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Other symbols and abbreviations

Adverbial relations are referred to by the terms from Kortmann (1997). Whenever the semantic concepts that they encode or the typological labels of the adverbial relations are referred to, they are written in SMALL CAPITALS. In addition, in order to enhance fluid readability of the text, some relations are commonly referred to by the respective placeholders from English in small capitals (e.g., the relation of SIMILARITY DURATION is referred to as WHILE, the relation of SIMULTANEITY OVERLAP is referred to as WHEN, etc.). However, capitals will not be used when the term is part of a more complex noun phrase (e.g., causal clauses, clauses of similarity/ comparison, etc.).

In the tables and figures, some easily accessible abbreviations are used (TEMP = temporal clauses, CAU = causal clauses, CONC = concessive clauses, COND = conditional clauses, PURP = purpose clauses, RES = result clauses, MAN/INSTR = clauses of manner/instrument, SIMIL/CMPR = clauses of similarity/comparison).

In addition to that, the following abbreviations occur:



	MCP
	main clause phenomenon



	ndo
	no dominant order (referring to the order of V and O)



	SNM
	Natural Semantic Metalanguage



	OE
	Old English



	SoA
	state of affairs



	TAM
	tense, aspect, and mood



	WALS
	World Atlas of Language Structure (Haspelmath et al. 2005)





 1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

This study investigates adverbial clauses from a cross-linguistic perspective. In line with other recent typological research in the context of complex sentences and clause-linkage (e.g., Cristofaro 2003, Bickel 2005, 2010a, Schmidtke-Bode 2009, 2014), it proceeds from a detailed, multivariate analysis of the morphosyntactic characteristics of the phenomenon under scrutiny. In particular, twelve adverbial relations will be systematically investigated across 45 languages in regard to a variety of morphosyntactic characteristics and central semantic issues. Following the research program of influential previous work (e.g., Cristofaro 2003), the study aims to come to a better understanding of the unity and diversity in the cross-linguistic coding of adverbial relations. In doing so, the focus is not only on the characteristics of adverbial clauses as a class and on the coding properties of the individual semantic types of clause, but also on a comparison of the latter. The analysis is divided into three major parts. First, the analysis concentrates on the documentation and description of the parameters by which adverbial clauses are cross-linguistically characterized. Specifically, these are aspects relating to the marking of tense, aspect, and mood; the categorial status of the verb; the coding of the arguments; and the clausal linkage device, as well as issues concerning linear order and negative polarity. Second, the analysis concentrates on a specific aspect in the morphosyntax of adverbial clauses: the differential potential of adverbial clauses to be expressed by fully clausal or by strongly reduced, tightly integrated constructions (cf. Cristofaro 2003). Based on the assumption of gradience between subordination and coordination (cf. Lehmann 1988), it will be shown that adverbial clauses may exhibit different degrees of clausal downgrading, and by means of the empirical data, a Downgrading Hierarchy of Adverbial Relations on will be established. Third, the focus is on patterns of multi-functionality of the adverbial clause linkers, specifically on the semantic overlaps that are attested between the individual adverbial relations (cf. Kortmann 1997). The focus is not only on the degrees to which adverbial relations avail themselves to being multifunctional, but also on the structure of the entire semantic space of adverbial relations, to be established by means of precise statistical methods. Based on these three aspects, the morphosyntactic and semantic structure of adverbial clauses will systematically be mapped out. Following traditional approaches to cross-linguistic comparison and recent trends in usage-based linguistics, the patterns uncovered will be related to functional principles as well as historical developments which result from the ways in which language is used and which are, ultimately, grounded in principles of human cognition.

This research program necessarily requires the adoption of a comparative concept for the definition of adverbial clauses (cf. Haspelmath 2010). The variation space encompassed here is delimited primarily by semantic aspects so as to allow capturing the whole range of structural diversity that is to be found ‘out there’, but it also relies on some unambiguous structural concepts that prevent the scope from being too wide. In particular, I define adverbial clauses as clausal entities that modify, in a very general sense, a verb phrase or main clause and explicitly express a conceptual-semantic concept such as SIMULTANEITY, ANTERIORITY, POSTERIORITY, CAUSALITY, or CONDITIONALITY. As will be argued in § 2.3.2, this definition distinguishes adverbial clauses not only from relative and complement clauses, but also from coordinate clauses that express other semantic relations (i.e., conjunction, disjunction, and adversative coordination) and from semantically non-specific types of clause-linkage such as asyndetic coordinate clauses, general converbs, or cosubordinate clauses. It does not, for instance, exclude coordinate clauses that do express one of the particular semantic relations studied.

Specifically, twelve semantic types of adverbial clause are focused on, and they are depicted in Table 1. The terminological conventions are based on Kortmann (1997).

The formal means that languages use to express the distinct interclausal relations are heterogeneous, ranging from fully clausal constructions that do not differ from independent main clauses to constructions that are tightly reduced in clausal properties and/or strongly nominalized, and they are marked not only by structural means that are specific to (adverbial) clause linkage (such as conjunctions, converbs, nominalized verbs, or subjunctives, to name but a few), but also by material from outside the specific domain of subordination. Examples (1) to (4) give a brief illustration of the structural diversity that is found in adverbial clauses across languages. Example (1) shows a result clause from Mayogo (Niger-Congo/Ubangi: Angola) that is introduced by the clausal linker a[image: image]ba ’so that’. When the linker is disregarded, the clause is structurally identical to an independent clause in isolation.


