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Abstract

This book explores the different types of clausal relations in the world’s languages.
Traditionally, the assumption is that there are only two ways how clauses can be
combined. Either one clause is predominant and contains the other, or none of
the clauses is predominant and both are merged with equal properties. The for-
mer is called a subordinate relation, the latter a coordinate relation. In the course
of the discussion about this dichotomy of clausal relations, certain characteristics
have been identified to distinguish the two. However, as more and more languages
have been studied in this respect, the assumption of the strict subordination-
coordination dichotomy did not remain unchallenged. A number of different con-
structions in the world’s languages were claimed to resist this classification. Ac-
cording to the established tests, these constructions are neither fully subordinate
nor fully coordinate.

In this dissertation, I will examine some of these constructions in detail, re-
view the evidence for these claims, and discuss whether the assumption of the
strict subordination-coordination dichotomy can be maintained. The main dis-
cussion in this work is divided into two parts: The first part is concerned with
the phenomenon of clause chaining. Clause chaining constructions are long se-
quences of incompletely inflected verbs and verb phrases followed by one fully
specified verb. These constructions are found in a wide range of different lan-
guages in almost all parts of the world; the sole exception maybe being major parts
of Europe. A typical example is given in (1). It consists of eight different clauses.
Only the final verb, however, is marked for indicative mood.

(1) mai-pa ?ufei-mene-pa yene nen-ou-pa nen-ou-pa tefe-pa
come.up-Ss watch-STAT-SS bird 3pPL-shoot-SS 3PL-shoot-Ss put-ss
mene-a-te wai ?o0?aisa-a-te wai ?ai pau-a-?a.
stay-3sG-DS again afternoon-3sG-DS again rustle erupt-3sG-IND

‘He came up and watched and he shot birds and put them and he stayed.
Again it was afternoon, and again there was a rustling sound.’
Tauya: MacDonald (1990, p.367)

This construction has gained increased attention in the recent discussion about
clausal relations because the different syntactic tests established in the literature
yield contradictory results for this construction. According to some tests, clauses
in a clause chain seem to be in a coordinate relation and according to others, they
seem to be in a subordinate one. For example, we find that clauses in a clause
chain are morphosyntactically dependent on the final clause of the chain. In (1),
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only the final verb of the chain is specified for indicative mood. Nevertheless, the
other verbs are interpreted as if they were marked for indicative as well. They
depend on the indicative marker of the final verb in the chain. Also, as we will
see, clause chaining constructions allow for asymmetric extraction. Both of these
properties are usually taken to be characteristics of subordinate constructions.
On the other hand, however, clause chaining constructions cannot undergo cen-
ter embedding, extraposition or backward pronominalization. These properties
suggest a coordinate relation between the clauses in a chain.

Following the standard assumptions of many theoretical frameworks, this
is a problematic finding. Generally, it is assumed that the relation between two
clauses is either a subordinate one or a coordinate one. These categories are
thought to be discrete and exhaustive. In other words, constructions that seem
to be in between subordinate and coordinate ones are unexpected and cannot be
derived.

The main claim of this work is this: There are indeed constructions that vi-
olate the widely assumed dichotomy of clausal relations. However, this does not
necessarily mean that the complete theory of clausal relations must be rejected.
In this book, I show that recent findings about the syntactic structure of coordina-
tion make it possible to derive cases of clausal relations that look like coordinate
relations on the surface but exhibit certain syntactic properties of subordinate
ones.

Recent analyses in the syntactic framework of the Minimalist Program have
suggested that coordination structures are syntactically represented by a coordi-
nation head selecting the two conjuncts as arguments. One major advantage of
this assumption is that coordination structures are no longer represented by odd
syntactic structures. Coordination heads are regular syntactic heads with regular
syntactic properties. This means, however, that, in principle, we might expect reg-
ular syntactic movement to the specifier of a coordination phrase. I argue that it
is exactly this kind of movement step that derives the mixed properties of clause
chaining constructions. More concretely, I propose a structure like (2).
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(20 Movement to Spec&P:
&P
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XP 7P
YANRYAN

