss first.

While hierarchy (b) parallels the layer of linkage, Lehmann's approach
is different in that he seems to be concerned with individual syntactic
manifestations rather than with abstract categories of linkage. Thus
Lehmann speaks of such units as clauses, VPs, participials, and derivational
formatives. Note also that they concern encoding strategies, and to this
extent, Lehmann's rejection of the RRG trichotomy of nuclear, core, and
clause, in favor of ‘a multiplicity of syntactic levels between the morpheme
and the paragraph' (1988:189)is both right and wrong. He is right in saying
that there are many (obviously more than three) possible morpho-syntactic
realization patterns that form clauselinkage constructions, but he is wrong in
failing to seethat the RRG trichotomy is based on the particular concept of
clause structure as presented in the previous chapter. Thus VPs can be
employedo realize core juncture, while there is nothing inherent in the
surface string labelled VP that forces it to encode a particular category of
linkage. Likewise, participials can encode either clausal or core juncture. In
some cases, for example resultative constructions, participials can even

participate in nuclear juncture. As such, the main clause syntactic level (b)
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should bestbelooked at in terms of both constructional schemas(asin RRG)

and their encoding strategies (asin Lehmann).

The hierarchy (a), 'downgrading’ of subordinate clause, partially
corresponds to the typology of nexus in RRG. Although grammatical feature
dependency is not explicitly incorporated in Lehmann's framework, his
‘continuum of hierarchical downgrading’ given below is worth paying

attention to (1988:189):

(66) Parataxis <- -> Embedding
independent adjoined correlative medial conjunctive governed

clauses clause diptych clause participle clause

As | discussed above, the RRG notion of subordination is not exactly uniform.
On the other hand, (66) gives a detailed description of non-complement
'subordination’, by introducing such categories as adjoined clause and
correlative diptych. In fact, there is some reason to suppose that correlatives
may be treated separately from the scale of syntactic downgrading, because
they involve what Lehmann calls ‘interlacing’, rather than one-way
dependency.

The other four hierarchies are less directly comparable with the RRG
typology. Hierarchy (c), 'desententialization’, is a welcome elaboration, like
certain aspectof 'clause reduction' in Haiman and Thompson's framework.
Hierarchy (d), 'grammaticalization of main predicate’, is not a direct concern
of RRG, but certain facts can be captured by the theory of nexus type. For
example, in the formation of complex predication, nuclear subordination
tends to be more highly grammaticized than nuclear coordination (i.e. used

for semi-auxiliary functions). This point will be amplified in 2.5, focusing on
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the diachronic aspectsof a few 'versatile' verbs, i.e. verbs that can be used

both as main predicates and as semi-auxiliaries, in Japanese(the term is due
to Matisoff 1969).

What seemsto be of particular interest for discussing the nature of
dependency is hierarchy (e), 'interlacing’. Lehmann defines the semantic
aspect of interlacing as the situation ‘that two propositions share some
elements of their meanings' and its syntactic correlate as ‘the non-
specification of the common elements in one of the propositions and/or the
syntagmatic interweaving of the two propositions' (1988:204). In practice he
discusses'the sharing of predicates, of tense and aspect,and of actants’ (ibid.).
The sharing of predicates refers to what has been called gapping, and that of
tense and aspect can be dealt with by the RRG theory of operators. The
sharing of actants relatesto such phenomena asswitch reference, control, and
'raising’, which are all concerned with some aspects of reference tracking.
RRG handles the latter two as typical casesof core juncture, in which
semantics of the predicate and linking theory play a decisive role. Another
important instance of interlacing that Lehmann discusses is correlative
constructions. An impor tant point about correlatives is that what is analyzed
as matrix clause is not completely autonomous in that it contains an
anaphoric or resumptive element which is connected to some constituent in
what is analyzed as lower clause. Lehmann cites the following Hittite

example (1988:184)7

(67) [Nu kwit LUGAL-us tezzi] nu apat iyami.
CONN REL:ACC.SG.INAN king-NOM says CONN D3:ACC.SG.INAN
do
'‘And what the king says, that | do.’
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Here, apat 'that' refers to the denotatum of the preceding clause, namely
'what the king says'. Note also the occurrence of the connective nu in both
clauses. It appears to suggestthat the first clauseis not simply embedded in
the second clause. This type of mutual dependency poses a problem for a
theory of clauselinkage, some aspectsof which will be examined in 2.4 when
we turn to the history of TOKORO-complements in comparison with that of
NO-complements. There, the notion of clause integration and autonomy
will bere-examined in detail.

Finally, hierarchy (f), explicitness of linking, is about the encoding
strategy alone, and consequently is less strongly concerned with the typology
of linkage assuch. It may, however, be an important issue for the study of
discourse organization (in the senseof, for example, Mann and Thompson

1988).

In this chapter, to summarize, we have seen that the traditional
coordination-subordination dichotomy is untenable, and a more fine-grained
typology is needed. The RRGtypology of clauserelations in terms of distribu-
tional dependency and feature dependency was introduced with illustrations.
While the three-way distinction between coordination, subordination, and
cosubordination can capture a wide range of constructions, the argument-
adjunct distinction may need be incorporated to refine the notion of subordi-
nation. In addition, two proposals, Haiman and Thompson (1984) and
Lehmann (1988),were examined, both of which are attempts to characterize
clause relations in terms of a set of features. The RRG approach provides
abstract patterns of clause linkage, while the other approaches seemto mix

such patterns and their encoding strategies through morpho-syntax. Yet the
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individual features that different authors discuss are worth giving

consideration to sowe can befully equipped to investigate the varieties of the

way clausesare combined.8
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Notes to 1.2

1.As early asin 1973,the gradient nature of structural dependency was
demonstrated by Kuno in his study on Japanese syntax. Hooper and
Thompson's (1973)study on ‘root' phenomena was followed by Green (1976)
and Bolinger (1977b)and it was shown that such syntactic operations as
inversion and tag formation can be applied to an embedded clause given a
due contextual frame. Haiman and Thompson (1984) push the idea even
further to the point of abandoning the distinction between coordination and
subordination entirely. Their ideas are compared with the RRG approach
later in this chapter.

2. The following glosses are used by Longacre (1985) for the Kanite
example (47): COMPL(ementizer), CONJ(unction).

3. For example, Finer's (1985) analysis rests on the assumption that
dependent (i.e. cosubordinate in our terms) clauses are hierarchically lower
than the main clause. This assumption is vital since Finer analyzes switch
reference in terms of c-command relations. However, he gives no explicit
evidence for viewing switch reference clauses as 'subordinate’. Problems
with this approach are, first, it completely fails to deal with the 'look forward'
type of switch reference (an affix marking whether the subject of the clauseis
identical to the following clause), and second, it cannot handle long-distance
reflexives either, for a clause containing areflexive expression is by definition
higher than the preceding clause that contains its antecedent. For a detailed
criticism of Finer's analysis, cf. Roberts (1988).

4. In fact, the interpretation of tense in dependent clausesis far more
complex. Here the reader is referred to Teramura (1984:Ch. 5), among the

massive literature on the issue.
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5. Although terminological fuss is usually no more than a fuss, the

term cosubordinationis not liked by many linguists. It might be actually
misleading, for one can take it to refer to two coordinated clauses which
together are subordin ate to some upper clause. At the risk of renaming for
renaming's sake, | might propose the following characterization for those
who dislike the term by coining the term transordinationin place of cosub-
ordination, as all cosubordinate clauses are dependent on the final clause,

including non-adjacent ones:

(N-1) Coordination:
[-distributional dependency, -feature dependency]
Subordination:
[+distributional dependency, -feature dependency]
[targument] => complementation vs. adjunction
Transordination:

[+distributional dependency, +feature dependency]

One (trivial) advantage of this system is that the number of pluses reflects the
tightness of linkage. The feature [tembedded] is here replaced by the
subfeature [targument] which is specified only for hypotaxis. As | will discuss
later, the notion of embedding may better be limited to that in an argument
position.

6. However, the distinction between core and nuclear junctures can
capture the two different interpretations of the following example, cited by

Haiman and Thompson (1984:516;attributed to Martin 1975:541).

(N-2) Hon-o tot-te (PAUSE) mi-masi-ta.
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book-ACC take-TE see-POL-PAST

With pause:'(l) took the book and read in it," or

Without pause:'(l) tried reading the book (to seewhat would happen).'

The first reading is restricted to core juncture and the second one is restricted
to nuclear juncture (see the semi-auxiliarization of mi, 'see’). An RRG
generalization would be that intonation break tend not to occur in nuclear
juncture while it canin core juncture.

7. The following glossesare used by Lehmann (1988) for the Hittite
example (67): CONN(ective), D3 (=demonstrative of 3rd person deixis),
INAN(imate), REL(ative), SG(=singular).

8. Yet another, latest attempt at a typology of complex constructions is
Croft (1991) from a cognitive perspective. In essence,he classifies complex
constructions into two basictypes. Type A constructions are characterized by
tenseiconicity, including coordinate structures, serial verb constructions, and
complements. Type B constructions lack tense iconicity, and include ad-
verbial clauses, relative clauses,and cleft constructions. The latter type is

typically characterized by the backgrounding function.
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1.3.Semantic relations and the tightness of linkage

The various linkage types reviewed above serve to encode a great
variety of semantic relations. As remarked in the introduction, one crucial
prediction of RRG--and any non-autonomous models of grammar in
general--is that the way form and meaning are paired is not random. More
specifically, RRG predicts that hierarchy of the structural tightness of linkage,
asgiven in (51)basedon the two parameters of juncture and nexus, correlates
with that of semantic integration. In this chapter, | will substantiate this
claim and for mulate the hypothesesto betested in the following chapters.

The fundamental question about the form-meaning correlation, which

| will pursue most intensively throughout this study, is asfollows:

(B) In which way do structural and semantic hierarchies correlate? Which
grammatical features are sensitive to the tightness of the semantic

relation in agiven construction?

We have already seenin 1.1 that the hierarchy of structural integration is
reflected in the relative scope of operators. But the tightness of linkage puts
constraints on other areas of grammar as well, including casemarking, voice
alternation, word order, and reference tracking, some of which we will see
below. The RRG commitment is that such constraints are not purely formal
and unmotivated, but are crucially rooted in the semantics and pragmatics of
linkage. The hierarchy posited in Foley and Van Valin (1984: Ch. 6) is as
follows, slightly modified after Van Valin (1991ms):

(68) Causative --tightest (=unitary event)
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Aspectual

Psych-action

Purposive

Jussive

Direct perception
Propositional Attitude
Cognition

Indirect discourse

Temporal adverbial
Conditionals

Simultaneous actions
Sequential action: overlapping
Sequential action: non-overlapping

Action-action: unspecified --weakest (=distinct events)

Although there are points to be elaborated with this hierarchy (seebelow), it
servesasa sufficient starting point for our discussion.l

Conceptually, the form-meaning correlation in clause linkage is
triangular, consisting of a structural hierarchy, a semantic hierarchy, and their
morpho-syntactic reflexes. The first two are abstract categories and the last
one is their realization patterns. In the first place, the hierarchy of semantic
relations and that of the structural types of clause linkage are expected to
exhibit correlation. This is at the very heart of the whole system of clause
linkage in natural language. At the same time, this form-meaning pair is
encoded with appropria te clusters of morpho-syntactic features. Such features
tend to co-vary, rather than occur randomly. This triangular correlation is

schematizedin the following way:
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Structural hierarchy Semantic hierarchy

(asgiven in (51)) (asgiven in (68))

\ Morpho-syntactic reflexes/

Put differently,

(asgiven in (70))

the tightness of linkage cross-cuts various subsystems of

grammar in acoherent way.

In the previous chapter, two approaches to the typology of clause

linkage were compared with RRG. Below | will give a tentative synthesis of

what may count asmorpho-syntactic reflexes of the tightness of linkage:

(70)

Nominals

Verbals

Operators

Others

Tight/strong <- ->Loose/weak
Samesubject Different subject
Not realized (e.g.'Equi-deleted’) Realized
Constrained casemarking Normal casemarking
Reduced inflection Elaborate inflection
Grammaticized With full lexical content

Voice alternation suspended Voice alternation at liberty

Shared Not shared
Dependent Not dependent
No explicit signal Explicit signal

Word order fixed Word order at liberty
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This scheme basically captures all the relevant encoding strategies listed by
Haiman and Thompson (1984) and Lehmann (1988), and some aspects of
what Giv—n (1980) discusses under 'binding’, assuming that ‘reduced/
elaborate inflection' includes the possibility of nominalization. Importantly,
the features given in (70) are in principle predictable from the RRG typology
of clauselinkage, characterized in terms of the layer of linkage and the nature
of dependency. Thus, for example, the feature of tense reduction can be
considered asa reflex of the category of cosubordination. Furthermore, works
by Silverstein (1976,1980ms,1981) have revealed that a crucial determining
factor of casemarking and voice alternation in split ergative languagesis the
'logical relations of clauses',which in part is included in the list of (70).
Below, I will briefly illustrate how the form-meaning correlation might
look like by examining the encoding of reference tracking. According to the
list of reflexes given in (70), the non-realization of an argument in the
dependent clauseis one important sign of clauseintegration. Let us start with
causative constructions.  Cross-linguistically, it is quite common that
causatives are realized by unitary predicates which, by definition, do not
doubly expressthe shared argument. On the semantic side, causatives are
characterized by the closeness between cause and result on the chain of
causality.?2 Structurally, their type is commonly nuclear junctures asin the
French example in (71) (taken from Van Valin 1991ms), or complex
predication with abound affix se(glossed CAUS), asin the Japaneseexample

in (72) (FUT=future), though English causativesbehave differently.

(71) Jeferai manger les g%oteaux Jean.

1sgmake.FUT eatthe cakesto Jean
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I will make Jeaneatthe cakes.'

(72) Taroo-wa neko-ni gyuunyuu-o noma-se-ta.
Taroo-TOP cat-DAT milk-ACC drink-CAUS-PAST

‘Taroo let the catdrink milk.'

Note that in both of these examples, the subject of the caused activity is not
realized independently. It is coreferential with the dative-marked causee
(Jeanin (71) and Tarooin (72)). Note also that in manger'eat' and homa
'drink’ the inflection is reduced or suspended.

Next, purposives may not necessarily take the form of complex
predication, but the subjects of the main and dependent clausesare normally
identical and the dependent clause is typically subjectless. Semantically,
purposives embody atight semantic relation, becausewhat is expressedin the
purpose clause cannot berealized without the primary action expressedin the
main clause. English, for example, usesto complements for purposives, asin

the following:

(73) | went to the library to check out Laotze.

This is an example of typical core juncture with argument sharing. Here,
along with the suppression of the subject, the tenseof the dependent clauseis
neutralized by the infinitive.

As we go down the semantic hierarchy (68),we find linka geswhere the
subject of the dependent clause is not suppressed or ‘'deleted’. Thus
perception and attitude predicates need not involve 'deletion' of the lower

subject. This is akind of borderline area,and both (74)and (75) are OK:



62

(74) We hate to say good bye.

(75) We hate it that we must saygood bye.

Example (74)is core juncture and (75) is clausal juncture, both subordination.
Semantically, attitude predicates embody less tight clause integration than
purposives, becausethe realization of the content of dependent clauseis not
conditioned by the activity expressedin the main clause. Thus in (73), the
subject's going to the library is a crucial precondition for checking out the
book, but this does not hold in attitude predicates.

When we come to indirect discourse or reportative predicates, the
linkage becomes much less tight. Structurally, the linkage type is clausal
subordination and less frequently clausal coordination. The subject of the
dependent clause is overtly encoded in most cases, because there is no
obligatory identity between the subjectsof the main and dependent clauses,as

in the following example.

(76) Johntold Mary that he had to leave early.

The semantic relation between the clausesis weaker than that in (75), in the
sensethat the subject'scommitment to the embedded proposition is weaker.
It is unimaginable that this type of semantic relation is encoded by nuclear
juncture or even core juncture. As to the encoding of the subject, many
languages allow pragmatically controlled deletion of it, while others (e.g.
Bantu languages) may exploit logophoric pronouns, but the linkage type

remains the same.
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Finally, we cometo action sequences,with or without overlap. This is

where clausal coordination is typically employed, and naturally enough, the
subjects of the linked clausesare both overtly encoded unless its omission is

licensed independently. A typical example is:

(77) Johnwent to the bathroom and Mary yawned a couple of times.

Here nominals are fully realized, verbal inflection is not suppressed, and
there is no sharing or dependency of operators. The triangular correlation
between linkage type, semantic relation, and morpho-syntactic features is
thus supported at leastin canonical instantiation s.

At this point, three remarks may be made on the semantics of clause
linkage. The question formulated as (B) presupposes that semantic relations
can be arranged hierarchically in a manner paralleling the arrangement of
structural relations given in (51), and it is crucial that the hierarchy of
semantic relations servesits duty. The first point is that the list of semantic
relations is obviously not exhaustive. For example, where would 'Manner’
or 'Reason' be located? Are there any common denominators for
systematically treating the variety of semantic relations rather than take such
relations as primitives? Of course, our past experience in phonology and
lexical semantics tells us that decomposition does not always yield an ideal
result, but it ought to be exploited at least asa heuristic.

In the discussion that follows, | will provisionally adopt the notion of
'motivatedness’ to discuss the relation between clauses. A linkage is
motivated when the truth or validity of state of affairs expressed in the
dependent clause is assured, enhanced, or restricted by the content of the

main clause. This notion is in part comparable to Giv—n's (1980) three
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features, control, success,and independence for characterizing the 'binding’

hierarchy. He states that manipulative verbs are ranked over non-
manipulative ones, implicative verbs over non-implicative ones, intended
manipulations over unintended ones, and direct causation over indirect
causation along the hierarchy. Thus in a semantically very tight linkage such
as causatives or resultatives, the caused or resultant activity can only be true
(and by implication valid) by virtue of the realization of the main predicate.
In perception or cognition complements, the content of the dependent clause
is not the result of the activity denoted by the main predicate, but it is valid
only in relation to somebody's perception or cognition. In this sense, the
motivatedness between the linked units is not as strong as in causatives or
resultatives, but is clear enough. In adverbial clauses, however, the
motivatedness is not always explicit, but there is usually some connection
between the clausesin the sensethat the validity of the dependent clauseis at
least partially assured by the main clause,asin reason clausesor conditionals.
In simple juxtaposition of events, this kind of motivatedness is at best
supplied from context, not strictly a part of the semantic relation between
clauses.

The second point is that the distinction between the semantics and
pragmatics of clause linkage is not always clear. For example, the definition
of ‘conditionals’ would require both semantic and pragmatic considerations.
Mere juxtaposed clauses can have conditional interpretations, while other
linkage types can be used to encode the same semantic relation. Also, it
should not be overlooked that in the clause-chaining construction, the
semantic relation is relatively underdetermined and much information is

supplied by contextual inferences.



65
The third point concernsone pseudo-debate in the discussion of clause

linkage, namely that the form-meaning correlation may not be uniform.
Some scholars point out that hierarchies such as (51) and (68) do not exactly
line up together, and it is untenable that one semantic relation is always
associated with one linkage type. Thus Haiman and Thompson (1988: xii)
claim, 'What does emerge from these papers is that the motivations for
clause creation and combination are semantically and pragmatically
heterogeneous, that correlations between  formal indices  of
subordination...and pragmatic function are inconsistent’. This point ought to
be taken seriously, but also with care. Notionally, the correlation is relative,
and | am essentially in favor of the position that there can be more than
construction-specific generalizations in the form-meaning correlation. The
point is that, aswith any commonly accepteduniversals, the reversdaendency
cannot hold. The RRG prediction in this senseis that there is no language
which consistently encodes causatives with juxtaposition of full clausesand
action sequenceswith complex predication. What | am going to investigate
in this study is thus the substantiation of the relativized hypothesis about
form-meaning correlation. This position is formu lated in (78) as a proposed

hypothesis to question (B):

(78) If an instantiation of one construction is at a higher position in the
hierarchy of semantic relations than that of another, then the former

tends to exhibit a higher degree of structural integration than the latter.

| suppose this formulation correctly represents the RRG perspective, which

may perhaps be shared by other moderate functionalists aswell.
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Earlier in the introduction | argued that synchronic structures can, if

not should, be understood in relation to the historical motivations behind
them. The form-meaning correlation in clause linkage becomesmost visible
when it is in the processof change. That is to say, it is expected that one does
not change without triggering the change in the other. In this sense
diachrony provides one of the most solid basesfor testing linguistic hypo-
theses. To repeat: synchronic systematicity is shaped by historical mutation

after competing motivations. Thus, our third problem to be dealt with is:

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

linkage and the rise of polyfunctionality?

As stated in (78), my hypothesis about the form-meaning correlation in clause
linkage is that there is some discernible correlation in a relational, not
atomistic sense. Diachronically too, the changesin form and meaning go
hand in hand in one respect or another. To examine how historical changes
in clause linkage constructions are motivated--which is the essence of
question (C)--is precisely to deal with question (B).

The same argument holds for the polyfunctionality of linking devices
in synchrony as well. The rise of polyfunctionality is equally important as
ordinary grammaticization. A linguistic form may lose its lexical meaning
(i.e. become'bleached’) and become a grammatical formative, but it is quite
often the case that one linguistic form develop more than one function
without losing the original meaning. From this point of view, synchronic
polyfunctionality is aresult of functional mutations through history. Lexical
words may participate in grammatical processesin certain context while they

may be used as full lexical items in other context. Also, grammatical words
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may become more grammatical, i.e. may be used in constructions other than

those they are originally for. Semantically, this is what polysemy is, but I
expand this notion and adopt the term polyfunctionality, in order to capture
the diversification of grammatical meanings, or meanings that can be either
encoded by or induced from grammatical forms. Thus the synchronic
'layering’ of diachrony is equally important for the understanding of
language. By examining how one marker participates in different construc-
tions and/or has different meanings, | assume, further evidence will be
obtained about the correlation between the shift in structural integration on
the one hand and the shift in semantic relation on the other.

The general hypothesis about the diachrony of clause linkage is given

asfollows:

(79) One basic diachronic tendency about the grammaticization of clause
linkage is from lessto more tightly integrated linkage, both structurally

and semantically.

More specifically, this hypothesis means that on the structural side, the path
of grammaticization typically follows the hierarchy (51) in the ascending
order, and on the semantic side it follows the hierarchy (68) in likewise the
ascending order. As (51) is a combination of two parameters for the typology
of clause linkage, predictions made in (79) can be further detailed as in the

following:

(80) a.Clause > Core > Nucleus (> Affix)

b. Coordination > Subordination > Cosubordination
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These hierarchies both represent paths from lower to higher clause inte-

gration, to be tested in the analysis part. It is conceivable that only one of
them turns out to be supported, which is nevertheless a welcome result for
deeper understanding of the diachrony of clauselinkage. Concerning the first
hierarchy, it need be remarked here that when an instance of nuclear
juncture, or complex predicate formation, becomeseven more fused, one of
the linked elements loses its lexical status and turns into either an inflec-
tional or aderivational morpheme.3

On the semantic side, the hierarchy (68) is somewhat atomistic and
may not be suitable for discussing the historical development of the semantic
relation encoded in clause linkage constructions. Thus | will adopt the
feature 'motivatedness' to deal with the semantic change at large, formulated

asfollows:

(81) Less motivated (weaker control, relevance, etc.) > More motivated

(stronger control, relevance,etc.)