[image: image]




Tab. 1: Semantic types of interclausal relation
 


	



	Semantic class
	Semantic types of interclausal relation



	



	Temporal relations
	SIMULTANEITY OVERLAP (‘when’)



	
	SIMULTANEITY DURATION (‘while’)



	
	ANTERIORITY (‘after’)



	
	POSTERIORITY (‘before’)



	
	TERMINUS AD QUEM (‘until’)



	Logical relations
	CONDITION (realis, irrealis/hypothetical, counterfactual)



	
	CONCESSION



	
	CAUSE (cause, reason, explanation)



	
	PURPOSE (general purpose, motion-cum-purpose)



	
	RESULT



	Modal relations
	manner per se/instrument



	
	similarity/comparison



	






Example (2) shows a causal clause from Evenki (Altaic/Tungusic: Russia). It is characterized by a specific derived verb form, the perfect participle, as well as ablative case marking that signals the causal meaning.




	(2)
	Evenki (Altaic/Tungusic: Russia; Nedjalkov 1997: 53)



	 
	Tar
	atyrkan
	bali:-re-n
	[songo-no-duk-pi ilmakta-du-vi].




	 
	that
	old.woman
	get.blind-NFUT-3SG
	cry-PTC-ABL-PREFL young-DAT-PREFL



	 
	‘That old woman went blind because she had wept when she was young.’







CAUSE is also expressed by the construction in example (3) from Gooniyandi (Australian/Bunuban: Western Australia), but here, the interclausal relation is indicated exclusively by intonation and a specific constellation of tense/aspect and mood marking. To signal the causal relation, subjunctive mood combines with the past tense.



	(3)
	Gooniyandi (Australian/Bunuban: Western Australia; McGregor 1990: 434)



	 
	Gamba-ya gard-ya-wani
	nyiminbani.



	 
	water-LOC fall-SBJV-(PST.)(3SG.)NOM.VCLF
	he.drowned



	 
	‘Because he fell in the water, he drowned.’




In example (4) from Japanese (isolate: Japan), POSTERIORITY is expressed by a construction that is obligatorily negated syntactically. It includes the clausal linker uti (ni), which is multifunctional and expresses SIMULTANEITY DURATION (‘while’) in syntactically affirmative contexts.



	(4)
	Japanese (isolate: Japan; Kuno 1973: 154)



	 
	Kuraku
	naranai
	uti ni
	kaerimasyoo.



	 
	darkly
	become.NEG
	before
	let’s.go.home



	 
	‘Let’s go home before it gets dark.’




It will be argued in this study that the diversity in the cross-linguistic coding of adverbial relations is not random, but highly systematic.

Methodologically, the study proceeds from the analysis of a genealogically and areally balanced sample of 45 languages that provide a total of 756 adverbial clause constructions. Descriptive parameters were developed inductively during the process of data collection in order to capture all possible structural configurations (cf. Bickel & Nichols 2002, Bickel 2007, 2010a, Schackow et al. 2012). Whenever appropriate, the data are submitted to statistical analyses that help uncover systematic correlations between structural parameters and similarities or differences between the semantic types of clause.

Of course, this study did not develop in a vacuum. On the one hand, studies investigated isolated structural aspects of adverbial clauses across a handful of semantic types (e.g., Diessel 2001, Cristofaro 2003). On the other hand, there are cross-linguistic studies focusing on isolated clause types scrutinized for several features (e.g., Schmidtke-Bode 2009 on purpose clauses). In between these poles, Verstraete (2008) studies purpose, reason, and intended endpoint clauses across two related parameters (use of mood markers and type of conjunctions) in a small cross-linguistics sample. Hengeveld (e.g., 1996, 1998) studies the correspondence between functional-semantic characteristics of a number of adverbial clause types and the use of dependent and independent verb forms in the European languages. Kortmann (1997) addresses the form and function of adverbial subordinators, expressing as many as 32 interclausal relations in the European languages, and Martowicz (2011) studies similar aspects with respect to four relations in a cross-linguistic sample. Diessel & Hetterle (2011) study the correspondence between linear order and the form of the verb in causal clauses in a 60-language sample, and Crevels (2000) addresses the correspondence between the semantics of concessive clauses and various structural aspects in 30 languages. Dixon (2009) and Aikhenvald (2009) put forward a number of tentative generalizations based on the data from their clause linking volume (Dixon & Aikhenvald 2009). In addition, there is a substantial number of single-language studies that are concerned with (adverbial) subordination in particular languages (e.g., McGregor 1988, Wash 2001, Lichtenberk 2009, Dench 2009) or with specific adverbial relations (e.g., Haeyeon 1994, Eifring 1995, Hara 2008), supplementing the breadth of information that is found in descriptions of adverbial clauses in a reference grammars. Finally, valuable insights can be gained from studies in related disciplines such as corpus linguistics and discourse analysis, mostly from language-specific literature (e.g., Thompson 1985, Ramsay 1987, Ford 1993, Ford & Mori 1994, Couper-Kuhlen 1996, Couper-Kuhlen & Thompson 2000, Verstraete 2004, Wang 2006, Diessel 2005, 2008).