Some syntactic category XP may be base-generated as an adjunct to another cat-
egory but in the course of the derivation, XP can be moved to the specifier of a co-
ordination phrase. The result is a structure that looks like a coordinate structure
on the surface but which has certain syntactic properties of a subordinate con-
struction because there was some stage of the derivation where the two clauses
were in a subordinate relation. The mixed properties of clause chaining construc-
tions sketched above can be shown to follow immediately from this derivation.
Syntactic operations that are responsible for morphological dependency and for
asymmetric extraction (i.e. agreement and movement) can apply before the cru-
cial movement step in (2). Hence, these operations lead to the impression that
the relation between these two clauses is a subordinate one. Other processes or
operations such as linearization apply at a later stage in the derivation. These op-
erations thus indicate a coordinate relation.

Further evidence for the derivation in (2) comes from a number of different
observations. Most importantly, I show that the adjoined base position in (2) in
which the first conjunct is generated is not just a mere stipulation to derive the
observed facts. In many languages, medial clauses can surface in that position.
Then, however, they are not called medial clauses but converb clauses. Converb
clauses share most morphosyntactic properties with medial clauses. However,
when the clausal relation tests are applied, one finds that converbs are uncon-
troversially subordinate as predicted by their syntactic context.

Also, I show that as soon as more complex cases of clause chaining are taken
into account, we find that the complex dependency relations between all clauses
in a chain can only be accounted for if these clauses are treated as subordinate
and coordinate at the same time. I identify two strategies of clause chaining in
the world’s languages: Recursive clause chaining and iterative clause chaining.
Alternative approaches, especially those that treat clause chaining as an instance
of regular coordination cannot derive both strategies at the same time.



XIV —— Abstract

Furthermore, the derivation in (2) is supported by two case studies where the
account that I propose is applied to two unrelated languages: Korean and Tsakhur.
In both languages, we find medial and converb constructions and what we see is
that these constructions are morphologically identical. Looking at the data from
Tsakhur or Korean, it becomes evident that an approach which just assumes dif-
ferent base positions for these two types of clauses misses an important general-
ization.

Since clause chaining constructions are found in virtually all major linguistic
areas, it is not surprising that we find an incredibly great amount of crosslinguis-
tic variation with respect to this construction. I argue that the derivation in (2) is
flexible enough to account for the vast majority of the attested variation. I illus-
trate how the approach can be parametrized and adapted to specific properties
of certain languages. While the categories that are conjoined and the syntactic
features of the heads in question may vary, the abstract underlying derivation re-
mains the same: Medial constructions are derived by movement to the specifier of
a coordination phrase.

Finally, I take a look at switch-reference marking, which is found in many
clause chaining languages as well. I argue that switch-reference marking can
occur in coordinate contexts and subordinate ones. However, we find that switch-
reference marking has different properties depending on its syntactic context.
Switch-reference marking in subordinate constructions has different properties
than switch-reference in coordinate constructions. And since switch-reference
marking in clause chaining constructions varies with respect to its properties, we
need a derivation for clause chains that involves both a subordinate relation and
a coordinate one.

The second part of this work shows that similar constructions are also found in
more familiar languages such as English. I argue that so-called asymmetric coor-
dination constructions are also derived by means of movement to the specifier of a
coordination phrase. In the second part of this book, I investigate three different
types of asymmetric coordination constructions in English. First, scene-setting
coordination as in (3a). Second, consecutive coordination as in (3b). And third,
conditional coordination as in (3c).

(3) a. Scene-Setting Coordination:
Here’s the whiskey that he went to the store and bought.
Ross (1967, p.168)
b. Consecutive Coordination:
How much can you drink and still stay sober?
Lakoff (1986, p.152)
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c. Conditional Coordination:
You drink another can of beer and I’'m leaving.
Culicover and Jackendoff (1997, p.197)

All three constructions look like cases of regular coordination on the surface. Also,
the order of conjuncts is fixed, which is another indicator of a coordinate structure.
However, these three constructions also show some properties of subordinate con-
structions. Most notably, they all allow for asymmetric extraction out of only one
of the conjuncts. Other tests show the same thing. Cases of conditional conjunc-
tion, for example, also allow for an element in the second conjunct to bind a vari-
able in the first one. This is usually taken as a robust criterion for a c-command
relation and, hence, for subordination.