In the same vein, Traugott has amply shown in a seriesof works (e.g. 1982,
1986,1989)that one general tendency of semantic changeis from lessto more
situated via the conventionalization of contextual inferences. A typical
example is obtained from the development from a temporal to logical
connective as in English since In terms of Giv—n's(1980) parameters of
'binding’ hierarchy, possible paths of development are (i) the matrix predicate
comesto have stronger control, (i) the factivity of the complement clauseis
enhanced, and (iii)) the complement clause becomesless autonomous.

Below | will give a few ready illustrations of the casesof historical

development that support the hypothesis (79) asa preliminary to the chapters
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in the analysis part. First, let us look at an instance of the development from

clausal to core junctures. While both (82) and (83) are both OK in Modern

English, the latter is alater innovation. 4

(82) The general commanded that the army retreat.

(83) The general commanded the army to retreat.

The first example is clausal subordination with fully tensed clause, while the
second example is core coordination with the shared argument the army. As
Riddle (1975)argues in detail, the control of the matrix subject, the generalis
stronger in (83) than in (82). Thus the semantic connection between the
linked clausesis more strongly motivated in the latter than in the former. In
terms of grammatical features, the tenseis not marked in (83), and the subject
of the complement clause is 'raised' to the object position of the matrix
clause,losing its surface subject status.

Next, there is also good amount of evidence for the development from
core to nuclear junctures. In footnote 2 to 1.2, 1| mentioned two possible
interpretations of Japanese V-TE-miru construction (V-LINK-see). One
interpretation, where the verb miru is taken as a full lexical verb, is core
juncture which allows intonational break, and the other interpretation,
where miru is functioning as a semi-auxiliary, is an instance of nuclear
juncture. Although the latter use of miru seemsto have existed in OJand
MJ, another such polyfunctional predicate, kakeru'hang', seems to have
developed its semi-auxiliary function in MJ (cf. 2.5 for further discussion).

ModJ examples are given below:
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(84) Boosi-okabe-ni kake-ta.

hat-ACC wall-DAT hang-PAST

‘(1) hung my hat on the wall.'

(85) Hon-o yomi-kake-te otya-ni si-ta.
book-ACC read-hang-TE tea-DAT do-PAST

‘(1) withdrew from reading and had a cup of tea.’

In (84),kakeas afull lexical verb and the linkage is core juncture. But in (85),
the same kakeis used as a semi-auxiliary. Thus yomi-kake read-hang,
literally means ‘read (something) and hung'’, or 'hung up reading'.
Historically, the latter use, which is nuclear juncture, seemsto have deve-
loped out of core juncture, which does not encode semi-auxiliary function.
Theseare all simple illustr ations, and we will see more wrinkles of the
diachronic aspectsof clause linkage in 2.3-2.5. Other changesfrom lower to
higher clause integration are reported elsewhere. For example, Lord (1976)
reports the grammaticization of complementizers out of serial verb construc-
tions, which illustrates a change from coordination to subordination. The
rise of participial constructions in many languages can be seen as a change
from either coordination or subordination to cosubordination, though the
exact paths of change may differ across languages and morphological
conditions must be fully considered.®> The auxiliarization of masu in
Japanesementioned in footnote 3in this chapter, is an instance of the change
from nuclear juncture into genuine auxiliaries. The grammaticization of
English modals (i.e. the loss of main verb function with can for example)

may be seenas analogous to the change with masu For now, however, the
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above discussion might suffice to posit tendencies given in (79)-(81) as

something worth examining in detail.

In this chapter, the RRG hierarchy of semantic relation was presented,
with critical comments. The hypotheses to be tested were then presented,
which, in summary, state that the form-meaning association is not random
in the formation of clause linkage constructions, and that their diachronic
development is commonly from lower to higher clause integration, defined
in terms of the hierarchies given in (51) and (68). Several examples were
given to illustrate the points being made. The hypotheses formulated in this
chapter will be verified in the analysis part, which, if sufficiently supported,
will offer strong evidence for the functionalist commitment that the associa-
tion between form and meaning in natural language is to a considerable

extent motivated.
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Notes to 1.3

1. Robert Van Valin (p.c.)suggestedthat the semantic relations listed as
in (68) are indeed 'salient’ points on the continuum, like caseroles such as
‘agent’, 'stimulus’, 'recipient’, etc. are on the scale of, say, agentivity. This is
an important point to ponder on, but | suppose there may be more than one
scaleto beconsidered, and semantic relations may be defined as intersections
of scales. | will briefly turn to this point later in this chapter.

2. Of course, it goes without saying that indirect causatives may be
realized by core junctures, reflecting what Haiman (1985a) calls iconicity
principle of distance. There, the weakness or indirectness of the causer's
control is reflected in syntactic structures.

3. According to Robert Van Valin (p.c.),the primary branching point in
acquisition is the distinction between coordination and non-coordination, the
former acquired first. Also, juncture and nexus may interact in, for example,
the development of a nuclear juncture into a bound affix, becausein order for
a morpheme to be bound, it is most likely to be structurally subordinated.
One example from Japaneses the politeness auxiliary masu Its etymology is
not completely certain, but according to an acceptedview, its main source is
mawirasy 'attend; do service' (Konoshima 1973: 435ff). The V-mawirasu
construction, which was nuclear coordination expressing politeness,
underwent sound changessuch as: mawirasu> marasu(> massu/mattsu)
masu At the same time, the semantic shift resulted in the rise of a
subordinate structure. The form marasuis found in MJ and the change is
reported to have been completed in Pre-ModJ. In ModJ, masuis a complete

auxiliary, which can only occur asan affix to the main verb.
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4. For example, cf. Brunner's (1960-2) chapter on infinitives.

Interestingly, verbs like commandwhich has a fairly strong control over the
subordinate event, had infinitive complementation in relatively early stage.
Attitude predicates, for example like, had an impersonal construction with
that-complements even in ME, and the construction like | like it to behotis
an innovation in ModE.

5. One candidate of such achangeis JapaneseBA. In ModJ, as examples
(46)and (48) show, BA-linkage is cosubordination. But in OJand MJ, and in
some varieties of Pre-ModJ, the predicate of the clause marked by BA could
also be marked for certain auxiliaries such as keri, expressing remote
experience and hence evidential (=hearsay). As evidentials are a clausal
operator, its occurrence suggests that BA-linkage in old days was either
coordination or adjunct subordination. Thus it can be said that BA-linkage

underwent achangefrom coordination or subordination to cosubordination.
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2.Clause Linkage in Japanese

In this part | will presentafairly comprehensive examination of major
clauselinking devicesin Japanese.In 2.1,1 will first give an overview of the
basictypes of clauselinkage construction to be looked at. Then | will describe
core and clausal junctures in 2.2-2.4,nuclear junctures in 2.5, and sentential
junctures in 2.6. Among them, the largest portion will be devoted to clause
linkage proper, i.e. core and clausal junctures. Finally, 2.7 will be devoted to

brief cross-linguistic observations.

2.1.0verview

Japanesedisplays a wide range of clause linkage constructions. Before
going into the analysis, it may perhaps help to review some typological
properties of Japaneseand look briefly at how various types of clause linkage
constructions are realized.

To begin with, in terms of word order, Japaneseis a typical SOV
language, exemplifying all the generalizations of Greenberg's (1966) word
order typology. It has orders such as Adj-N, RelCI-N, V-Aux, NP-adposition,
etc., with no commonly-used alternative orders, except OSV for SOV.
Japanesealso conforms to Greenberg's universals 13-16on complex construc-

tions (1966:111):

(86) 13:If the nominal object always precedes the verb, then verb forms

subordinate to the main verb also precedeit;
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14: In conditional statements, the conditional clause precedes the

conclusion asthe normal order in all languages;

15:In expressionsof volition and purpose, a subordinate verbal form
always follows the main verb as the normal order except in those
languagesin which the nominal objectalways precedesthe verb;

16: In languages with dominant order VSO, an inflected auxiliary
always precedesthe main verb. In languages with dominant order

SOV, an inflected auxiliary always fol lows the main verb.

With respectto the freedom of word order, Japaneseis fairly restricted. The
normal order of clausesis dependent > main. Inversions do occur, but are
highly marked, unlike in some other SOV languages.

Next, concerning grammatical relations, Japaneseis both subject- and
topic-oriented, and can have a 'multiple subject' construction (cf. Li and
Thompson 1976). The encoding of grammatical relations is exclusively
dependent-marking (cf. Nichols 1986)with no agreement system.l Neverthe-
less, it is important to recognize that Japaneseallows the pragmatically-
conditioned omission of argument NPs (including both subjectsand objects),
and reference tracking in Japaneseis mostly inference-based (cf. Van Valin
1987). In terms of the distinction role- vs. reference-dominance (cf. Foley and
Van Valin 1984:Ch. 4), Japaneseseemsto exhibit a certain degree of reference-
dominance, but reference tracking does not always trigger voice alternation,
especially when the topic is firmly established across clauses. Casemarking is
nominative-accusative, with a set of exceptions conditioned by the semantics

of the verb (one common alternative pattern is dative-nominative).
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The following passagesillustrate how various clause linking devices

are put into use in actual discourse (predicates are in bold; glossing is

simplified):

(87)

Written expository discourse:

Wangan.sien.hi-no 90-oku doru-o makanau sekiyu.zoozee-ga --#1
Gulf.contribution-GEN 90-hundred.million dollar-ACC furnish oil.tax
hike-NOM

"The oil tax hike which will create nine billion dollars of (Japan's)
contribution to the Gulf crisis

1-niti-kara zissi-ni- nari, --#2

1-day-from effective-DAT-become

'‘became effective as of (April) 1, (and)

zenkoku-de gasorin.zee-ga 1-rittoru-atari yaku 1-en neage.sar-erunado,
--#3

everywhere-LOC gas.tax-NOM 1-liter-per about 1-yen raise-PASS
the.like

‘all over the country the gas tax has been raised about one yen per liter
(together with other oil-related taxes, and consequently)
sekiyu.seehin.kakaku-ga wazuka.nagara agat-ta. --#4
oil.product.price-NOM a.little become.higher-PAST

'the price of petroleum products has become a little higher.
Naganen yasukat-ta enerugii.kakaku-ga motarasi-ta mono-o --#5
long.lasting inexpensive-PAST energy.price-NOM bring.about-PAST
thing-ACC

'‘What the long-lasting low energy cost has brought about

kangaeru yoi kikai- da. --#6



(88)

think.over good occasion-PRED
'(this) is a good occasion to think over.’

[From Asahi ShinburApril 2, 1991, p. 2]

Conversational narrative discourse

A: Nn ano Oakland-ni sun-de-ta toki ne, --#1

Hmm that Oakland-DAT live-TE-PAST time PRT
"Yeah (it happened) when (1) lived in Oakland,
Oakland-no kowai tokoro-ni sun-de-ta no; sorede --#2
Oakland-GEN dangerous place-DAT live-TE-PAST PRT so
‘() used to live in Oakland's dangerous areas; so ...'

B: Nanka obake-gaderu to ka. --#3

somewhat ghost-NOM haunt COMP Q

'Did ghosts haunt?'

A: Tigau, --#4

wrong

‘No,

min'na-ga watasi-wa zenzen sira-nai -de --#5
everybody-NOM 1sg-TOP at.all know-NEG-TE
‘everybody says (it's a dangerous area) but | didn't know (that) at all;
ki-ta bakari- da-kara --#6

come-PAST just-PRED-KARA

it was right after (I) came here, so

sira-nai -de --#7

know-NEG-TE

‘() didn't know (that).

anoo reiku-no soto-da-kara --#8

77
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well lake-GEN outside-PRED-KARA

'‘Well, (it) was near the Lake, so
il -na-to omot-te --#9
nice-PRT-COMP think-TE

‘(1) thought (it) would be nice, and
kari-ta-n.da -kedo.mo. --#10
rent-PAST-PRED-but

‘() rented (a room) there.’

[From my tape-recorded data]

Thesetwo passagesexemplify various types of clause linkage constructions,
which we will identify in the following.

In both (87) and (88), core and clausal junctures stand out as playing a
key role in linking idea units (cf.the survey in 2.2). Basedon the scheme X-L-
Y introduced in 1.1, we may represent a typical structure of the linkage as

follows (LINK stands for linking device, including verbal inflection):

(89) Cl4[(NP)...V]-LINK, CI5[(NP)...V]

S

/\

CI1-LINK Cl2

[..(NP) .. V] [..(NP)..V]

| call this 'verbal head' linkage, becausethe dependent unit (=Cly) is headed
by a verb (or more precisely, verb complex). This is by far the commonest

type, and includes linkages such as#2 in (87) and #5, #6, #7, #8, and #9 in
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(88). The linkage may be realized either by the inflection alone (the Japanese

verb has several inflectional forms, two of which can link clausesdirectly) or
by the affixation of linking particles to the inflected verb (cf. 'Notes on

transcription and glossing’).

(90) VI/LINK (ren'yookedinking form")
VIPERF (izenkee¢perfective form' or kateeke'eonditional form?")

V/LINK, PERF,or FINAL with PRT

Examples are (the citation form of the verb ari, are and at- 'be' or PRED is

aru):

(91) Doitu-wa hitotu-de.ari, bunka-mo hitotu-da.
Germany-TOP one-PRED/LINK, culture-also one-PRED

"There is one Germany, and there is one culture.’

(92) Doitu-wa hitotu-de.are, seekatu-wa hutatu-da.
Germany-TOP one-PRED/PERF, life-TOP two-PRED

'There is one Germany, but there are two lives.'

(93) Doitu-wa hitotu-de.at-te, bunka-mo hitotu-da.
Germany-TOP one-PRED/LINK-TE, culture-also one-PRED

"There is one Germany, and there is one culture.’

Linkage by V/LINK occurs frequently in the written or formal register (cf. #2
in (87)),but V/IPERF is very restricted in its use and does not seemto be fully

productive. Linkage by conjunctive particles such asTE and KARA displays a
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great variation (cf. TE (#9) and its allomorph (#5, #7) DE, as well as KARA

(#6,#8)in (88)). In the following analysis, linkage by particles will be referred
to by the marker being used, e.g. TE-linkage without indicating the
inflectional ending which the particle requires.

There is yet another type of linkage at the clause level, namely the
'nominal head'linkage, which is structurally analogous either to the relative
clause or to noun complementation.2 Relativization in Japaneseis that of

typical SOV languages,i.e. it is prenominal and adopts the 'deletion’ strategy.

(94) [Dooryoo-ga ¢ kai-ta] honj-o syohyoo.si-ta.
colleague-NOM write-PAST book-ACC review-PAST

‘() reviewed the book which (my) colleague wrote.’

When the head noun in arelative clause expressessome relational concept
(e.g.spatial, temporal, or qualitative) and occupies an adjunct position in the
matrix predicate, the resulting pattern is almost indistingu ishable from an

adverbial clause.

(95) [Eki-ni tui-ta] toki(-ni) wasuremono-ni kizui-ta.
station-DAT arrive-PAST time-DAT forgotten.thing-DAT realize-PAST
'When (1) arrived at the station, (1) realized that (I) had forgotten
something,’ lit. 'At the time (1) arrived at the station, (I) realized that (I)

had forgotten something.'

In this example, the meaning of the construction is compositional, but there

is a sign of grammaticization, namely the omissibility of DAT ni after the
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head noun toki'time'. The phrase structure of (95) under a relative analysis

may berepresented asfollows (Postands for postposition):

(96)  NP[CI1[(NP)...V] N](-Po), CI2[(NP)...V]

S

/\

NP-Po Cl2

g W PN

[... (NP) ... V] [... (NP) ...V]

The V form in Cly is the 'noun-modifying’ ending in traditional grammar,
which is indeed id entical to the final ending in form. Here, the first clauseis
structurally dependent on the following noun, which has some kind of
relational meaning, and the whole relative clause (CI1[(NP)...V]-N) encodesa
circumstance for the following clause with a postposition (most commonly
dative ni or locative de. Unlike ordinary relativization (cf.#1,#5in (87)), the
relative clause in this construction is not used to identify the denotatum of
the head noun. According to this analysis, the postposition (Po) marks the
relation of the relativized N to the matrix clause, and to this extent, this
pattern is a linkage between the main clause (Cly) and the expression headed
by a lexical noun (Clq). | call this 'nominal head' linkage becausethe mor-
pheme which marks the relation between the two units (=Po) is structurally
attached to the head N of the relative clause (=Cly), which in turn forms a
complex NP.

However, the string N-(Po) such as toki(-ni) functions, and is indeed
reanalyzable, asalinkage marker, and it becomesanalogous to LINK given in

(89) (accordingly the label NP which embraces Cl; becomes void). This
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construction is exemplified by #1 of (88), in which toki, 'time' encodes

temporal setting (compare the gloss 'when'). In many cases,the meaning of
the construction is mostly compositional (i.e. the semantics of the linkage is
directly predicted from the lexical meaning of the head noun, asin toki), but
in others, the head noun undergoes a semantic shift, as in the following

example:

(97) [Sigoto-ga aru] kuse-ni terebi bakari mi-te.iru.
work-NOM have bad.habit-DAT TV only watch-STAT

‘Even though (1) have work to do, (I) am only watching TV.'

In this example, the relative-like clause can hardly be translated without
altering its lexical meaning 'a bad habit or disposition' (but cf. the expression
in spite of (the fact that) in English). Here, the semantic shift of the head
noun is clear enough so the linkage can be seen as an independent con-
struction.

For both verbal and nominal head linkages, clausescan be chained in
JapaneeasCl1-L-Clo-L-Cl3.., though not very extensively. The chaining can be
seenin both written and spoken registers. For example, we can see a chain
that extends over #5-#9in (88). The chaining (or multiple embedding) of
relative clauses is exemplified by #5 in (87), which is also common in
Japanese.

Next, we also find examples of nuclear juncture in the above texts. 2.5
below will be devoted to its discussion. In this construction two or more
nuclei are linked so asto form a complex predicate (cf. 1.1 for more detailed

definition):
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(98) CI[(NP)...Pred[V 1-V2]]

The linking device for V1-V2is either TE or V/LINK. Examples can be found
in #1 and #2 in (87), both of which contain sun-de-ta which is a reduced
form of sun-de-i-talive-TE-stay-PAST 'used to live' (i is often deleted in the
spoken register). Notice that both the subject (the speaker 'l' in both #1 and
#2),and the location (‘Oakland' in #1 and 'dangerous area'in #2) are shared
by the linked predicates. Semantically V> modifies various aspectsof V1 such
asaspect. Thus i 'stay' may also be glossed STAT when used with the linking
TE (i.e. is functioning as a semi-auxiliary predicate; cf. Matisoff 1969). Unlike
auxiliaries, verbs that occur in the place of V2 can also be used as a main verb
in itself. Interestingly, there is a mismatch of valency between the linked
nuclei; for example, the first verb is Vi while the second one is Vt. In the
analysis below, | will put a particular focus on the rise of this type of nuclear
juncture which is not a simple coordination.

Finally, sentential juncture, which will be discussed in 2.6, is most
heterogeneous,and does not exactly form a closed set. The lexical source for
markers of sentential junctures is quite varied, but the commonest device at
this level is zero linkage (i.e. no linking marker between sentences). In (87),
#5 starts with no overt linkage marker. In (88), #2 contains the connective
soredeanalyzable as sore an anaphoric expression, plus de most probably a
predication marker (hence literally 'being so'). Interesting asit is, sentential
juncture is of relatively minor significance within the overall system of
clauselinkage aswe construe the term in this study. Only afew markers that

indicate arecurrent pattern of changein Japanesewill be examined below.
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In this chapter, we have reviewed basic patterns of Japaneseclause

linkage with illustrations from natural data, introducing the notions verbal
and nominal head linkages. Their syntax and semantics will be detailed in

the following chapters.
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Notes to 2.1

1. Some people might consider honorifics as an instance of head-
marking which indicate the subject of the clause, but in fact this is
misconceived. Honorifics serve to help identify the referent by social deixis,
not by encoding the grammatical relation assuch.

2. Other scholars, for example Inoue, Kazuko (1976), call this type of

construction 'pseudo-relatives’.
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2.2. Core and clausal junctures (I); Syntax and semantics of major

constructions

There are several criteria for classifying the markers of verbal head
linkage. Though in this chapter | will proceed on an item-by-item basis, the

following classification basedon morphological criteria is helpful:

(99) (a) Zero affixation (inflection alone): linking form and less commonly
conditional/perfective form
(b) Monomorphemic: TE, BA, TO, GA, SI, KARA, etc.
(c) Polymorphemic: NONI, TEMO, NODE, etc.
(d) Nominal head: TOKI(NI), MAMA(DE), TAME(NI), etc.
(e) Phrasal: TOIUYORIWA, NIMOKAKAWARAZU, TOIUNOWA, etc.

Phrasal markers differ from the others in that they have internal syntax. For
example, TOIUYORIWA is analyzable as (S) TO-IU-YORI-WA, which can be
glossed (S) COMP-say-than-TOP(?), lit. 'rather than to say (S)' > 'rather than
(S)' (TOP is contrastive). What is peculiar about them from a distributional

viewpoint is that they can occur asindependent sentence-initial connectives,

asthe following examplesillustrate:

(100) Kane-ga nai-nimokakawarazu, hataraka-nai.
money-NOM have.not-NIMOKAKAWARAZU  work-NEG

‘(1) have no money, but (I) don't work.’

(101) Kane-ganai. Nimokakawarazu, hataraka-nai.

money-NOM have.not NIMOKAKAWARAZU work-NEG
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‘(1) have no money. But (I) don't work.'

In (100), NIMOKAKAWA RAZU is occurring as a clause-final connective, so
this is an example of clausal juncture. But in (101), the same form is
separated from the first clause, and is occurring as a sentence-initial con-
nective, so this is an example of sentential juncture (here, | only represent the
difference via orthography, but it has an intonational manifestation in speech
aswell). | call this type of linkage marker detached:onnectives Since most
phrasal markers are of this type, | will put off their discussionto 2.6.

Below | give a list of non-phrasal conjunctive particles (type (b) and
type (c) in (99)) that are commonly used in modern Japanese. Each entry
consists of the marker's (i) morphological (and to some extent etymological)
information, (ii) semantic and/or discourse functions, and (iii) reference
tracking function when the subject NP is omitted throughout the linked
clauses. Other information will be supplied when relevant (Mn and PI stand
for monomorphemic and polymorphemic; SSand DS stand for same subject
and different subject; the missing subjectis glossed by pronouns rather than
X' for convenience). After listing each marker, | will look at their morpho-

syntactic correlates.

(102) BA (or (R)EBA): (i) Mn; Suspectedto be cognate with the topic marker
WA (< OJFa; PreOJ*pa)l, for details cf. 'Excursus' of Ohori (1988).
In casual speech, STEM-e-BA (STEM-e stands for the conditional
ending of verbals) is reduced to STEM-ya (e.g. kakebaif (X) writes',
becomes kakya(a); (i) BA is a conditional marker affixed to the
conditional ending (a), and it also encodes symmetri cality (b) and

temporal sequence(c). Ohori (1988) gives an analysis whereby the
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essential function of BA is to mark clausal topics from a historical

perspective; (iii) Typically DS or open:

(a) Yasukere-ba,kau yo.
cheap-BA buy PRT
'If (it) is cheap, (I)'ll buy (it).'

(b) Taroo-wa asi-mo hayakere-ba, kata-mo tuyoi.
Taroo-TOP foot-also fast-BA shoulder-also strong

"Taroo runs fast and has a strong throwing arm aswell.’

(c) Mad o0-0 akere-ba, soto-wa ame.
window-ACC open-BA outside-TOP rain

‘(1) opened the window to find (it)'s raining outside.’