However, what unites all of these studies is the fact that they are concerned either with individual structural and semantic aspects, individual clause types, or individual languages. There is not yet an attempt in the literature to combine the study of an array of structural and semantic aspects in a variety of clause types across a broad language sample, providing a holistic picture of the system of adverbial clauses and coming to a better understanding of the behavior of the individual adverbial clause types with respect to each other. This is precisely the gap that the present study seeks to fill.

1.2 Outline of the Study

The study is organized as follows. It starts out, in Chapter 2, with the presentation of the theoretical background and the methodology that was applied. The reader will be introduced to the basic assumptions and analytic tools of the functional typological approach to the study of language as well as a selection of usage-based principles that functional typologists commonly use to explain the observed patterns. Linguistic diversity, it will be argued, has to be investigated by means of small-scaled descriptive variables that are developed bottom-up on the basis of the observed linguistic data. This is the methodological approach that the present study takes. In order to develop a cross-linguistically applicable definition of adverbial clauses, the notion of subordination will be discussed in great detail, leading to a scalar view of the distinction between coordination and subordination. The comparative concept of adverbial clauses that will be developed is consistent with the idea of gradience in clausal downgrading, considering the category of adverbial clauses as a network of related constructions with prototypical and peripheral representatives. One component of the definition is semantic explicitness, so that Chapter 2 also includes a section that defines the twelve semantic types of adverbial clause that are studied. Finally, the 45-language sample that forms the basis of the present study will be presented and discussed, and the scope of the project will be delineated.

Chapter 3, the first analytical chapter, is first and foremost descriptive in that it is devoted to the precise examination of the morphosyntactic characteristics that adverbial clauses exhibit cross-linguistically. It seeks to answer the question, “Which morphosyntactic properties characterize adverbial clauses as a class and which ones characterize the individual semantic types?” From § 3.2 to § 3.8, I will walk the reader through structural parameters such as tense, aspect, and mood marking; the categorial status of the verb; the coding of the arguments; the clause linkage device; aspects of linear order; and issues of negative polarity marking. On the one hand, the focus is on a detailed presentation of the range of morphosyntactic means that languages use to express adverbial relations between clauses. Given that the variable catalogue was developed inductively, it comprises parameters that have never before received much attention in the cross-linguistic study of adverbial clauses, let alone been investigated systematically and in a quantitative manner. On the other hand, a central goal is the qualitative and quantitative comparison of the individual semantic types of clause with respect to each of the parameters. It will be shown that the morphosyntactic make-up of adverbial clause constructions differs substantially across clause types; that is, that the intra-categorial structural diversity is immense. It is not random, though, and the observed patterns will be linked to usage-based principles that motivate them.

Based on these findings and in keeping with previous work in the context of subordination (Cristofaro 2003), Chapter 4 studies the individual types of adverbial clause by analyzing their divergent behavior with respect to the issue of clausal downgrading, but as will be discussed in more detail below, the present work deviates from previous work in scope and method of analysis. In Chapter 4, the question to be answered is, “To what degree are the individual adverbial clause types downgraded?” I will start from the observation that the distinct adverbial clause types in English are associated with divergent degrees of downgrading (cf. desententialization à la Lehman 1988) based on their grammatical behavior and interactional function (Verstraete 2007) and the claim that the functional principles on which the distinct degrees of downgrading are based are presumably universal. The hypothesis will be developed that the same associations between clause type and degree of downgrading can be observed cross-linguistically. After illustrating distinct degrees of downgrading qualitatively in non-European languages, the hypothesis will be tested quantitatively against the data that were described in Chapter 3. Therefore, I will first present the variables that are relevant for determining the downgrading degree of a construction and the procedure of the analysis. The results will be presented, and a downgrading hierarchy of 14 adverbial relations will be proposed. In addition, a number of related observations will be addressed. After that, the findings will be discussed and related not only to principles of interactional function (Verstraete 2007), but also to principles of discourse organization and information structure, specific semantic characteristics, the ability of clauses to be construed as a nominal entity, the iconic correspondence between conceptual and structural integration, and the principle of linguistic economy (Cristofaro 2003).

Chapter 5 turns to semantic issues. Specifically, the chapter is concerned with the meaning of the individual clausal linkers, irrespective of the constructions they occur in, and the goal is to shed light on the patterns of multifunctionality in which the individual adverbial relations are involved. In particular, I look at the patterns of overlap within the semantic domain of adverbial relations, and the leading question is, “What does the semantic space of adverbial relations look like?” It will at first be necessary to clarify some methodological aspects, because the dataset used for the multifunctionality study is not the same dataset like the one on which Chapter 3 and 4 are based. The first objective of Chapter 5 is to examine the differential degrees to which the individual adverbial relations are polysemous within the domain of interclausal adverbial relations. For this purpose, two hierarchies are established that arrange the semantic types of linker with respect to their propensity for being multifunctional and explicit (the Multifunctionality Scale of Adverbial Relations and the Explicitness Scale of Adverbial Relations). Then, the focus of attention is narrowed down to the multifunctionality patterns of the individual adverbial relations, in order to subsequently be extended to a visualization of the semantic space of adverbial relations. For this purpose, a semantic map has been developed by using Multidimensional Scaling, a statistical method for pattern discovery in larger datasets. Therefore, the reader is first introduced to the goals and gains of Multidimensional Scaling. After that, a semantic map of adverbial relations is established, and it is discussed and evaluated in great detail. In order to understand the findings, I will continue by critically discussing the impact of functional factors such as cognitive centrality and level of informativeness as opposed to usage-related aspects and phenomena of grammaticalization, specifically the conventionalization of pragmatic implicatures and metaphorical change.

