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1 Introduction

The nature of clause combining in grammar, including nsubordination® and its
relationship to "co-ordination,” has been the subject of much discussion.! However,
rather little of this discussion has addressed the general problem of "Subord'inration“ in
terms of the structure of the discourse within which the "subordinate'; clause Aappears.
(Some exceptions include Chafe (1984), Dillon (1981: Chapter 8), Golkova (1968),
Grimes (1975), Halliday and Hasan (1.976), Longacre (1970), Longacre and Thompson
{1985), Mithun (1984), Thompson (1985a), (1985b). Tomlin (1985). and Winter (1982).)

This paper will first suggest that it is not possible to define or even characterize
"subordinate clause" in strictly sentence-level terms. In other words. in order to
characterize what it is that distinguishes a "subordinate" from a "main" clause, one
must appeal to the discourse context in which the clause in question appears. To a
discourse-oriented linguist, this might seem self-evident. Yet it is striking that none of
the attempts to define "subordinate clause” in the literature that we are aware of rhas
been made in recognition of the consequences of this perspective. We will then proposé
and justify a discourse account of the notion of "subo‘rdinate clause." Specifically, we
will show that in written English discourse, a certain kind of what linguists have called
"subofdinate clauses," namely "hypotaxis," ecan usefully be viewed as a
grammaticalization of a very genefal ﬁroperty of the hierarchieal Strxlctu;e of the

discourse itself.

This work can thus be seen as a contribution to the study of " natural gralnma,r;" We
are proposing an answer to the question "What discourse function motivates the
grammar of hypotaxis?" But in order for this approach to yield results, we have to
identify the kind of clause combining we are interested in. As we do this in the next
section, it is important to keep in mind that we are looking for grammatical
igterpretations of clause combining that make functional sense, that is, that we can

relate to function in discourse.

1See, for example, Andersson {1975}, Beekman and Callow (1974}, Davison (1979), (1981), Grimes
(1975), Haiman and Thompson (1984), Halliday {1985), Halliday and Hasan (1976}, Handke (1984),
G. Lakoff (1984), R. Lakoff (1984), Longacre (1970), (1976), (1983), McCray (1981), (1982}, Martin (1983),
Olson (1981), Payne (1973}, Posner {1972), Quirk et =l (1985}, Rappaport (1979), Rutherford (1970),
Schiffrin (1985b), Smaby (1974), Sopher (1974), Talmy (1978a, b), Van Valin (1984).
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2 Interpreting the clause combinations to be studied

In discussions of clause combining, there is a good deal of Variatrion both in
terminology and in the substance of different analyses. -To avoid any confusion, we
want to be very clearAal‘:)out what kind of category we are looking at and how‘_it differs
from other categories involving clauses. We will start by exemplifying the kind of
clause combinations we will be focusing on. We will then characterize them informally
as- clause combinations without relj’ing on' any traditional existing categories. The
problem we face is that there is no traditional, generally accepted interrpretation that we
can rely on, 'W'_e will first look at embedding and differentiate it from clause combining,
and then look at clause combining by coordination. Since the kind of clause combining
we wish to focus on cannot be interpreted as combining by coordination, we will turn to
Halliday’s work for an additional kind of clause combining that has not been clearly
differentiated in much recent work. After discussing some of the functions a clause may
sérve in grarﬁmatical structure, we will draw attention to the need to keep
considerations of functions distinct from the assignment of a clause to a particular

grammatical class.

While we will touch on some distinctions we think are crucial in the study of clauses
and clause combinations, we will not try to present a typology of clause combining or
an exhaustive list of the parameters such a typology has to take into account: That is

the task undertaken by Lehmann in his contribution to this volume.

2.1 Characterization by exemplification

Let us first exemplify the kind of clause combinations we are interested in. We
interpret them as and call them clause combinations, but we do not want to give
them a specific traditional name, since any name is likely to preéuppose a particular
kind of interpretation. Further, the traditional names for the clause combiné,tions we
want to study all imply interpretations we think are both grammatically misleading and

unhelpful when we try to account for their discourse function.



A. ... I made an appointment with the best hand surgeon in the
valley to see 1f my worklng activitles were the problem.

B. ... the end result 1s no use of thumbs if I don’'t do
something now.

C. Whlle attending Occlidental College ... he volunteered
at the station as a classical muslc announcer,.

D. As your floppy drive writes or reads; a Syncom dlskette
1s working four ways to keep loose particles and dust
from causing soft errors, dropouts.

E. Before leaving Krishnapur to escort his wife to
Calcutta, ... , the Collector took a strange decislon.

Figure 1: Examples of the clause combinations to be discussed

2.2 General characterization of clause combining

The clause combinations in the examples above present propositions that are related
circumstantially. The circumstantial relation is coded by a connective in one of the

clauses in a combination; a number of these are listed in Figure 2.

The clause combinations we illustrated in Figure 1 can all be diagrammed as clauses
combined by circumstantial relations. The last example (E) in Figure 1 is represented
in Figure 3. There are two circumstantial relations: MOTIVATE glosses a causal
relation (purpose), and PRECEDE glosses a temporal relation. The purpose relation
(MOTIVATE) holds between .two simple clauses coding simple propositions. The
temporal relation (PRECEDE) holds between this combination of clauses and another,
simple clause. The scoping over the combination of clauses is indicated by the box in

the diagram.

The diagram does not represent an analysis -- it is simply a visualization of the
combining relation. The main part of our paper explores what kind of discourse (text)
organization clause combinations of the kind illustrated in the figure reflect. Before we

turn to the nature of discourse (text) organization, we will expiore the grammatical




cirguméta;n'ola.l relation . connective

temporal . when, while, as
before, after, etc.

conditional if, unless, provided
. that, as long as, etc.

reason - l - because, since,
as, etc.
concessive although, even though,

except that, etc.

purpose | /in order/ to, so that,
in order that, etc.

means by

manner as i f, as, etc.

Figure 2: Connective coding circumstantial relations’
interpretation of the kind of clause combi_naﬂion visualized in the diagram. We will
approach the grammatical analysis in two steps. First we will distinguish clause
combining from embedding, and then we will ask how we can treat our examples as

clause combining without interpreting them as combinations by coordination.

2.3 Type of function: embedding vs. clause combining

We are concerned with clauses whose function can be stated in relation to other

clauses, in other words we are concerned with combinations of clauses.




Collector leaving

Krishnapur <~ - PRECEDE -——-  Collector taking
strange decision
A
MOTIVATE

| |
I |
| |
I |
I I
I :
I ! |
I ‘ |
I I
[ I
| l
I |
I i

1 Collector escorting |

| h|s wife to Calcutta _:

Figure 3: Visualization of clause combination

2.3.1 Embedding

There is a different kind of environment for a clause, where it does not combine with

another clause:

Those were the days when every single poem had bristled
with good qualitles like a hedgehog and had glutted
itself with pralse like a Jackal, the happy days

before the Magistrate had been invited.

(Farrell)

Here the clause before the Magistrate had been invited is embedded within a noun

phrase:

{NP the happy days before the Maglstrate ha.d been |
“invived NP]

This is not a case of clause combining: There is no other clause that be fore the




Magistrate had been {nuvited combines with, Rather, it functions within a noun phrase
as a (post} modifier of the head noun days. It serves the same function that a

restrictive (defining) relative clause typically serves.

~We also have an embedded before clause in the following example, this time

functioning as the complement in a clause:

All the same, the Padre sometimes had a worried look
thils was because he was afraid that the duties :

to which the Lord had called him might prove foo

much for his strength.

{(Farrell)

As in the case of embedding within a noun phrase, we do not have a clause
combination here, but simply a case of one eclause-functioning as a constituent, a

complement, within another clause.

It is generally agreed that these kinds of cases are interpretable in ferms of

embedding.

The examples in Figure 1 have generally been treated as cases of embedding; One
clause is éa-id to be em’bedded Withiﬁ another clause as an adverbial (or adjunct); they
are often refe_rred to as adverbial clauses. We find this approach in many pl'aditional
grammars (cf. Jesperseﬁ (1924)). Buﬂwe also find it more recently: in e.g. Quirk et al
(1985)% and in Foley & Van VaEm (1984) A few lmgums have taken a dlfferem; view:
Longacre and Halliday, as well as other hngulsts workmg mthm the taamemlc and
systemic traditions, have treated examples of the kind listed in Figure’ 1 as clause

combinations, not as embeddings.?

"They make finer distinctions and separate adjunct clauses from disjunct clauses, but they consider
both to be instances of embeddlng

Lonva.cre (1470) dlffers from Halliday (1985} in that he takes a clause combma.tlon to constitute a -
sentence. A sentence may have constituents other than clauses, but the important pomt. in the present
context is that there is a distinction between being a constituent of a clause and being a -constituent of a
sentence.
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We are in agreement with this approach. As we have already indicated by calling
them clause combininations, we do not think that our examples can be interpreted as
clauses embedded within other clauses. In other words, these clauses do not function as
adverbials {or adjuncts). A detailed discussion is beyond the scope of our paper, so we

will make only two observations:

L. if we paraphrase our examples using a prepositional phrase functlomng as an
adverbial, the result is a grammatical metaphor,

2. we find combinations of one clause with a combination of clauses. A brief
discussion of each of these observations follows.

(i) Paraphrasing leads to grammatical metaphor

Sometimes a substitution test is used to show that a clause functions as an adverbial
in the same way a prepositional phrase does. But the test indicates that so-called
adverbial clauses do not in fact function as adverbials. When we replace one of them

with a prepositional phrése in cdntext, trying to preserve part of the meaning, we will

typically find that the complement of the preposition is a nominalization, not an-

ordinary noun, and this is quit-é significant. For instance, Before leaving Krishnapur,
the Collector took a strange decision becomes Before his departure from Krishnapur,
the Collector took a strange decision, which is different from e.g. Before noon, the
Collector ..., with a time noun rather than a nominalization. The nominalization
departure is a metaphor, which presenfs an event as an entity {see Hopper & Thompson,
1984; Halliday, 1985: ch. 10). This is & marked way of presenting an event; Rewording
the "adverbial clause” with a preposit-ional phrase to show that it is an adverbial does
not show that at all; it shows that the result of repleqentlng the event of 1eav1ng as if it

was an adverbial is a metaphor.
(ii) Clauses may combine with clause combinations

When one clause combines with just one other clause, it may seem to function as an
adverbial, although it does not. But when one clause combines with a combination of

clauses, it is quite clear that there is no single clause it could be an embedded




constituwent part of. Let’s consider a fairly complex example taken from a conversation
between parent and child analyzed in Halliday (1985: 270). The part we want to focus

on is italicized:

Child: How do you see what happened long ago before you were
born?

Parent: You read about 1t in books?

Child: No, use a microscope to lcok back.
Parent: How do you do that?