GA: (i) Mn; Homophonous with NOM marker and perhaps cognate
with it. GA cameto beused asa clause linker only in late OJ,while
other casemarkers such asNI (=DAT) and WO (=ACC) were already
used in early OJ (cf. Ishigaki 1955); (i) GA is affixed to the final
ending of verbals, and is usually said to encode the antithetical
meaning (a). But my understanding is that its primary function is
to mark a brief pause of thought, and antitheticality may derive
from it (b). Someprescriptivists seemto dislike the use of GA for a
pause of thought, becausethey think that the speaker's evaluation
of the relation between the two events may remain unclear asin (c).
However, it ought to be noted that it is a built-in feature of GA; (iii)

Not clear with respectto referencetracking:



89

(a) Daigaku-ni hait-ta-ga, benkyoo-bakari-si-te.iru.
college-DAT enter-PAST-GA study-only-do-STAT

‘(1) entered a college, but (I) have not quit studying.'

(b) Ani-wa sizin-da-ga, otooto-wa ongakuka-da.

elder.brother-TOP poet-PRED-GA younger.brother-TOP musician-
PRED

‘The elder brother is a poet and/??but the younger brother is a

musician.'

(c) Kotosi sotugyoo-da-ga, singaku-o kangae-te.iru.

this.year graduation-PRED-GA go.to.upper.school-ACC consider-
STAT

‘() am graduating this year, and/but (I) am considering whether to

go to upper school (i.e. graduate program).’'

KARA: (i) Mn; Extension from KARA asa postposition which means
'from'; (i) KARA is affixed to the final ending of verbals, and
encodes reason. Cf. English FROM this | conclude,... For the
difference from NODE, see my accounts therein; (iii) Open with

respectto referencetracking (cf. (a) vs. (b)):

(a) Yasui-kara, kau.
cheap-KARA buy
'‘Because(it)'s cheap, (1)'ll buy that.’
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(b) Yasui-kara, warui.

cheap-KARA bad

'‘Because(it)'s cheap, (it)'s bad.’

NAGARA: (i) Mn; This form also occurs with NP, cf. waga ofokimi
kamu-nagara.,.our majesty god-NAGARA , 'His Majesty, being
divine,..." (from early OJ,lit. 'His Majesty, while a god')?; (ii) Affixed
to the linking (=V/LINK) ending. This form mainly encodes
simultaneity (a),and is used for encoding concessivity aswell (c). In
this respect, NAGARA is comparable to the English while; (iii)) SS
preferred if simultaneous (cf. (a) and (b)) and open if concessive(cf.

(c)and (d)):

(a) Razio-o kiki-nagara, benkyoo.suru.
radio-ACC listen-NAGARA study

‘(1) study while (I) listen to the radio.’

(b) ??Kazoku-gaterebi-o mi-nagara, watasi-wa benkyoo.suru.
family-NOM TV-ACC watch-NAGARA 1sg-TOPstudy

‘(1) study while my family watch TV.'

(c) Nihon-ni i-nagara, eego-oitumo hanasu.
Japan-DAT stay-NAGARA English-ACC always speak

"Though (I) am in Japan,(I) always speak English.’

(d) Kazoku-ga Nihon-ni i-nagara, watasi-wa au-koto.ga.deki-nai.

family-NOM Japan-DAT stay-NAGARA 1sg-TOPsee-MOD-NEG
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"Though (my) family is in Japan,| cannot see(them).’

NARA(BA): (i) Mn; Etymologically, NARA is a marker of predication
(irrealis form, citation form NARI) and its conditional function is
due to the loss of BA, though NARABA is still used. In casual
speech, NARA(BA) tends to become NARYA (cf. BA above); (ii)
Affixed to the final ending, this form encodes conditionality. Its
difference from BA, TARA, TO, is an interesting issue (see (c)-(e);
also cf. Kuno 1973;Murayama 1985);(iii) With respect to reference
tracking, NARA(BA) appears to be (normally) open (a), but when
the semantic relation is contrastive and non-conditional, DS is

preferred (b):

(a) Omosiroi-nara, kau/ureru yo.
entertaining-NARA buy/sell PRT
'If (it)'s entertaining, (1)'ll buy (it)/(it)'ll sell.’

(b) Omae-ga Keio-nara, ore-wa Waseda-da.
259-NOM Keio-NARA 1sg-TOP Waseda-PRED
'(You say) you're a graduate of Keio, then (let me tell you) I'm from

Waseda.'
(c) Natu-ga kure-ba/*kuru-nara/ki-tara, omoi.dasu.
summer-NOM come-BA/come-NARA/come-TARA remember

'When the summer comes, (1)'ll remember (it).’'

(d) Sensee-ni??ae-ba/au-nara/at-tara, yorosiku.
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teacher-DAT see-BA/see-NARA/see-TARA say.hello

'Iffwhen (you) seethe teacher, please sayhello.'

(e) Kyoo-zyuu-ni sotira-ni ?todoke-ba/todoku-nara/*todoi-tara,
okuri-masu.

today-within-DAT there-DAT reach-BA/reach-NARA/reach-TARA
send-POL

'If (it) reaches there today, (I)'ll send it (or else | won't).'

(i) Mn; homophonous and maybe cognative with dative markers3;
(i) Affixed to the linking ending. There are noticeable differences
from another purpose clause marker TAME-NI (cf. the list of
nominal head linkage markers below). NI links two events that are
temporally and/or causally close to each other (a), and does not
seemto expressindirect relations (b), but TAME-NI seemsto be able

to encodeindirect purpose (c); (iii) SS:

(@) Ippuku.si-ni syokudoo-ni it-ta.
have.a.break-NI cafeteria-DAT go-PAST

‘(1) went to the cafeteriato have a break.'

(b) *Ryuugaku.si-ni, eego-obenkyoo.si-te.iru.

study.abroad-NI English-ACC learn-STAT

(c) Ryuugaku.suru-tame-ni, eego-o benkyoo.si-te.iru.

study.abroad-TAME-NI English-ACC learn-STAT
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'(N'm learning English to study abroad.' (also translatable with so

that)

NODE: (i) PIl; NO is a complementizer (or nominalizer), and DE is the
linking ending of the predication marker DA. In the spoken
register, NODE is reduced to NDE; (ii) This form is affixed to the
final ending, and encodes reason. As remarked earlier, its
difference from KARA is an interesting topic for discussion, though
| do not know of any definite analysis (many speakersseemto think
that the difference is stylistic, i.e. NODE is for the written register
and KARA s for the spoken, but this account seems insufficient).
Makino and Tsutsui (1986) suggest that one important difference
lies in operator scope,but | do not find myself quite convinced. The
mini-dialogue (b)illustrates one noticeable difference. It seemsthat
KARA can encode marked or emphatic assertion, while NODE has
difficulty in doing it. In (b), the economic development is the
marked or emphatic focus in B's utterance, and NODE sounds

strange in this context#; (iii) Open with respectto referencetracking:

(a) Samui-node/kara, kaze-o hii-ta.
cold-NODE/KARA flu-ACC get-PAST

'‘Because(it)'s cold, | caught aflu.'

(b) A: Zinkoo-ga antee.suru-to keezai-ga hattatu.suru.
population-NOM get.stable-TO economy-NOM make.progress
'When the demographic condition becomes stable, the economy

takes off.'
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B: lya, keezai-ga hattatu.suru-??node/kara zinkoo-ga antee.suru-

no.de.aru.

no economy-NOM make.progress-NODE/KARA population-NOM
get.stable-PRED

'‘No, precisely because the economy takes off, the demographic

condition becomes stable.’

NONI: (i) PIl; NO is a complementizer (or nominalizer), and NI is
originally DAT; (ii) NONI is affixed to the final ending and encodes
adversity and concessivity. In (a), NONI, GA, NAGARA, and
TEMO are all acceptable. It seemsthat NONI can take an atemporal,
eternally true statement for its complement (b), unlike other
markers. This is probably becauseconcessivity is stronger in NONI
than in others, and eternally true statements can be cancelled by

NONI alone; (iii) Open with respectto referencetracking:

(a) Nihon-ni iru-noni/iru-ga/i-nagara/i-temo, eego-o itumo
hanasu.

Japan-DAT stay-NONI/GA/NAGARA/TEMO English-ACC always
speak

'‘Even though (1) am in Japan, (I) always speak English.'

(b) Tikyuu-wa ugoi-te.iru-noni/*ugoi-te.iru-ga/*ugoi-te.i-nagara/
?ugoi-te.i-temo, Garireo-wa kokuhatu.sa-re-ta.

earth-TOP move-STAT-NONI/GA /INAGARA/TEMO Gallileo-
TOP condemn-PASS-PAST

'Even though the earth is moving, Gallileo was condemned.’
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SI: (i) Mn; (ii) Affixed to the final ending, Sl is mainly for contrast or
enumeration. Halliday and Hasan (1976) would say it marks the
‘additive' relationship; (iii) Typically DS (a), but there are examples
of SS(b) when the subjectis not realized. It may be noted that even

in the subject-sharing construction, the linkage is not quite tight:

(a) Ani-wa isya-da-si, otooto-wa bengosi-da.
elder.brother-TOP doctor-PRED-SI younger.brother-TOP lawyer-
PRED

‘The elder brother is a doctor and the younger brother is a lawyer.

(b) Kanozyo-wa kasikoi-si, utukusii.
she-TOP smart-SI beautiful

‘She is smart and beautiful.'

TARA(BA): (i) Mn; TARA s the irrealis ending of TARI, which is a
perfective auxiliary in classical Japanese. TARA(BA) is affixed to
the linking ending; (ii) Like NARA, the conditional meaning of
TARA comesfrom the loss of BA. Its typical conditional senseis
exemplified by (a), but it can also encode a temporal sequencein the
realis domain (b). TARA and BA have an idiomatic use asin (c)
which is not replaceable with NARA (ii may be omitted); (iii)

Appears to be open with respectto referencetracking:

(a) Benkyoo.si-tara, ii daigaku-ni hai-reru.

study-TARA good college-DAT enter-MOD
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'If (you) study (hard), (you) can enter agood college.’

(b) Benkyoo.si-tara, ii daigaku-ni hai-re-ta.
study-TARA good college-DAT enter-MOD-PAST

'(1) studied (hard), and (I) could enter agood college.’

(c) Zya, soo si-tara/sure-ba(-ii).
Interj. so do-TARA/do-BA-fine

'Well then, (you) cando so.',lit. "To do sowill befine.'

TE: () Mn; Etymology uncertain, but allegedly originates from a
perfective auxiliary; (ii) Like V/LINK, TE is ubiquitous, especially in
the spoken register, with a wide variety of uses. Morphologically,
TE is affixed to the linki ng ending, but frequently V-TE is called 'TE-
form'. TE is semantically open and can have a variety of inter-
pretations, such as temporal sequence (a), reason (b), manner (c),
conditional (d), concessive (e), or symmetrical/contrastive (f). For
its comparison with V/LINK, see descriptions under V/LINK; (iii)
Basically SS,but can be DS especially when the linked clauses are

symmetrical or contrastive, or both.

(a) Tosyokan-ni it-te hon-o kari-ta.
library-DAT go-TE book-ACC borrow-PAST

‘(1) went to the library and borrowed abook.’

(b) Nesugosi-te maniawa-nakat-ta.

wake.up.late-TE come.on.time-NEG-PAST
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‘(1) woke up late, so (I) couldn't come on time.'

(c) Warat-te aisatu.si-ta.
smile-TE say.hello-PAST

‘(1) said hello with a smile.’

(d) Kimi-o nakusi-te iki-te-ike-nai.
2sg-ACC lose-TElive-TE-go-NEG

'If you're gone, (I) cannot live.'

(e) Aredake benkyoo.si-te siken-ni oti-ta.
that.much study-TE exam-DAT fail-PAST

"Though (I) studied that much, () failed in the exam.’

() Ano musume-wa wakaku-te kiree-da.
that girl-TOP young-TE pretty-PRED

"That girl is young and pretty.'

TEMO: (i) PIl; TE (see above)+MO (a particle that induces scalar
implicatures, translatable as'also’, ‘even’, '‘as much as', 'any"); (i)
Occurs in the same morphological environment as TE. TEMO can
mark either realis (pure concessive) or irrealis (concessive con-
ditional), including counterfactual. English on the other hand has
to be explicit about the realis/irrealis distinction (cf. Yamaguchi
1989,1990). It is intriguing to think about why the particle MO is
used as part of the concessiveand concessive conditional marker

TEMO; (iii) Open with respectto referencetracking:
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(a) Man'iti ame-ga hut-temo, iki-masu.
by.chancerain-NOM fall-TEMO go-POL

'‘Even if/*though it rains by any chance,(l)'ll go.'

(b) Haru-ga ki-temo, kibun-wa saiaku.
spring-NOM come-TEMO feeling-TOP rotten

'‘Even *if/though the spring has come, | feel rotten.’

TO: (i) Mn; Cognate to, or homophonous with the comitative TO, the
resultative TO, and the complementizer TO®; (i) The semantic
relationship encoded by TO is mainly a temporal, action sequence
(a). This form is affixed to the final ending, but one wrinkle is that
the past tense marker cannot occur before a non-complementizer,
sequential TO (b); (iii) Basically DS, or at least the switch of
viewpoint (which is sometimes called 'surprise’ by language

teachers)is very common with this marker (cf. lwasaki 1988):

(a) Ton'neru-o nukeru-to, soko-wa yukiguni-de.atta.
tunnel-ACC go.through-TO there-TOP snow.country-PRED

'‘As (I) went through the tunnel, (I realized) it was a snow country.'

(b) *Ton'neru-o nuke-ta-to, soko-wa yukiguni-de.atta.

tunnel-ACC go.through-PAST-TO there-TOP snow.country-PRED

TUTU: (i) Mn(?); Reduplicated form of TU, which is observed in

classical texts; (i) TUTU encodes simultaneity, ‘'while; at the same
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time' (a). Unlike NAGARA, TUTU is unlikely to have a non-

simultaneous, concessiveinterpretation (b). Affixed to the linking
(=VILINK) ending. Stylistically TUTU is almost limited to the

written register; (iii) SS:

(a) Zisyo-o hiki-tutu/nagara, sono hon-o yon-da.
dictionary-ACC look.up-TUTU/NAGARA that book-ACC read-
PAST

‘() read that book looking (it) up in the dictionary.'

(b) Zisyo-o0 hiki-?tutu/nagara, sono hon-o yomi-tigat-ta.
dictionary-ACC look.up-TUTU/NAGARA that book-ACC read-
mistake-PAST

‘() misread that book though (1) looked (it) up in the dictionary.'

VILINK: (i) (Zero); This is the linking ending of verbals, and is in itself
aclauselinking device; (ii) Becauseit is zero-marked, its 'meaning’
is quite varied. Temporal sequence and reason are commonly
expressedby V/LINK. A manner relationship between dependent
and main clauses is basically acceptable (a), although only
guestionably so if what is expressedin the dependent clause is less
autonomous (b). Unlike TE, conditional and concessive readings
are not allowed here ((c), (d)). On the other hand, very loose,
juxtapositional linkage is more commonly expressed by V/LINK
than by TE (e). For more details on the difference between TE and
V/LINK, cf. Kuno (1973),Inoue, Kazuko (1983),Makino and Tsutsui
(1986), Myhill and Hibiya (1988),and especially Ono (1990). Ohori
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(1991a)generalizesthat the relevance of the dependent clause to the

main clause is higher with the TE-marked clause than with the
V/LINK-marked clause, in the sensethat TE-linkage can be more
inference-intensiveompared with V/LINK-linkage; (iii) Basically
SS, but can be DS especially when the linked clauses are enu-
merative or contrastive, or both. SSand DS functions of V/LINK

should bestbe considered as separate constructions.

(a) Hikooki-ni nori Sapporo-made it-ta.
airplane-DAT ride/LINK Sapporo-to go-PAST

‘(1) went to Sapporo by taking an airplane.’

(b) ??Waraiaisatu.si-ta.
smile/LINK say.hello-PAST

‘(1) said hello with a smile.’

(c) *Kimi-o nakusi iki-te-ike-nai.

you-ACC lose/LINK live-TE-go-NEG

(d) *Aredake benkyoo.si siken-ni oti-ta.

that.much study/LINK exam-DAT fail-PAST

(e) Ue.no ko-wa kotosi kookoo-o sotugyoo.si, watashi.domo-mo
kekkon 20 nen-ni nari-masu.
elder child-TOP this.year high.school-ACC graduate/LINK 1pl-PRT

marriage 20 year-PRT become-POL
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‘The elder child graduated from high school this year, and it is 20

years since we got married.’'

In addition, below is a partial list of grammaticized or '‘formal’ nouns
that participate in nominal head linkage (type (d) in (99))6 This type of
linkage differs from these constructions in the lexical meaning of the head
noun and its relation to the matrix predicate. They typically form adverbial
clauses,with different degreesof delexicalization. Syntactically, the structural
type of nominal head linkage is clausal subordination, because there is no
obligatory argument sharing or feature dependency (cf. the array of syntactic
tests given below). The result of the tests for nouniness is also given, using
the frames demonstrative+tN [e.g. sono+N ‘'that N'] and N-
NOM-+predication [e.g.N-gaaru 'there is N'. 7 Commonly used postpositions

are also identified.

(103) AGEKU(-ni): 'after doing' (with negative evaluation); lexical meaning:

‘end; destiny"

(a) Roohi.si-ta ageku(-ni) hasan.si-ta.
waste.money-PAST AGEKU(-DAT) bankrupt-PAST
'‘After wasting alot of money, (I) went bankrupt.'

(b) sono ageku; *ageku-ga aru

HODO(-ni): 'to such an extent that; as much as'. The dependent clause

need not betrue, so the subject (=I) in the following example is not
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actually crazy in (a). The comparative-correlative construction in

Japaneses realized by this noun (b); lex. 'degree; limit':

(a) Ki-ga kuruu hodo(-ni) benkyoo.si-ta.
mind-NOM go.crazy HODO(-DAT) study-PAST
'(I) studied to such an extent that (I) go crazy," i.e. '(l) studied like

crazy.'

(b) Isogasikere-baisogasii hodo sake-noryoo-ga hueru.
busy-BA busy HODO alcohol-GEN quantity -NOM increase
‘The busier (I) am, the more (1) drink (=lit. the quantity of alcohol

increases).’

(c) ?sonohodo (distal/neutral); kono hodo (proximal); hodo-ga aru

(OK only in idiomatized use, 'that's enough; don't get carried away")

IZYOO: 'now that', sometimes connoting firm will; lex. meaning
‘above; beyond' (this is atypical relational noun used for expressing

spatial relations, and is not normally used asa pure lexical noun):

(a) Himitu-o sit-ta izyoo, saigo-made tukiau-n.desu na.
secret-ACC know-PAST IZYOO end-till come.with-PRED PRT
'Now (you)'ve known the secret, (you) must come with us till the

end.

(b) *sono izyoo; *izyoo-ga aru
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KORO(-ni): 'while; during’; lex. 'roughly the time':

(a) Daigaku-ni i-ta koro(-ni), takusan ason-da.
college-DAT be-PASTKORO(-DAT), a.lot play-PAST

'While (I) was in college, (I) played around alot."

(b) sono koro; koro-ga aru (OK when modified)

KUSE-ni: ‘'although; in spite of the fact that' (with negative
evaluation). Its similarity to English spite is interesting. In
colloquial speech, kuse-si-teis also used; lex. ‘(bad) habit or

disposition; spite':

(a) Ason-da kuse-ni, siken-ni ukat-ta.
play-PAST KUSE-DAT, exam-DAT pass-PAST

"Though (I) played around (alot), () passedthe exam.’

(b) sono kuse; kuse-ga aru (OK when modified)

MADE(-ni): 'until; by the time' (DAT ni is used only when the main
clauseis temporally bounded, asin (b)); lex. uncertain. This form
may be considered to be a completely delexicalized linkage marker,

sinceits nouniness is close to nil:

(a) Yasumi-ga owaru made nyuuin.suru.
vacation-NOM end MADE stay.in.hospital

‘() will stayin the hospital until the vacation is over.'
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(b) Yasumi-ga owaru made-ni genkoo-o0 siageru.
vacation-NOM end MADE-DAT draft-ACC finish

‘(N will finish the draft by the time the vacation is over.’

(c) *sono made; *made-ga aru

MAMA(-ni/de): ‘'while doing something'. This marker, unlike TUTU
and NAGARA, canencodetwo simultaneous events with different
subjects without difficulty (cf. (b) and (c)); lex. uncertain (‘accord-

(ance)?'):

(a) Puroguramu-o hasira-se-tamama(-de) debaggu.si-ta.
program-ACC run-CAUS-PAST MAMA(-LOC?) debug-PAST
‘(1) debugged while (I) was running the program,' or '(I) debugged

with the program running.’

(b) Puroguramu-ga hasit-ta mama(-de) debaggu.si-ta.
program-NOM run-PAST MAMA(-LOC?) debug-PAST
‘() debugged while the program was running,’ or '(I) debugged with

the program running.'

(c) *Puroguramu-ga hasiri-tutu/nagara debaggu.si-ta.

program-NOM run-TUTU/NAGARA debug-PAST

(d) sono mama; *mama-ga aru
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ORI(-ni): 'when; on the occasion that'; usually in the formal register;

lex. 'occasion':

(a) Sensee-niat-ta ori(-ni) kono hon-o itadai-ta.

teacher-DAT see-PASTORI(-DAT) this book-ACC receive-PAST

'When (I) saw my teacher, (s/he) kindly gave (me) this book.'

(b) sono ori; ori-ga aru (OK when modified)

SEE-de:'because’;lex. ‘fault; deed(?)"

(a) Ason-da see-desiken-ni oti-ta.

play-PAST SEE-INST(?)exam-DAT fail-PAST

'‘Because(l) played around (too much), (1) failed in the exam.'

(b) sono see;*see-gaaru

TABI(-ni): 'every time’; lex. '(number of) time(s); occasion':

(a) Kono kyoku-o kiku tabi(-ni) mukasi-o omoidasu.

this song-ACC listen TABI-DAT old.time-ACC recall

'‘Every time (l) listen to this song, (I) recall old times."

(b) sono tabi; *tabi-ga aru

TAME(-ni): 'in order to; because'. As | remarked above, TAME can

encoderemote purpose, unlike NI; lex. '‘cause’:
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Purpose:
(a) Asobu tame(-ni), daigaku-ni hait-ta.
play TAME(-DAT), college-DAT enter-PAST

'In order to play around, (I) entered college.’

Reason/Cause:
(b) Ason-da tame(-ni), siken-ni oti-ta.
play-PAST TAME(-DAT), exam-DAT fail-PAST

'‘Because(l) played around (too much), (1) failed in the exam.'

(c) sono tame; *tame-ga aru

TOKI(-ni): 'when'; lex. 'time':

(a) Mita-ni kaigi-de iku toki kopii-o tori-masu.
Mita-DAT meeting-on go TOKI copy-ACC take-POL

'When (I) goto Mita for ameeting, (1)'ll make a copy (of it).’

(b) sono toki; toki-ga aru (OK when modified)

TOKORO-de: 'even if/though'. The main clauseis perhaps limited to
future prediction. TOKORO also forms an analog of head-internal
relative construction (see 2.4 below). TOKORO-ga is also used,
though less frequently in nominal head linkage. It occurs more
frequently as a sentence-initial connective; lex. ‘'locus; situation’

(extended to 'point; characteristic'):
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(a) Benkyoo.si-ta tokoro-de siken-ni ukara-nai.
study-PAST TOKORO-LOC exam-DAT pass-NEG

'‘Even if/fthough (you) study hard, (you) won't passthe exam.'