Chapter 6, finally, summarizes the major findings of the study and points out promising areas for future research.


 2 Theoretical and Methodological Preliminaries

2.1 Introduction

This chapter will introduce the reader to the theoretical and methodological background of this study, as well as to the major theoretical concepts that are relevant to the typological study of adverbial clauses. It is divided into three major parts. In § 2.2, I will introduce the theoretical framework this study is situated in, notably the functional-typological approach to the study of language. In § 2.2.1, the field of linguistic typology will be characterized, with particular focus to the issues of cross-linguistic comparison, universals of language, and the nature of linguistic diversity. After that, § 2.2.2 will familiarize the reader with usage-based explanations of the typological distributions that will be drawn on in the analysis of adverbial clauses, specifically addressing functional factors (economy, iconicity, discourse function), processing, and the role of language change. In § 2.3, I will expound in considerable detail the notion of adverbial clause. Specifically, § 2.3.1 will provide a detailed discussion of past approaches to the notion of subordination, showing that both strictly formal and strictly functional approaches fail to meet the requirements of a cross-linguistic investigation of adverbial clauses. Therefore, as § 2.3.2 will show, using a comparative concept is crucial for the definition of the domain under scrutiny, and a definition of this kind will be provided for adverbial clauses. The domain under investigation will be delineated by clear criteria, and it will be argued that the distinction between subordination and coordination as scalar rather than as dichotomous. In § 2.3.3, definitions of the individual semantic types of adverbial clause that this study focuses on will be provided, and in § 2.4, methodological aspects of data collection will be addressed. This subsumes, in § 2.4.1, issues on language sampling and, in § 2.4.2, issues relating to the scope of the analysis. As § 2.4.1 will show, a cross-linguistic investigation of the variation space of adverbial clauses can only succeed if a representative sample of the world’s languages is chosen: one that adheres to the general sampling principles of areal and genealogical stratification. The genetically and areally controlled convenience sample of 45 languages that provides the basis for this study will be presented. Finally, § 2.4.2 discusses issues relating to the selection of the constructions that were analyzed and introduces the dataset.

 2.2 The Functional-Typological Approach

2.2.1 Cross-linguistic comparison, universals of language, and linguistic diversity

Since the pioneering work of Greenberg (1963), the functional-typological approach to the study of language has been concerned with the cross-linguistic comparison of linguistic structures and the functional factors by which linguistic variation can be explained. It is an empirical science that proceeds from the examination of linguistic structure in a large number of languages, aiming to describe the breadth of variation that linguistic forms exhibit cross-linguistically and to detect the systematic patterns by which they are characterized. A major assumption is that linguistic structure varies in countless ways, but that the variation is highly systematic, reflecting universal properties of human communication, cognition, and social interaction, as well as principles of language change; that is, it ultimately reflects the nature of human language.

Given the crucial role of cross-linguistic comparison as the main method of data collection, one of the major prerequisites for sound typological research is the selection of a representative sample of the world's languages. Out of the approximately 6000–7000 extant languages of the world, typologists choose a subset that, depending on the particular goal of the study, meets the criteria of genealogical and areal independence while capturing the greatest possible variety (e.g., Bakker 2010). Different methods of sample generation allow different kinds of inferences to be drawn (Janssen et al. 2006) about the regularity and distribution of patterns of linguistic variation.

Traditionally, typological work has assumed universal limits to the extent of structural variation in languages (e.g., Comrie 1989: 33–34). Different kinds of linguistic universals describe cross-linguistic patterns and the constraints governing them. On the one hand, unrestricted universals state that all languages behave identically with respect to a particular feature. Implicational universals, on the other hand, state that there are correlations between logically independent features, i.e., that the occurrence of one feature is conditioned by the occurrence of another feature (Croft 2003: § 3.2). An example of the latter is the correlation between the order of object and verb in independent declarative clauses and the order of relative clause and noun:



	(5)
	If in a language the verb precedes the object, the relative clause will usually follow the head noun (cf. Dryer 2005).




 In contrast to unrestricted universals, which posit uniformity across languages with respect to a particular set of features, implicational universals only restrict the possible patterns of variation in that they rule out one of four logically available types. With respect to the example in (5), this means that there are languages in which both the object and the relative clause follow the verb and the noun, respectively; languages in which they both precede the verb and the noun, respectively; and languages in which the object precedes the verb but the relative clause follows the noun. The option that is ruled out is that the object follows the verb but the relative clause precedes the noun. Situated between unrestricted and implicational universals, biconditional universals rule out two of the four logically available types, as in the following example from the famous Greenbergian word order correlations (1963):



	(6)
	If a language has prepositions, the genitive almost always follows the governing noun. By contrast, if a language has postpositions, the genitive almost always precedes the governing noun.