Chilld: Well, ¢f you’rein a car or you're in an observation
coach, you look back and then you see what happened before

but you need a microscope to see what happened long ago because
1t’'s very far away. :

, The 1taliclzed part breaks down mto a condltlomng dlSJunctlon of clauses, zf you re in

a car or you re tn an observatwn coach, and a conditioned coordmated sequence you
look baeic amd then you see what happened The point of the example 1s that the
condltlon does not relate to a sunple clause but to a clause combma.tlon There is is no
sunple elause that the conditlon could be analyzed as embedded m Here are three
additlonal examples, the first two taken from Longacre (1910) and the thlrd from
Halliday (1985b) In all three there is a comblnatlon mth a comdmatwe clame

combmatlon, in 1tallcs

~ While Ed was coming downstairs \Iary slappea’ out the f:ont
door, went around the house, and came in the back door.

Although Ed never slept more than five minutes overtlme,
his father got cross with him and made things generally ‘
unpleasant.

When you have a small baby 1n the house do you call it it
or do you call 1t she or he?

. We can diagram the first example in the same way we did in Figure 3 to bring out the

organization of the clause combinations; see Figure 4.




Mary slipped out
the door

THEN
\

[Mary] went around
the house

Ed was coming - —— MEANWHILE - = >

downstairs

THEN
\

[Mary] came in the
back door

g U g g

. G SN G BN EEE BN SR RO G e SN BN S BN IR S D NS NN DS
L———-ﬂu———————————————nm

Figure 4: Clause combining with clause combination

Note that the diagram in Figure 4 is quite similar to the diagram in Figure 3. In the
garlier example, the temporal relation combines a clause with a clause combination.
(The difference is that that clause combination in the earlier example is not a
coordinative one, but is of the kind we are rstudying in this paper.) In fact, you need a
microscope to see what happened long ago because 1t’s very far away is quite parallel to
the example we diagrammed in Figure 3. If we treated the reason clause as an
embedded part of you need a microscope, we would be unable to bring out the fact that
its domain is the whole clause combination. This kind of situation where a clause
combines with a clause combination rather than a single clause is quite common. In
Section 3, we will see that it reflects a very basic organizational property of discourse in

general.
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2.3.2 Combining by coordination

We have shown that embedding has to be distinguished from clause combining and
that our: examples illustrate clause combining rather than embedding. There is a
poteﬁtiai*;fr‘obféhi with this interpretation, since clause combining where two or more
clauses combine without being constituent parts of one another traditionally implies
coordination oir apposition: .In many traditional grammars, we only have two categories
é.t our dispesal, embedding and clause combining by coordination. (Sometimes
apposition is recognized as distinet from coordination.) The are usually simply called

subordination and coordinat.ion 4

Given that only “subord1nat10n" and "coordlnatlon"
have been ava,llable as analvtlc tools to many o‘rammanans, it is perhaps not surprlsmcf
that they have tried to foree examples such as those in Figure 1 into the subordination

model by calling them adverbials.

What we need at this point is a framework that is richer than the traditional one and
allows us to iﬁterpret our examples as instances of clause combining without having to
treat them as cbordinafion {or apposition). We will follow Halliday and other systemic
linguists in assummg that there are two decrees of clause combining, parataxis {(e.g.,

coordination) and hypotaxis.

2.4 Two degrees of clause combining: hypotaxis and coordination
For English, Halliday and grammarians -working within the syvstemic tradition

distinguish between (i) "embedding." which includes essentially clauses embedded as

This is not to suggest that all traditional grammarians who made a distinction between coordination
and subordination believed that it is a clear-cut dichotomy. For example, Kruisinga (1932: 501) remarks:
"It is perhaps hardly necessary to observe that the distinction between coordination and subordination is
a relative one, allowing of intermediate cases." He discusses cases of apparent coordination and apparent
subordination, drawing a distinction between formal appearance (of coordination or subordination) and
real function. Thus, 2 clause may appear to be subordinate, but function as a main clause. Kruisinga does
not, however, revise the distinction between coordination and subordination or make his criteria very.
explicit.
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restrictive relative clauses and subject and object complements®, ‘and - (i1) clause

combining or clause complexing in Halliday’s terms.

Halliday recognizes a number- of different types of clause combining. In terms of the
degree of interdependence, he distinguishes between paratactic combining, "parataxis,"
and hypotactic combining, "hypotaxis." Parataxis ineludes coordination, apposition,
and quoting.®. Hypotaxis includes essentially clause eombining involving non-
restrictive relative clauses, clauses of reported speech, and the clause combinations we
exemplified in Figure 1. These are clause combinations where we do not gain any
grammatical or discourse insight by interpreting one clause as a constituent part of
another clause. Although the clauses are interdependent and stand in a kind of head -
dependent relation to one another at some level, there is no sense in which one is a part
of the other.” In our discussion of discourse organization, we will show that the head-
dependent organization is a general characteristic of discourse and will suggest that the
grammatical facts of hypotactic clause combining reflect this kind of discourse

organization.

SThese are all instances of rankshifted clauses in Halliday’s terms; ¢f. Halliday (1961). Clauses of
reported speech combined with clauses of *saying" are not treated as embedded clauses by Halliday; cf.
Halliday (1980, 1985). See also Haiman & Thompson (1984: 519-520), Longacre (1970: 266-267), and
Munro (1982); «f. also Foley & Van Valin (1984: 252), who recognize that such clauses are not objects,
though they still think of them as embedded.

BPérataJ(is is thus more general than the traditional notion of coordination. But sinee our focus is on
hypotaxis, we will not discuss Halliday's netion of parataxis.

"For- discussions in the systemic literature of embedding, clause complexes, parataxis, and hypotaxis,
see, for example, Halliday (1963) on intonational differences; Halliday, McIntosh, and Strevens (1964:
25-28); Halliday (1965); Huddleston (1965); Scott, Bowley, Brockett, Brown, and Goddard (1968); Hudson
(1968); Muir (1972: Section 2.4); Berry {1975: Chapters 6 and 7); Young {1980: Chapters 17 - 21);
Halliday and Hasan (1976: 136); Halliday (1979); Halliday (1985b); and Halliday (1985: Chapter 7).
addition to hypotaxis and parataxis, Hudson operates with a third type of clause combining,
indeterminate between the two. He uses it for appositional and asyndetic clause combinations. In a
different framework, Foley and Van Valin (1984} and Van Valin (1984) propose a typology of clause
combining where they recognize "cosubordination" in addition to the traditional notions of coordination
and subordination. They suggest that the concept cosubordination was "originally developed® in Olson
(1981}, but in fact it is similar to Halliday’s earlier notion of hypotaxis; both entail dependency but not
embedding. Their three-way distinction is thus comparable to Halliday’s parataxis vs. hypotaxis vs.
embedding, but they don’t use the distinctions in the same way as he does for English. For example, they
treat "adverbial clauses® as embedded in the periphery of another clause, which is very much like the
traditional analysis wé have rejected, but Halliday treats them as hypotactically related to {and not
embedded within) another clause. Their distinction between cosubordination and subordination is also
reminiscent of Longacre’s distinction between inner peripheries in sentence structure and constituents of
clause structure (Longacre, 1970).
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2.5 Type of interdependence in clause combining

We have characterized our examples in Figure 1 as hypotactic clause combinations,
and can follow Halliday one step further in differentiating them from other types of
clause combinations; particulary from other types of hypotaxis. Our examples illustrate
enhancing hypotactic clause combinations. In addition to the distinetion between
parataxis and - hypotaxis in terms of degree of interdependence between clauses being
combined, Halliday distinguishes a number of different types of interdependence:
projection -vs. expansion, and within expansion elaboration vs. extension vs.
enhancement.® - Elaborating hypotaxis involves combinations with non-restrictive
relative clauses; extending hypotaxis involves clauses of replacement (instead of
spending a lot of money in a restaurant well get ourselves inuviled to dinner

somewhere) and addition (besides visiting our relatives we went down to Texas).

We will not discuss this range of types, since our focus is only on enhanecing hypotaxis.
But the point is that it is not enough only to look at the degree of -interdependence,
which is what often happens in discussions of clause combining.® The discourse
properties of enhancing hypotaxis are related to those of other kinds of hypotaxis.
Nevertheless they are cruci'a,lly different and we need to recognize enhancing hypotaxis

as a distinet category if we are to fully underStand it in discourse terms.

As we have said, we will concentrate on what Halliday has called enhancing
hypotaxis. Enhancing hypotaxis refers to hypotactic c¢lause combining that involves
some kind of circumstantial relation like condition, reason, purpose and others kinds of
cauSe, time, ‘space, manner, and means. One clause enhances another clause

circumstantially.

‘When we introduced the examples in Figure 1, we said that we did not want to name

SNames r.efer_rin_g to the type of relation in the literature have included *logico-semantic relation"
“conjunctive relation," "rhetorical relation,” “rhetorical predicate," "interclausal relation," and "clause
relation.® . .

The two sets distinctions, degree and type of in—terdependence, are not arbitrary, of course; they are
alse the dimensions linguists have recognized in rhetorical organization: ¢f. Section 3 and references cited
there.
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them because there simply is no satisfactory traditional term for them. We can now use
the Halliday term enhancing hypotaris for this kind of clause combining. This term is
now meaningful: it separates the examples in Figure 1 from embedding and it indicates
their distinction from other types of clause combination, that is, parataxis (e.g..clause

combining by coordination) and other types of hypotaxis.

2.6 The function of clauses in combination vs. the class of a clause

We have concentrated on the grammatical function that a clause may serve. We
have used before clauses in several examples. Repeating two of them, the first in

changed form, we have:

Before he left Krishnapur, the Collector took a strange
declision.

the happy days before the Maglstrate had been invited

In terms of grammatical function, the two before clauses are quite different. The first
is part of an enhancing hypotactic clause combination, whereas the second is embedded
in a noun phrase. And yet we refer to them both as before clauses and this captures a
number of similarities: they are both introduced by the marker before and they could

not be interrogative.

We can extend these similarities by assigning the clauses to the same class of claise.
For example, we may choose to set up a class of before clauses. of temporal clauses, of
circumstantial clauses, ete.. This does not require that they all have the same
grammatical function. We can set up classes of clauses to make generalizations about
markers like before, about mood alternatives, about transitivity patterns, about
thematic possibilities, about word order, and so on. Similarly, we can set up classes of
noun phrases to make generalizations about case, person, determination possibilities
(e.g., proper vs. common), and so on. These classes of clauses do not entail a particular

grammatical function.

Just as in other-areas of grammar, function and class have to be kept distinet when
we study clause combining. This may seem to be stating the obvious, but there are four

important reasons to draw attention to the distinction.
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First, the terminology in this area is often unclear. For example, the term subordinate
clause is sometimes used to refer to a particular function a clause may have, the clause
is ‘subordinated’ in reiation to another grammatical unit -- sometimes to a particular
class of clause.l? Similarly, the term adverbial clause is used to denote a possible
function of a clause or to name a particular class of elause.!! We have chosen to avoid

both terms in our paper.

Second, the lack of terminological clarity may in fact reflect a mixture of class and
funectional criteria in the treatment of clauses. Brondal observed in 1937 the two

viewpoints are often mixed; his observation remains applicable.