(b) sono tokoro; tokoro-ga aru (OK when modified and has the

meaning 'point; aspect’)

UE(-ni): 'in addition to; moreover’; lex. ‘above'

(a) Ason-da ue(-ni), takusan syakkin-o si-ta.
play-PAST UE(-DAT), a.lot debt-ACC do-PAST
'In addition to playing (alot), (I) built agreat debt.’

(b) sono ue (cf. the idiomatized use, 'furthermore’); ue-gaaru

UTI-ni: 'as long as; before'. Kuno (1973) discusses the difference
between UTI and MAE, both of which mean 'before’, and remarks
that with UTI the first clause must not be something that has
already happened (cf. (b) and (c)). MAE would be acceptablein both

(b) and (c); lex. 'space/time within':
(a) Wakai uti-ni issyokenmee benkyoo0.si-yoo.
Young UTI-DAT hard study-VOL

(1) will study hard aslong as(=while) (I) am young.'

(b) Kyoo-wa kuraku nara-nai uti-ni kaero-o.
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today-TOP dark become-NEG UTI-DAT go.home-VOL

‘Today, let's go home before it gets dark,’ lit. "‘Today, let's go home

while it is not yet dark.’

(c) ?Kinoo-wa kuraku nara-nai uti-ni kaet-ta.

yesterday-TOP dark become-NEGUTI-DAT go.home-PAST

‘Yesterday, (I) went home before it got dark,’ lit. "Yesterday, (I) went

home as long as it did not get dark.’

(d) sono uti (cf. the idiomatized use, 'in the meantime'); *uti-ga aru
YOO(-ni): 'sothat; in the way that’; lex. 'manner?":

(a) Soto-gamieru yoo(-ni) mado-o ake-ta.

outside-NOM seeableYOO(-DAT) window-ACC open-PAST

‘(1) opened the window so that (I) could seethe outside.'

(b) sono yoo; *yoo-ga aru
YUE(-ni): 'because’(not colloquial); lex. 'reason':

(a) Ason-da yue(-ni), siken-ni oti-ta.

play-PAST YUE(-DAT), exam-DAT fail-PAST

'‘Because(l) played (alot), (I) failed in the exam.’

(b) sono yue; ?yue-gaaru
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In addition, nouns that encode sequencingsuch asMAE ‘before’, ATO 'after’,

etc.,also participate in nominal head linkage. Their syntax is the same as toki
‘time/when'. Excluded from the above list are the forms which are
frequently used ascommon nouns and are lessgrammaticized. Nouns of this
type include: AIDA (‘space/time in between' > 'during’), BAAI (‘case'> 'in
case'),IPPOO (‘one way; another way' > 'at the same time; all the while"),
KAWARI (‘substitute’ > ‘instead of'), KEKKA (‘result’ > 'as a result of'),
OKAGE (‘favor' >'thanks to'), WAKE (‘reason;account' >'on accountthat’).

Highly grammaticized nominal head constructions tend to have the
following peculiarities: (i) the function of the relative clause is no longer to
identify an entity by modifying it; (ii) the head noun undergoes semantic shift
and delexicalization; (iii) marking by postposition is optional; (iv) the
semantic relation expressedby the linkage cannot be explicitly realized by the
verbal head linkage. Below, | present a few remarks that are relevant to the
diachronic aspectof nominal head linkage.

Of characteristics (i)-(iv), the last one is especially important from the
viewpoint of the ecology of grammar. It seemsthat nominal head linkage is
suitable for encoding more specific relations than those encoded by
conjunctive particles such as BA or TE. This becomes natural when we
consider that the semantic relation in nominal head linkage is determined (at
least originally) by the lexical meaning of the head noun. It is even the case
that some semantic relations can only be encoded by formal nouns. For
example, HODO 'to such an extent that' is not paraphrasable with any verbal
head linkage. MADE ‘'until’, TABI 'every time', UTI 'before’, and YOO 'so
that' are also of this type. TABI 'every time' may be replaced by TO, which
allows a dispositional interpretation, but the former can encode the same

relation more explicitly. Historically, it may be speculated that , given that the
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etymology of the nouns used as linkage markers is relatively transparent,

semantically more specific markers tend to be innovative, retain lexicality,
and form only aloosely closed set. On the other hand, conservative markers
tend to have a broad range of meanings and form a truly closed set of
functional morphemes.

Further, it must be noted that in all of the markers for verbal head
linkage taken up above, the order of clausesis iconic exceptin Nl-linkage (i.e.
the linkage in which the order Cl1-Clo corresponds to that of the temporal
sequence). It is only with such nominal head linkage constructions as MADE
‘until’, MAE ‘'before’, TAME 'in order to', UTI 'before’, and YOO 'so that' that
non-iconic relations can be realized. This is harmonious with the general
characteristic of nominal head linkage that it is semantically more specific
and leaveslessroom for inferences that come from linear-iconicity (compare
with the interpretation of TE-marked clauses, for example, which to a large
extent depends on short-circuited inferences). Put differently, the iconic
interpre tation framed in the order of clauses can be blocked when the
semantic content of the linkage marker is specialized enough. Interestingly,
Talmy (1978) reports that in Atsugewi the relation after A, B is encoded by
grammatical affixation but non-iconic relations such as beforeB, A can only
be encoded by periphrastic means. It may be surmised from a cross-linguistic
perspective that in order to encode non-iconic relations, morpho-syntactically
more elaborate devices are needed becauseof their semantic complexity.

Having thus surveyed major linking forms, in what follows, | will
look at various morpho-syntactic correlates of the above linkage markers, and
discern the relative strength of dependency they encode. This is an attempt to

answer the question formulated in (B) from a synchronic perspective. In
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doing so, | will seeif they exhibit anything like the 'graceful glide' of category

squish (the epithet due to Ross1973).

An initial attempt along this line was made by Kuno (1973). The
examined forms are: V/LINK, TE, TO, TOKI, NODE, and SI. He uses five
grammatical tests to check the relationship that holds between two clauses
CLiand CLy. (A) Question: the scopeof the question particle KA, which is put
at the end of the sentence,can or cannot embrace both CL; and CLy. (B)
Negation: the scopeof the negative auxiliary NAI can or cannot embrace both
CL1 and CLp. (C) Volition: the scope of the volitional expression YOO-TO-
SURU can or cannot embraceboth CL; and CLy. (D) Scrambling: a NP in CLp
can or cannot be 'extracted’ and put into CL1, e.g. [Taroo-waboosi-onui-de]
[Hanako-niaisatu.si-ta](Taroo-TOP hat-ACC take.off-TE, Hanako-DAT greet-
PAST, 'Taroo took off his hat and said hello to Hanako' vs. [Taroo-wa
Hanako-niboosi-onui-de] [¢, aisatu.si-ta] (E) Coreference: when CL1 has an
overt NOM-marked subject and CL, does not, the latter's subject can or
cannot be coreferential with that of CL1 (Kuno's criterion is whether CL, can
have a separatsubjectfrom CLj1, but | changed it into whether CL» can have
the samesubjectas CL; so the distribution of Y/N becomesmore consistent).
The results of (A)-(E) are summarized in the table below (adapted from p. 133,

with modifications):

(104)  V/LINK&TE-i  TOKI NODE TO V/LINK&TE-i Sl
(A) Y Y N N N N
(B) Y N N N N
(C) Y Y N N N
(D) Y Y Y Y? N N
(E) Y(def) Y Y Y N(def.) Y
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[N.B. (i) V/LINK&TE-i is the linkage with the same subject, and
V/ILINK&TE-ii is that with different subjects; (i) the value of (B) for
TOKI is Y in Kuno's table, but it is apparently a typo, judging from his
examples in the text; (iii) 'def' means that the value is Y or N by

definition.]

Kuno (1973)considers V/LINK&TE-i, TOKI, NODE, and TO as 'subordinate’
and V/LINK&TE-ii and Sl as'coordinate’, though he admits subordination is
a degree concept. According to him, the degree of dependency becomes
stronger from right to left (note that markers on the left have more Y's,
which are signs of higher dependency, than those on the right). As Kuno
himself admits, his analysis is not exhaustive, but there are not very many
works which fully develop his ideas (cf. however Shinzato 1981; Minami

1974).

| will nhow build on (104),adding more markers and syntactic tests. All

the forms in (102) will be surveyed. For nominal head linkage, | select TOKI

as a representative, for unlike the forms for the verbal head linkage, the
structure of nominal head linkage is invariably relativization, i.e. the NP
analog of clausal subordination. The tests | add are: tense suppression,
causativization, suspendability, and relativization. Tense suppression means
that the tense marking is suppressed when certain markers are affixed. For
example TE suppressesany marking of tense (hence the TE-marked clause is
called 'participial clause’). TO on the other hand does not occur next to the
past tense marker ta, but can occur next to the plain non-past ending of
verbals (cited as (r)u). NODE has no such restrictions. The other tests are

illustrated below, using TE, which is OK with all of the tests:
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(105) Causativization: Can causative marking on the second predicate affect
the first?
(a) [Hon-o kari]-TE [yon-da].
book-ACC borrow-TE read-PAST

‘(1) borrowed abook and read (it).'

(b) [Hon-o kari]-TE [yoma-se-ta].
book-ACC borrow-TE read-CAUS-PAST
‘() made (somebody) borrow a book and read (it)," or '(I) borrowed a

book and made (somebody) read it.'

The causative marker can optionally affect the first, TE-marked predicate, but
somelinkage markers cannot have this option. It may be mentioned in this
connection that, while in core and clausal juncture causativization only
optionally affects linked predicates (partially through inference), in nuclear

juncture it obligatorilyaffects both predicates.

(106) Suspendability: Can the dependent clause stand by itself?
(a) [Mondai-ga wakara-naku]-TE [komat-ta].
question-NOM see-NEG-TEtroubled-PAST
‘() couldn't understand the question and was troubled.' or '(l) was

troubled because (I) couldn't understand the question.’

(b) [Mondai-ga wakara-naku]-TE...
question-NOM see-NEG-TE
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'‘Because (I) couldn't understand the question..." but can be uttered

even when the interlocutor does not ask why, so this example can also
be glossed, '(I) couldn't understand the question, (and you know

what).'

Assuming that the stronger the dependency, the less likely the clause is to
stand by itself, 'plus’ is given if the clauseis not suspendable and 'minus’ is
given if it is suspendable (so the value in table in (108) below represents 'anti-
suspendability’). In 2.7, 1 will briefly return to this topic when discussing

(potentially) comparable constructions in other languages.

(107) Relativization: Can both of the linked clausesmodify one and the same
noun?
(a) Taroo-wa [sono hon-o kari]-TE [yon-da].
Taroo-TOP that book-ACC borrow-TE read-PAST

"Taroo borrowed that book to read (it).'

(b) [[Sono hon-o kari]-TE [yon-da]] hito-wa i-masu-ka?
that book-ACC borrow-TE read-PAST person-TOP be-POL-Q

'Is there anybody who borrowed that book to read (it)?'

In addition, my test for reference tracking is different from Kuno's in that
neither of the linked clauseshas an overtly realized subjectNP (+ means SS,-
means DS, and £ means open reference). The result of analysis is sum-
marized in the following table (108),arranged according to the applicability of
syntactic operations to each marker. When two values are given, the first one

is the interpretation under SSand the second one is that under DS:38
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From this table, we can understand that the linking devices form a cline.

Interestingly, suspendability does not seemto correlate with the tightness of
linkage. For example, NARA(BA), which encodes relatively loose linkage,
does not seemto be suspendable, while TE, which encodestight linkage, can
occur as a suspended clause. We may thus assume that suspendability has
little to do, directly at least, with the structural aspectof clauselinkage.

Putting this issue aside, from the rest of the tests we can identify three
major groups. First, SI, GA, NARA(BA), KA RA, NODE, and NONI are chara-
cterized by full tense marking. As such, | consider them either coordination
or subordination. The next group consistsof TARA(BA), TO, BA, and TEMO,
which all share the property of tense suppression, and are thus identified as
cosubordination. Thesetwo linkage types are both clausal junctures, because
no argument sharing is required. Then comes the third group, including
NAGARA, V/LINK, TE,and TUTU, and NI. The dependency type is either
coordination or subordination. Alongside tense suppression, this category
has the property that the subject is maintained across clausesin most cases,
especially when it is omitted. Thus, at least canonically, this group is
considered as core juncture. Note that even though tense is suppressed in
this type of linkage, it is not cosubordination, because tense is a clausal
operator and in core juncture it is shared by definition. TOKI-linkage (and
nominal head linkage in general) is relatively weak, and is close to the first
group.

The canonical linkage types encoded by the above markers are given

below:

(109) SI: clausal coordination

GA: clausal coordination
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NARA(BA): clausal subordination

KARA: clausal subordination
NODE: clausal subordination
NONI: clausal subordination
TARA(BA): clausal cosubordination
TO: clausal cosubordination

BA: clausal cosubordination
TEMO: clausal cosubordination
NAGARA (SS):core coordination
VILINK (SS):core coordination
TE (SS):core coordination

TUTU: core coordination

NI: core subordination

(TOKI: clausal subordination)

Of the first group of markers, | identified Sl and GA as coordination, because,
in addition to the loose semantic connection expressedby them, they behave
differently with respect to the possibility of marking by the politeness
morpheme masu(cf. Minami 1974). When one speaksin a polite register, it
is very strange not to put masuin Sl- or GA-marked clause along with the
main clause. But in other linkage constructions, the effect of the masu
marking on the main clause extends to the dependent clause aswell, and it is
not necessaryto mark the dependent clause with masu(indeed, doing so is
sometimes even ungrammatical). Sincethis politeness morpheme expresses
the speaker'sattitude, it has to be marked independently when the juncture is

coordination, but when there is some sort of dependency, the politeness
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marking on the main clause alone may sufficiently express the speaker's

attitude.

Next, within the second group, the relevant differences seemto be all
semantic and/or pragm atic (e.g.the tailoring of the realis-irrealis continuum,
the encoding of viewpoint, etc.). Some of them are discussed in the above
survey, but | am unable to find any significant syntactic test for distinguishing
among the markers of this type.

Concerning the third group, the difference between NAGARA and
TUTU on the one hand and TE and V/LINK on the other may be that the
latter two are also used in grammaticized nuclear juncture, such as V-te-iru
(V-TE-stay, grammaticized into STAT). As to the linkage by NAGARA, the
subject is shared when the semantics of linkage is simultaneity. But when
the semantic relation is concessive,the linkage does not involve obligatory
argument sharing. TUTU, on the other hand, is invariably core juncture. NI-
linkage is peculiar in that, when causativized, both of the linked predicates
are obligatorily affected, hence the label subordination. Another point that
must be mentioned is that in contrastive or juxtapositional TE- and V/LINK-
linkages, where the linked clausescan have different subjects,the linkage can
be a clausal juncture, but it is difficult to determine the dependency type
(pointed out to me by Yoko Hasegawa, p.c.). It can be considered as cosub-
ordination because tense is suppressed, but the linked clauses can have
separatetime reference,and the linkage may indeed be coordination. Seethe

following example:

(110) Musuko-ga kinoo kaet-te-ki-te musume-mo asita kisee.suru.
son-NOM vyesterday return-TE-come-TE daughter-also tomorrow

come.home
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'(Our) son returned home yesterday, and (our) daughter is also coming

home tomorrow.'

V/LINK is also fine instead of V-TE. In this example, though there is no
tense marking on the dependent, TE-marked clause, the two events encoded
in the linked clauses have separae time references. If we remove the
expressionskinoo'yesterday' and asita'tomorrow’, the time referencesof the

linked events can still be separate?

(111) Musuko-ga kaet-te-ki-te musume-mo kisee.suru.
son-NOM return-TE-come-TE daughter-also come.home
'(Our) son is returning home, and (our) daughter is also coming
home,"' or '(Our) son returned home, and (our) daughter is also coming

home.'

Perhaps it is right to say that the time reference of the dependent clause is
identical to that of the main clause when there is no explicit temporal
expressions. In this sense,the interpretation of tensein TE- and V/LINK-
linkages at the clausal layer as determined by the main clause is a default
feature specification. To this extent, | consider TE and V/LINK as coordi-
nation, whether they link units at the core layer or at the clausal layer. If they
were cosubordination, there would be no room for variability of tense
interpretation.

The next task is to investigate the correlation between structural and
semantic integration. Put differently, the question is whether each marker's
susceptibility to syntactic processesreflects the tightness of semantic relation.

As | have pointed out, this is one of the most intriguing issues about clause



120
linkage. Let us look at the semantic relations encoded by the markers we are

considering. Below most typical semantic relations are given (hence con-
cessivereading for NAGARA and juxtapositional reading for TE and V/LINK
are not listed). Linkage types are shown by indentation (i.e. constructions that

belong to the samestructural type are aligned together).

(112) <--Looser Tighter -->
Sl: juxtapositional, contrastive, enumerative
GA: juxtapositional, antithetical
NARA(BA): conditional
KARA: reason
NODE: reason
NONI: concessive,adversative
TO: dispositional, temporal
TARA(BA): conditional, temporal
BA: conditional, temporal
TEMO: concessiveconditional, concessive
NAGARA (SS):simultaneous, manner
V/LINK (SS):sequential, manner, etc.
TE (SS):sequential, manner, etc.
TUTU: simultaneous, manner
NI: purpose

(TOKI: temporal setting)

This table suggeststhat there is a correlation between structural and semantic
integration, though not very strongly. Sl seemsto correspond to 'action-

action (unspecified)' or more precisely ‘event-event', which is at the lowest
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position in the hierarchy (68) preented in 1.3above. At the other extreme, the

tightness of NlI-linkage, which encodes purpose, also corresponds to the RRG
hierarchy. In between stand such relations as reason, conditional, and
temporal, marked by KARA, BA, TO, etc. The sequential meaning of V/LINK

and TE seemsto be a problem, but when these markers are used, the actions
are more closely tied to each other (cf. the availability of a 'manner’ reading).
Likewise, simultaneity encoded by NAGARA and TUTU is a close one. Of
course, as | remarked earlier, the semantic relations posited in the RRG
hierarchy are not exhaustive by any means (though, admittedly, exhaustive
listing of relations is not what is intended by Foley and Van Valin 1984).
Nevertheless, the form-meaning correlation in clause linkage is seento be
something real, when we consider the facts given in the foregoing discussion
seriously. At the present stage, the following hypothesis, given in 1.3, best

representsthe RRG position:

(113) If an instantiation of one construction is at a higher position in the
hierarchy of semantic relations than that of another, then the former

tends to exhibit a higher degree of structural integration than the latter.

| consider it a good strategy, for further explorations, to relativize and localize
the semantic hierarchy so we can concentrate on a set of markers that share
certain semantic properties. In this sens, the strategy adopted by KSnig and
van der Auwera (1988),focusing on concessivesand concessiveconditionals,
is to be highly appreciated. While they do not seemto be in favor of the
global correspondence between structural and semantic hierarchies, their
result supports the form-meaning correlation within a delimited domain of

semantic relations.
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In this chapter, syntax and semantics of major clause linkage markers
were examined. By taking up clause-linking particles that can be attached to
the verbal head and applying a set of syntactic tests to them, it was
demonstrated that there is covariance among the syntactic properties being
checked. It was also shown that if we arrange the linkage constructions
according to the structural tightness of linkage, the result also represents the
semantic tightness of linkage, though some markers are not restricted enough
in their meaning. Suspendability of dependent clauses, interestingly, does
not seem to reflect the tightness of linkage. The result of the analysis
generally supports our hypothesis that form and meaning do correlate in

terms of the tightness of linkage.
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Notes to 2.2

1. The OJFais avoicelesshbilabial fricative.

2.1n early OJ,kamuis frequently used instead of kami Assuming that
the extension from NP adposition to clause linkage marker is more likely
than the opposite, the simultaneous and concessivereadings of NAGARA

camefrom its adpositional use, which is to expresssome contingent property.

3. An alternative analysis of NlI-linkage is not to see NI as a linkage
marker but simply to see the predicate of the dependent clause as nomina-
lized (cf. English gerunds). Compare the following examples, where nomiin
the former is an inflected verb (which might becalled gerundive) and syokuzi

in the latter is a pure noun:

(N-1) Nomi-ni it-ta. (the citation form of nomiis nomu)
drink-NI go-PAST

‘(1) went out to drink.’

(N-2) Syokuzi-ni it-ta.
meal-DAT go-PAST

‘(1) went out for ameal.’

However, it must be noted that nomi is not completely nominalized, cf.
*nomi-wa/syokuzi-watu desu-kadrinking-TOP/meal-TOP when PRED-Q
'When will we drink/eat?' (though in casual speech some people, including
myself, say, nomi-gatarinai, drinking-NOM not.enough 'Drink more!" (lit.

'‘(Your) drinking is not enough’). Since nominalization represents an
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advanced stageof clause integration, | consider it reasonableto include NI in

our discussion, even if it could beanalyzed asDAT.

4. JamesMatisoff (p.c.) suggested that the emphatic or narrow-focus

particle kosacan only beused with KARA but not with NODE, asin (N-3):

(N-3) Kimi-ga i-ta-kara/*node koso sigoto-o oera-re-ta.
25g-NOM be-PAST-KARA/NODE PRTwork-ACC finish-MOD-PAST

'Precisely becauseyou have been (with me), | could finish the work.’

5.As remarked in 2.3below, TO cameto be used asa linkage marker for
sequentiality, partially replacing BA, in early Pre-ModJ. The composite forms
TOMO (TO plus MO, cf. TEMO) and TOTE (TO plus TE), both expressing weak
adversity, had been in use since OJ,but it is uncertain where the sequential
TO camefrom. The resultative TO and complementizer TO might be more

closely related to each other than to other usesof TO, asin the following:

(N-4) Yamato-wa senzyoo-no hana-to tit-ta.
Yamato-TOP battlefield-GEN blossom-TO scatter-PAST

'Yamato became scattered blossoms of the battlefield,' lit. 'To the

battlefield's blossoms, Yamato scattered.'

(N-5) Sensee-waTaroo-ni de-te-ike-to it-ta.
teacher-TOPTaroo-DAT move.out-TE-go-TO say-PAST

'The teachertold Taroo to getout.’
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In both of these examples, the semantics of the construction is V(matrix) to
the effectof NP/S(complement) However, there still is a considerable
distance between this pattern and the sequential TO, let alone the distance

between the comitative TO and the other uses.

6. 'Formal nouns' in traditional grammar do not form a unified cate-
gory. Thosethat can form linkage markers are only a part of this category.
There are nouns used to mark modality (e.g.hazu meaning high probability),
aspect (e.g. bakarj meaning perfective or immediate past), emphasis (e.qg.
dakemarking limit), and complementation (e.g.kotq 'fact; event’).

7. There is another test, namely the use of sore+Nframe, with which
one can check the non-lexicality of the markers for nominal head linkage.
Soreis also a deictic expression but is closer to it and can function as a
nominal constitute by itself. As such, formal nouns that can participate in the
sore+Nframe are more grammaticized than those that can participate in the
sono+N frame. All the markers taken up in the present survey are in
complementary distribution with respectto these tests, except hodo Seethe

following examples:

(N-6) Kono hodo ryuugaku-suru koto-ga kimari-masi-ta.
this HODO study.abroad-do thing-NOM decide-POL-PAST

'Now it has been decided that (I) study abroad.'