However, these kinds of generalizations are not the only forms universals can take. Typologists also use typological hierarchies and semantic maps in order to describe linguistic distributions. Hierarchies represent an ordered ranking of grammatical phenomena and can be thought of as a chain of implicational universals (e.g., Croft 2003: § 5.1). An example from morphology is the structural coding of the category of number. Typically, the singular is coded with a lower number of morphemes than the plural, which is in turn coded with fewer morphemes than the dual (cf. Croft 2003: 126−127):



	(7)
	Singular<plural<dualw
(adapted from Croft 2003: 126, cf. also Corbett 2000: 38−50)




This does not necessarily mean that the number of morphemes rises with every step on the hierarchy. What it means, simply, is that no matter where a line is drawn, the group on the right of the hierarchy will be coded by a higher number of morphemes than the group on the left. The number hierarchy thus describes the constraints to the possible structural variation in the context of number coding, ruling out languages whose number marking does not correspond to the specific ranking in (7).

Semantic maps represent patterns of multifunctionality in languages (e.g., Haspelmath 2003, Croft 2003: Ch. 5). Across languages, linguistic forms are often used to express more than one conceptual situation, that is, to be used in semantically related contexts. A semantic map describes the range of conceptual situations that a particular linguistic form can express, as in the oftcited semantic map on indefinite pronouns proposed by Haspelmath (1997: 4):


[image: image]

Fig. 1: Semantic map of indefinite pronouns (Haspelmath 1997: 4)



The map in Figure 1 describes a situation in which if, in a language, a particular indefinite pronoun expresses more than one of the relations, these relations will be connected by a line; i.e., they have to be located in a contiguous space on the map. Relations that are not connected cannot be expressed by the same indefinite pronoun. The English pronoun some, for instance, codes the relations of SPECIFIC KNOWN and UNKNOWN, IRREALIS NONSPECIFIC, QUESTION, and CONDITIONAL, whereas any codes QUESTION, CONDITIONAL, DIRECT and INDIRECT NEGATION, COMPARATIVE, and FREE CHOICE (Haspelmath 1997: 248). Indefinite pronouns from other languages map differently onto the map, but the relations a pronoun can express are always adjacent. Semantic maps thus capture both language-specific facts and cross-linguistic generalizations, describing the limits set to the variation space in the world’s languages. Typological hierarchies and semantic maps will play a central role in the discussion of the degree of downgrading of adverbial clause types and the multifunctionality of adverbial relations, respectively, in Chapters 4 and 5.

It is important that typological universals are not interpreted in an absolute sense. Since no sample can ever take into account all the languages that are currently spoken, let alone the languages that were ever spoken in the history of language, typologists consider universals to be statistical tendencies rather than absolute, exception-free truths (e.g., Bickel 2010b). This assumption distinguishes linguistic typology from generative grammar, where the view is held that there are biologically given, innate universals of language which are necessarily true for all human beings (e.g., Chomsky 2000). The latter view is inextricably tied to the descriptive metalanguage, because it presupposes fixed a priori terms to which the realities of every language are imperatively assigned. It is largely theory-driven, in striking contrast to the inductive, data-driven approach of linguistic typology (Comrie 2006: 130−131, cf. also Polinsky & Kluender 2007 for a comparison of the approaches). In the typological view, universals are but probabilistic statements, i.e., statements about the frequency distribution of particular phenomena in the world’s languages, extrapolated from samples of linguistic data, and they do not allow for a categorial classification into possible and impossible types (cf. Newmeyer 2005 in favor of categorial choices). Instead, they allow for a description of the precise nature and the areal distribution of patterns, inviting the researcher to find explanations for the respective observations (e.g., Nichols 2007, Bickel 2007, 2010b, Croft 2010a).

Acknowledging the probabilistic nature of linguistic universals is the only methodologically adequate way to deal with the extensive diversity exhibited by the world’s languages (e.g., Cysouw 2010). Indeed, in recent years, there has been a far-reaching appreciation of and interest in the nature of linguistic diversity. An outcome of this has been that typologists no longer believe in the existence of unrestricted universals (e.g., Evans & Levinson 2009), which have always been taken for granted in the traditional typological literature (e.g., Whaley 1997, Croft 2003). As cross-linguistic samples have grown larger, exceptions to almost all proposed universals have been found. According to Evans and Levinson (2009: 438), statements that are true for all languages are not only very rare, but they are also usually either banal (cf. the alleged universal that all languages have vowels and consonants) or generally not agreed upon by specialists (cf. the alleged universal that all languages have nouns and verbs).

On a methodological plane, the new focus on diversity requires the adoption of very precise analytical methods that are able to capture the full amount of variation “out there”. Specifically, two criteria must be met. First, measuring diversity requires the analysis of small-scaled descriptive variables that are inductively developed during the process of data collection (Bickel & Nichols 2002, Bickel 2007, 2010a, Schackow et al. 2012, or Witzlack-Makarevich 2011 for an application to the typology of grammatical relations). Coarse-grained structural categories and variables, like “agglutinative”, “subordinate”, or “finite”, are no longer used because they are not universally applicable and because they do not allow for a precise description of the full range of linguistic variation (cf. also Cristofaro 2008). Such a “multivariate” approach (cf. “Multivariate Typology” in Bickel 2010a, or “Parametric Approach” in Gast & Diessel 2012) obviates the need to squeeze multifaceted linguistic structures into the rigid straightjacket of Latin grammar, recognizing that grammatical phenomena are rarely absolutely identical across languages, but rather similar and largely language-specific (cf. also Haspelmath 2007b). Multivariate analyses allow for the measurement of this similarity on the basis of universally applicable, unambiguous variables that can be analyzed quantitatively and evaluated by means of precise statistical methods. Indeed, there has been a sharp rise in the application of statistical testing of the distribution of linguistic data (cf. e.g. Cysouw 2005 for an overview of association tests, Croft & Poole 2004 for multidimensional scaling, Bickel 2008b for a multiple regression model, Cysouw 2010 for a generalized linear model), resulting, as some argue, in a better representation of the cross-linguistic patterns and providing a basis for improved explanations (cf. Bickel 2007 and Cysouw 2010).