Third, various criteria for recognizing a particular class of clause areroften used in
arguments for a particular analysis of what grammatical functions a clause serves. For
example, observations about word order in German, Dutch, or Swedish are sbmetimes
used as evidence for a treatment of the whole class of clauses with a particular kind of
word order as embedded. We are not claiming that there are no correlations between
class and function, yet the function of a clause is not a necessary comsequence of a
particular word order pattern. To take an exémple from English; in clauses with a wh-
item, the sequence is typically wh- item + the rest of the clause. This is true of direct
and indirect interrogative clauses as well as of relative clause, i.e. of "wh- item
clauses,” but we would obviously not be tempted to say that relative clauses and
interrogative clauses have the same grammatical function. In the same way, it does not
follow that all clauses in German with the finite verb in final position must have the

same kind of grammatical function.!®

Fourth, when we examine the use of clauses in discourse, grammatical funection is a

g, a diseussion of the uses of the term and a carefully defined use of it, see Lehmann’s paper in this
volume. '

L this respect, the potential for terminological confusion is very similar to the problem with the term
adverb. Adverb is sometimes used to refer to a class of word, sometimes to a function in the clause (=
adverbial or adjunct}).

12As Konig and van der Auwera show in their paper in this volume, word order in German or Dutch in
; pap s |
any case varies according to discourse factors even in so-called "subordinate® clauses.
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more sensitive tool in distinguishing clauses than grammatical class is. Clauses of the
same class with different functional potentials are sometimes counted in the same
category in discourse studies. Clauses functioning in grammatically different ways
usually have very different discourse properties, although they may belong to the same

class.

2.7 Why not "subordinate" or "adverbial" clause?

We can now state why we chose not to refer to the clause combinations in Figure 1 as
involving "subordinate" or "adverbial® clauses. The problem with both terms is that
they have been used to refer both to grammatical function and grammatical class, as we
have just indicated above. However, even if we make it clear that we intend

grammatical function rather than class, the terms are still misleading. If subordinate

‘clause is considered as a clause that functions as subordinated to another grammatical

unit, this fails to make the distinction between embedding and clause combining. If
adverbial clause is considered as a clause that functions as an adverbial, this treats it as
embedded within another clause rather than as an instance of clause combining.- We

have rejected the embedding interpretation for our set of examples.

2.8 Towards a discourse characterization

The approach to the study of the grammar of clause combining we have outlined
sketchily in this section is highly differentiating; in this respect, we follow e.g. Halliday
and Longacre. Enhancing hypotaxis is just one of many functionally distinet. wayvs of
clause combining. The high degree of differentiation is grammatically motivated, as is
the particular interpretation of enhancing hypotaxis that we have adopted. But we
have in fact described the grammatical reflection of the rhetorical organization of
discourse. We now have a good starting point for investigating the discourse function
of clause combining, since the grammatical interpretation does not lump together
distinctions between embedding vs. hypotaxis that are crucial to an understanding of
discourse function. We will now leave the grammar of clause combining so that we may
explore the rhetorical organization of discourse (text). This means goi.ng up one level in
abstraction from grammar to discourse. Aftér providing an independent account of the
rhetorical organization of discourse, we will then return to the grammar of clause

combining to show how it reflects the higher-level organization of discourse.
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3 Relations in discourse structure

This section will discuss the important aspects of discourse organization to support our

claim that the grammar of clause combining reflects discourse organization.

3.1 Text relations: an overview

It is not controversial to say that discourse is coherent -- that parts of a discourse * go
together" to form a whole. As background to the discussion of the discourse basis for
hypotaxis, we will consider one type of discourse, small written expository texts in
English, and describe one factor involved in the creating and interpreting of texts as
coherent. This factor is the existence of perceived organizational, or rhetorical, relations
between parts of the text. We will consider one type of discourse, small written

expository texts in English; this restriction is a useful limitation for illustrative purposes.

Our study of expository English has revealed that a number of relations continually
recur; in line with a number of other discourse linguists (see Note 20), we have

identified a set of twenty or so such relations.

These relations, which are often not directly signalled, are essential to the functioning
of the text as a means for a writer to accomplish certain goals. These relations involve
every non-embedded clause in the text and they form a pattern of relations that

connects all the clauses together.

Let’s first consider a short text as an illustration. The text has been broken down into
components, which we will call (rhetorical) "-units," which are roughly coded as what
most grammarians would call "clauses" (except-thé.t clausal subjects and_ complement
13 and restrictive relativé ciauses represent units that are part of their matrix unit

rather than separate units.!).

13with the exception of “"reported speech" related to clauses of saying; cf. remarks in Note 6.

.14The size of the umits is arbitrary; we choose the clause as the basic reference point for ease of
exposition. S S . _ °
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(from Language Scilences, April, 1969)

Unlt 1. Sanga-Saby-Kursgard, Sweden, will be the site of the
1969 International Conference on Computational Linguistics,
September 1-4.

Unlt 2. It 1s expected that some 250 lingulsts will attend
from Asla, West Europe, East Europe Including Russla, and
the United States. '

Unit 3. The conference will be concerned with the application
of mathematlcal and computer techniques to the study of natural
languages, the development of computer programs as tools for
lingulstic research, and the application of linguilstics to the
development of man-machine communicatlon systems.

This text can be seen as a general claim (Unit 1), followed by two pieces of detail

elaborating this claim (Units 2 - 3). Accordingly, we can postulate Unit 1 as being the

most central to the writer's purpose in creating this text. Without Unit 1. Units 2 and
3 are senseless; whereas without Units 2 and 3, Unit 1 would still convey a message,
albeit a difficult one to respond to. Thus we postulate a text relation of
ELABORATION between Unit 1, on the one hand, and Unrits 2 and 3. on the other,
with Unit 1 as the nucleus and Units 2 - 3 as the satellite. We can also postulate a
LIST representation for the fact that Units 2 and 3 function together as co-equal
realizations of the ELABORATION satellite. Schematically, we can represent this
relation of ELABORATION as shown in Figure 5.

Before discussing the implications of these claims, let's consider another text:

(from UCLA Senate Report, June, 1984)

1. The Senate Office will be closed from July 30 through
August 10 during the Olymplc Games.

2. The Executive Board decided to close the office during
thls perlod in response to the fact that so many departments
on campus will also be curtalllng thelr operatlons during the
Olympics.
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1-3

elaboration
; | 1 2-3 |
. LIST .
|
|
} } / \
| 2 3

Figure 5: Relational Structure of the "Computational
Linguisties" Text

In this text, Unit 2 can be seen as providing a reason for the action described in
Unit 1.

Once again, Unit 1 represents the writer’s main goal in creating this text.

We can therefore propose‘thab a text relation of REASON exists between these two
parts of this text. Schematically, we diagram the relational structure of this text as

follows:

|
|
|

Now let’s see what apparatus we have constructed so far. We have seen that a
description of the "rhetorical (relational) structure" for a text can be given in
terms of the rhetorical relations between its component parts. This relational
structure shows the rhetorical relations between parts of the text, and it shows how

each component unit is linked to the rest of the text by a network of such relations.
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1-2
reason
1 2

Figure 6: Relational Structure of the "Closed for Olympics" Text

The perception of texts in terms of hierarchically organized groups of units is a
linguistic reflex of a general cognitive tendency; Lerdahl and Jackendoff’s description of
this process for the interpretation of tonal music (1983:13), could have been written to

_describe the interpretation of texts:

"the process of grouping is common to many areas of human cognition. If
confronted with a series of elements or a sequence of events, a persoﬁ_
spontaneously segments or "chunks" the elements or events into groups of
some kind. The ease or difficulty with which he performs this operation
depends on how well the intrinsic organization of the input matches his
internal, unconscious principles for constructing groupings."

Their comment that "grouping can be viewed as the most basic component of musical

understanding” (p. 13) holds equally well for text understanding.

We have also seen that two types of relations can be distinguished: those in which one
member of the related pair is ancillary to the other (diagrammed with an arc from the
ancillary portion to the central portion), and one in which neither member of the pair is
ancillary to the other (diagrammed as descendents from a LIST node). This distinction

is crucial. The first type we might call a "Nucleus-Satellite" relation, the second a
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"List" relation.!®

We suggest that all text can be described in terms of such hierarchical relations among
its various parts.1® It is important to note that these relations are defined in terms of
the functions of segments of text -- in terms of the work they do in enabling the writer

to achieve the goals for which the text was written.

The rhetorical structure of texts is therefore claimed to be composed of function-
specific elements. Further, the rhetorical structure of a text can be composed of both
"Nucleus-Satellite" relations and "List" relations. Of these two types of relations, we

will focus on the Nucleus-Satellite relation.

The Nucleus-Satellite distinction is one which characterizes the organization of all of
the texts we have analyzed, and which furthermore seems to be pervasive as a text-
organizing device.}” We take it to reflect the fact that in any multi-unit text, certain
portions realize the central goals of the writer, while others realize goals which are
supplementary or dncillary to the central goals.!® That is, the nuclear part is the one
whose funct:ion most nearly represents the function of the text span "covered" by that
relation. For example, in the "Computational Linguistics" text considered above and

diagrammed in Figure 5, the analysis claims that Unit 1 is the nucleus of this text, with

Grimes {1975) makes a similar distinction between two types of what he calls *rhetorical predicates,®
which are very similar to our text relations. By "rhetorical predicates” he means predicates which take
propositions, rather than noun phrases, as their arguments. See Mann and Thompson (1985a) for
discussion of the similarities and differences between Grimes’ theory and ours. Grimes {p. 209)
distinguishes between “paratactic® predicates, which "dominate all their arguments in coordinate
fashion,” and "hypotactic" predicates, which “"relate their arguments to a proposition that dominates
them” (p. 212). Beekman, Callow, and Kopesec (1981) also make a similar distinction between addition
and head-support.

lE’These relations differ among themselves to some extent since they may reflect more closely either
relations among “"real-world* events or more closely considerations of text organization. We return to
this issue below in Section 3.2.7 and in Figure 14. '

17 This distinction is reminiscent of the “nucleus-margin® distinction of tagmemic linguistics, as
exemplified in the analysis of texts in Pike and Pike {1983:chap. 1).

181 this respect, the process of producing text is like human action (behaviour) in general undertaken
in the pursuit of goals; writing or speaking is symbolic action. Planning in general seems to rely on the
distinetion between central goals and subsidiary or supplementary goals.
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Units 2 and 3 providing supplementary, elaborating material, This nuclear-satellite
distinction reflects the fact that the central goal for the writer of the text. as perceived
by readers, is to convey the information that a particular computational linguistics

conference will be held.

Judgments about what is nuclear and what is supplementary are made by readers as
part of thé general cognitive tendency. This has been investigated in depth by Gestalt
psychologists (see, e.g., Ellis (1938), Koffka {1935), and Kohler (1929)) to impose
structure reflecting "central" and "less central" on certain types of perceptual input.
For texts, these judgments are based on our perceptions, as ordinary readers, of what
the text is designed to accomplish. Such judgments are generally easy to make although
there may be problematic cases. The analysis of texts into hierarchically organized
nuelear and satellite parts reflects the fact that readers consistently make such
judgments as part of their comprehension of texts, and writers construct texts expecting

them to be able to do so.