(N-7) Sorehodo it-temo wakara-nakat-ta no ka.

it HODO say-TEMO understand-NEG-PAST PRTQ
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'Didn't (s/he) understand even though (you) explained that much?"

Perhaps the use of HODO in the first example should be treated separately

from nominal head linkage proper.

8. Causativization and volition tests do not apply to linkage with
different subjects. For the former, it is almost impossible to code a situation
where someone causes two individuals to do separate things at the same
time. Likewise, with the latter, one volitional marker cannot code the mental
state of two individuals. For suspendability and tense suppression, they are
both properties of the dependent clause itself, so the SS/DS distinction does

not concern us.

9. When the main clause is in the past tense (which can express a

future event), however, the result is unambiguous.

(N-8) Musuko-ga kaet-te-ki-te musume-mo kisee.si-ta.
son-NOM return-TE-come-TE daughter-also come.home-PAST

'(Our) sonreturned home, and (our) daughter also came home.’

It appears to me that tense iconicity is playing some role here. When the
main clauseis in the pasttense,only past> pastreading is available asin (N-
8), but when the main clauseis in the present tense, either past> presentor
present> presents acceptable. Compare with the following example, which

is almost unaccaptable:

(N-9) ??Musuko-ga asita kaet-te-ki-te musume-mo kinoo kiseesi-ta.
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son-NOM tomorrow return-TE-come-TE daughter-also yesterday

come.home-PAST
'(Our) son is returning home tomorrow, and (our) daughter also came

home yesterday.'
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2.3. Core and clausal junctures (Il): 'Switch reference' in Old and Middle

Japanese

In Old and Middle JapanesgOJand MJ respectively), according to some
scholars, linkage markers had 'switch reference'functions (Akiba 1977; Fujii
1985). In the following, | will examine the nature of reference tracking in OJ
and MJ. In the previous chapter, we saw that the various morpho-syntactic
properties of clause linkage markers in Modern Japanesecorrelate with the
tightness of semantic relations that are encoded by these markers. In what
follows, | will take up TE and BA, and turn to the diachronic dimension of
form-meaning correlation in clause linkage. The assumption being made
here is that reference tracking, i.e. the expression and interpretation of
argument NP's across clauses, is one important reflex of the tightness of
clause linkage. Haiman (1985a: 120-127; also 1980, 1983b), for example,
discusses switch reference phenomena in Papuan languages and a few
unrelated others by referring to the notion of ‘conceptual distance', arguing
that the same/different distinction of the subject iconically reflects the
conceptual distance between the linked clauses. It is thus worthwhile
investigating the reference tracking function in OJand MJ and showing how
the changein the system can be motivated.

The reason for choosing TE and BA is twofold. First, they are among
the few markers which have been used throughout the history of Japanese.
Other such markers include NAGARA, TUTU, and V/LINK (along with
those originating from case markers, namely GA, NI, and [W]O).1 Second,
focusing on two apparently contrasting markers enablesa close examination
of structural and semantic aspectsof clause linkage, which is highly desirable

in order to promote our understanding of the diachrony of complex construc-
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tions. In sum, the problem | am going to deal with in this chapter is

formulated asthe following: What is the nature of reference tracking in Old
and Middle Japanese?What change occurred in the reference tracking func-
tion of linkage markers, and what are the motivations for this change?

The presentation is chronologically organized. First, | will give an
overview of 'switch reference'in OJ,with a partial re-examination of data
used by Akiba (1977,1978)and Fuijii (1985). Then, | will look at the exact
nature of apparent 'switch reference'functions, drawing upon evidence from
operator scope and discourse functions. Discussion of MJ centers around
changesthat took place with 'switch reference' once associated with TE and
BA. Appeals will be made to the proposed general tendencies of gramma-
ticization, that historical changesin clause linkage is from lower to higher
clauseintegration (cf. (79)-(81)in 1.3). Finally, brief remarks will be made on

the situation in the Pre-ModJ period.

Old Japanese

In OJand MJ (and Pre-ModJ too, for that matter), argument NPs are
often omitted, asin ModJ (cf. 2.1). Nevertheless, there is no overt morpho-
logical device such as person or gender marking for encoding the identity of
arguments in the language. As such, reference tracking in OJand MJ mostly
relied on inferences from the context. Yet at the same time, it is not a
groundless supposition that there was some auxiliary device which helped
identify the implicit argument. For example, in some OJnarrative texts such
as Geniji, the honorific system is so ramified that the person being referred to
can be unambiguously identified in many cases. That is, social deixis, in-

cluding non-referential expressions (e.g. caseframes of verbs), has the power
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to point to a unique individual in context. The same effect is seenin ModJ

too, though to alesserextent.2

What is more interesting, however, from the viewpoint of clause
linkage is the casein which properties of linkage themselves help to retrieve
the tracked referent. Thus Akiba (1977,1978),analyzing three OJ narrative
texts (Taketori Monogatarj Genji Monogatari and Tsutsumi Chunagon
Monogatar), claims that in OJ(8-11C),conjunctive markers such as TE and
BA used to have 'switch reference'functions, i.e. TE linked clauseswith the
samesubject (SS)and BA (along with NI and WO) linked those with different
subjects(DS). Seethe following examples,taken from TaketoriMonogatari(c.

90):

(114) TE-linkage (Taketori 18)
[ito kasikoku tabakari-te] [Naniha-ni misoka.ni mo-te-ide-nu]
very cunningly plan-TE Naniha-DAT secretly carry-TE-come-PERF
'‘(hej) planned very cunningly, and (he j) came carrying (it) to Naniha
secretly’ not *'(he;j) planned very cunningly, and (he j) came carrying (it)
to Naniha secretly'
[Situation: Prince Kuramoti (=he) had been requested to bring a
blossom from Hourai (the land of bliss), but he made up a fake blossom

(=it) and arrived at Naniha with it secretly]

(115) BA-linkage (Taketori4l)
[orosoka.naru.yau.ni ihi-kere-ba] [kokoro.no.mama.ni-mo e-seme-zu]
outright speak-EVID-BA arbitrarily-PRT PRE-force-NEG
'(she;) spoke outright, and (she;j) couldn't arbitrarily force (her i)' not

*'(shej) spoke outright, and (shej) couldn't arbitrarily force (her )’
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[Situation: Kaguyahime (=shej) was urged by her old mother (=shej) to

get married, but she (=shej) flatly refused it, so her mother (=shej

couldn't arbitrarily force her (=her;j) to]

Schematically, the difference between TE- and BA-linkages is represented as

follows:

(116) [(S) VI-TE, [(S) (O) V]

(117) [(S) VI-BA, [(§) (O) V]

Note that examples (114) and (115) share exactly the same syntactic pattern:
the first clausehas a subjectand averb, and the second clause has a subject, an
object and a verb. Also note that none of the argument NPs--that is, both
subjects and objects--areovertly realized in both examples (hencethey are in
brackets in the gloss)3. Consequently, the only formal difference between
(114) and (115)is TE and BA, which suggests that the identifi cation of the
subjectmay have exclusively depended on the choice of conjunctive markers
in OJ.

Below are examples of WO (ModJ O) and NI that illustrate linkages
that embody a DS function. They function as accusative and dative case

markers respectively when attached to NP's.

(118)WO-linkage (Taketori 14)
[okina-no inoti kehu asu to-mo sira-nu-wo] [kaku notamahu
old.man-GEN life today tomorrow PRT-PRTknow-NEG-WO thus say

kindati-ni-mo yoku omohi-sadame-te tukahu-mature]
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prince-DAT-PRT well consider-determine-TE serve-POL

‘as this old man does not know whether his life (ends) today or

tomorrow, (you must) consider carefully and serve (one of those)

princes who say so (=that they want you).'

(119)NI-linkage (Taketori20-21)

[ni san niti bakari mi-ariku-ni] [tenzin-no yosohohi si-taru

two three day about see-walk-NI nymph-GEN appearance do-PERF

on'na yama-no naka yori ide-ki-te ...]

woman mountain-GEN inside from show.up-come-TE

‘as (1) walked around seeing things (on the land) for a few days, a

woman who appeared like a nymph came out of the mountain, and ...’

will return to theseconstructions briefly in the next chapter, since they have

much in common with the relative clause construction with an '‘internal

head' and may better be treated together with other constructions that have a

nominal head.

The dominance of SSreading for TE and DS reading for BA in the

entire text of Taketoriis confirmed by the following figures, gathered from

Akiba (1978).

(120)
SS
DS

Total # of tokens

TE
506 (94.4%)
30 (5.6%)
536

BA
10 (8.3%)
110(91.7%)
120
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For NI and WO, it is not easyto give an exactfigure, becausethe identity of

the construction itself is fuzzy between adverbial or appositive linkage (cf.
(118)and (119))and relativization. But the DS function of NI and WO holds
in the great majority of cases. Consequently, Akiba rejects naive semantic
characterizations of conjunctive markers in OJ (e.g. condition, cause,
adversity, etc.) asin the traditional literature, and concludes, 'such semantic
properties are not inherent to these conjunctive particles,' and 'they are better
characterizable in terms of the switch-reference function' (1977:611). My own
calculation does not differ significantly from Akiba's. For TE, SS=93.3%and
DS=6.7%,and for BA, SS=10.2%and DS=89.8%. The difference may in part be
attributed to the existence of idiom-like expressions, which may not have
been treated equally.

For Geniji, Akiba's statistics are as follows, though she does not give

any figure for TE:

(121) TE BA
SS (not given) 12 (2.6%)
DS (not given) 448(97.4%)
Total # of tokens (not given) 460

Compare this with Fujii's counting, basedon the first 400 clauses of Geniji

(1985:186):

(122) TE BA
SS 44.(71.0%) 2 (5.7%)
DS 18 (29.0%) 33(94.3%)

Total # of tokens 62 35
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The figures Fujii gives for BA do not show a significant difference from
Akiba's. The problem, however, is with TE, for Akiba does not give any
statistics for TE in Genji, and Fujii's counting shows a weaker correlation
than what is seenin (120). This problem brings us to the question of what is
really monitored in TE- and BA-linkages in Japanese. Before going into the
analysis of their functions, | will give a working definition of 'subject' in
Japaneséswitch reference’constructions.

In the analysis of the linkage markers in ModJ, | mainly used sentences
with NP's whose grammatical relations can be uncontroversially identified.
That is, the subject of each example is a human agent that can be inter preted
as topical unless some extra assumption is made. This method, however,
does not work for the examination of classical texts. Instead, some coherent
and explicit conditions must be setup. | will define, following RRG, subject
(or more precisely pivot) as bearerof the highest-rankingmacrorolein a
clause. In Japanese,the macrorole hierarchy is Actor > Undergoer (> nil).
Thus when a clause has an Actor, it is the subject, and if it does not, the
Undergoer is encoded as subject (cf. Foley and Van Valin 1984:Ch. 3). For
example, in (114) and (115), both of the linked clauses have an Actor for
subject. In (118),the first clause has an Actor subject, while the second clause
is causative, with causer (rather than causee)asActor and henceassubject. In
(119), the subjectis an Actor in the first clause, but it is an Undergoer in the
second clause. These are relatively easy casesin which cross-theoretical
conflicts may not occur.

In discussing reference tracking, three additional, non-canonical cases
must be considered. First, in a clause with a mental predicate, the human

experiencer does not qualify as a subject, but the stimulus or theme is nor-
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mally the obligatory complement of the predicate. In ModJ, the former is

typically encoded with DAT ni, and the latter with  NOM ga. When such a
clauseis followed by a clause with a human agent, the problem arises as to
whether this type of linkage is SSor DS. In one sense,it is DS becausethe
NOM-marked NP can be considered as subject, but in another sense,it is SS
becausethe experiencer is potentially agentive and topical. Second,there are
casesin which the non-human subject of a clause is strongly associated with

some human individual, who becomesthe subject in the following clause.
This often happens with inalienable possession,for example one's appear-
ance, mental disposition, and social status, among others. One typical

example is given below:

(123) TE-linkage (Geniji. 17)
[ohon-mune nomi tuto hutagari-te] [tuyu madoroma-re-zu...]
PRE-heartonly PRTfilled-TE hardly sleep-MOD-NEG
'(His Majesty'sj) heart became filled (with sorrow), and (he j) could

hardly sleep’

Here, topic continuity is maintained in a broad sense,since clauseslinked in
this way are about the same person. Third, clausesthat do not have any
salient, individuated NP are also problemati c, becausein such cases(typically
expressing weather or other general circumstances), each clause may have its
own 'subject’, but it is neither Actor nor Undergoer. It may be noted in this
context that, generally speaking, the subjectis not firmly grammaticized in OJ
and MJ (especially in the former) compared with ModJ. In a number of cases,
there is nothing that is positively monitored even via pragmatic bridging.

What is expressedby theseclausesis at bestgeneral ‘ambience’. Thus a literal
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translation would have only 'it' as subject, which refers to something that

was only expressedsentencesagoin the text.

In the analysis that follows, | will adopt a highly constrained notion of
subject and consider all the above non-canonical casesas DS. In some way,
this is an attempt not to discount problematic cases.Remarks on the contents
of SSand DS categorieswill be given whenever needed.

Given these conditions, | consider 47 of the 62 occurrences of clause-
linking TE in Fujii's data to be genuine SS(=75.8%)and 2 to be genuine DS
(=3.2%). There are 13 problematic cases(=21.0%;besidestwo semi-idioms, one
involves mental state, three inalienable possession,and sevenambience). If |
add them to genuine DS, the SS/DS ratio becomes47/15 (=75.8/24.2%). This
result is fairly close to Fuijii's calculation, though DS will become more than
90% if the notion of subjectis relaxed to include topic continuity. For the first
350ccurrencesof BA, my counting was exactly the sameasFuijii's.

Below is my own analysis of Geniji, based on Book Two and Book

Three, which | refer to in the following discussion.

(124) Geniji
TE BA
SS 324(83.3%) 14 (7.8%)
DS 65 (16.7%) 166(92.2%)
Total # of tokens 389 180

Summing up, for BA, all sources of evidence ((120), (121), (122), and (124))
confirm that it is safely associatedwith DSin OJ. TE is also associatedwith SS
in more than 90% of casesin Taketori(120),but the correlation is alittle lower

in Genji (124). One factor that is responsible for this discrepancy betwen
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Taketori and Geniji is the extremely elaborate style of the former. As

remarked above, a considerable number of problematic DS instances of TE-
linkage are circumstantial expressions. Since Genjis style is far more
complex than that of the average OJtexts, there is much more background
information and elaborative narration. Consequently, circumstantial clauses,
with no salient NP's that bear no macrorole, occur more frequently in Genii.
In contrast, Taketorj and other texts to varying degrees, contain fewer
circumstantial expressions, so they may exemplify the central function of TE
in amore straightforward way.

Now if TE and BA in OJare really bestcharacterized in terms of 'switch
reference’ functions, as Akiba and Fujii claim, they will add further insight
into the typological characterization of switch referencesystems# As Haiman
and Munro (1983)discuss in their introduction, switch reference is typically
encoded by verbal affixes that are akin to agreement markers. It is then
necessaryto consider whether conjunctive particles such as TE and BA really
encodethe SS/DS distinction.

Let us take a closer look at the syntax and semantics of TE- and BA-
linkages. To give my conclusion first, TE, which induces a SSreading, and
BA, which induces a DS reading, are not specialized for switch reference, and
the differences between them arise from the overall properties of linkage.
That is, TE is amarker of corejuncture and BA is that of clausaljuncture (cf.
also Ohori 1989,1990). As we will see,the crucial notions are layers of linkage
and discourse functions, and reference tracking ought to be seen as one of
their reflexes. The logic of my argument is this: TE and BA differ in various
respectsthat are logically independent of reference tracking, which cannot be
explained if we assume that switch-reference is the defining property of TE

and BA. Consequently, the differences between TE- and BA-constructions,



138
including switch reference, should be seen as manifestations of a more

essential difference. Below, | will first turn to the grammatical basis of
reference tracking, focusing on the scope of modal auxiliaries. Afterwards, |
will discussthe discourse functions of TE and BA.

As we have seenearlier in 1.1, one imp ortant prediction of the RRG
typology of clause linkage is that each operator is associated with a specific
layer of the clause, based on its semantic properties. Thus in the clause-
linkage construction, whether a given operator modifies both clausesor only
one of them is determined by the layer of linkage. This is precisely the casein

0J. See(125),reproduced from 1.1:

(125) Nucleus

Aspect
Directionals

Core
Modality (=deontic modality)
Internal negation

Clause
Status (=epistemic modality & external negation)
Tense
Evidentials

lllocutionary force

Below | will compare deontic and epistemic modalities in OJ clause linkage
(cf. Quinn 1990,who gives a survey of affix ordering in OJ).
First, consider the following examplesin which the epistemic modals

(='status') meriand besioccur in TE- and BA-linkages:



(126)

(127)
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TE-linkage (Taketori 32)

[utate.aru nusi-no mi-moto-ni tukau-maturi-te] [suzuro.naru sini-wo
su-beka-meru kana]

hopeless master-GEN PRE-place-DAT serve-POL-TE unexpected death-
ACC do-MOD-MOD PRT

‘() would serve a hopeless master and (I) would have to die an

unexpected death’

BA-linkage (Taketori 32)

[saihahi.ni kami-no tasuke ara-ba] [minami-no umi-ni huka-re-ohasi-
nu-besi]

by.luck god-GEN help be-BA south-GEN sea-DAT blow-PASS-POL-
PERF-MOD

'(if) by luck there is God's help, then (you) would be blown to the south

sea

From these examples, it can be seen that in TE-linkage, both clauses are

within the scopeof the clausal operator, but this does not hold in BA-linkage.

Note that in (126),the scopeof the modal auxiliary meru (citation form meri)

extends to both clauses. That is, the speaker supposes it is probable that he is

bound to die with a hopeless master (thus a more idiomatic translation

would be:'l would die an unexpected death by serving a hopeless master’).

Compare this with (127), with the auxiliary besi Here, what the speaker

supposes to be highly probable is only the second clause, i.e. that the hearer

(and the speaker too, for that matter) will be blown to the south sea. The
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scope of the epistemic besiis limited to the second event, whose high

probability is only relative to the realization of the first event.>
The following schematic representations may clarify the scope of meri
and besi Both of them are here glossed ‘would’ (more precisely, besimarks

higher certainty):

(128) WOULDI[l serve...]-TE,[l die ...]|
=>"it would bethe casethat (I) serve a hopeless master and (I) have to

die an unexpected death’

(129) [there is God's help ...]-BA, WOU LDJ[you'll beblown ...]
=>'(if) by luck there is God's help, then it would be the casethat (you)

are blown to the south sea'

The implication of this factis clear: TE and BA have different properties with
respectto operator scope,which cannot directly derive from their function of
reference tracking. Assuming that (125)is correct, such a difference between
TE and BA with respect to clausal operators makes most sense when we
consider that TE encodesthe linkage at the core level and BA at the clause
level. According to (125),if two clause linkage constructions, in the present
caseTE and BA, exhibit a difference in the relative scope of operators, then
these constructions represent linkage at different layers.

Below, some more illustrations are given, with modal auxiliaries besi
(realized asbek) and mu (realized as n in (133)). As remarked earlier, besiis
lexically ambiguous, but here too its interpretation is epistemic. Likewise, mu

is also ambiguous in isolation between volition and supposition, but in the
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following examples, the subject is indefinite third person, so the normal

reading is epistemic.

(130)

(131)

(132)

(133)

TE-linkage (Taketori 29)
[ika.ni omohi-te ka] [nandi.ra kataki mono-to mausu-beki]
how think-TE PRT you(pl) difficult thing-COMP say-MOD

'‘what thought should you have and say (it's) difficult?’

TE-linkage (Genji:41)

[kakaru sukigoto-wo sue.no yo-ni-mo kiki-tutahe-te] [karobitaru na-wo
ya nagasa-mul]

such love.affair-ACC late time-DAT-ALSO hear-POL-TE flamboyant
reputation-ACC PRT speak.of-MOD

‘(people) of future generations will hear of such love affairs, and (they)

will speak of (Genji as) flamboyant'

BA-linkage (Taketori 13)

[adagokoro tuki-na-ba] [noti kuyasiki koto-mo aru-beki-o-to omohu
bakari nari]

flirtation go.out-NEG-BA later feel.sorry thing-PRT be-MOD-PRT-
COMP think PRT PRED

‘() think if (my husband's) flirtatious feeling does not go out, (I) would

regret my marriage'

BA-linkage (Geniji. 56)

[utoki hito-ni mi-e-ba] [omotebuse-ni ya omoha-re-n]
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unacquainted person-DAT see-PASS-BA dishonor-PRT PRT think-

SPON-MOD
'if (I) should be seen by an unacquainted person, then (s/he) would

think of (me) as (my husband's) dishonor

In (130), beki expresses the speaker's rhetorical question, and as such, it
expresses the speaker's evaluation. Example (131) is part of an inner
monologue of Geniji, soit can betranslated as 'l supposehat people of future
generations will hear of my love affairs, and will speak of me as flamboyant'.
The use of modals in BA-linkage is likewise uncontroversial. In (132),
though the gloss goes ‘() would regret’, the original construction is imper-
sonal, whose literal translation is 'there would be regrettable things'. Thus
the epistemic reading of bekiis unproblematic. The last example is a little
problematic becausethe subject of the clausesis not easy to identify. The
morpheme ein the first clause is here analyzed as PASS(ive) and re in the
second clause as SPON(taneous), but they share a semantic feature of
uncontrollability. With its position external to such markers, n in (133) must
be analyzed as epistemic, encoding the speaker's supposition, rather than the
volition of somebody who is the grammatical subject. All these examples
suggestthat TE encodescore juncture and BA clausal juncture.

This granted, | argue that the SSreading with TE-linkage is a function
of its linkage type. In OJ,TE-linkage is typically core juncture, with obligatory
sharing of the subject and the SSreading is not a property of the linkage
marker itself. BA is alinkage marker at the clausal layer, soit is indifferent to
the maintaining of the subject (I will turn to this point later). Speaking in
terms of the tightness of clause linkage, TE links clauses more tightly than

BA, and the differen cein operator scopeis a result of the difference in clause
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integration. In TE-linkage, two eventsare linked closely enough that they are

located in one and the samemental state (i.e. epistemic stance) of the speaker;
both clausestogether form asingle, unitary image, becauseof the tightness of
the structural aswell as semantic integration between clauses. On the other
hand, in BA-linkage, the clause integration is not as strong asin TE-linkage,
so the linked clauses can assume separate mental states. This is natural in
view of the fact that epistemic modals modify, or encode the speaker's
attitude towards, a whole event (=state of affairs). | consider BA-linkage to
embody less tight integration, hence two clauses are seento be events with
separate epistemic status. The following schemesrepresent the structures of

TE- and BA-constructions (the scopeof modals is indicated by italics):

(134) TE-linkage (core juncture)
Cl [[Co] + [Co]] <=besjmu, etc.

(135) BA-linkage (clausaljuncture)
Cl [Co] + CI [Co]<=besjmu, etc.

With TE, there are occasionally casesthat may be seenasnuclear juncture (see
below), but that does not affect the point being made here.