Second, the study of cross-linguistic diversity is only possible if the phenomenon under scrutiny is defined in such a way that the phenomenon is cross-linguistically comparable to begin with. Linguistic diversity is immense and formal identity is almost non-existent, so that no formal, morphosyntactic definition of a category or structure can ever claim universal validity (for an opposing view from the generative camp, see Newmeyer 2007). What all humans share is a set of cognitive mechanisms and communicative goals, as well as a common system of perception and thought; for this reason, all languages share a duty of fulfilling certain basic communicative functions. The classical approach in linguistic typology has been to adopt a functional definition of the research domain based on universal conceptual-semantic concepts (cf. Stassen 1985: 14−15, Croft 2003: 13−19). In the context of clause combining, such definitions have been proposed for subordination (Cristofaro 2003) and coordination (Mauri 2008). Cristofaro, for instance, defines subordination as “a particular way to construe the cognitive relation between two events, such that one of them (which will be called the dependent event) lacks an autonomous profile, and is construed in the perspective of the other event” (2003: 2). However, even though I am generally sympathetic to this practice, I agree with Haspelmath (2010) in recognizing that purely conceptual-semantic definitions may also not be fully adequate for comparative purposes. Oftentimes, such definitions are based on a conceptual-semantic concept of questionable universal validity (cf. Haspelmath 2010)1, so that purely functional definitions may not suit all the phenomena that they incorporate, either (as will be shown for Cristofaro’s definition of subordination, 2003, in § 2.3). Haspelmath (2010) argues that the ultimate solution is “comparative concepts”, which are based on primitive, universal conceptual-semantic notions (i.e., functional factors), but may seek recourse to formal notions (such as the concept of “clause”) as long as these are universally valid and unambiguous in the particular research domain.

Finally, in interpreting typological distributions, typological studies ideally take into account the factors of genealogy and areality; i.e., the fact that typological similarities may be due to shared inheritance or to the historical contact between speakers of languages spoken in continuous geographical regions (cf. Sprachbund). This is not only true with respect to genealogy- and area-conscious sampling choices, but also with respect to the interpretation of the findings. As Dryer (1989, 2000, 2003, 2009) and others (e.g., Bickel and Nichols 2006) have repeatedly argued, no universal should be claimed if the effects of family membership and areality have not been controlled for. Indeed, recent studies that identify cultural evolution as having the most significant impact on the development of linguistic structure (cf. Dunn et al. 2011) have generated heated discussions in the linguistic community. Modern statistical methods allow for these factors to be built into statistical models (e.g., Bickel 2008b, Dunn et al. 2011).

This dissertation is consonant with the “variationist” approach to linguistic diversity in that it proceeds from a detailed, multivariate analysis of the cross-linguistic data of adverbial clauses. Adverbial clauses are defined by means of a universally valid comparative concept (cf. § 2.3), and the data are submitted to quantitative analysis and statistical evaluation. Cross-linguistic generalizations will be provided, which are understood as probabilistic in nature.

2.2.2 Usage-based typological explanations

As mentioned above, typological research is not only concerned with the description and analysis of cross-linguistic patterns, but also seeks to explain these observations. In contrast to generativists, who consider language to be a self-contained system (e.g., Newmeyer 1998: Ch. 2), typologists, together with functionalists (e.g., Van Valin 2001) and proponents of the usage-based approach to language in general (e.g., Bybee 1985, 2010, Langacker 1987), assume that linguistic structure reflects the way in which language is used, i.e., “properties of language use determine properties of the linguistic system” (Croft 2003: 287). Crucially, the main function of language is communication and the producers and receivers of language are human people; therefore, the proposed explanations relate to both actual language use and its user. As a result, the range of domains from which the typological explanations are drawn is wide, encompassing language function, processing, human cognition and neuro-anatomy, sociolinguistics, language evolution, and language change (Nichols 2007: 234). The basic idea is that all language strives to be maximally efficient, given the biological, cognitive, social, and cultural preconditions of the speaker and the hearer.

Hawkins (2004) provides a systematic account for the assumption of the relation between function and form in the domain of morphosyntax, which he labels the “Performance-Grammar-Correspondence Hypothesis” (henceforth PGCH). Communicative interaction is highly dynamic and the language user often has the choice to select from different grammatical structures and constructions (e.g., to place the direct object before or after the indirect object, or to use a complementizer or leave it out, as in English). If a particular variant is selected increasingly frequently by an entire speech community, it becomes conventionalized and eventually “fixed” in the grammar of the language. According to this view, grammars are but “’frozen’ or fixed’ performance preferences” (Hawkins 2004: 15). The PGCH states that “[g]rammars have conventionalized syntactic structures in proportion to their degree of preference in performance, as evidenced by patterns of selection in corpora and by ease of processing in psycholinguistic experiments” (Hawkins 2004: 15). This view is consonant with models of language change in which high usage frequency is associated with processes of grammar conventionalization (e.g., Haspelmath 1999, Bybee 2003a, 2010: Ch. 6).