It should be clear that nuclearity and hypotaxis are quite distinct from each other.
There are many Nucleus-Satellite relations which do not involve hypotaxis, such as that
illustrated in the "Computational Linguisties" text: Units 2 and 3 are joint satellites to
the nuclear Unit 1, but each of these units is a sentence. There is no hypotaxis
anywhere in this text. We wish to emphasize that Nucleus-Satellite relations are

pervasive in texts independently of the grammar of clause combining.

Now, if the number of relations one needs to posit to describe the relational structure
of any coherent text turns out to be relatively small, and if precise definitions of these
relations can be given, 'then we have the foundations for a theory of the organizational
structure of texts. In fact, this number does seem to be small (about 20), definitions
can be given, a.nd such a theory has actually been proposed. The description of text
structure that we are offering here is an adaptation of this theory, mod1fied in the

{nterests of accessibility.

We will not attempt to present or justify this theory here, since a full description of



the theory and careful definitions of each of the relations would distract us from the
goal of relating issues of hypotaxis to discourse structure (for more rigorous, though
brief, treatments, see Mann (1984) and Mann and Thompson (1985), (1986), and (to
appear)). Instead, sinece our point can be made independently of the precise definitions
one gives for each relation, we will proceed to simply identify and exemplify some of the
other relations which recur in the analysis of texts, and discuss the question of hypotaxis
in terms of these fe.ia,tions.lg

The list of twenty or so relations which we have found to be useful were subjectively
arrived at through analysis of more than one hundred texts.2® While our list may not
precisely match those of other_ researchers, our point here is simply that some such list
of relations, as has been recognized by researchers mentioned in Note 20, is central to
an understanding of the organizational structure of ;exts.2l We will discuss only the

most frequently recurring of these relations in this paper.

199745 theory, which we call Rhetorical Structure Theory, is being developed by William C. Mann and
us. with valuable input from Barbara Fox. at the USC Information Sciences Institute (ISI) in Los Angeles
in the context of work on text generation, designing computer programs that have some of the capabilities
of authors. It has been influenced by the work of Beekman and Callow (1974), Beekman, Callow, and
Kopesec (1981}, Crothers (1979), Grimes (1975), Halliday and Hasan (1976), Hobbs {1879), (to appear),
Longacre {1976}, (1983), Martin {1983), and McKeown (1982).

20These texts ranged from one paragraph to several pages in length, of the following types:
administrative memos, personal letters and letters to the editor, advertisements, Scientific American
articles, newspaper articles, organizational newsletter articles, public notices in magazines, travel
brochures, and recipes. There seems to be no limit in principle on the length of the text whose
organizational structure can be analyzed in terms of this theory. '

211!: is an open question whether analysis of texts from other languages will reveal the same set of
relations as has our analysis of English texts. The implication in the work of people involved with
translation, such as Beekman, Callow, and Longacre (cited above} is that the proposed lists of relations
are cross-linguistically valid, but our impression is that texts from other cultures may be organized
according to different conventions and hence may be call for a slightly different set of relations from those
we propose here. For example, Thomas Payne (p.c.) has shown that relations of location are significant
in the oral prose of some languages. The possibility of such differences has, of course, implications for
differences in grammatical coding.



3.2 Individual relations

3.2.1 ENABLEMENT
In texts which issue directives or make offers, it is common to find an ENABLEMENT
relation. Here is an example:
(from The Linguistic Reporter, Fall, 1971)
Unit 1. The.University Press of Kentucky has announced the
establishment of the Kentucky Forelgn Language Conference Award

to be glven annually for the best manuscript dealing with some
aspect of foreign language and/or literatures.

Unlt 2. The Award, $500 and acceptance of the manuscript for
publicatlon, 1s offered 1in conjunction with ‘the Kentucky
Foreign Language Conference.

Unit 3. The deadline for submission of manuscripts for the
1972 Award 1s December 1, 1871,

Unit 4. For further information write: KFLCA,
The Unlverslty Press of Kentucky, 104 Lafferty Hall,
Lexington, Kentucky 40506.

This offering text can be diagrammed as shown in Figure 7.

An ENABLEMENT relation holds between a nuclear portion of text issuing the
directive or offer and a portion providing the means which enable the reader to comply

with the directive or take advantage of the offer.

Figure 7 claims that the "Kentucky Award" text is structured in the following way:
Unit 1, the announcement of the award itself, is nuclear to the ELABORATION
satellite, Unit 2. Then both Units 1 - 2 are nuclear to the ENABLEMENT satellite,
Jointly realized by Units 3 - 4. Here the ENABLEMENT portion of the text tells
readers how to avail themselves of this offer by specifying the deadline and where to

find further information.

This multi-unit text provides us with an opportunity to point out two further features

of our analysis. First, note that Figure 7 appropriately reflects the scope relations
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1-4
enablement
1-2 3-4
' LIST
elaboration .
1 2 3 4

Figure 7: Relational Structure of the "Kentucky Award" Text

which readers assign to the "Kentucky Award" text. That is, as just mentioned, Units
3 and 4 are understood as being in an ENABLEMENT relation with the combination of
Units 1 and 2. The scope relations are reflected in the levels in the diagram, i.e., in the
hierarchic organization. The ENABLEMENT relations and the ELABORATION
relation are not on the same level (they are not "sister" satellites). Rather, there is one
satellite per tevel. Second, note that Figure 7 reveals Unit 1 to be the nucleus, not only
for its own satellite, Unit 2, but also for the text as a whole. In fact, the analysis allows
us to claim that the unit which is found by tracing only vertical (nuclear) lines from the
top of the relational structure diagram will always be the nucleus of the text as a whole,

that unit which most succinctly represents the goal for which the text was created.2?

22In the case of a t,ext with more l;han one centra.l goal, of course, a multl-nuclear structure would be
the best representation. : : : :



3.2.2 MOTIVATION
‘Another relation commonly found in texts that issue directives or make offers is the
MOTIVATION relation. Here is an example: '

(from the ISI librarian, a message appearing on the electronic
ISI bulletln board, May 14, 1984) '

Unit 1. Some extra coples of the Spring 1984 lssue of
Al Magazine are avallable 1in the library.

Unit 2. Thils 1ssue 1ncludes a "Research 1n Progress" report on
Al research at ISI.

Figure 8 shows the relational structure of this text.

1-2
motivation

1 2

Figure 8: Relational Structure of the "Al Magazine" Text

By convention, we restrict the MOTIVATION relation to instances of one part of the
text providing motivation to the reader, rather than to the subject of the clause

realizing the nucleus. Thus a MOTIVATION relation is invoked only for texts which

convey offers, requests, or directives.

This example illustrates a MOTIVATION relation between the nuclear offer and the
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satellite providing motivation for the reader to take advantage of the offer: In this case,
the writer of the text intends to motivate ISI researchers to consult the latest issue of Al

Magazine by pointing out that they may find themselves mentioned in it.

3.2.3 BACKGROUND
One portion of a text can provide the background for another portion, as in this text:

(from an ISI researcher, m_eséage :a.pp.eé.riﬁ'g on the ISI
electronlc bulletin board)

‘Unit 1. Someone left a coffee cup in my office over the
weekend.

Unit 2. Would the owner please come and get 1t

Unit 3. as I think things are starting to grow?

The writer of this message is implying that the coffee cup is not welcome in the
writer’s office because mold has started to grow in it. According to our definitions, the
BACKGROUND relation holds for a text span which provides for the comprehensibility
of an item mentioned in another text span. We can thus é’malyze this small text as
follows: Unit 1 provides background information for the request expressed in Unit 2, for

which Unit 3 provides motivation. This grouping can be represented as in Figure 9.

3.2.4 CONCESSION

A CONCESSION relation holds when one portion of a text concedes a point
potentially damaging to the argument the writer wishes to make. Here is an example

taken from the beginning of a personal letter:

Unit 1. Your kind invitatlon to come and enjoy cooler climes
1s so tempting

Unlt 2. but I have been walting to learn the outcome of
medlcal dlagnosis -

Unit 3. and the next 3 months will be spent having the main
thumb joints replaced with plastic ones.

Here, with respect to a previous invitation to come and visit, the letter-writer concedes
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Figure 9: Relational Analysis of the *Coffee Cup" Text

in the satellite Unit 1 that the idea is a tempting one. But her nuclear argument (in
Unit 3) is that thumb surgery will preclude her accepting the invitation. With Unit 2 as

background to Unit 3. here, then, is the analysis of this text:

3.2.5 CIRCUMSTANCE, ELABORATION

Here is an excerpt from the description of a national public radio announcer:

Unit 1. Peter Moskowltz has been wlth KUSC longer than any
other staff member.

Unit 2. While attending Occldental College,
Unit 3. where he majored in philosophy,

Unit 4. he volunteered to work at the station as a classical
muslc announcer.

Unit 5. That was 1in 1970.
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Figure 10: Relational Structure of the "Cooler Climes" Text

The CIRCUMSTANCE relation is exemplified twice in this passage: not only do Units
2 and 3 form a CIRCUMSTANCE satellite for Units 4 and 5, but Unit 5 forms a
CIRCUMSTANCE satellite for Unit 4, as shown in Figure 11. (Note again the scoping

with one satellite at each level in the hierarchy.)

Figure 11 shows that this excerpt also contains two instances of the ELABORATION
relation: Units 2 - 5 form an ELABORATION satellite for Unit 1, and Unit 3 forms an
ELABORATION satellite for Unit 2.

3.2.6 SOLUTIONHOOD, ANTITHESIS, PURPOSE, CONDITION

In this excerpt from a few lines later in the same personal letter considered in
connection with Figure 10, we can see four new relations. Having announced that she
won't be able to come and visit because thumb surgery is going to be necessary, the

writer is giving the background story, which involves hereditary arthritis:
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Figure 11: Relational Structure for the "Peter in 1970" Text
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Unit 1. Thumbs began to be troublesome about 4 months ago

Unit 2. and I made an appeolntment with the best hand surgeon
in the Valley -

Unit 3. to see if my working activitles were the problem.
Unit 4. Using thumbs is not the problem

Unilt 5. but heredity 1s

Unit 6. and the end result 1s no use of thumbs

Unit 7. 1f I don’t do something now.

The ANTITHESIS relation is one of those which is more involved with textual
concerns of presentation rather than with spatial or temporal relations between events.
This relation can be characterized as follows: the satellite "thesis" expresses a
proposition which the writer refuses to identify with, while the nuclear "antithesis"
expre':sse\s a ‘contras.tlng proposition which the writer (ﬂioesrindentif‘y with. In Unit 4 of
tile "Thumbs" téxt, the writer offers the thesis that the use of thumbs at work might
be the problem, and she signals her refusal to identify with this proposition by the use.
of the negative, In Unit 5, she offers the antithesis, which she does identify with, that

heredity is causing the problem.