The argumentation that cases of asymmetric coordination should be derived
in basically the same way as clause chains is based on an old observation in the
literature about the semantics of these constructions. A number of people have ar-
gued that what distinguishes asymmetric from symmetric coordination is that, in
case of the former, the two conjuncts are semantically unbalanced. One of the con-
juncts expresses background information in basically the same way as a clausal
adjunct would. In the case of scene-setting coordination, the first conjunct gives
additional temporal or locational background information. In other words, it sets
the scene for the second conjunct. In the case of consecutive coordination, the
event described in the second conjunct is a consequence of the event described in
first conjunct. In the case of conditional coordination, the first conjunct expresses
the same meaning as a regular conditional adjunct clause. I take this semantic
asymmetry as an indicator for the fact that the semantically foregrounded con-
junct is base-generated as the matrix clause to which the backgrounded conjunct
is adjoined. The coordinate surface structure is then derived by movement of the
adjunct to the specifier of a coordination phrase.

I show that this derives all the properties of the asymmetric coordination con-
structions, the coordinate ones as well as the subordinate ones. Also, the differ-
ences between the different types of asymmetric coordination constructions are
accounted for. I show that scene-setting coordination and consecutive coordina-
tion are syntactically completely identical. They are distinguished only in terms
of their semantics as well as their linearization properties. In the case of scene-
setting coordination, the backgrounded conjunct is linearized to the left of the
foregrounded one and in the case of consecutive coordination, the order is re-
versed. But since linearization is usually taken to be a postsyntactical process,
we can state that ultimately, scene-setting coordination and consecutive coordi-
nation are syntactically identical. Thus, we also find complex cases of more than
two conjuncts in which both types of coordination are combined. These cases can
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be derived elegantly under the account I argue for. Also, the approach allows to
account for maximally complex cases where extraction applies to a proper subset
of the conjuncts as in (4).

(4) What did he go to the store, buy, load in his car, drive home and unload?
Lakoff (1986, p.153)

In (4), we have extraction from the second, third and fifth of five conjuncts. Com-
plex examples like this one have not been addressed by any kind of syntactic the-
ory that I know of. Moreover, these examples have even been claimed to be under-
ivable in a syntactic framework (see Lakoff (1986, p.157f)). I show that under the
assumption of nested &Ps, examples like this one nicely follow from the analysis
that I propose in this work.

Conditional coordination, however, differs from the two other types of asym-
metric coordination. As we can see, for example, from the fact that the two con-
juncts in conditional conjunction constructions have their own subjects, this con-
struction is derived by conjoining a different category. I argue that while scene-
setting coordination and consecutive coordination are conjoined vPs, conditional
coordination is coordination of TPs. I show that, under this assumption, the ap-
proach that conditional conjunction is also derived by means of movement to
Spec&P can be combined with the semantic analysis of conditional conjunction
put forward in Keshet (2013). The combination of these two approaches can derive
the puzzling semantic properties of this construction and, in addition, accounts
for the syntactic asymmetries between the conjuncts.

Finally, in the third part of this work, I discuss a number of theoretically relevant
questions. I revisit the crucial assumption of this book, namely that if one assumes
the coordination head to be a regular syntactic head, then we in fact expect move-
ment of elements to the specifier of coordination heads. I show that, syntactically,
there is nothing special about this movement step. It is a simple case of movement
of an adjunct to a specifier higher up in the tree.

I also discuss another assumption that I (more or less) implicitly adopt
throughout this work, namely that the Coordinate Structure Constraint is to
be understood as a derivational principle. Cases of asymmetric extraction from
Scene-Setting Coordination, for example, are uncontroversially violations of a
representational version of the Coordinate Structure Constraint. But under a
derivational version, they can be explained elegantly.