As far as | can see, there is no clear counterexample to the proposed
analysis. What may look problematic at first glance is not quite so. Seethe

following example of TE-linkage:

(136) TE-linkage (Taketori 18)
[kore-o Kaguyahime kiki-te] [ware-ha miko-ni make-nu-besi-to, mune

uti.tubure-te omohi-keri]
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this-ACC Kaguyahime hear-TE 1sg-TOP prince-DAT lose-PERF-MOD-

COMP heart break-TE think-EVID
'‘Kaguyahime heard this, and (she) thought she would lose against the

prince, her heart breaking'

Here, besionly modifies the clause ware-hamiko-ni make-nu But the fact is
that it is not dir ectly connected to the preceding clause, and it is actually a
complement clause of omohi-keri 'thought' (notice to, glossed COMP).
Structurally, what TE links are kiki- and omohi-keri The clause occurring in
between is subordinate to the latter predicate, and the scope of the operator is
not problematic.

Next, evidence from the scope of deontic, or root, modality neatly fits
into the picture. As (125) shows, it is an operator at the core layer. Thus
deontic modality (e.g. the speaker's ability or volition) modifies--at least
canonically--only the second clause in TE-linkage, unlike the epistemic

modality. Examples of TE-linkage are given below, with the auxiliary mu:

(137) TE-linkage (Taketori 20)
[oni-no.yau-naru mono ide-ki-te] [korosa-mu-to si-ki]
devil-like-PRED thing appear-come-TEkil-MOD-COMP do-EVID

'‘amonster like adevil cameup, and (it) meant to kill (me)'

In (137),though the subjectis the third person, the phrase mu-to-simakes up
a volitional construction, so mu here does not express supposition. Given
that deontic modality expressesthe ability or volition of the participant in an
event, not of the speaker, it is expected that the scope of mu is limited to the

second clause. That is to say, the scope of deontic modality is the activity
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relative to an actor who, in the present case,wishes to perform it, and does

not have to extend to both clauses. In passing, note that the outermost
operator, ki, which is glossed 'evidential' which signals that the event
belongs to the witnessed past, embracesboth clauses,as predicted in (125). As
aresult, the reading, 'a monster like a devil meant to come up and kill (me)’
is unacceptable.

In BA-linkage too, the scope of deontic modals only covers the second
clause,which is natural given that BA is alinkage marker at the clausal layer.

Seethe following exampleswith volitional muand nan:

(138) BA-linkage (Taketori25)
[mosi tendiku-ni tamasaka.ni mote watari-na-ba] [tyauzya-no atari-ni
toburahi motome-mu ni]
if India-DAT by.chance bring come-PERF-BA rich.people-PRT around-
DAT visit ask-MOD PRT
'if by any chance (it) is brought to India, (1) will visit rich people and ask

for it'

(139) BA-linkage (Geniji. 99)
[anata-ni kaheri-haberi-na-ba] [tabakari-haberi-nan]
over.there-DAT retur n-POL-PERF-BAcheat-POL-MOD

'when (she)goesaway, (I) will cheat(them)’

In both of theseexamples, muin (138)and nan (analyzable as na as PERF and
n asMOD) in (139)modify predicates whose subjectis first person, so they are

properly seenasdeontic modals. As can beunderstood from the glosses,both
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auxiliaries modify the participant's attitude. Schematically, this fact is cap-

tured asfollows:

(140) TE-linkage (core juncture)
Cl [[Co] + [Cd] <=mu(-to-si), etc.

(141) BA-linkage (clausaljuncture)

Cl [Co] + CI [Co]<=mu, nan, etc.

One might argue, however, that clauseslinked by BA have different
subjects, and that therefore it is logically impossible that the same deontic
modality, for example, volition, can cover both clauses. But this argument

does not hold, given the following example:

(142) BA-linkage (Taketori32)
[kami nara-ne-ba] [nani waza-wo tukau-matura-mu]
god PRED-NEG-BA what skill-ACC perform-POL-MOD

'since (I) am not god, what can (I) do (for you)?'

This is an exception to the DS reading associated with BA-linkage. Notice
that in (142), the underlying subject is retained. A more literal translation
would be'l am not god, and what skill | can exercise for your sake | know

not'. Here, eventhough the linked clausesshare the first person subject, the
modal mu modifies only the second clause. Thus it can be argued that the
fact that deontic modals can modify only the second clause in BA-linkage is a
constructionally embodied feature, rather than something that can be

accounted for solely from the DS function of linkage.
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The following schemas, abstracted from the foregoing examples,

summarize what we have examined so far.

(143) TE-linkage:
[clause]-TE,DEONTIC [clause]
EPISTEMIC [[clause]-TE, [clause]]

(144) BA-linkag e:
[clause]-BA, DEONTIC [clause]
[clause]-BA, EPISTEMIC [clause]

Alternate possibilities are given below, though they are lesscommon:

(145) TE-linkage:
DEONTIC [[clause]-TE, [clause]]

(146) BA-linkage: (very rare)
EPISTEMIC [[clause]-BA, [clause]]

There are examples of TE-linkage that do not accord with the schema (143),
but follow the pattern in (145). That is, the deontic modal modifies both of

the linked clauses. The following is such an example:

(147) TE-linkage (Taketori22)
[kore-wo tamahi-te] [keko-ni tamaha-se-mu]
this-ACC receive-TEdisciples-DAT receive-CAUS-MOD

‘() will receiveit and give it to my disciples'
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This example is core juncture, but illustrates an advanced clause integration.
Note that in (147), in addition to subject-shaing, the object, namely ‘it (in
this context money), is also shared by both clauses. In this sense,(147)is a core
juncture that is close to nuclear juncture, because all the macroroles are
shared but the obligue NP keko-niis not. Example (148)illus trates a similar

kind of core juncture:

(148) TE-linkage (Taketori 28)
[nao kore-wo yaki-te] [kokoromi-n]
still this-ACC burn-TE try-MOD

'still, (I) would like to burn it and examine it'

Here too, yaki-te kokoromiburn and examine' are within the scope of the
voli tional auxiliary n. Note that all the arguments are shared in this example
(cf. 2.5for the grammaticization of nuclear junctures).

By now it should be evident that the concomitant properties of TE and
BA arise precisely from the typology of clause linkage in terms of the degree
of structural and semantic integration. The 'switch-reference' function
derives from this essential property of clause linkage. Put simply, what
appear to be switch-reference markers in Old Japanese are not switch-
reference markersper se, but they are clause-linking particles which have
switch-reference functionsas one of their concomitant properties. Evidence
from operator scopeclearly suggeststhat TE encodesa much higher degree of
integration between clausesthan BA does, and to fail to recognize this point is
to miss an important generalization. To repeat, the retention or the sharing

of the subject in TE-linkage is a property of the construction itself, because
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core juncture is defined in terms of argument sharing. In BA-linkage, the

clauses are less tightly linked, with no structural constraint on reference
tracking, and the marker is thus associatedwith the DS function.

Having examined the grammatical basis of reference tracking, the
remaining problem is why BA-linkage ever has a strong tendency for subject
switching. That BA-linkage is an instance of clausal juncture provides only a
partial accountfor its DS function. Now further examination of the discourse
basis of clause linkage is in order. In the above discussion, it was remarked
that the DS function of BA reflects a weaker clause integration, and | will
focus on this point in the following. In this connection, Haiman's (1983b,
1987)discussion of the origin of switch reference morphology seemsrelevant.
He speculates that DS markers in certain Papuan languages may have
developed from overt conjunctive morphemes (as opposed to a zero mor-
pheme, which he claims has developed into a SS marker). DS markers,
under this assumption, are icons of 'separatenessbetween the linked clauses.
Certainly the analogy is only partial, since what is associated with the SS
function is TE, which is by no meansazero morpheme. But the idea that the
DS marker has some sort of 'separateness'as one of its discourse-level
correlates is worth pursuing to understand apparent 'switch reference’
functions associatedwith TE and BA.

To give a nutshell characterization at this point, TE combines ideas
into one unitary event, while BA marks a certain kind of detachment. That
is, in BA-linkage, two clauses constitute separate events with separate par-
ticipants realized as subjects. One most basic discourse function of BA is, as
expected, to encode a linear sequenceof events. This feature is shared by TE
aswell, but outside this basic function, noticeable differences arise. Examples

(149)-(152)illustrate the sequential function of TE and BA:
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(149) TE-linkage (Taketori31)
[kokoro.motona-gari-te] [ito sinobi-te] [tada toneri hutari mesi.tugi-to-
si-te] [yature-tamabhi-te] [Naniha-no hen-ni ohasi-masi-te] [tohi-
tamahu...
anxious-feel-TE, quite go.secretly-TE, only men two retinue-PRT-make-
TE, disguise-POL-TE, Naniha-PRT region-DAT go-POL-TE, ask-POL
'(he) felt anxious-TE, (he) went out secretly-TE, (he) had a retinue of
two men-TE, (he) disguised (himself)-TE, (he) came to Naniha-TE, and
(he) asked...'

(150) TE-linkage (Geniji. 56)
sonokami, omohi-haberi-si yau, ['..."-to omohi-te] ['..."-nado-mo
omohi-te] ['..."-to omohi-tamahe-te] [kotosara.ni nasake.naku turenaki
sama-wo mise-te] ...
at.that.time think-POL-EVID way, '...'-COMP think-TE, '..."-PRT-also
think-TE, "...'-COMP think-POL-TE, particularly relentlessly cold look-
ACC show-TE
‘at that time, (1) thought like this: (1) thought O...O-TE, (I) also thought
0...O0-TE, (I) thought O...O-TE, () behaved particularly cold (to her)-TE, ...

(151) BA-linkage (Taketori46)
[kore-wo mi-te] ['...-to ihe-ba] ['...-to ihe-ba] [okina '..."-to ihe-ba] ['..."-
to.te naho tuki izure-ba] [ide-wi-tutu nageki-omohe-ri]
this-ACC see-TE, "..."-COMP say-BA, '...'-COMP say-BA, old.man "..."-
COMP say-BA, '...'-COMP+TE still moon show.up-BA, come.out-stay-
TUTU lament-think-PERF



151
'(hej) saw this-TE, (hg) said "..."-BA, (shg) said "..."-BA, the old manj

said "..."-BA, (shg) said "..." and now the moon showed up-BA, (she)

came out and lamented'

(152) BA-linkage (Geniji. 79)
[mi-tamahe-ba] [karabitu-datu mono-domo-wo oki-tare-ba]
[midari.gahasiki naka-wo wake.iri-tamahi-te] [kehahi.si-turu tokoro-ni
iri-tamahe-re-ba] [tada hitori ito sasayaka.ni.te husi-tari]
see-POL-BA, Chinese.chest-like thing-pl-ACC put-PERF-BA, messy
inside-ACC go.through-POL-TE, sound-PERF place-DAT go-POL-PERF-
BA, just alone quite small sleep-PERF
'(hej) saw (inside)-BA, (theyj) had put Chinese chests-BA, (hg) went
through the messy chamber-TE, (hq) went to the place where there

was a sound-BA, (she&), who was small, was sleeping just by (herselfi)'

In all of these examples, both TE and BA are used to encode plain sequen-
tiality in most of the cases. The only difference that can be seenon the surface
is reference tracking. Example (150) may not represent a pure temporal
sequenceof actions, but its sequential movement of thought is clear enough.
The two examplesof BA are both pure sequencesof action, except the second
clauseof (152). But if we assumethat the whole sequenceis narrated from the
viewpoint of the protagonist (='hej'), the clause karabitu-datumono-domo-
wo oki-tare-ba'(theyj) had put Chinese chests-BA' can have a sequential
interpretation relative to the protagonist's experience.

From this plain sequentiality, TE and BA diverge in different
directions, conditioned by their clause integration. To start with TE, it can be

de-sequentialized to the effect of encoding simultaneity or manner Events
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combined with TE are within one and the same frame and are felt to be very

close to each other, and consequently, the TE-marked clause can be inter-
preted as (either partially or totally) overlapping, or reduced to the manner
that is semantically subsidiary to the main activity. The following illustrates
TE-linkage that expressessimultaneous activities and may perhaps best be

interpreted asmanner:

(153) TE-linkage (Taketori 20)
[tada munasiki kaze-ni makase-te][ariku]
only aimlesswind-DAT yield-TE wander

‘(1) could but wander (on the sea)yielding to the aimlesswind'

TE-linkage is thus highly cohesive, and there is either one participant
(typically human agent) or none at all. In this context, what Chafe saysabout
‘comma intonation' in spoken English is illuminating: 'The speaker is
progressing from one idea to the next, but is at the same time circling around
a central concept,’ hence '[tthe comma intonation signals movement to
another idea, but the absenceof a connective shows that this idea remains
within the samelarger image and does not move significantly forward' (1988:
10). In a similar manner, clauseslinked by TE form a unitary image with a
coherent epistemic status.

In contrast, the discourse function of BA is characterized by the lack of
this clause integration, which is at the basis of its DS function. Both
structurally and functionally, the first part of BA-linkage is detached from the
second part. At the clausal layer, this feature gives rise to the detachment of
experience,and consequently the participant that is in control of the situation

is different between the clauses linked by BA, hence the switching of the
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subject. The DS function of BA-linkage may be augmented by its functional

dissimilation from TE-linkage in the system, but discourse-level properties
are more central. Put differently, BA marks clausaltopics which can be
glossed 'given that/now that'. The de-sequentialized uses of BA tend to
realize such semantic relations as reasondisposition and condition(this last
relation is limited to BA affixed to the irrealis ending of verbals). Such
readings derive from the essentialdiscourse function of BA (cf. Haiman 1978;
Ohori 1988). Conceptually, the function of BA is to initiate the anchoring of
some state of affairs in the speaker'smind. Suppose an expression requires a
set of background assumptions for it to be understood with minimal effort
and maximal contribution to communication. The clause marked by BA
provides background assumptions which delimit the universe of discourse
within which the relevance of the following clause is assured. Thus BA-
linkage, when desequentialized, typically realizes reason and condition
(including counterfactuals). Interestingly, exceptional, SS instances of BA-
linkage tend to have these motivated semantic relations, which is
understandable in view of the fact that reference tracking is a function of
clause integration (cf. discussion of MJ data below). Also, the feature of
detachment BA realizes is consonant with the fact that the events linked by
BA can assume separate epistemic statuses, for detached events belong to
different domains of experience, with independent judgments about the
necessity/probability of the events.

Further, the primacy of the detachment of events is confirmed by the
fact that even in exceptional, i.e. subject-retaining, casesof BA-linkage, the
semantic role of the subject is not retained across clauses, thus lacking
continuity of action. In (142),for example, the first clause has an Undergoer

subject and the second clause has an Actor subject. Since continuity of
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macrorole is an important aspect of clause integration, its absenceindicates

that the BA-marked clause is still detached in the subject-retaining
construction. Two more examples of BA-linkage with a SSreading are given

below from Taketori

(154) BA-linkage (Taketoril?2)
[ono-ga nasa-nu ko nare-ba] [kokoro-ni-mo sitagaha-zu nan aru]
self-PRT make-NEG child PRED-BA will-PRT-PRT obey-NEG PRT
PRED

'since (shg) is not our child, (shej) does not listen to (us)'

(155) BA-linkage (Taketori?21)
[kono eda-wo ori-te sika-ba][sarani kokoromoto.naku-te...]
this blossom-ACC break-TE-EVID-BA more feel.restless-TE

'since (l) broke this blossom, (1) felt even more restless,and...'

In (154),the zero-realized coreferential subject is Undergoer in the first clause
and Actor in the second. In (155),the first clause has an Actor subject and the
second has an Undergoer subject. In Taketoriand Genjj, this is by far the
dominant pattern. Of all the instancesof subject-retaining BA-linkage, 10 out
of 13in Taketori and 11out of 14in Geniji lack action continuity (in the sense
that the linked clausesare not controlled by the same individual). & In this
way, even when the subjectis maintained in BA-linkage, action continuity is
not usually maintained, reflecting the basicdiscourse function of BA.

To summarize, the switch reference functions of TE and BA in OJ
should better be understood in terms of the tightness of linkage, from which

various syntactic and semantic properties derive.  Japanese does not
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grammaticize switch reference, but it has an analog of it, and here we find a

clear caseof the form-meaning correlation in clausal linkage in the sensethat
the retention/switching of the subject is conditioned by the tightness of

linkage.

Middle Japanese

In Middle Japanese(MJ: 12-16C),there are several noticeable changes
with the functions of TE and BA. One important change is that the 'switch
reference’ functions associated with them started to be blurred due to a

changethat occurred in BA. That is, while the SSfunction of TE was mostly

retained, the DS function of BA became unstable.

illustrate this point. Heikerepresents MJ (13C)and Otogi represents late MJ

(15-16C).
(156) Heike
TE BA
SS 384(91.9%) 28(17.9%)
DS 34 (8.1%) 128(82.1%)
Total # of tokens 418 156
(157) Otogi
TE BA
SS 305(90.2%) 53 (31.4%)
DS 33(9.8%) 116(68.6%)
Total # of tokens 338 169

The following
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Notice that the rate of subject switching declines gradually in BA-linkage

(recall that DS was 89.8% in Taketoriand 92.2% in Genji in my count, and
Akiba's and Fuijii's counts indicated even higher rates). Although the
preferred reading is still DS, the fact that the same vs. different ratio is
roughly 1:3in the examined late MJ texts indicates that BA became, at least in
part, functionally defective as a device for reference tracking. In fact, the
SS/DS ratio differs from text to text, but in most cases,the percentage of SSis
well beyond 20% in most cases.

In TE-linkage, on the other hand, the subjectis retained in more than
90% of the casesin both Heikeand Otogi. There are many instances of
nuclear juncture, where all the arguments are shared and the linked units
form aunitary image(cf. (148) above). Further, a number of 'versatile verbs'
(Matisoff 1969),i.e. verbs used as semi-auxiliaries when occurring with the
main verb, became grammaticized in MJ. Indeed, this is arecurrent pattern of
change in Japanesegrammar and is not limited to MJ. Already in OJ, for
example, verbs like haberi'stay (in anticipation of serving)' was used as a
politeness expressionin the V-TE-habericonstruction, along with the pattern
V/LINK-haberi. In MJ, there are more examples of versatile verbs, such as mi
'see'which can mean 'try to' in the TE-construction (cf. 2.5). The remaining
portion of this section will be devoted to the decline of switch reference
function in BA-linkage.

Let us start by formulating the issues involved. In the above
discussion, we have seenthat BA-linkage is a clausal juncture and its DS
function comesfrom the pragmatic detachment of the linkage. What then
are the motivations for the weakening of DS function once associated with
BA in OJ? Concerning the rise of switch reference, some speculations have

been made (e.g.Haiman 1983b;Giv—n1990),but | find it equally intriguing to



157
look into its diachronic decline. Sincereference tracking is considered to be

one reflex of the tightness of linkage, the weakening of DS function should be
examined from the viewpoint of how the semantics/pragmatics of linkage
changed with BA in MJ. My discussion is built on the following hypothesis

about the historical aspectof clauselinkage, formulated earlier in (79):

(158) One basic diachronic tendency about the grammaticization of clause
linkage is from lessto more tightly integrated linkage, both structurally

and semantically.

To start, as far as the layer of linkage is concerned, there seemsto be no
positive evidence that BA ever cameto encode the linkage on such layers as
core or nucleus in MJ.” BA-linkage seems to have remained a clausal
juncture. In terms of structural dependency too, BA is still coordination,
unlike in ModJ where there is operator dependency. The problem, then, is
semantics. BA-linkage in MJ, while remaining a clausal juncture, may be
seen as moving toward a higher degree of semantic integration, the con-
sequenceof which includes the increaseof SSinstances.

The canonical function of BA in MJ, asin OJ,was to encode temporal
sequence,or more precisely a sequenceof two temporally arranged events.

Let us first look at the examplesthat illustrate this function.

(159) MJ (Heike: 304)
[hattato niramahe-te.ohasi-kere-ba] [tada kie.ni-kie.use-nu]
intensely stare.at-POL-EVID-BA EMPH disappear-PERF

'(he) intensely stared at (it), and then (it) suddenly disappeared'
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(160) late MJ (Otogi: 192)

[isogi sandai.tukamaturi-kere-ba] [mikado eiran.masimasi-te '..."-to-no
senzi nari]

in.a.hurry visit-EVID-BA emperor see-TE "...'-COMP-PRT words PRED
‘(he) visited the Palace in a hurry, and then the Emperor saw (him) and

said O...0'

All these examples have in common the characteristic that two events are
juxtaposed without any positive implication of causality or conditionality (cf.
examples of chaining in (149)-(152)). The primary function of BA in (159)and
(160)is to indicate that the two events happened to take place in that order
and that the first events provide some background for the second events. In
which way one event is relevant to another is left open, or is supplied from
the linear order of clauses. Thus the clauses linked by BA evoke distinct
images which assume separate perspectives, and they naturally tend to have
different subjects.

In contrast, the following examples both illustrate a subject-retaining

BA-linkage in MJ.

(161) MJ (Heike: 333)
[kayauno seibyau-domo-ga i-sahurahe-ba] [yorohi-no ni-san-ryau-ha i-
tohosi-sahurahu]
such warrior-pl-NOM shoot-POL-BA armor-PRT 2-3-CLF-TOP shoot-
pierce-POL
'‘whenever such warriors j shoot, (they;) pierce two or three pieces of

armor'
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(162) late MJ (Otogi: 195)

[kono san-nin-no okina-koso tuma.ko-wo tora-re-te.sahurahe-ba]

this 3-CLF-PRT old.men-PRT wife & child-ACC take-PASS-POL-BA
[zehi sendati-wo mausu-besi]

eagerly guide-ACC offer-MOD

'since we three old men had our wives and children taken away (by the

monster), (we) will eagerly guide (you)'

Note that in (161),the relation between the two eventsis more than temporal
sequentiality, because it expressesdisposition, and in (162), a reason inter-
pretation is given, in addition to temporal sequentiality (which is less directly
felt in this case)8

From these examples, it may be understood that the major difference
between the DS and SScasesof BA-linkage lies in the difference in semantic
and pragmatic integration. In (158),1 hypothesized that one general tendency
in the diachrony of clause linkage is the development from weaker to
stronger clause integration. What is relevant here is the strengthening of
dependency on the semantic side, given the discourse basisof the DS function
of BA. Earlier it was argued that the subject-switching feature of BA-linkage
comes from the detachment of the BA-marked clause. In this respect, the
changetoward higher dependency in MJ means that the interpretation of the
linked clauses came to require greater consideration of their mutual
relevance. The relative cohesion between the clauseslinked by BA became
stronger, and subject retention became more frequent as one of its con-
sequences. In the present case,the BA-marked clause became semantically
more motivatedthan before, and consequently the SSreading was induced

more frequently.
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At this point, it makes very good senseto appeal to what Traugott

(1988,1989)calls pragmaticstrengtheningas a crucial mechanism of language
change. According to her view, language change, especially changes in
lexicon and grammar, may be motivated by the general disposition of the
speaker-hearerto render an utterance maximally relevant by active pragmatic
inferences, and by the subsequentconventionalization of such inferences into
the linguistic system. This processis captured by the dictum ‘from less to
more situated' (N.B. contextualized) (Traugott 1989). In the diachronic
process of pragmatic strengthening, 'the later meanings presuppose a world
not only of objects and statesof affairs, but of values and of linguistic relations
that cannot exist without language' (1989: 35). In the present context, the
enhancement of 'situatedness' may be interpreted as the advancement of
clauseintegration and the weakening of detachment as the primary discourse
function of BA-linkage. In my terms, this tendency toward higher semantic

integration is summarized in the following way, reproduced from 1.3:

(163) Less motivated (weaker control, relevance, etc.) > More motivated

(stronger control, relevance,etc.)