This extract from this letter can be rhetotieally represented as shown in Figure 12, it
also illustrates three other relations. First. Unit 3 can be seen.to relate to Unit 2 in a
PURPOSE relation, where the satellite, Unit 3, provides a purpose for which the action
in the nuclear Unit 2 is undertaken. Second, Units 6 and 7 are in a CONDITION
relation: the satellite provides the conditions under which the situation expressed in
Unit 6 holds. Note that both PURPOSE and CONDITION are examples of relations
which involve interaction among reported events more than presentational aspects of

text organization, which characterized the ANTITHESIS relation.

The third, relation illustrated by this example is the SOLUTIONHOOD relation

holding between Units 1 and Units 2 -3. Here Unit 1 states a problem, the troublesome
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thumbs: the solution, making an appointment with the best specialist available, is

expressed in Units 2 - 3.

1-7
background
1-5 6-7
back d
/ac groun\ condition
1-3 4-5 6 7
solutionhood antithesis
1 2-3 4 5
purpose
2 3

Figure 12: Relational Structure of the "Thumb Heredity" Text
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‘Figure 12 provides a particularly eclear illustration of the way groupings are

hierarchically organized. For instance, each of the two occurrences of the
BACKGROUND relation in the relational structure for this text is at a differeilt
"level” of structure. Units 1 through 3 are background for Units 4 and 5, and Units
1 through 5 are background for Units 6 and 7. There is one satellite at each level in the

hierarchy.

3.2.7 Typology of rhetorical relations
Having illustrated a number of the relations which we have found to characterize
coherent text, we can now present a partial typology of rhetorical relations.?® Recall

that we have distinguished between "List" relations and "Nucleus-Satellite” relations,

as shown:
LIST NUCLEUS - SATELLITE
X-y . X-Y
LIST
X Y X oy

Figure 13: The distinction between "List" and
"Nucleus-Satellite™ relations

Within the category of Nucleus-Satellite relations, we can distinguish (i) relations

having to do with the success or felicity of a rhetorical act such as requesting, and (ii)

23 This is a partial typology in that there are more categories which could have been included; it
suffices for our present concerns, however.
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relations pertaining to the subject matter of the text.>* Within (ii), we also rlistinguish

three subtypes. They are tabulated in Figure 14.

NUCLEUS-SATELLITE

[1] RHETORICAL ACT MOTIVATION

BACKGROUND
SOLUTIONHOGD
ANTITHESIS

[11] SUBJECT MATTER

Elaborating : ELABORATION

Enhanclng ' PURPGSE
CONDITION
CIRCUMSTANCE
CONCESSION

Figure 14: Typology of rhetorical relations

All of the relations in [i] are used to ensure the success or felicity of a rhetorical act.
For example, MOTIVATION is used to ensure the success of a request or an offer by
specifying information intended to make the reader/listener feel inclined to comply or
accept.  Similarly, BACKGROUND is used to provide the reader/listener with
information that will enable him/her to comprehend an item mentioned in the nucleus.
The relations in [i] tend to be scale insensitive--they may occur at any level in a text

where there is a request, offer, or claim, but they often scope over an entire text.

The subtypes of [ii] are taken from Halliday (1985); they were previously mentioned in

247 5 possible to identify cross-classifications in this taxonomy. For example, some of the relations of
type (i) are enhancing {cf. below) just as are some of the relations of type (ii). However, for our purposes
the typology presented here is sufficient. Although we will not pursue this matter here, we may note that
the rhetorical distinction between (i) and {ii) is consequential for clause combining.
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Section 2.5. ?;m elaborating relation is used when there is a relation of 'being’ between
trwo.or more units: this is the very general relation that obtains between an attribute
and a \falue, between a set and its members, or between a generalization and its specific
instances. Elaborating relations are distinct from other rhetorical relations in that they
do not necessarity hold between propositions per se, but may relate terms in the
propositions (e.g.,-oné: term in the proposition may be relatedi to anéthef as type to
subtype). Like the "rhetorical act" relations in type [i], elaborating relations also .ténd

to be scale-insensitive; they may occur at any level in a rhetorical structure.

Enhancing relé,tions are used when units are circumstantially related to one ahothe,r.
"Circumstantial” needs to be understood in a very general sense. Inr pt‘incipie,‘ the
relation corresponds to a parémeter of the physical world: tenipora[,”'sbatial, causal,
instrumental, ete.. Events or situations are related temporally, spatially, and so on.*®

Unlike the other two types of relations in the typology, there is a tendency for
enhancing Nucleus-Satellite relations not to be used at the very top of a rhetorieal
structure, i.e., not to be scale-insensitive. In fact, they are typically found towards the
bottom of a rhetorical structure which is related to their special role in clause

combining.

3.3 Summary

We have been assuming that the imposition of organizational. or rhetorical, relations
between parts of the text is part of people’s creating and interpreting of texts as
coherent. We have described and exemplified some of the relations in terms of which
the organizational structure of texts can be made explicit. We ‘have shown how these
relations are essential to the functioning of the text as a means for a writer to
accomplish certain goals, and how they form a pattern of relations which connects all

the clauses together.

251_t is clearly possible to expand the typology of enhancing relations, e.g. to posit a causal-conditional
subtype of enhancing relations (what Grimes {1975} calls ®co-variation"), with its own subtypes CAUSE,
REASON, PURPOSE, and CONDITION. However, we have.taken the typology as far as is necessary for
the purpose of this paper.
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We have also emphasized that the Nucleus-Satellite * distinction is one which
characterizes the organization of all of the texts we have analyzed. It reflects the fact
that'in any multi-unit text, certain portions realize the central goals of the writer, while
others realize goals which are supplementary or ancillary to the central goals. Among
the properties of rhetorical units defined by the Nucleus-Satellite relation, the following

are especially important for our purposes:

1. Use & markedness: The use of a satellite in a text depends on the goals of
the speaker or writer; it is only used if it serves a purpose. The nucleus
derives its justification and function directly from its place in the rhetorical
structure, but the satellite is related to the rest only via its nuclens. The
satellite is therefore the marked member of the Nucleus-Satellite pair.

. Distinctness: The nucleus and the satellite in a Nucleus-Satellite relation
are rhetorically distinct.

[N

3. Scope: Rhetorical units defined by enhancing rhetorical relations always
consist of a nucleus and one satellite. That is, a text is always scoped in such
a way that there is one satellite per nucleus. '

4. Sequence: For all Nucleus-Satellite relations we find instantiations of both
sequences of nucleus-plus-satellite and satellite-plus-nucleus.

F inally, we have offered a typology of the relations being discussed, which we expect
to be useful in the rest of this paper. The next section relates these observations to the

nature of enhancing hypotaxis.

4 Text Relations and Enhancing Hypotaxis

We can now examine how the role of text relations in the orgaﬁization of text relate to
enhancing hypotaxis, as we described it in Section 2. First we will draw an analogy
between the organization of clause combinations and of discourse (text) in general. We
will hypothesize that clause combining is a grammaticization of the rhetorical
organization of discourse. The remainder of the section shows how the hypothesis is
borne out, argues that some properties ascribed to enhancing hypotaxis are not
necessary properties that they have, and shows why it is important to distinguish

embedding from hypotaxis when discourse function is studied.
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4.1 Analogy between clause combining and text relations

There are several implications of the preceding discussion of rhetorical relations for
the issue of clause combining. As a first step in exploring the relationship between
rhetorical text relations and clause combining, we ask how clause combining is to be
understood in the light. of rhetorical organization. We can ask the question in the

following way. How is a clause combination like a text?

The question is meaningful, because we made a distinction between --the' rhetorical
organization of discourse {text) and the grammiatical organization of clauses into clause
combinations. In other words, having made the distin_ction, we cén now _é.Sk. whether
there is an analogy between clause combining and the rhetorical organization of

discourse. We think there is a fundamental analogy between the two.

The first point to notice is that the relationships among the units coded by clauses in
our examples are exactly the same type as those in the higher-level rhetoi‘ically defined
text spans. This suggests that the principles of clause combining should not be thought

of as different from those gov_efning the general organization of texts.

The second point is that clauses also combine in the same two ways as the rhetorical
units of a text. Both display a kind of structure where the elements are interdependent
either as the members of a list or as a nucleus to a satellite. In rhetorical organization.
we recognized a distinction between Listing and Nueleus-Satellite relations, which is
exactly paralleled by the grammatical distinction between parataxis (e.g. coordination
and apposition) and hypotaxis. As a consequence of the structural similarity, both clause
combining and rhetorical organization show the same kind of scoping characteristics.
For example, a clause or rhetorical unit may combine with a combination of clauses or a
combination of rhetorical units. We diagrammed the scoping for clause combinations in
Figures 3 and 4, which reflect the same kind of scoping characteristics as the rhetorical

structures in Figures 7 and Figures 9 through 12.

There is an implicit contrast in the analogy between the structuring of a clause

combination and the rhetorical organization of a text: a clause combination is organized




like the rhetorical structure of a text, but it is not organized like a clause. We: can
clarify the contrast by referring to Bloomfield’s (1933) distinction between exocentric
constructions and endocentric constructions. He pointed out that the actor-action
relation is exocentric; the generalization is that a clause is exocentric in its case-frame-
like organization. In contrast, we have shown that a clause combination is struetured
endocentrically, and so is a text. Bloomfield further defined two types of endocentric
structuring: subordinative and coordinative, which we ecan now reinterpret in the
context of clause combining as hypotactic clause combining and paratactic clause

combining.26

4.2 Hypothesis

Our two observations about the analogy between clause combining and discourse

organization are that:

1. The same relations define clause combinations as texts in general.

2. Clause combinations and texts are structured and scoped in the same way,
using both Listing and Nucleus-Satellite organization.

We suggest, then, that there is a fundamental analogy between a clause combination
and the rhetorical organization of a text. In order to explain why clause combining is
organized the way it is, we suggest that clause combinations represent (code., symbolize)

units of text rhetorically combined. This can be explicitly stated as a hiypothesis:

Hypothesls: Clause combining in grammar has evolved as
a grammatlcalization of the rhetorical units 1in discourse
defined by rhetorical relations.

261f we analyse text in genre-specific terms, we find a type of organization that differs from the
rhetorical organization we have identified and described in this paper: that is the rhetorical organization
found in the generic structure of a narrative, a nursery tale, a folk story, a service encounter, an
advertisement, and so on. These structures are specific to a particular genre of discourse. They are
exocentric rather than endocentric and as Halliday has pointed out {Halliday, 1981. 1982) there is an
analogy between this kind of discourse organization and the organization of a clausé. The tentative
generalization is that there are two modes of organization simultaneously in a .text, an exocentric kind
(the generic structure of a particular genre) and an endocentric kind {what we have called rhetorical
structure). There is an analogy between one of these, the exocentric one, and the clause, and between the
other, the endocentric one, and the ¢lause combination. ' ’ o
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Our hypothesis predicts a number of characteristics of clause combining based on
what we observed about rhetorical organization in Section 4. We will confine ourselves
to Nucleus-Satellite relations of the enhancing type. The more specific version of our

hypothesis we will consider is:

Narrower hypothesis: Enhancing hypotactlc clause combining
has evolved as a grammaticalization of rhetorical
relations 1n text of the enhancing Nucleus-Satellite type.

