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Preface

This volume has its origin in a workshop on (Semi-)independent subordinate
constructions, held at the Annual Meeting of the Societas Linguistica Europaea
(SLE) in Leiden, 2-5 September, 2015. The aim of the workshop was to bring to-
gether linguists working on different types of (semi-)independent constructions
in a range of languages to deepen our understanding of this somewhat peculiar
phenomenon by combining theoretical and empirical perspectives. We are
greatly indebted to all the participants of this workshop, both the speakers for
their presentations and the members of the audience for the stimulating and
constructive discussions.

The written versions of the papers have gone through a selective peer-
reviewing process with each chapter having been reviewed anonymously by two
to four referees as well as the editors. We would like to thank the contributors for
their patience and excellent cooperation in the reviewing process. We are ex-
tremely grateful to all the external reviewers for their time and expertise, namely
Peter Arkadiev, Dagmar Barth-Weingarten, Giulia Bossaglia, Laurel Brinton, Bert
Cornillie, Hendrik De Smet, Maria Estellés, Nicholas Evans, Werner Frey, Pedro
Gras, Martin Hilpert, Ritva Laury, Beatriz Mato-Miguez, Heiko Narrog, Adeline
Patard, Nikolaus Ritt, Daniela Schroder, Elizabeth Traugott, Freek van de Velde,
Johan van der Auwera, An Van linden, Anne Wichmann and Camilla Wide.

We also wish to thank Volker Gast and De Gruyter for their support and the
opportunity to publish this book in the Trends in Linguistics Series, and to Julie
Miess for the editorial assistance. Finally, our particular gratitude goes to
Sebastian Haas for his invaluable help with formatting and proof-reading of the
manuscript.

Oslo (Norway), Graz (Austria), Leuven (Belgium), November 2018
Karin Beijering, Gunther Kaltenbdck, Maria Sol Sansifiena
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Karin Beijering, Gunther Kaltenb6ck and Maria Sol Sansifiena
Insubordination:
Central issues and open questions

1 Introduction: A brief history of insubordination

The past decade has witnessed an ever-increasing interest in insubordination
and related phenomena, particularly since the appearance of Evans’ (2007)
seminal paper ‘Insubordination and its uses’. Since then, numerous studies
have been published on various types of insubordinate constructions in a wide
variety of typologically different languages from different analytical perspec-
tives (see especially Evans and Watanabe 2016a and references therein).

What makes insubordination so intriguing is that it presents a challenge for
traditional grammatical frameworks owing to its ambivalent, Janus-like appear-
ance, which combines subordinate structure with main clause function. This
dual nature is neatly summarized in Evans’ definition, which has by now
become accepted currency in the field: “the conventionalized main clause use
of what, on prima facie grounds, appear to be formally subordinate clauses”
(Evans 2007: 367)."! An insubordinate clause thus has the appearance of a
subordinate clause, but has been reanalysed as a main clause. It is in this sub-
ordinate form that insubordination differs from nonsubordination (de Vries
e.g. 2007), which is described as a strategy of paratactic text planning that in-
cludes parenthesis, apposition, coordination, juxtaposition and hedging.” Some
illustrative examples of insubordination are given in (1) to (4).

(1) ENGLISH (ICE-GB:s1a-089-159)
If you'll just come next door.

(2) SWEDISH (D’Hertefelt 2015: 23, IC)
https://issuu.com/danielheiniemi/docs/04u05_tr/19)
Att du aldrig kan passa tider!
COMP you never can.PRS watch.INF times

1 This is a refined version of an earlier definition given in Evans (1988: 255), which identified
insubordination as “the use of a formally subordinate clause type as a main clause”.

2 De Vries defines nonsubordination as “parataxis in the broad sense. It means the equipol-
lent ranking of clauses or constituents: if p is paratactically construed with respect to a, B is
not subordinated to o, and f does not restrict the meaning of o; rather it adds information to
o.” (de Vries 2007: 203; n.d.); cf. in this context also Heine et al.’s (2016) notion of “theticals”.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110638288-001
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‘Why can’t you ever keep track of the time!’
(lit.: That you never can watch the time!)