From this point of view, the clauseslinked by BA, precisely by virtue of
being put together in the discourse context, may invite various sorts of
pragmatic inferences. For example, the speaker-hearer tends to assume that
the two events do not merely happen to be next to each other, but there is
some reason for them to be juxtaposed. Thus in the sequence'X happened,
and then Y happened’, the antecedentevent X is often taken to bethe cause or
some sort of precondition for the following event Y (cf. Grice 1975; Sweetser

1990). Here the speaker-hearer'sevaluation of the state of affairs and its place
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in his/ her belief system becomespart of the semantics of linkage. In subject-

retaining BA-linkage, the antecedent clause puts greater constraints on the
universe of discourse within which the consequent clause becomesrelevant
than it doesin DS instancesof BA-linkage. The BA-marked clause, when the
subjectis retained, is more closely related to the following clausein the sense
that the former provides indispensable background for the latter to be
informative.

Returning to the problem of referencetracking, then, when BA-linkage
allows a semantically close relationship between the clauses, it becomes
possible that both events involve some common participant who can be
encoded as subject throughout the linked clauses. Note that one important
aspectof the motivated relation between events is sharing of a participant. |
argue, assuming that referencetracking is an important reflex of the tightness
of linkage, that conventionali zation of pragmatic inferences is the mecha-
nism that is mainly responsible for the decline of the 'switch-reference' func-
tion of BA in MJ. Subjectsharing may have gradually gained ground through
pragmatic strengthening in MJ. That is, the pragmatic detachment embodied
in BA-linkage became less effective, the motivation between clauses became
reinforced, and continuity of participant became more frequent.

In the following, | will consider two aspectsof BA-linkage that indicate
the progress of clause integration, namely semantic relations and action
continuity.  First, concerning semantic relations, we have seen that BA-
linkage has avariety of interpretations. Besidestemporal sequence,there are
various extensions from this relation. What is significant here is that the
increaseof SSinstancesof BA-linkage can in fact beunderstood as an increase
of examples that realize motivated relations such as cause, reason, disposi-

tion, and condition. In fact, already in Taketorj seven of the 13 instances of
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subject-retaining BA-linkage are clearly non-sequential, and the other exam-

ples can also have a causal interpretation (cf. examples of OJ SS-linkage (154)-

(155)given earlier). A typical example is given below:

(164) (Taketori33-34)
[tatu-no kubi-no tama-wo e-tora-zari-sika-ba nan]
dragon-GEN neck-GEN jewel-ACC PRE-get-NEG-PERF-BA PRT
[tono-he-mo e-maira-zari-si]
mansion-to-PRT PRE-come-NEG-PERF
'since (we) could not get the dragon's jewel, (we) have not been able to

come to your mansion'

Here, the semantic relation between the clausesinvolves sequentiality, but a
causal interpretation can also be given, becausethe two events (the speakers'
attempting to getthe dragon's jewel on the one hand and their escaping from
their lord on the other) did not take place consecutivelyand yet the first
event has current relevance to the second event. In Genji too, reason and
conditional readings are dominant in subject-retaining BA-linkage. Of the 15
instances of SS-linkage,there is only one example of temporal sequencethat
is purely sequential (i.e. consecutive). All others express either reason/cause
or conditional.

The dominance of motivated semantic relations in SSinstances of BA-
linkage in MJ is illustrated by the following tables. 'Sequential'’ means non-
overlapping, consecutive events. A non-consecutive arrangement of events,

especially when the antecedentevent is a state, not an action, tends to have a

causal reading, and is put into the '‘Cause/Reason’' category.
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(165) Heike DS SS
Sequential 86 5
Cause/Reason 27 13
Dispositional 4 5
Conditional 11 5
Total 128 28

(166) Otogi DS SS
Sequential 74 11
Cause/Reason 20 21
Dispositional 8 6
Conditional 14 15
Total 116 53

Notice that in Heikeand Otogi, motivated semantic relations occupy 82% and
79% of SSinstances respectively. On the other hand, sequential readings
account for 67% and 64% of all DS instances in Heikeand Otogi. This fact
indicates that the increase of SSinstances did not happen randomly, and it
was a consequenceof an increase of casesthat embody motivated semantic
relations. In other words, the tendency to have a SS-readingin semantically
motivated linkages remained the same in OJand MJ, and when motivated
relations became more frequent with BA-linkage, the number of SSinstances
increased accordingly. This is indeed good support for our hypot hesis about
the correlation between the strengthening of semantic dependency and the
gradual increaseof SSreadings with BA-linkage.

The paths of semantic developments under discussion may be

summarized in (167).
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(167) [+realized, £motivated]: Temporal sequence
> [+realized, +motivated]: Cause/Reason
> [trealized, +motivated]: Dispositional

> [-realized, +motivated]: Conditional

In 'Temporal sequence'the events are realized at some specific point in time
with a minimum overlap, and the relationship between these events does
not have to be positively motivated. On the other hand, in 'Cause' and
'Reason’, the antecedent event has a continuous effect on the consequent
event. (164)is such an example from 0OJ,and (162) is an illustration of the
same kind of semantic relation from MJ. The following is another typical

caseof a causal interpretation:

(168) (Heike 294)
[syusyau-ha kon'nen san-zai, imada itokenau-masi-masi-kere-ba]
majesty-TOP this.year 3-years.old yet young-be-POL-PERF-BA
[nanigokoro-mo nau zo mes-are-keru]
thoughts-PRT not.be PRT guide-PASS-PERF
'since His Majesty;j, three years old this year, was yet very young, (he;)

was led (to the new capital) without any thoughts (about it)’

Here, the first clause has a stative predicate, and the statement made there is
effective in the second clause. In this sense,the first event is integrated into
the second event, and a causal interpretation is given. As such, the referent
of the zero subjectin the second clauseis His Majesty. When a DS interpre-

tation is induced, the semantic relation most typically involves detachment.
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When a SSinterpretation is induced asin (168)aswell asin (162) and (164),

the detachment becomesweakened.

The development of dispositionals is also a product of pragmatic
strengthening, which becomesincreasingly common in MJ. In dispositionals,
the two events may co-occur repeatedly at any point in time, unlike causals.
They may not be realized at the time of utterance, but the relationship
between the events is taken as more than accidental and thus as a recurrent
pattern. (161)is such an example. The events linked by BA, the warriors'
shooting and their piercing more than one armor at atime, can be true at any
point in time, hence the notation [trealized] in (167). Dispositionals differ
from conditionals in that the former do not usually involve hypotheticality.

Below are two more examples of dispositional relation.

(169) (Heike 326)
[ten-no atahuru-wo tora-zare-ba] [kahette sono toga-wo uku]
heaven-PRT give-ACC take-NEG-BA instead its punishment-ACC
receive
'when (onej) does not take what heaven gives, (s/hegj) instead receives

its punishment'

(170) (Otogi: 199)
[wehi-te husi-taru mono-nare-ba] [waga.mi-no usuru-mo sira-nu nari]
drunk-TE sleep-PERF stuff-PRED-BA myself-PRT gone-PRT know-
NEG-PRED
'when (the monsterj) is already drunk and asleep, (hej) does not even

know (hej) is gone (=his power is lost)’
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Both of the above examples are statements of facts, and hypotheticality is not

included. But in any event, the eventslinked by BA tend to co-occur, and this
strength of association is at the basis of the SSreading. Example (170) also
seemsto allow a causal interpretation, but its discourse context is a general
description of the monster, and the events do not take place at any specific
time. Sincein dispositionals one event occurs in responseto the other, it is
easierto interpret the participants in the linked clausesasidentical.® Cf. the
English sentence whenevere is sick, he drinks warm beerin which two
hés normally refer to the sameperson.

Next, conditionals are often seenin the SS-type linkage, for basically
the samereason. Here too, two events are more closely integrated than in
simple juxtapositions, and reference tracking tends to be SSas a function of

clauseintegration. Two examples are given below.

(171) (Heike 315)
siti-seki-no heifuu-ha takaku-tomo [odora-ba] [nadoka koe-zara-n]
7-foot-PRT screen-TOP tall-although leap/dance-BA PRT go.over-NEG-
MOD
‘although the seven foot screen/fence is tall, if (you) leap high, why

can't (you) go over (it)?'

(172) (Otogi: 206)
[hito-no mi-wo dani bukusuru-nara-ba] [tonahe-n]
human-GEN body-ACC PRT eat-PRED-BA chant-MOD

if (1) eat a human (=you), (1) will chant (=give you holy words)'
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In (171),somebody's leaping is a necessaryprecondition for his going over the

screenor fence,and likewise in (172),conditionality, which is partly supplied
from the discourse context along with the volitional n, induces a SS-
interpretation.

The second aspect of BA-linkage in MJ that correlates with the
advancement of clause integration is action continuity. Earlier we saw that,
in OJ,even when the subject is retained in BA-linkage, action continuity is
not. | adduced this factin support of the claim that the basicfunction of BA is
to realize some kind of detachment, and that the tightness of linkage has
various sorts of correlates, including action continuity. Then what is the
situation in MJ? Of all the instances of subject-retaining BA-linkage, 9 out of
28in Heikeand 13 out of 53 in Otogi seemto involve action continuity. 10
There are certainly a number of noticeable examples of BA-linkage that
involve action continuity in MJ, but the increaseof such casesis not dramatic.
In addition to (171) and (172), the following are examples which illustrate

action continuity (Actor-Actor).

(173) (Heike 319)
[kakute sansiti niti-no daigwan tuhini toge-sika-ba] [Nati-ni sen niti
komori-keri]
thus 37 day-PRT austerities finally finish-PERF-BA Nati-DAT 1000 day
stay.in.service-PERF
'thus (hej) finally finished austerities of 37 days, and (hej) stayed in
Nati serving for 1000 days'
[N.B. komorj though glossed 'stay serving', is an activity predicate in

that the subject is agentive and can participate in the nuclear juncture
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V+(TE)+haberj which creates a stative predicate from an action

predicate. Stative predicates do not occur in this pattern.]

(174) (Otogi: 120)
[nezumi-wo tabe-sahurahe-ba] [mubyau-ni.si-te tobi-ariku koto, ...]
mouse-ACC eat-POL-BA healthy-PRED-TE jump-walk fact

'since (we [=cats]) eat mice, (we) are healthy and jump around'

(175) (Otogi: 214)
[miyako-he nobori-te-sahuraha-ba] [titi-haha-ni yokini todoke-te
mawira-su-besi]
capital-to come.up-TE-POL-BA father-mother-DAT safely carry-TE go-
POL-MOD
'if (we) come up to the capital, (we) will carry (you) safely to your

parents’

In all these examples, my interpretation is that the linkage involves action
continuity and the subject NP's, maintained across clauses, are Actors. The
intransitive predicates in (173)-(175)are here considered to have agentive
subjects,for reasonsgiven above. Although we are dealing with classical texts
and there is no way to check with informants, some of the examples of BA-
linkage with adion continuity might be paraphrased with TE, with due
modifications of modality and verbal desinence.

Thus we have seen that the partial decline of the switch reference
function associatedwith BA is a consequenceof the strengthening of clause
integration primarily on the semantic side. The increase of the examples of

BA-linkage that express motivated semantic relations such as cause/reason
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and disposition is in accord with the diachronic tendency of change from less

to more situated, i.e. inference-intensive relations. Changes not only in
referencetracking but also in semantic relations and action continuity reflect
pragmatic strengthening and advancing clauseintegration. Admittedly, these
are not changesin the layer of linkage or type of dependency. But in a more
subtle way, the advancement of semantic integration went hand in hand with
that of structural integration, and to this extent, our initial hypothesis has
been supported.

In what follows, a few remarks are given concerning the wider
implication of switch reference phenomena in OJand MJ. Japanesemay not
be said to grammaticize switch reference,but it has an analog of it, which is at
least partly motivated by the discourse-pragmatic characteristics of linkage. If
this analysis is correct, then it adds a new insight into the nature of reference
tracking systems acrosslanguages. Diachronically, the change that took place
with BA may be seenas a decline of 'switch reference' into 'open reference’
(the term due to Nichols 1983:247). In her discussion of the Northeast
Caucasuslanguages, Nichols divides desinencetypes of non-final verbs into
restricted DS, restricted SS,and open reference. Unlike languages with typical
switch reference systems, languages of the Northeast Caucasus ‘exhibit
overlap rather than an opposition of restricted same subject to restricted
different subject' (1983:259). Consequently, the distinction that matters is that
between open reference and restricted reference. TE-linkage in Japanesemay
be seenasa kind of restricted SSmarker. BA-linkage may be comparable to
markers of open referencein that its primary function is not to encode the
switching of subject as such, and discourse-functional detachment, which

strongly induced aDSreading in OJ,became weakened in MJ.
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Another point discussed by Nichols (1983)that might echo OJand MJ

(especially the former) is that there are hardly any surface syntactic relations
that are distinct from semantic relations in Northeast Caucasian languages.
As | remarked at the beginning of this chapter, syntactic relations do not seem
to be firmly established (or establishable) in classical Japanese. Case markers
are indeed not obligatory, and word order does not help alot, sinceit is rare
that more than two full lexical NP's are expressedin a single clause. | have
spoken of 'subject' as a theory-bound notion, essentially drawing upon the
semantic role and agentivity of NP's. From a broader perspective, it is
speculated that analogs of switch reference can be found in languages that do
not grammaticize syntactic relations strongly and/or consistently (as in for
example, EasternPomo, according to Robert Van Valin p.c.and David Gamon
p.c.), becausereference tracking in such languages should best be regarded as
one facet of clause linkage, along with many others that tend to covary. In
this sense,| am ready to accept that the reference tracking function is an
outcome of the complex interplay of factors, only part of which | have taken
up so far. Below | reprodu ce the list of properties that Nichols identifies

(1983:264).

(176) Formal-functional clustering of properties into prototypes:
Restrictedreference
typically same-subject
etymologically conservative
belongs to small, closed paradigm or set of forms
no independent temporal meaning
no cross-clausereflexivization

reduced surface valence
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Openreference
typically different-subject
etymologically innovating or secondary
belongs to large, often productive setof forms
independent temporal meaning
cross-clausereflexivization possible

full surface valence

Of course, not all properties are relevant to OJand MJ. For example, it is
difficult to test cross-clausereflexivization basedon the textual material. But
the following remark from Nichols (1983:264) is relevant to our discussion:
'In historical evolution of morphosyntactic forms, linkage/juncture/ binding
and deixis become closer; the older the converb form, the more closely it is
bound to the main clause.'

To the list of (176),1 may add the behavior of operators: in SS-linkage
(suchasTE), two clausestend to bewithin the scopeof the epistemic modality
marked on the main clause, while in DS-linkage (such as BA), the linked
clausestend to assume separate epistemic statuses. The feature of temporal
meaning in (176)is comparable to TE and BA in that the former frequently
links two temporally adjacent events and the latter links separate events.
Action continuity may also be related to the availability of independent
temporal meaning. As for the conservativenessof morphemes, it is not easy
to analyze TE and BA from this viewpoint, becausethey both existed from
early OJ. Etymologically, they have a roughly equal degree of transparency,
because TE is supposed to come from the perfective auxiliary TU and BA

from the topic marker WA (< Fa < *pa. As such, the openness of the



172
paradigm does not have direct bearing on these markers, but two interesting

facts may be pointed out. First, though both TE and BA have been used
throughout the history of Japanesethe latter became restricted in its use in
Pre-ModJ (see below). In ModJ, BA is only attached to what used to be the
perfective ending, and the dominant semantic relation is conditional. TE in
ModJ, in contrast, is asubiquitous asever. Secad, the perfective origin of TE
suggeststhat TE used to mark the Aktionsart of a predicate. If we assume that
markers of Aktionsart belong to the core of a grammatical system while
pragmatic particles belong to the periphery, it can be said that the origin of the
marker for atight, SS-type linkage is more central to the grammatical system
of alanguage than that of the marker for a detached, DS-type linkage.

To summarize, the change in the reference tracking functions of TE
and BA, which derive from the functions of clauselinkage, is best understood
asaresult of the grammaticization of clauselinkage toward a higher degree of
clause integration. It has been shown that this change is motivated by the
strengthening of pragmatic inferences, and the covariance of form and
meaning is observed in the diachronic development of clause linkage

constructions.

Pre-ModernJapanese

The transition from MJ to Pre-ModJ is around the 16th century. From
the beginning of the 17th century, there ensued a considerable number of
changes in Japanese grammar, along with many socio-cultural changes.
While the political center moved to Edo (=modern Tokyo), leading to the rise
of a strong dialectal area, Kyoto dialect, in which most OJand MJ texts were
written, also changed to a considerable extent. In the domain of clause

linkage too, there were many changes due to the large-scale shift in the
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grammar that took place in this period. The shift affected BA and TE as well,

which we will discussin that order.

To begin with BA, functional domains encoded by it became reduced in
some respects and expanded in others.ll For example, the contrastive or
symmetrical function of BA-linkage, which is often found in ModJ (cf. (102)),
became widespread only in Pre-ModJ, especilly in the Edo dialect (according
to Yuzawa 1936,1954). The following is from 19C Edo text (reproduced from
Yuzawa 1954:624):

(177) nandemo syoobai-ni sei dasi-te-minee, oya-mo nikoniko sure-ba
anyway business-DAT energy put-TE-see parent-also smile do-BA
kakaa-mo yakimoti-ha-yaka-zu ka
wife-also jealous-TOP-become-NEG PRT
‘anyway, put energy into (your) business, then (your) parents will smile
at (you), and at the same time (your) wife will no more be jealous

(about your fooling around)’

This is a natural extension from the basic function of BA-linkage to mark
clausal topics. Although the linkage might seemto have been weakened in
the sensethat the linked clausesrealize separate events, this is not really the
case. In fact, the rise of a pattern like (177)is accounted for asa highlighting of
some selected aspect. In order to obtain a contrastive linkage, the linked
clausesmust share something to be highlighted and compared. If we under-
stand the contrastive use of BA-linkage in these terms, the diachronic process
here is not exactly a loosening of linkage, but a formation of a semantic/
pragmatic frame in which the two events have common traits or entities

related to the sametopic (in the present case,the hearer, glossed 'you’).



174
Another important change with BA is that its sequential function

which was prevalent in OJand MJ was partly taken over by TO in Pre-ModJ.
BA continued to be used for marking turn-taking aswell asfor semantically
motivated relations such as reason and condition, but TO became very
frequently used in Pre-ModJ. Though clause-linking TO is homophonous
with complementizer (or quotative) TO and comitative TO, both of which
have been in use since OJ,its direct antecedent form and function are not
clear (cf. footnote 5to 2.2). Clause-linking TO, which also tends to link clauses
with different subjects,was not widespread evenin late MJ, but in Pre-ModJ it
became frequently used. According to Konoshima (1966), the marker TO
came to be used as a sequential linkage marker in Pre-ModJ, roughly in the
18-19C. He observesthat evenin ModJ the dialectal difference is considerable
with respectto the frequency of the use of TO, so its rise should be examined
with great care. OJand MJ had such composite forms as TOTE and TOMO,
but their continuity to sequential TO is not certain. Yuzawa (1929: 288),
examining MJ texts of 14-15C (syoomongodigests of classical Chinese texts),

gives the following example:

(178) seken-hanan.to mutukasikarau-to ... mama yo
world-TOP however hard-TO accordancePRT

'however hard the world may be,let it be'
This is dubious as a forerunner of sequential TO12, whose existence in syoo-
monoYuzawa denies. Pre-ModJ examples of properly sequential TO, which

continues untill the present, are given below.

(179) Kyoto/Osaka dialect (Yuzawa 1936:517)
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yo-ga akuru-to kaka.sama kaka.sama-to iu-te tazune

night-NOM break-TO mom mom-COMP say-TE look.around
'the night broke, and (she) looked around (for her mother), saying

Omom, momO'

(180) Edo dialect (Yuzawa 1954:597)
ima.ni o-sakana-ga kuru-to hito kuti ageru yo
now PRE-appetizer-NOM come-TO one bite give PRT

'now when the appentizer is brought here, (1)'ll give a bite (to you)'

Naturally enough, the sequential TO was, and is, used for conditional s and
dispositionals. But, since TO becamewidespread in Pre-ModJ all of a sudden,
there is no way to determine which use developed from which. It is even
speculated that TO inherited former functions of BA as a whole. | am
generally skeptical about the reality of chain shifts, but the above two changes
with BA seem to fit the drag-chain model. On the one hand, former
functions of BA cameto be encoded by TO, and on the other, there was a rise
of contrastive or symmetrical meaning with BA, which is the only relation of
it not realized by TO.

Turning to TE, along with many lexicalized idioms, a variety of
semantic relations were encoded by this marker in Pre-ModJ. As expected, the
manner reading is very common, becauseit is the natural interpretation of
two closely linked eventswith the same participant. Further, there are many
instances of nuclear juncture, i.e. linkage constructions that form a unified
predicate. But at the sametime, there came to be a considerable number of
instances of subject-switching TE-linkage. Even in OJand MJ, there were a

few examples of subject-switching linkage by TE (and V/LINK, for that
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matter), but in most casesthe linked clauses have subjects that are not

positively individuated entities (for example weather). In Pre-ModJ (and in
ModJ as well), however, we find examplesin which the linked clauses have

separate human subjects,asin the following (from Yuzawa 1936:510).

(181) kaka.sama-ha kokoro wawasiu-te ani Naruonosuke sama-ha mamako-
dya-to iu-te kuni-wo tikusitu.si
mom-TOP heart unstable-TE brother Naruonosuke TITLE-TOP
stepchild-PRED-COMP say-TE home.country escape
'‘Mother was flamboyant, and Brother Narunosuke, saying that (he)
was (after all) a stepchild, escaped from his home country’
[N.B. samais something like a general-purpose title for expressing

politeness]

In this example, the two clauses are clearly detached compared with the
ordinary TE-linkage encoding chained events with a shared subject.
Konoshima (1966: 180) observes that this type of juxtapositional TE-linkage
became widespread in Pre-ModJ and ModJ. It seemsparticularly frequent in
ModJ. If this changeis really a new innovation, then it offers an interesting
countercase to the proposed tendency for the grammaticization of clause
linkage, namely from lower to higher clauseintegration. Presently, | do not
know how to make senseout of it, and all | can think of is that the semantic
opennessof TE has something to do with it, and that the change with TE is a
development of polyfunction ality, rather than a unidirectional change from
tight to loose linkage. It might, however, be argued that subject-switching,
juxtapositional TE-linkage came to be commonly used becauseof the general

shift in the realm of clauselinkage constructions in that period.
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In this chapter, we have seen various diachronic aspects of clause
linkage focusing on TE and BA. Concerning their ‘'switch reference'
functions in OJ,evidence from the scope of modal auxiliaries has shown that
the SS function of TE-linkage comes from its constructionally-embodied
feature as a core juncture, while the DS function of BA-linkage, which is a
clausal juncture, is primarily rooted in its discourse function as a marker of
clausal topics. Also, the advancement of clause integration has been shown
to be one crucial factor for the increase of subject-retaining BA-linkage in MJ.
This firmly supports the position that the diachronic path clause linkage con-
structions take is typically from lower to higher clause integration, both
structurally and semantically. One crucial mechanism here is the rein-
forcement of pragmatic inferences, which had an impact on the change from
the 'switch' to 'open' referencewith BA. The changesthat took place in Pre-
ModJ are somewhat different in nature,in that they are part of the large-scale
shift in the grammar as a whole. The establishment of contrastive meaning
in BA-linkage can be understood as an instance of pragmatic strengthening,
while the rise of juxtapositional TE-linkage is a potential countercase to the

proposed tendency.
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Notes to 2.3.

1. As | discuss below, linkage by case markers can also be analyzed as
'internally-headed' relativization, which is another reason for excluding GA,
NI, and WO from the discussion in this chapter.