4.3 Predictions about the grammar of clause combining based on rhetorical

relations

If we hypothesize that enhancing hypotactic clause combining is a grammaticalization
of enhancing rhetorical Nucleus-Satellite relations, we can make the following
predictions about the characteristics of enhancing hypotaxis based on the characteristics

of rhetorical relations listed in Section 3.3:

1. Use of hypotactically enhancing clause: The use of a satellite in a text
depends on the goals of the speaker or writer; It is only used if it serves a
purpose. Consequently, we should expect hypotactic enhancement to be
used under the same conditions.

[

. Scope: Rhetorical units defined by enhancing rhetorical relations . always
consist of a nucleus and one satellite. Consequently, we should expect
enhancing hypotactic clause combinations to have the same scoping
property. (This can be contrasted with multi-nuclear units which ‘may
continue indefinitely without any change in scoping.)

3. Grammatical marking: The nucleus and the satellite in a Nucleus-
Satellite relation are rhetorically distinet.  Consequently, if there- is
grammatical marking at the level of clause combining, we would expeet that
the nucleus and the satellite should be grammatically distinct. that is, there
should be marking such that one clause is identifiable as coding the nucleus
and the other clause is identifiable as coding the satellite.

4. Sequence' For all Nucleus-Satellite relations we find instantiations of both
" sequences of mnucleus-plus-satellite and ~ of” satellite-plus-nucleus.
Consequently, we should find both orderings in enhancing hypotactic clause
combinations. Further, the two different - sequences are typlcally=
systematlcally different. We should expect to find the same systematlc
:dlfferences in the alternatwe sequence of clauses .

5.'Typical codi’ng:' Tf enhancing hypptachic clause combinations  are
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grammaticalizations of enhancing Nucleus-Satellite rhetorical units, the
prediction is, of course, that rhetorical units of this kind are indeed coded as
enhancing hypotactic eclause combinations in text if they are coded as
grammatically related clauses. In other words. we prediet that they are
predominantly hypotactic rather than paratactic or coordinative eclause
combinations.

4.3.1 Use of a hypotactically enhancing clause

Whether a clause is enhanced through hypotaxis or not depends entirely on whether it
is the nucleus in a Nucleus-Satellite relation or not. If there is 2 satellite to express, the
clause may be hypotactically enhanced. There is nothing in the grammar of English that
demands hypotactic enhancement. In this respect, hypotaxis is just like coordination
(or parataxis in general). However, it is quite different from embedding, where the use
of the embedded clause depends on what it is embedded as, for example whether it is
embedded as subject (in which case it is affected by the same constraints as subjects in
general) or as post-modifier in a noun phrase (in which case it is grammatically

optional, as post-modifiers generally are).

4.3.2 Scoping and number of clauses

We have stated that clause combinations are structured and scoped in the same
manner as texts are. But as we have also claimed that a clause combination represents
rhetorical organization, it follows that a major discourse function of a clause
combination is to reflect the scoping and structuring of a rhetorical unit in a text.
Halliday (1985: 201) points to this kind of motivation for using a clause combination
(complex): "The clause complex is of particular interest in spoken language, because it
represents the dynamie potential_of the system -- the ability to 'choreograph’ very long
and intricate pat£erns of semantic movement while maintaining a continuous flow of

discourse that is coherent without being constructional.®

Rhetorical units defined by an'enhancing Nucleus-Satellite relation have only one
satellite. This satellite may be realized by a list of rhetorical units, but it is .sti,ill a single
satellite. Consequently, we predict that the same characteristics will hold for enhanc'irig
hypotactic clause combinations. Consider the following clause eombination "spoken by

a girl aged nine" (Halliday, 1985):
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Our teacher says that

1. 1f your neighbour has a new baby and

2. you don’t know whether 1it’'s a he or 2 she,

3. 1if you call it "1t°

4. well then the nelghbour will be very offended.

We can identify the following conditional parts: ¢f your neighbour has d new baby,
(if) you don’t know whether it’s a he or a she, and if you call it ’it’. Rhetorically,
these are not three sister satellites in a flat structure organized around the same
nucleus. Ultimately, they are all related to the neighbour will be offended, but there is
nesting (layering). Rhetorically, as shown in Figure 15, we analyze it as one conjoined
condition: Units 1 and 2, if your neighbour has a new baby and you don't know
whether it’s a he or a she, which scopes over the combination of Units 3 and . where
Unit 3 is a condition on Unit 4, +f you call the baby it it” well then the neighbour wall
be very offended. There are, then, two rhetorical units of condition. The rhetorical

nesting is reflected in the grammatical analysis given to the example; see Halliday-
(1985).

4.3.3 Grammadtical marking
As our prediction suggests, the: grammatical marking of the hypotactic clause
combination is such that nucleus and satellite are differentiated. In fact, there are

essentially two types of marking, both on the satellite.

1. Connective: The clause coding the satellite is typically introduced by a
. connective (see. Figure 2). The connective is either a copjunction or a
preposition.

2. Finiteness: The clause coding the satellite may be marked with respect to
finiteness by being non-finite (infinitival or participial).

These two types of marking are interrelated in an interesting way. Finite clauses that
are hypotactically related are always marked by a connective, whereas non-finite ones
often are not For example, purpose satellltes are often coded as 1nf’1mtlva1 clauses

without a spec1a.l connective such as in order or so as to.

As Halliday notes(1985: 217-218), there is a reason for this p’éttern of marking:
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1-2 3-4
LIST
1 | 2 3 4

Figure 15: Relational Structure of the *Neighbour" Text

A finite clause is in principle independent: it becomes dépendent only if
introduced by a binding (hypotactic) conjunction. If it is joined in a clause
complex, its natural status is paratactic. ... A non-finite clause, on the other
hand, is by its nature dependent. simply by virtue of being non-finite. It
typically occurs, therefore, without any other explicit marker of its dependent

status.

In other words, unless a finite clause is introduced by a connective of the kind in
Figure 2, it does not code the satellite-status explicitly. It may still code a satellite, of

course, but the grammar does not mark it as a satellite.




4.3.4 Sequence of clauses

We have noted that rhetorical units defined by the Nucleus-Satellite relation occur in
texts both in the sequence nucleus-plus-satellite and in the sequence satellite-plus-
nucleus. (The relative frequency of each sequence is highly dependent on the kind of
rhetorical ‘relation that obtains.) . Our prediction is that the same ordering
characteristics hold for rhetorical units coded as enhancing hypotactic clause

combinations.

Indeed we do ﬁnd both Nucleus-Satellite sequences and satelllite-nucleus sequences of
the same enhancing type coded as clause combinations. In fact, the property of being
positionally wvariable has sometimes been considered criterial for a definition of
"subordination.” However, a consideration of discourse structure reveals that it is by
no means the case that such clause types are simply "preposable® with respect to their
"main clauses"; that is, there is no free variation between initial and final position.
Rather, as might be expected, the sequence in which nucleus and satellite occur is highly

discourse-determined.

Differences in sequence are manifestations of differences in thematic status. In
particular, when the clause coding the satellite precedes the clause to which 1t is related,

it is thematic (in the sense of Halliday {1967) and (1985)).

Fries (1983) shows how thematic status is manipulated in discourse to reflect the
method of development of a téx_t. There are various consequences of his findings. For
example, certain relations are often found at major breaks in the relational structure of
a text, reflecting the fact that the satellites in these relations, because of their semantic
ability to serve as "guideposts" (to use Chafe’s (1984) term), are typically involved in
transitions from one major portion of text structure to another (cf. Longacre (1970),
Longacre & Thompson (1985), and Winter {1982)). The grammatical c'onseque-nce of a
hypotactic clause serving this text function is that such a hypotactic clause would
appear before its nucleus. One such relation is that which we have called
CIRCUMSTANCE, as exemplified by the italicized Unit 3 in this extract from the

beginning of an advertisement for Syncom diskettes for cleaning floppy drive heads:
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Unit 1. What if you're having to clean floppy drive heads
too often?

Unit 2. Ask for SYNCOM diskettes, wlth burnished Ectype
coating and dust-absorbing Jacket lilners.

Unit 3. As your floppy drive writes or reads,
Unit 4. a Syncom diskette 1s working four ways

Unit 5. to keep loose particles and dust from cau’sing
soft errors, dropouts.

The relational analysis for this extract is shown in Figure 16.

A major break in the text occurs between Units 2 and 3: this is the point at which a

lengthy MOTIVATION section begins, which gives the reader a plethora of reasons why
he /she should want to buy Syncom diskettes.

Thus, the CIRCUMSTANCE relation is typically found preceding its nucleus (which |i
may not simply be a "main clause,” but may consist of any number of clauses) when it I

serves to signal a new structural portion of the text.

Another such relation, which is often found at transition points between major

structural portions of text. is the PURPOSE relation, as exemplified by the italicized

Unit 4 in the following extract:

(from the beginning of a gardening advice newspaper column)
Unit 1. There’'s a gardening revolution golng on.
Unit 2. People are planting flower baskets wlth living plants,

Unit 3. mixing many types in one contalner for a full summer
of floral beauty.

Unit 4. To create your own "Victorian" bougquet of flowers,

Unit 5. choose varying shapes, sizes, and forms, besldes a
varlety of complementary colors.
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Figure 18: Relational analysis of the "Writes or Reads" Text
Figure 17 shows the relational analysis of this extract.

Figure 17 shows that the purpose clause given as'Unit 4 occurs at a major structural
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background

— BN

1-3

elaboration

1 2-3 4
LIST

Figure 17: Relational Analysis of the "Gardening Revolution®
Text

break in the text. To orient the reader to the new structural element, which contains
the “"solution® tc the problem posed by the purpose clause, namely how to plant your
own flower basket, the problem is articulated in the form of a clause expressing

purpose.

In these terms, the issue is not so much one of hypotactic "subordinate” clause types
being "preposable," but of having certain relations, such as CIRCUMSTANCE and
PURPOSE, which are particularly appropriate for orienting the reader to a new text

span.

1-5

4-5

/——\ purpose
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Thus, the apparent variation in the possible positions for circumstantial and purpose
clauses, and by extension other clauses with this apparent "preposability" property, is
not simply a grammatical option in terms of which to attempt to categorize clause
types. Rather, we suggest that this variation finds its explanation in the radically
different discourse functions which certain relations can serve. (See Chafe (1984), Ford
and Thompson (to appear), Longacre and Th'om‘ps‘on (1985}, and Thompson (1985b) for
further discussion of this point, and Schiffrin (1985b) for a diseussion of factors involved

in the order of clauses in causal sequences in conversational English.)