In the context of the study of adverbial clauses, it is not only functional and cognitive aspects, but also factors related to language processing and language change that play roles. In the literature, these explanations have traditionally been classified as motivations because such explanations indeed describe causes for developments that lead to synchronic forms. In line with a long tradition of functional-typological research (e.g., Greenberg 1963, Haiman 1983, 1985, Kirby 1997, Hawkins 1988, 1994, 2004, Croft 1990, 2003, Diessel 2001), I assume that it is rarely the case that a single motivation is alone responsible for a particular formal patterning. Rather, different motivations may simultaneously exert their influence on a particular structure, resulting in more or less ideal structures, depending on whether all or only some of the motivations are satisfied. This view implies that individual motivations may be in competition (cf. the Competing Motivations Model), meaning that a language may not satisfy multiple motivations at once. The interaction of motivations accounts for why there is variation across languages and why some patterns occur more frequently than others (Croft 2003: Ch. 3.3, Haspelmath 2008a).

The Competing Motivations Model implies a dynamic view of language and language universals. In Croft’s (2003: 283) words, “[s]ynchronic language states are just snapshots of a dynamic process emerging originally from language use in conversational interaction”. In this view, language is a not static, but rather a dynamic system that is in a constant state of flux; the diverse motivations mentioned above are what determines this dynamism. Since all humans basically have the same cognitive system, the same motivations affect linguistic structure cross-linguistically. What is partly arbitrary, however, according to Croft (2003: 282), is how individual languages resolve the competition between universally holding motivations, i.e., the language-specific choices. Grammar, in this, view, is “emergent” in the sense of Hopper (1987), and language is viewed as an evolutionary product (e.g., Croft 2000, Givón 2002: Ch. 4).

Thus, the present study is grounded in a usage-based theory of grammar “in which the cognitive organization of language is based directly on experience with language” and in which grammar is seem as “a network built up from the categorized instances of language use” (Beckner et al. 2009: 5). As outlined in Beckner et al. (2009), the basic units of grammar in the usage-based approach are constructions; that is, the lexicon and the grammar are intertwined, the grammar contains detailed probabilistic information about occurrence and co-occurrence in actual language use, and the process of categorizing utterances results in clusters and exemplar clusters that are subject to constant change (cf. also Goldberg 2006, Bybee 2011, among others).

Given this theoretical background, I refer to the explanations for linguistic patterns as “usage-based explanations” (or motivations) rather than “functional explanations”, as has repeatedly been done in studies within the functional-typological approach (e.g., Cristofaro 2003, Mauri 2008). Functional explanations traditionally refer mainly to economical, iconical, and discourse-related coding preferences. However, the range of explanations that are evoked here is wider, also encompassing cognitive aspects, issues in language processing, and language diachrony, although the relevance of some of these motivations in the present context is much smaller than that of others or will only be briefly mentioned rather than thoroughly discussed. Other motivations, like social and cultural ones (e.g., Evans & Levinson 2009, Dunn et al. 2011) or explanations based on the neuroanatomy of speaker and hearer (e.g., Bornkessel-Schlesewsky & Schlesewsky 2009) will not be addressed in the present study.

Based on the literature on (adverbial) subordination, the motivations that are commonly associated with structural and semantic aspects of adverbial clauses will be introduced: iconicity and economy, the discourse-functional potential of a clause, language processing, and aspects of language change. Iconicity and economy are the most prominent functional explanations, going back to Haiman (1980, 1983, 1985).

Put very generally, iconicity refers to the pressure to shape language in such a way that it conforms to the structure of the conceptual situation, while economy refers to the pressure to express more commonly used concepts in shorter forms (cf. the principle of minimal effort, e.g., Haiman 1980, Croft 2003, Hawkins 2004). The principle of iconicity is therefore about the non-arbitrary correspondence between linguistic form and meaning. Various types can be distinguished (cf. Haspelmath 2008b). “Iconicity of distance” (Haiman 1983, 1985), for instance, refers to the correspondence between the formal distance of linguistic expressions and the conceptual distance between their meanings (see also Croft 1990: 174−83, Cristofaro 2003: 8−9). An example is the arrangement of verbal affixes with respect to the verb stem: As Bybee (1985) has shown, affixes whose meaning is very tightly connected with the meaning of the verb occur closer to the verb stem than affixes whose meaning does not directly connect to the meaning of the verb stem. In the context of subordinate clauses, “iconicity of independence” and “iconicity of sequence” are particularly relevant. Iconicity of independence (Cristofaro 2003), derived from Givón’s Binding Principle (Givón 1990: Ch. 13), refers to the fact that the conceptual independence or integration of clauses is iconically reflected in their morphosyntactic independence or integration, respectively. According to Givón (1990: 826), “[t]he more two events/states are integrated semantically or pragmatically, the more will the clauses that code them be integrated grammatically.” Thus, iconicity of independence predicts that those subordinate clauses whose meaning is tightly integrated in the main clause are structurally bound to or tightly fused with their associated main clause, while this is not the case in subordinate clauses in which the semantic relation to the main clause is weaker (Cristofaro 2003: 252, also Foley & van Valin 1984: 271). “Iconicity of sequence” refers to preferences in linearization. Specifically, it predicts that the sequence of linguistic forms reflects the sequence of experiences in the real world (Greenberg 1963: 109, Haiman 1983: 278, 1985: 72−75, Croft 2003: 102, Diessel 2008, also the “order-of-mention-principle,” cf. Clark 1970: 276). This explains, for instance, the ordering distribution of after-clauses and before-clauses in English (Diessel 2008).