2. For example, taberuis a neutral verb for eating, itadakuexpressesthe
speaker's humbleness, and mesiagarwexpressesthe speaker's respect for the
actor. Thus the identity of the subjectis partially known from the verb being
used.

3. Although Naniha-ni 'to Naniha' in (114) may be analyzed as a
directional argument of ide 'come’, it does not affect the point being made
here, namely the realization of subjectsand their monitoring.

4. Admittedly, any linkage construction possessesa cluster of features.
The question is which feature is basicand which is derivative. My claim is
that the difference in clauseintegration, both structurally and semantically, is
the core property of TE and BA, and switch referenceis derivative.

5. In this connection, it should be noted that besiin OJ, taken in
isolation, is ambiguous between deontic and epistemic readings. It may mean
obligation or high probability, depending on context, particularly the selection
of the subject. For the first person, the reading is preferably deontic, and for
the third person, the epistemic reading is taken. In the present example, since
the subject is second person and the speaker (the sailor) has no authority to
oblige the subject (lord Otomo) to perform something, besi must be
interpreted as epistemic. This is the same with mu, which is in itself ambi-
guous between volition and supposition.

6.1 am using the term 'action continuity’ asasemi-technical term. It is

to be admitted that the ordinary, intuitive notion of action continuity is
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somewhat different from the notion adopted here (pointed out by David

Gamon, p.c.). In an example like He tookoff his clothesand fell down on the
bedthe subjectswitches from Actor to Undergoer, but still the two events are
contiguous to each other. Perhaps it is better to invent a term like con-
trollability continuity to express what is meant by action continuity here,
though | use the latter term to avoid clumsiness.

7. Interestingly, evenidioms that contain BA are 'detached' in a certain
way. For example, sarebg< sa+are+bdhat+be+BA, 'being so; thus’) already
lost its clausal status in OJand was used as a sentence-initial connective. Yet
it was still detached from the rest of the clause (cf. the gloss 'thus'), with no
indication of argument sharing.

8. Note that the two events do not happen consecutively in this
example. In this example, the kidnapping of the speaker's family belongs to
the remote past, but the antecedent event has some continuing relevance to
the subsequent event, and this relevance gives rise to a causal reading.

9.1t should beremarked here that the boundary between dispositionals
and conditionals is rather fuzzy. In OJand MJ, conditionals were realized by
BA attached to the irrealis ending of verbals while other functions were
mainly realized by the V/IPERFECTIVE+BA pattern. What is intriguing in
this context is that this pattern cameto acquire a conditional meaning toward
late MJ, perhaps through pragmatic strengthening and generalization of
meaning, and the V/IRREALIS+BA pattern became gradually obsolete (cf.
Ohori 1988). Interestingly, counterfactuals came to be expressed by the
VIPER FECTIVE+BA pattern only after it cameto expresshypotheticals.

10. I do not count examples like (168), which is a case of subject
retention with the Undergoer-Undergoer pattern as having action continuity

(there is no 'action' in the first place).
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11. In addition, it need be mentioned that the bimorphemic forms

TARABA and NARABA, already in use in the foregoing period, became
reduced and TARA and NARA came to be used in the colloquial register,
along with the reduction of V(r)e-BA into V(r)-ya(a) (e.g. mireba> mirya(a)
and kikeba> kikya(a).

12. In this example, TO is closerto TOMO in OJand MJ. Certainly, the
two clausesare arranged in the order of temporal sequence,unlike in com-
plement construction, but the semantic relation is different from plain

sequentiality.
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2.4.Core and clausal junctures (lll): Nominal head linkage and IHRCs

In most casesof nominal head linkage, the dependent clause functions
as an adverbial in relation to the main clause. However, there are casesin
which interesting problems occur concerning the encoding of arguments.
Earlier it has been shown that reference tracking is one important aspect of
clauseintegration. In this chapter, | will examine this issue, focusing on the
development of TOKORO-complements and to a lesser extent that of
nominal clauses,both of which are used asinternally-headed relative clauses
(IHRCs) or their analogs. Below we will seethat the diachronic paths that
these constructions took appear to be contradictory in terms of the
advancement of clause integration, and then we will attempt to clarify their
exactproperties.

As demonstrated in 2.1, nominal head linkage is a variant of either
relativi zation or noun complementation with the structure (182), which is
also interpreted as (183) through the reanalysis of N(-Po) into a linkage

marker (reproduced from 2.1).

(182) NP[CI1[(NP)...V] N](-Po), CI5[(NP)...V]

(183) Cl4[(NP)...V]-LINK, CI5[(NP)...V]

The nouns that can be used in this construction differ in their degree of
grammaticization (cf. the list in 2.2). Here, the ascriptive-identificational
function of the relativ e clauseis overshadowed by an adverbial function.1 In
ordinary relativization, the construction is used to specify a particular entity,

namely the head noun, which further predication is made of. But in
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nominal head linkage, the noun-modifying structur e is used to encode some

circumstancesthat pertain to the main clause, asin the following, where the

noun kusehas a clauselinkage function:

(184) Sigoto-ga aru kuse-ni, terebi bakari mi-te.iru
work-NOM be KUSE-DAT TV only watch-STAT

"Though (I) have work to do, (I)’'m only watching TV.'

Here, the complement clause is not really used to pick up a particular kuse
'bad habit or disposition’, but kuse-niforms alinkage marker in its own right
which expressescounterexpectation.

The path of grammaticization in this type of nominal head linkage is
fairly straightforward, and the use of some nouns in this construction is a
relatively late innovation. The use of obligue casessuch as ni and deis
understandable because the clause headed by a formal noun structurally
forms an adjunct in relation to the main clause. In many cases,the lexical
meaning of a head noun is more or less retained, asin TOKIl. Exceptions
include KUSE, which as a lexical noun means '(bad) habit or disposition' but
as a nominal head means 'in spite of (the fact that)'. Also, the lexical
meaning of MAMA (described as'accordance'in 2.2)is not asclearly definable
asother markers for nominal head linkage.

This being said, let us turn to other, more complicated constructions
that belong to this category, namely TOKORO-complements (once called
Counter-Equiconstruction, cf. Harada 1973;Hale and Kitagawa 1976-1977)and
case-markednominal clauses. In the former, the form TOKORO syntactically
occupies the position of nominal head which is case-marked, while in the

latter the nominal head is anominalizer no and henceis not indeed a lexical
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head. In the classical period (OJthrough early Pre-ModJ), the nominalizer no

was not used, and casemarkers were directly attached to the complement
clause. Both TOKORO-complements and nominal clauses have a spectrum
of uses, including the use asIHRCs (cf. Kuroda 1974-77,who discussesthem
under the name 'pivot-independent’ relativization). What is remarkable
about IHRCs is that the NP semantically linked to the matrix verb is a noun
within the complement clause. Let us start with nominal clauses. Example

(185)is an instance of IHRC from ModJ:

(185) [Taroo-ga suwaru] no-o tukamae-ta.
Taroo-NOM sit NO-ACC catch-PAST
‘() caught Taroo who would sit down," or ‘(1) caught Taroo as (he)

would sit down.'

Here, the complement clauseis nominalized by no, and is marked ACC. But
the object of the matrix predicate tukamae'catch' is not the whole com-
plement clause,but Taroo In this sens, there is a discrepancy between syntax
and semantics of the construction. In IHRCs, the argument structure of the
matrix predicate is saturated differently from simple clausal complementa-
tion: in the former, what is linked to the matrix predicate is a NP within the
complement clause, but in the latter, the complement clause as a whole
functions as an argument of the matrix predicate. Recently, there is an
increasing body of work on IHRCs in different languages (cf. Nichols 1984aon
many languages; Cole 1987 on Quechua; Williamson 1987 on Lakhota; Culy
1988 on Dogon and 1989 on Bambara; Fontana 1989 on ASL; Ishii 1989,
Uchibori 1990,and Hirose and Ohori 19920n Japanese).
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In TOKORO-complements, the complement clause is lexically headed

by TOKORO (the lexical meaning being 'locus, situation), rather than by the
nominalizer no. TOKORO-complements have multiple functions, one of
which is an analog of IHRC (i.e. 'Counter-Equi').2 Compare (186) and (187),

the former being an ordinary relativization and the latter an analog of IHRC:

(186) [Taroo-ga suwaru] tokoro-o soozi.si-ta.
Taroo-NOM sit-PAST TOKORO-ACC clean-PAST

‘() cleanedthe place where Taroo would sit down.'

(187) [Taroo-ga suwaru] tokoro-o tukamae-ta.
Taroo-NOM sit-PAST TOKORO-ACC catch-PAST
‘() caught Taroo who would sit down,' or '(l) caught Taroo as (he)

would sit down.'

In both of these examples, TOKORO is marked ACC (also cf. the use of
TOKORO as an adverbial nominal head linkage, given in 2.2). In (186),it is
the object of the matrix verb soozi.siclean’, with the interpretation 'cleaned
the place where ...". But in (187), TOKORO is not the object of tukamae
‘catch’, and what must be linked to it is Taroq which is within the 'relative’
clause (hence the literal translation, '(I) caught the place where Taroo would
sit down' does not make sense). In the following, | will first review IHRCs in
OJand MJ, and then move on to TOKORO-complements.

In OJ,the following types of IHRC constructions are found. They are
case-marked clausesand bears no overt morpheme that marks nominaliza-

tion, unlike in ModJ (cf. the use of noin (185)).



(188)

(189)

(190)

185
GA-linkage (Taketori23)

[Taketori-no okina sa.bakari katarahi-turu-ga] [sasuga.ni oboe-te
neburi-ori]

Taketori-PRT old.man that.much talk-PERF-GA by.now feel-TE
sleep-stay

'Old Taketori j, who had talked so amicably (with Prince Kuramoti j), by
now felt (cheated by himj) and pretended to be asleep,' or 'Old Taketorij
had talked so amicably (with Prince Kuramoti j), and by now (he;) felt

(cheated by him;) and pretended to be asleep'

WO-linkage (Taketori42)

[kono menowaraha-ha tahete miyadukahe-tukaumaturu-beku-mo
this girl-TOP at.all court.service-perform-MOD-PRT
ara-zu-haberu-wo] [mote.wadurahi-haberi]

be-NEG-POL-WO cannot.handle-POL

‘(we) cannot handle this girl, who would not serve at the court at all,’
or 'this girl would not serve at the court at all, and (we) cannot handle

(her)'

NI-linkage (Taketoril14)

[go-nin-no naka-ni yukasiki mono-wo mi-se-tamahe-ran-ni]
five-CLF-PRT among pleasing thing-ACC see-CAUS-POL-MOD-NI
[on-kokorozasi masari-tari-to-te tukau-matura-n-to ...]

PRE-heart superior-PERF-PRT-PRT serve-POL-MOD-COMP

‘'of these five lords, (I) will serve (=wed) one who presents a pleasing

thing (to me), assuming that (he) has the greatest affection,’ or 'of these
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five lords, who presents a pleasing thing (to me), (I) will serve (=wed)

(him), assuming that (he) has the greatest affection’

It is only in the Pre-ModJ period (possibly late Pre-ModJ and with
dialectal variations) that no cameto be used in order for a casemarker to be
attached to afull clause. This changeis related (though remotely) to a change
in verbal morphology. In OJand early MJ, the final ending (syuusi-keg of
verbals was distinct from the noun-modifying or nominalized ending (rentai-
keé But toward late MJ, triggered by another change in morphology, namely
the decline of kakari-musubilong-distance control of verbal desinence by a
pragmatic particle), the final ending of verbals became identical to the noun-
modifying or nominalized ending.3 | surmise that in order to explicitly mark
the nominality of a clause,the nominalizing particle no was inserted in Pre-
ModJ.

Already in OJ,ACC and DAT casemarkers seemto have been used for
non-relative clauselinkage aswell. We saw such examplesin 2.3, reproduced

below:

(191[=(118)]) WO-linkage (Taketori14)
[okina-no inoti kehu asu to-mo sira-nu-wo] [kaku notamahu
old.man-GEN life today tomorrow PRT-PRT know-NEG-WO thus say
kindati-ni-mo yoku omohi-sadame-te tukahu-mature]
prince-DAT-PRT well consider-determine-TE serve-POL
‘as this old man does not know whether his life (ends) today or
tomorrow, (you must) conider carefully and serve (one of those)

princes who say so (=that they want you).'
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(192[=(119)]) NI-linkage (Taketori20-21)

[ni san niti bakari mi-ariku-ni] [tenzin-no yosohohi si-taru

two three day about see-walk-NI nymph-GEN appearance do-PERF
on'na yama-no naka yori ide-ki-te ...]

woman mountain-GEN inside from show.up-come-TE

‘as (1) walked around seeing things (on the land) for a few days, a

woman who appeared like a nymph came out of the mountain, and ...’

In (191), though the accusative WO is attached to the antecedent clause,
okina-noinoti kehuasuto-mosiranuy, 'this old man does not know whether
his life (ends) today or tomorrow', this clausedoesnot contain or even evoke
any NP that can be interpreted as object of the following clause, omohi-
sadame-teéukahu-mature '(you must) consider carefully and serve'. Note
that the complement of the predicate omohi'consider' is not the contents of
the preceding clause,but it is indefinite and hence not overtly realized. This
analysis is supported by the fact that this predicate is combined with sadame
'determine’. Indeed, omohi-sadame a unitary predication and its un-
realized object is, judging from the context, the addressee (=Kaguyahime)'s
marriage, or more precisely, which lord sheshould marry. Likewise, example
(192)defies arelative reading, for the NI-marked clause, or any NP within it,
cannot be the indirect object (or whatever) of the matrix predicate. In the
clause on'na yama-nonakayori ide-ki-te ..., 'a woman came out of the
mountain, and ...", there is no missing argument. Even if NI were analyzed
as a directional argument of ide-ki ‘come out' (which is difficult anyway,
becauseide'show up; come out' is a verb that specifically expressessource,
not goal), there would beno individuated NP interpretable asthe goal of ide-

ki. Rather, NI at bestshould be interpreted as marking the whole clause as
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the locus or situation in which a nymph-like woman appeared. These

examples have 'flat' structures, which 1 consider to be loose adjunction (or
possibly apposition), because there does not seem to be firm syntactic
dependency between the clausessuch asembedding.

One very important thing about the opposition between IHRC and
adjunction is that, while both types of constructions were possible with the
accusative WO and the dative NI in OJ,only the IHRC-type construction was
possible with the nominative GA until late OJ,and adjunction (or apposition)
with GA becameestablished only from late OJto early MJ (Ishigaki 1955is an
extensive study of this development). The following is an example of non-

IHRC GA-linkage from Uji Shui(12C),taken from Ishigaki (1955:44):

(193) [Nagato Zensi to ihi-keru hito-no on'na hutari ari-keru-ga]
Nagato Zensi COMP say-EVID person-PRT woman two be-EVID-GA
[ane-ha hito-no tuma-ni.te.ari-keru]
elder.sister-TOP person-GEN wife-PRED-EVID
‘a man called Nagato Zensi had two daughters, and the elder one was

married'

Here, it is impossible to give a relative-like gloss to the GA-marked clause.
Semantically, there is some connection between on'na hutari 'two women
[=daughters]' in the first clause and ane'elder sister' in the second, but this
relationship is not syntactically encoded. Hence even if one gives a gloss like
'two daughters that aman called Nagato Zensi has' to the first clause, it does
not occupy any argument position in the second clause (which is filled by ane-

ha'elder sister").
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While IHRCs and adjunctions co-existed for WO- and NI-linkages

already in OJ,Kuroda (1974-77)and Akiba (1977,1978),basedon the develop-
ment of GA-linkage, propose the following diachronic scenario for the

development of IHRCs into non-relative linkage generally.

(194) IHRC:
NP[CI1[(NP)...V]]-Po, CI2[(NP)...V]
(acomplement of the V in Clyis within Cl4, asin (188)-(190))
=>"'Flat' or adjoined linkage:
Cl1[(NP)...V]-Po, CI2[(NP)...V]
(no NP within Cly is linked to the V in Cly, asin (191)-(193))

Seethe following tree diagrams, adapted from Akiba (1977:615-616),which

illustrate the reanalysis proposed above.

(195)
IHRC => Adjunction
S S
/\ /\
NP-Po[=case] CI Cl-Po[=linkage] Cl
¢
NP Vv Y, NP \Y

Although there are some potential problems with this scenario, | will
provisionally acceptit in the following discussion. | will return to the impli-

cation of this changelater.
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Let us now look at the development of TOKORO-complements, one of

whose uses includes a pattern akin to the IHRC such as (187). Interestingly,
even though both case-marked nominal clausesand TOKORO-complements
have an IHRC function in ModJ, they have different historical developments.
Unlike case-markednominal clauses(whether nois used or not) such as (185)
and (188)-(190),lexicality of the nominal head TOKORO 'place; occasion' is
still retained in this construction. Although IHRCs are possible structures for
both TOKORO-complements and nominal clauses,it is important to notice
that each of them should be seen as families of constructions, and their
overlap is--significant asit is--only partial.

Having this in mind, | will examine TOKORO-complements from OJ
to Pre-ModJ below. TOKORO is a native Japaneseword and in OJit is mostly
used asa lexical noun (according to Iwanami ClassicaldapanesBictionary, its
earlier meaning is ‘raised spot, such as grave or bed’). Example (196) from OJ

is a straightforward case.

(196) (Taketoril?)
miko-mo onazi tokoro-ni komori-te, ...
prince-also same TOKORO[=place]-DAT hide-TE

'Prince (Kuramoti) also hid in the sameplace (ashis men), and ...’

TOKORO also occurs as the head of a noun-modifying (i.e. relative)
construction as in (197). Here, the meaning of TOKORO is still purely

locational and there seemsto be no semantic shift.

(197) (Geniji: 91)

kakure-tara-n tokoro-ni naho wi-te-ike
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hide-PERF-MOD TOKOROJ[=place]-DAT still bring-TE-go

'still bring (me) to the place (the lady) may be hiding'

At the sametime, however, TOKORO had an extended or grammaticized use
already in OJ. Though a locational meaning was retained to some extent, it
was used asa general-purpose complementizer which can be glossed 'state of
affairs; characteristic; point'. Thus in (198), it is difficult to tell whether the

TOKORO-complement is relativizatio n or complementation.

(198) (Geniji: 60)
en-ni konomasiki koto-wa, me.ni.tuka-nu tokoro aru-ni, ...
refined.taste-DAT like fact-TOP pleasing-NEG TOKORO be-PRT

"... that (she) (too much) liked refined taste was not pleasing, ...'

Literally, this example may be glossed as ‘concerning the fact that she too
much liked refined taste, there was a character that was not pleasing'
(TOKORO, bearing no overt case marker, is the subject of the existential
predicate aru 'be’, which is commonly the casein OJ). Thus TOKORO in this
example is generalized to allow the gloss ‘character’ (or possibly '‘point’). In
this sense,it is functioning asthe head of noun complementation. Although
it can also be analyzed asa head of relativization, the identificational function
of the preceding clause is not strongly felt. In passing, it may also be
mentioned that in Genji, there is an example such as(199),where TOKORO is
used, perhaps via metonymic extension, as a kind of pronoun (cf. English

one.

(199) (Geniji: 60)



192
sate mata onazi koro makari-kayohi-si tokoro-ha hito-mo tati.masari

by the way same time go.up-visit-EVID TOKORO-TOP person-also
person
'by the way, the one (=woman) | used to visit at the same time was

wonderful as a person’

Yet as far as | could see, Genji does not contain an example of TOKORO-

complements in which the matrix (=right-hand) predicate takes a NP inside

the TOKORO-headed clausefor its argument, asin (187). In OJ,whenever the

pattern NP[CI-TOKORO] is marked by the accusative WO, the interpretati on

is either relativization or complementation, not an analog of IHRC.

Examples are given below, from first several books of Geniji.

(200) (Geniji. 72)

(201)

nayamasiki-ni usi-nagara hiki-ire-tu-bekara-n tokoro-wo (motome yo)
tired-PRT cow-NAGARA pull-bring.in-PERF-MOD-MOD TOKORO-

ACC look.for PRT

'since (I) am tired, (look for) the place that (we) may be able to enter
while bringing in the cow-carriage [i.e. without getting off from the
cow-carriage]'

[N.B. This is an elliptical sentencein conversation, and motomeyo is

augmented asthe matrix predicate, after the editor's note.]

(Geniji. 180)
obosarentokoro-wo-mo habakara-zu, uti-ide-haberi-nuru.

think TOKORO-ACC-PRT consider-NEG PRE-come-POL-PERF
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'‘Not considering/being afraid of (your) thinking (that | am rude[?]), (1)

have come here.'

(202) (Geniji 292)
sode kahesu tokoro-wo hito-wore kesiki.bakari mahi-tamaheru-ni, ...
sleevewave TOKORO-ACC one-CLF just.a.little dance-POL-NI

'(Genji) danced shortly a scenein which (he) waved sleeves,and ...’

In these examples, the matrix predicates, motomelook for' (though this is
not expressed in the text) in (200), habakardconsider/be afraid of' in (201),
and mabhi 'dance’ in (202), all take the whole lower clauses headed by
TOKORO for their complements. No NP within the TOKORO-complement
is accessedby the matrix predicate. Examples (200) and (201) are instances of
relativization. The former is head-external, with  TOKORO, glossed 'place’ as
head, while the latter is headless,and TOKORO may indeed be glossed ‘what’,
resulting in the translation, 'Not considering/being afraid of what (you)
think'. Example (202) represents noun complementation. Here, TOKORO
does not exactly mean locus, and sodekahesuwave sleeves' expressesthe
content of TOKORO, here translated as'scene’.

At this point, it must be pointed out that in OJ at least, the over-
whelming majority of TOKORO-complements stand either in an oblique or
subject relation to the matrix predicate. As such, they are most frequently
marked by the dativ e ni (either directional or locative), or by the directional
he4 The NP[CI-TOKORO]-WO pattern representsonly a small fraction of the
whole setof TOKORO-complements. This is very natural in view of the fact
that TOKORO has a locational meaning as its core sense,and is most com-

patible with markers for direction and location. When the meaning of
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TOKORO is generalized and used as a kind of complementizer, the complex

NP can stand as a subject. Example (197) we saw earlier is a straightforward
example of dative-marked TOKORO. Example (203) also illustrates a loca-
tional use of TOKORO in the relative clause construction, but TOKORO here

can beinterpreted asreferring to a situation.

(203) (Geniji: 88)
hitome-mo shigeka-ran tokoro-ni bin.naki hurumahi yaarahare-n
people's.eyes-PRTfrequent-MOD TOKORO-DAT undesirable behavior
PRT known-MOD
‘at the place where people's eyesare all around, (my) undesirable (=ill-

mannered) behavior will be known'

The use of TOKORO here may be comparable to the English where even if
one removes 'at the place' from the above translation and starts it with
'where people's eyesare all around,’ the resulting sentencewill be asgood.

To summarize, in OJ,while TOKORO was grammaticized as a general-
purpose complementizer, the matrix predicate did not take any NP inside the
lower clausefor its complement, asnominal clausesgiven in (188)-(190)do.>

This situation starts to change in MJ. In Heike the majority of
TOKORO-complements are also those standing in either subject or oblique
relation to the matrix predicate. TOKORO-complements marked DAT ac-
count for roughly half of all instances. However, of those complements
marked ACC, there are afew instancesthat can be interpreted as an analog of

IHRC like (187). The following is an unproblematic case.

(204) (Heike 290)