4.3.5 Predominant coding type in text

We have suggested that hypotactic enhancing clause combinations are a
grammaticalization of enhancing Nucleus-Satellite rhetorical units. From this claim it

“follows that the characteristic coding in text of rhetorical units of this kind should

reflect the grammaticalization.

To a satistying extent, this prediction is borne out. Counts made of 18 short texts in

our database revealed the following correlations for Nucleus-Satellite units and List

units in general:

hypotactic "co-ordinate"

Nucleus-Satellite 45 (92%) 4 (8%
Nucleus-nucleus (List) 3 (11% 24 (89%)

Figure 18: Coding correlations for expanding relations

The ratios for the mappiﬁgs are roughly 9:1; thus the hypothesis accounts for about
909 of the data. Consider a comparable count for enhancing relations only--here

hypotaxis seems to be even more highly favoured, as the correlations are even stronger,

Enhancing: hypotactic "co-ordlnate"”

Nucleus-Satellite 36 (95%) 2 G®

F'igtire 19: Coding correlations for enhancing relations
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Note that the numbers in Figures 18 and 19 show clearly that there is no cireularity in
our argument, since there are some instances of hypotaxis which do not reflect Nucleus-
Satellite relations and vice-versa. We offer the following excerpt as an example from a
narrative, in which the hypotactic when-clause would be analyzed as the nucleus of the
CIRCUMSTANCE relation in which it oceurs with the clause beginning with my

temper...

Towards the finlsh, however, we must have held rather too
independent a line, for we lost the hounds, and found
ourselves plodding almlessly along mlles away from anywhere.
It was falrly exasperatling, and my temper was beglnning

to let 1ltself go by 1nches, when on pushing our way

through an accomodating hedge we were gladdened by the

sight of hounds in full ery in a hollow just beneath us.

(H.H. Munro)

Our point is that we have an argument in favor of our claim that hypotaxis is
revealingly viewed as a grammaticization of Nucleus-Satellite relations in the fact that
when such relations are grammatically coded, they are often, but not always, coded as

hypotaxis.

As an example of a Nucleus-Satellite relation that is coded as one clause and not as a
hypotactic clause combination. consider the sentences of the following excerpt with

italicized phrases;
{From a capsule history of the Aztec calendar.)

Soon after the Conguest, the stone was buried on the main plaza area
together with other religious stonework and idols. When accidentally
discovered in 1560, it was reburied for fear that if maght accidentally create
unrest among the Indians. Uncovered again in 1790, this time it was affixed
to one of the walls of the Cathedral, where it remained for almost a century
before being moved to the former downtown museum.

(L. Carlson)

The text is organized around time; the time indications are thematic in initial position

(cf. Fries (1983)). The temporal circumstance satellites are coded as "adverbial ¢lauses,”
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except for the first, which is. coded as a prepositional phrase with a nominalized
complement and is part of a clause. Later, there is a reason satellite, giving the reason
the stone was reburied: 'they feared that it might create unrest among the Indians.’ It is
coded again as a nominalization--not as a clause--and the prepositional phrase for fear
that ... is part of the clause that codes the nucleus 'it was reburied’. Thus, in these two
examples, the Nucleus-Satellite relation is coded grammatically but not as a hypotactic

clause combination.

4.3.6 Summary

We have sugges_ted that if our hypothesis that hypotactic clause combining is a
grammaticalization of the rhetorical structure of a text is correct, then certain
predictions can be made about characteristics of clause combining. We have seen that

these predictions are borne out.

4.4 The grammarian’s intuition about hypotaxis

* One important implication of our interpretation of hypotaxis is that it is only in some
such discourse-oriented terms that wé can begin to make sense of the characterizations
of a hypotactic clause as "subordinate" to, "less important" than, "dependent” on, or
"not on a par" with its main clause. That is, only. when we see hypotaxis as a special
case (namely the single-clause case) of the satellite relation can we specify what it is
that makes it seem’ ":éubordihate."' ‘Tt is "subordinate" because of its subordinate role
with respect to the nueleus, as these function in the organization of the text to serve the

writer's goals.

For example, Quirk et al. . (1985: 918) try to characterize the difference between
"subordination" and i'cé—kordin‘_a{tion." this way: :
Both . co-ordination and subordination involve the hnkmg of units of the
same rank; but in co-ordination the units are constituents at the same level of

constituent structure, whereas in subordination they form a hierarchy, the
subordinate unit being a constituent of the superordinate unit.

Since the ouly e\(amples given are of phrases, it is not clear how one would determine

whether, for -example, an although or a since clause is "on the same level“ as the clause
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with which it is associated. The intuition that is being expressed here is correct, that
such clause types as those in Figure 2 are "on a different level" from the unit to which
they are "linked." But it is difficult, if not impossible, to make this intuition explicit as
long as one tries to do it in terms of isolated sentences. Only when one considers the
clause types in the discourse context where they actually occur can one identify text

goalé and begin to associate clause types with central and supporting goals.

Similarly, Lyons (1968:178) suggests that:

"Complex sentences are divided into: (a) those in which the constituent
clauses are grammatically co-ordinate, no one being dependent on the others
...; and (b) those in which one of the clauses is 'modified’ by one or more
subordinate clauses grammatically dependent on it..."

Our interpretation of the intuition expressed in this quote is, once again, that Lyons is
attempting to state in grammatieal terms the rhetorical fact that there is a set of clause
types in English which typically function as satellites in discourse. One aspect, of the
- linguist’s intuition, that hypotactic clauses are "subordinate" or somehow "not on a par
with" their main clauses is that hypotactic clauses function rhetorically in discourse in

satellite roles,

One clear indication of the source of the grammarian’s intuition comes from situations
of the kind illustrated by the Munro text in Section 4.3.5. In that excerpt, a
when-clause codes a nucleus rather than a satellite. Linguists often characterize such
clause combinations as very similiar to coordination, thﬁs reflecting sensitivity to the

rhetorical facts.

We now return to the distinction between hypotaxis and embedding to show that the
hypothesis we have been arguing for could not have been made without a clear

distinction between these two types of grammatical constructions.




4.5 Embedding

The characterization of hypotactic elauses as non-principal or appended. information is
not new, of course; ¢f. Wellander (1948: 473) on Swedish. The important point we want
to make in this paper is that the rhetorical status of the clause is determined by the
explicit rhetorical organization of the type discussed in Section 3. There have been
arguments against interpretations of the type exemplified in Wellander (1948).  For
example, both Jespersen (19'24:. 105) and Andersson (1975: 9-10) argue against an
interpretation of main clause vs. subordinate clause as 'principal’ vs. ’a;ppet'l’de&’.
However, both writers. use clauses embedded as pafticipants-in a clause (subordination
at the core level in Foley & Van Valin's terms (1984: 250 ff)) when they give examples

intended to show that the distinction of "principal’ vs. 'appended’ is invalid.

One of Jespersen’s examples is

This was because hé was U,

His observation is that "the principal idea is not always expressed in the ’priﬁcipal
clause’" (the non-italicized part in his example). Jespersen’s example is a clause with
another clause embedded as a constituent and is thus different from the clause
combinations under discussion in this paper {cf. Section 2.3.1. for a similar example of
embedding, quoted in cont‘e'xt).")7 However, this difference is not explicit until we
distinguish enhancing hypotaxis and embedding: Jespersen's argument is correct, but

only for embedding. There is no reason to generalize it as hypotaxis.

Andersson falls into the same kind of "subordination" trap as Jespersen. He refers to
Wellander's observation that principal information is given in main clauses and that

subordinate (or appended) information is given in subordinate clauses. He writes:

According to such a generalization, a sentence like (1) should be more or
less without importance. But as fas as [ can see, it is not.

27Jespersen’s example Hlustrates a not uncommon strategy: A consequence (of a cause) is stated in one
clause. It is then referred to anaphorically in the next clause, in which its cause is ascribed to it.




51

(1) That Sweden cooperates with Vietnam shows that
Sweden can hardly be regarded as a member of the free world
(Our 1talics, CM & ST) '

The only word in (1) that is not a member of a subordinate clause is the
verb shows. Is that the only important word in the sentence? The answer is
obviously: No. :

(Andersson; op cit.)

Andersson’s example is one of embedding and not one of any kind of hypotaxis.
Consequently, although his remarks apply to embedded clauses of this kind, the
exatiple is not a counterexample to our proposal. Rather, just as Jespersen’s example, it
serves to indicate how extremely important it is not to group embedding and hypotaxis
together as "subordination.” They are quite different not only grammatically, but also
from a discourse point of view.?8

There is another problem with Andersson’s remarks. It is worth pointing out that
‘important’ is not the same as ‘main’, 'principal’, or ’nuclear’. ‘Subordinate’,
‘appended’, or 'satellite’ information may also be important for the success of a text.
T-her'e is nothing to suggest that Wellander thought that nsubordinate" information was

unimportant or "more or less without importance® in Andersson’s terms.

What we hope to have shown in this section s that we can only arrive at an
understanding of the relation between hypotaxis and discourse structure which we have
been arguing for in this paper if we carefully distinguish hypotaxis from embedding, for

they can be shown to have radically different discourse functions.

28In<:ider'1ta,lly, it is not at all clear that Andersson’s example is a counterexample to what Wellander
had in mind. In the section where Wellander makes his observation, he characterizes the subordinate
clause as follows: “(it) determines the main clause in one respect or another, specifying more specific
circumstances: time, place, manner, cause, consequence, purpose, ete.® (1948: 473). This characterization
fits -adverbial clauses much better than it fits embedded complement clauses, but as long as both are
known as subordinate clauses it is hard to be sure which type claims like Wellander’s apply to.
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4.6 Examples of non-necessary alleged properties of hypotaxis-

Some of the traditional criteria for hypotaxis include variations in word order (as in
Swedish, Dutch, and German}), dependence, givenness, and preposability, among others.
Given that in the literature there are &ichSsions of -counterexamp'les to most of these

criteria (e.g., Andersson (1975), Davison (1979))), and Schuetze-Coburn (1984)), we will

confine ourselves to just a few examples.

4.6.1 Information status: Are hypotactic clauses "known"?
Our discussion of certain clause type's typically satellite role, may help us to-uncover
the discourse parameter that underlies claims about "subordinate" clauses being

"known" or "given" (e.g.. Winter (1982) and Givon (1979a), (1982)).