Furthermore, I sketch how a version of Miiller’s (2010,2011) theory of locality
can be applied to derive why certain nonfinite adjuncts are transparent for extrac-
tion whereas others are not. Also, I show how the approach I put forward in this
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work can be constrained in order to avoid overgeneration. Finally, I argue that the
approach that I pursue should be taken as direct syntactic evidence for an asym-
metric structure of coordination phrases.






Part I: Clause Chains, Medials, and Converbs






1 Introducing Clause Chains

Clause chaining constructions are long sequences of a potentially infinite num-
ber of clauses within the same sentence. These constructions are attested in lan-
guages all over the world but they are especially widespread in East and Southeast
Asia, Papua New Guinea and Australia.

The individual clauses in clause chaining constructions are usually quite
small consisting of a verb and its arguments. Since the arguments (especially sub-
jects) are usually dropped if they can be inferred from discourse, many clauses
consist of nothing but a verb. Morphologically, the major characteristic of clauses
within a clause chain is that all verbs but the final one bear incomplete marking.
That is, they are not inflected for categories usually associated with finiteness
such as tense or mood. This is illustrated in (1).

(1) [ra fisi-pie | (fahare-rd ] [yape?-yopa-pie ]
[go arrive-sEQ.3PL.DS ] [rise-SEQ.SS | [chase.away-3PL.DO-SEQ.3PL.DS |
[mafa-yeni?  behe-ra ] [wise-pie ] [fiu?

]

[stuff-3PL.POSS throw.away-SEQ.SS | [flee-SEQ.3PL.Ds | [illicitly
ro=fare-mbin 1.

take=all-3PL.REM.PAST |

"When they; (the foreigners) arrived, they; (the villagers) got up and chased
them away. They; threw away their stuff and fleed. Then, they; stole their
stuff.’

Kate (Trans-New-Guinea); Pilhofer (1933) as cited in Bickel (2011)

Example (1) consists of six distinct clauses, but only the verb of the final clause
is marked for absolute tense. In the case above, it is marked for REMNANT PAST,
indicating that the action described took place a while ago. The first five verbs
can be marked for other categories such as relative tense but, crucially, they do
not bear the full specification. Interestingly, however, even though these verbs are
not marked for REMNANT PAST as well, they are obligatorily interpreted as if they
were. The events they describe happened at the same time as the events described
in the final clause.

Clauses within a clause chain are juxtaposed asyndetically, without coordi-
nating or subordinating conjunctions. Instead, the verbs within a clause chain are
marked for switch-reference, which is often taken to be a characteristic for these
constructions.
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There are two different types of clauses usually contained in a clause chaining
construction: Medial clauses and converb clauses. They can be distinguished
on the basis of the function they fulfill. The main function of converb clauses
is to mark adverbial subordination.! This contrasts medial clauses whose main
function is to provide additional foreground information. In other words, medial
clauses “provide mainline information to move the discourse forward”.? These
kinds of definitions are, of course, very vague, and often a definite decision of
individual cases seems problematic. Hence, in this work, the definitions above
are not taken to be the final criteria to decide whether a clause is a converb or a
medial clause. Rather, these statements serve as a rough point of orientation. The
decisive criteria, however, will be given in the following chapters. As the first part
of this work will show, medial clauses differ from converb clauses with respect to
certain syntactic tests. Accordingly, both medial clause and converb clause can be
defined on the basis of their syntactic behavior rather than on the basis of their
function. A converb clause is syntactically subordinate to another clause, whereas
amedial clause is, according to various syntactic tests, in between subordination
and coordination.

These definitions are clear and discrete and thus, the terms are much more
concrete. However, one should be careful to transfer these terms to other works.
In the literature about clause chains, medial constructions and converbs, these
terms are often used in completely different ways. To a certain extent, these terms
are also used interchangeably. The same construction often has different names
in different languages. The major reasons for this confusion are different termino-
logical traditions in different language families. The term converb was originally
used for verb forms in Turkic and Mongolic languages, whereas the term medial
comes from Papuan linguistics.

The term clause chaining refers to the whole construction which can include
medial clauses and/or converb clauses. Thus, the term is neutral with respect to
the question of clausal relations.