Economy is often in direct competition with iconicity because it does not drive the form of language to be the most transparent mirror of meaning possible, but to be as efficient and formally minimal as possible (e.g., Croft 2003: 102). The principle of economy has a long tradition in linguistics, appearing in Zipf’s Principles of Least Effort (Zipf 1949) as well as in Grice’s Conversational Maxims of Quantity and of Manner (Grice 1967/1989), and today it is widely held that economy has a huge impact on language structure (e.g., Haspelmath 2008c for typological data). Haiman (1985) distinguishes “paradigmatic economy” (the reduction of the lexical inventory in a system) from “syntagmatic” or “discourse economy” that is defined as “the tendency to economize on the length or complexity of an utterance or message” whenever the context provides the information necessary for the message to be transmitted (Haiman 1985: 158−159). In general, the principle of economy posits that predictable information is reduced whenever possible in order to avoid redundancy, and it is directly related to frequency of use (Bybee & Thompson 1997, Bybee 2003a, Haspelmath 2008b). A case in point is the phenomenon of pro-drop in languages like Spanish, in which the pronominal subject of a verb can unproblematically be deleted because there is agreement on the verb. In the context of subordination, Cristofaro labels the phenomenon the Principle of Information Recoverability: “[T]he speaker leaves out whatever s/he may afford to leave out without affecting the communicative value of the sentence” (2003: 249). For example, some types of complement clause (phasals, modals, desideratives, manipulatives, and perception complements) are likely to lack person indexation, number marking, or TAM marking as these are predetermined by the semantic features of the main predicate (Cristofaro 2003: 125).

Another functional domain from which typological explanations are drawn is the discourse-functional, information-structural behavior of a clause. Two major theories have been proposed to mainly explain aspects of linear order. According to Hawkins (1994: 111), one tradition is that of the Prague School (e.g., Behaghel 1923−32, Halliday 1967/2004, Talmy 1978), whose proponents argue that old, presupposed information comes before new, asserted information in discourse (“theme before rheme”, “figure before ground”). The other tradition was put forward, among others, by Givón, who believed that the information uppermost in the speaker’s mind (i.e., the new and most important information) is expressed first (e.g., Mithun 1987: 296−297, Givón 1988: 275−276). In the context of adverbial clauses, many studies, both language-specific and typological, argue that the effects of the discourse-pragmatic function of a clause are mirrored in its coding properties (e.g., Chafe 1984, Thompson 1985, Ford 1993, Diessel 2001, 2005, Diessel & Hetterle 2011).

Explanations for universals of linear order also come from the domain of processing. Such explanations are generally based on the assumption of parsing efficiency: Word orders that the human parser can produce and comprehend in the fastest and most efficient way are preferred over structures that are less easy to parse. This results in frequency differences: The preferred, optimal structures are cross-linguistically more common than the non-optimal ones (and they are more common in performance in languages for which both options are available). For example, according to Dryer’s Branching Direction Theory (e.g., 1992a, 1996), phrasal categories either always precede or always follow non-phrasal categories. It is assumed that there is a significant correlation between the order of verb (which generally patterns like non-phrasal categories) and object (which generally patterns like phrasal categories) and the branching direction, such that VO languages are typically right-branching and OV languages are typically left-branching (e.g., Dryer 1992a: 89). Hawkins (1994, 2004) presents a similar but more elaborate processing account for word order correlations, claiming that the human processor prefers structures in which the dependency relation is assigned as early as possible (Early Immediate Constituents in Hawkins 1994, Minimize Domains in Hawkins 2004).

Iconicity, economy, pragmatic function, and, to some extent, processing are the major explanatory concepts that will repeatedly be evoked in the discussion of the morphosyntactic coding of adverbial clauses in Chapters 3 and 4. The semantic issues to be discussed in Chapter 5 will also be related to iconicity and economy, but, in this context, language diachrony is another crucial area from which explanations are drawn. Since considerable space will be devoted to considerations about language diachrony in Chapter 5, grammaticalization research and the relevant notions will now be introduced in greater detail.

A wealth of morphosyntactic and semantic patterns are explained by the ways in which they evolved in language history. Specifically, the relevant mechanisms are grammaticalization processes, that is, a specific “subset of types of diachronic change in which form and meaning pairings change” (Traugott 2011: 21). More specifically, grammaticalization refers to the questions of how lexical items or constructions develop into grammatical markers and how grammatical items take on new grammatical functions (cf. the classics of grammaticalization theory, e.g., Bybee, Perkins & Pagliuca 1994, Heine, Claudi & Hünnemeyer 1991, Hopper & Traugott 2003). In the literature, there is a great deal of theorizing on grammaticalization. The major tenets of grammaticalization theory relevant to the discussion in Chapter 5 are:
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