For example, Winter (1982:45) insists on "the contrast between independent clause
and subordinate clause in respect of their information status as 'new’ and 'known’ or
‘given'." But this claim is simply not supported by the facts: none of the adverbial
clauses in t-hé texts we have considered in this paper {which Winter would consider
"subordinate"), are 'known’ in the sense that the reader is expected to know the
information they express in advance.?® As an example, let us consider the "Thumb

Heredity" text once more:

29Kruisinga., as long ago as 1932, made the same observation (p. 410): he suggested that different kinds
of clauses of cause differ in information status: "A clause of cause can bring forward a cause that is an
explanation of an action or occurrence in order to in form the reader of this explanation; but it may also
take the reader’s knowledge for granted, and serve only to remind him of the reason for the action of the
main clause. The most important conjunctions in clauses expressing a reason that is assumed to be knoun
or acknowledged as correct, are "as" and "since." {Qur italics, CM and ST.) There is, in fact, no
particular reason to think that the differentiation of different degrees of clause combining should serve to
signal differences in information status. As e.g. Halliday (1967) has shown, information status is signalled
by intonational prominence in English.
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Unit 1. Thumbs began to be troublesome about 4 months ago

Unit 2. and I made an appolntment wlth the best hand surgeon
in the Valley

Unit 3. to seetf my working activities were the problem.
Unit 4. Using thumbs 1s not the problem

Unit 5. Dbut heredity 1ls

Unlt 6. and the end result 1s no use of thumbs

Unit 7. if Idon't do something now.

Each of the two italicized clauses, Units 3 and 7, is one which most grammarians
(including Winter) would be content to consider "subordinate," yet there is no sense in
which the information in either of them can be said to be "known" (see Dillon
(1981:129ff) for further arguments against considering "subordinate” clauses to convey

"known" information).

Givon (1980:372) proposes that "subordinate-adverbial clauses tend to be primarily
présupposed," he intends "presupposed" to mean "not part of the same assertion" as
the main clause. Again, a perusal of Units 3 and 7 suggests that matters are not quite
so straightforward, since they both could defensibly be argued to be part of the same
assertion as the main clauses with which they are associated. For a discussion of

problems with the presupposition analysis. see Andersson {1975).

The italicizedrhypotactic clauses in the "Thumb Heredity" text both oceur in final
position; functionally, they are non-thematic (in the sense discussed in Section 4.3.4)
and they are not "given" or "known". There are, however, certain conditions under
which hypotactic clauses encode information which can be said to be "given" or
-"known.“ In particular, a thematic clause may serve to link the current clause
combination to preceding text, by repeating or summarizing-information already
presented in the preceding text: See Longacre (1970), Longacre & Thompson (1985), and

Thompson (1985) on hypotactic purpose clauses relating to expectations raised in the
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text. This use of thematic hypotactic clauses points to the connection between thematic
status and the method of development in a text as described by Fries (1983). When a
hypotactic-clause is used to repeat or summarize prior text, there are typically cohesive
chains (in the sense of Halliday & Hasan (1976)); we find ellipsis, substitution, anaphoric
reference, lexical repetition, and so on. Thus we find the anaphoric do + this in the

following example with a thematic purpose clause (italicized):

We have done enough for this first lesson on using the
UNIX edltor, and are ready to gqult the session

with edit. To do this we type "quit" (er "g") and

press carriage return:

(Kernighan)

But even a bhematlc hx potactic clause is by no means necessarll "known" or "given"
in the sense of repeating or summarizing information presented in prior text. It often
functions to re-orient the reader or listener by introducing "new" information. The
clause While attending Occidental College in the radio announcer text presented in

Section 3.2.5 above serves this kind of funection; it introduces a new frame.

We suggest that when crramma.rians deseribe hypotactic clauses as "given" or
“known" they should treat one specific discourse use of these clauses as characterlstlc

hxpotactlc clauses in general.

4.6.2 [llucutionary force: Are hypotactic clauses "unchallengeable"?

In a later work, Givon (1982) considers "subordinate" clauses to be
"unchallengeable," which brings us closer to a characterization of a role they often
play ikn texts. It is an interpretation of these clauses 111 terms of 1llocut10nary force’
rather than informatton status ("known," "given," etc.). [llocutlona,rv force seems like a
rﬁore promising candidate, since it is signalled grammatically by the mood selection of a
claﬁse, and hypotactically rerlated clauses are either Iion—finité (and hence without ﬁ
mood selectlon) or finite but with an 1mar1&bly declaratwe mood selection. In other
words, there is no way in which 1llocut10nary forces can be dlfferentlated by dlfferent
mood selections in a hypotactically related ciause and the defa.ult declaratlve mood is

not in opposition ‘with other mood selections. By “unchallengeable" Givon does not




mean that the message of the clause literally cannot be challenged,?0 but rather that the
writer is implicitly asking the reader to "accept for the sake of argument" the message
expressed by certain clauses in relation to other clauses. Dillon (1981:132) refers to this
as "subordinate clauses establishing common grounds with the reader.” For instance,
both Units 3 and 7 in the "Thumb Heredity" text, and many of the satellite clauses in
our data, can be considered "unchallengeable® in this sense. But even
"unchallengeability™ may not cover all occurrences of hypota.ctic clauses.3!
For example, consider the italicized as-clause which forms Unit 3 of the "Coffee Cup"

text (diagrammed in Figure 8):

(from an ISI researcher, message appearing on the ISI

electronlic bulletin board)

1. Someone left a coffee cup in my office over the weekend.

2. Would the owner please come and get 1t

3. as I think things are starting to grow?

There seem to be no circumstances under which it would be appropriate to call the
as-clause in Unit 3 "unchallengeable,” let alone "known"; yet it"is clearly a hypotactic
clause. Ounly certain occurrences of satellite clauses. are "unchallengeable™ in their

discourse context (see Chafe (1984) for further discussion of this point).

What makes such satellite clauses often interpretable as "unchallengeable" is that
certain text relations typically convey information which is intended as unchallengeable

with respect to the nuclear information. One clear example can be found in the

3045 Michael Halliday, p.c., in attributing the property "arguable” to a given clause, has pointed out,
it is often possible, in fact, to explicitly deny or question the proposition in a hypotactically related
clause. Huddleston (1965: 583) points out that non-defining relative clauses {elaborating hypotactic
clauses) may contain interrogative tags: They're going to Alford, which is near Skegness isn’t it The tag
serves to invite the listener’s comment on whether he/she agrees with the information offered by the
speaker {cf. Halliday (1985)), thus allowing for a challenge.

3las an indication, we note that it is possible to at least construct examples of although or because
clauses with tags (cf. footnote =-), as in: You should register for classes tomorrow, although you re taking
only the seminar, arent you?, or We d better take an umbrella, because it might rain, don't you think?




italicized Unit 3 in this extract from the "Syncom diskettes" advertisement
{diagrammed in Figure 16):
1. What 1f you're having to clean floppy drive heads too
often?

2. Ask for SYNCOM diskettes, with burnished Ectype coatlng
and dust-absorblng Jacket liners.

3. As your floppy drive writes or reads,
4. a Syncom diskette 1s worklng four ways

5. o keep loose partlcles and dust from causlng soft errors,
dropouts.

As illustrated by Unit 3, the satellite of a CIRCUMSTANCE relation is typically
unchallengeable with respect to its nucleus, since it conveys material which describes the
circumstances under which the proposition(s) expressed by the nucleus holds. Readers
are expected to accept these circumstances as a context within which to interpret the
nucleus. For such relations, the satellites, and hence the hypotactic clauses which may
realize them, are often taken as unchallengeable. Such an interpretation is especially
likely when these satellites precede their nucleus, as discussed in Chafe (1984), Dillon
(1981: 134ff), Longacre and Thompson (1985), and Thompson (1985b).3% Since not all
relations are of this type, however, it seems a mistake to equate either hypotaxis or

satellite status with "unchallengeable.”

4.6.3 Another alleged grammatical property: pronominalization

Backward pronominalization in English has been suggested as a characteristic of
what we are calling hypotactic relations. THowever, it does not serve to single out
hypotactic clauses. On the one hand, it works with constituent phrases (in thematic

position) as well as clauses. For example:

32This was also noticed by Kruisinga {1932: 465): “Clauses of reason will mostly precede, just as those
of cause will generally follow; this explains why as-clauses of this type precede, those with because follow.
Of course, this is not a law...." His distinction between reason and cause was mentioned above.
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By the door of her, son’s room the mother, knelt

upon the floor and listened for some sound from withln.
(8. Anderson)

On the other hand, we find the pattern in coordinative clause combinations {the first

two examples), just as in hypotactic clause combinations (the third example):

Ir found h.‘Lm1 hilarious, but Antoine1 had a serious . -
and gifted side to him, like most of our kilnd.
(T. Williams)

Qther men on the farm about h1m1 worked too hard and were

too tired to think, but to think of the farm and to be
everlastingly making plans for 1ts success was a rellief for
Jessee, .

(s. _Anderson)

When he, talked to George Willard, Wing Blddlebaum,

closed his flsts and beat with them upon a table or on
the walls of hils house.
(8. Anderson)

In the natural coordinative examples, a rhetorical interpretation in terms of
ANTITHESIS seems quite plausible, with the pronoun occurring in the thesis satellite.

Rhetorically, there is a satellite-nucleus relation--grammatically. there is no hypotaxis.

It is not clear what the patterns of "backward pronominalization" with respect to
hypotaxis and parataxis are in naturally occurring discourse.?® Bolinger (1979) gives
construeted examples that seem to indicate that the phenomenon is not confined to
ANTITHESIS relations nor to satellite-nucleus relations in general. In the natural
coordinative examples, the referents had already been introduced when the backward
pronominalization occurred; the pronominalization was backward only in a local sense,
i.e., local to the grammatically combined clauses. Whether this would be true of all such

cases is a matter for empirical investigation. (It is also true of the third hypotactic

33Carden (1982) offers an enlightening discussion of the phenomenon with examples from actual texts,
but all of them involve hypotactic clauses, .
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example; the three examples are quite parallel in this respect.) What is clear, however,

is that backward pronominalization is not a criterion of hypotaxis.

5 Conclusion

We have shown that hypotactic clause combining is best understood a8 a
grammaticalization of the Nucleus-Satellite relations which characterize the rhetorical

organization of certain types of written discourse.

[n other words, the independently motivated textual notion of nuclearity can be seen
to underlie the grammatical notion of hypotaxis. In attempting to answer the ciuestion
of what discourse function motivates this aspect of .:gra111mar. we are able to offer a
more satisfying account of the phenomenon than have previous approaches, including
traditional ones, which have attempted to characterize hypotaxis in sentence-level
semantic terms. We have shown that systematicity in grammatical structure flows out

of systematicity in functional demands placed on language.

There is no advantage to postulating a grammatical category of "subordinate" clause.
Rather, the grammar of English (and perhaps of other languages as well) suggests that a

distinction between what we have been calling "hypotaxis” and "embedding” is erucial.

There is an interesting consequence of these suggestions for attempts to consider clause
combining from a cross-linguistic perspective: if hypotaxis in English is a
grammaticalization of rhetorical relations, then it follows that the grammar of clause
combining may differ radically from one language to another. Indeed, preliminary
discourse-based investigations of such phenomena in unrelated languages strongly
suggests that this is the case. If the basic approach to clause combining taken in this
paper is correct, then the interesting cross-linguistic issue is how and to what extent the
grammar of clause-combining in a given language reflects the rhetorical organization of
discourse in that language (for some intrigning suggestions on differences among

languages with respect to rhetorical organization, see Hinds (1983)).
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