In the course of the following chapters, I discuss the phenomenon of clause chain-
ing constructions in detail. I give an overview of the morphosyntactic properties
of this construction from a typological, theory-neutral perspective. Then, I dis-

1 See Haspelmath (1995) for this definition.

2 See Dooley (2010a) for a definition of the term medial clause. Note however, that Dooley uses
the term clause chaining construction to refer to medial clause constructions without consider-
ing converb clauses at all. This, of course, contributes to the terminological confusion discussed
below.
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cuss the implications of the previous findings for syntactic theories and propose
a novel theory couched in the framework of the Minimalist Program.

More concretely, the discussion of clause chaining constructions will proceed
as follows: In the next chapter, I will illustrate the syntactic behavior of medial
clauses with respect to the standard tests of clausal relations. As was hinted at in
the introduction above, the results will be inconclusive. Medial clauses are nei-
ther fully subordinate nor fully coordinate. Hence, they pose a challenge for syn-
tactic theories. In Chapter 3, I will discuss how this challenge was tackled by pre-
vious analyses and why these analyses are problematic. In Chapter 4, I present my
own analysis and show how it can derive the inconclusive syntactic properties of
medial clauses. Chapter 5 shows how the analysis can handle long sequences of
medial clauses. The empirical facts about the dependency relations in these long
sequences will serve as further strong arguments for my theory. In Chapter 6, I
discuss the syntactic properties of converb clauses and how the theory of Chap-
ter 4 can account for their behavior as well. Chapter 7 is concerned with two case
studies of clause chains in Tsakhur and Korean. In Chapter 8, I show how the
present approach can be parametrized to account for the attested empirical vari-
ation we find with clause chaining constructions. Finally, Chapter 9 will briefly
discuss what the present theory predicts for another topic that is closely related
to the topic of clause chaining constructions, namely switch-reference marking.






2 Properties of Medial Constructions

In this chapter, I introduce the general morphosyntactic properties of medial con-
structions. Then, I will focus on the question whether these constructions are
structurally coordinate or subordinate. For this purpose, I will apply the standard
tests which distinguish coordinate and subordinate structures to medial construc-
tions in different languages. These tests yield, as we will see, contradictory re-
sults and hence support the claim that clause chaining constructions are neither
canonically subordinate nor canonically coordinate.

2.1 The Morphological Form of Medial Clauses

We have seen a prototypical example of a medial clause chain from Kate above.
A similar example from Tauya, another clause chaining language, is given be-
low. The following sentence consists of nine distinct clauses and, again, only the
final verb is fully specified (for indicative mood). In Tauya, all non-final verbs
bear nothing but a marker glossed as medial, which also encodes the category
of switch-reference. Again, the first eight verbs cannot be inflected for tense or
mood but nevertheless they are all interpreted as if they bore the indicative mood
marker located at the final verb.

(1)  [Nono imai-te-pa ] [mai mena-a-te ] [pai a’-ate-pa
[child 3.sG.carry-get-MED.SS | [come.up stay-3.SG.-MED.DS | [pig hit-MED.Ss
] [monowi  nen-fe-pa ] [yene wawiwi nen-fe-pa ]
] [child show 3.PL-TR-MED.SS | [sacred flute show 3.PL-TR-MED.SS |
[mene-pa ][paia’ate-ti tefe-pa ] [Pe%eri-pa ] [toto-i*-a ]
[stay-MED.ss ] [pig hit-coNJ put-MED.ss ] [dance-MED.Ss | [cut-3.PL-IND ]

’She carried the child and came up and stayed; and they killed the pigs and
showed them to the children and they showed them the sacred flutes and
stayed and they killed the pigs and put them and they danced and cut (the
pigs).’

Tauya: MacDonald (1990, p.361)

The previous examples showed that medial clauses are (usually) inflected. Often,
they are inflected for relative tense as in the Kate example above (1). These mark-
ers encode whether the event described by the medial clause and the event in the
following medial clause (or the final, finite verb) happen simultaneously or suc-
cessively. In many languages, medial verbs are also inflected for person and num-