(3) SPANISH (MABPE2-01b, COLA M)
Juan (.) que v-a a llov-er
VOC COMP go-PRS.IND.3SG to rain-INF
‘John, [QUE] it’s going to rain. (..) [...]’

(4) JAPANESE (Evans 2009: 1)

Are wo mi-te!
that ACC look-CNJ
‘Look at that!’

As can be seen from the examples, insubordinate clauses have all the formal
cues of subordinate clauses. These are, for instance, subordinators, infinitive,
participal or subjunctive inflections on the verbs, subordinate clause word order,
depending on the language-specific markers of subordination. What is absent,
however, is a matrix clause. Instead, they are — at least in their prototypi-
cal forms — stand-alone structures as a result of their reanalysis over time
as conventionalized independent constructions. Insubordination thus has
an inherent diachronic side to it. Insubordinate clauses may look like sub-
ordinate clauses but to the extent that they adopt main clause use “the
term ‘subordinate’ means, at best, ‘having diachronic origins as a subordi-
nate clause’ (Evans 2007: 370). As such, they straddle the boundary be-
tween syntactic structure (mental representation) and actual language use
(see Section 2).

The motivation for subordinate clauses becoming conventionalized as in-
dependent structures lies in their adoption of specialized discourse functions.
A number of different functions have been identified for insubordinate clauses,
for instance the expression of requests, epistemic, evidential and deontic
meanings, exclamations, evaluations, and contrastive focus (e.g. Evans 2007;
see Section 4 for further discussion). In the examples above, for instance, (1)
expresses a request, (2) an evaluation, (3) a warning, and (4) a command/
request. Despite the range of different pragmatic possibilities, the functions
of insubordination are still relatively constrained in that they typically involve
interpersonal relations such as the expression of speaker attitudes and the
management of speaker-hearer interactions (e.g. Van linden and Van de Velde
2014: 228; Sansifiena, De Smet and Cornillie 2015a: 16; Heine, Kaltenbdck and
Kuteva 2016).
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Although the interest in insubordination has been sparked only recently,
mainly by Evans’ (2007) first systematic study, the phenomenon did not go
completely unnoticed before. Some of these notable exceptions include
Buscha’s (1976) study of isolierte Nebensditze ‘isolated subordinate clauses’ and
Weuster’s (1983) study of nicht-eingebettete Nebensdtze ‘non-embedded subor-
dinate clauses’ for German, and Ohori’s (1996, 2000) study of chuudansetsu
‘suspended clauses’ for Japanese. It was particularly in the Romance languages
that insubordination has received some attention, for instance Schwenter’s
(e.g. 1996, 1999) investigation of independent si-clauses in Spanish (cf. also
Almela Perez 1985; Montolio 1999; Gras 2011), Lombardi Vallauri’s (2003, 2004)
study of ipotetiche sospese ‘suspended hypotheticals’ and ‘free conditionals’ in
Italian, and Debaisieux’s (2006) discussion of subordonées sans principales
‘subordinates without main clauses’ in French (cf. also Deulofeu 1988, 1999).>
In English, the focus has been mainly on what Stirling (1998) calls “isolated if-
clauses” (cf. also Ford and Thompson 1986; Ford 1997; Declerck and Reed
2001). Other studies relate to smaller languages such as Evans’ (e.g. 1988) ear-
lier work on the Australian Kayardild language and Mithun’s (2008) work on
the North American languages Yu’pik and Navajo.

As can be seen from the brief overview above, the phenomenon of insubor-
dination has been discussed under various different guises. Other terms used
to refer to it include, for instance, “independent conditional clause” (e.g.
D’Hertefelt 2013), “free conditional” (e.g. Lombardi Vallauri 2004, 2010), “sus-
pended clause” (e.g. Ohori 1996), “stand-alone nominalization” (e.g. Yap et al.
2011), and “de-subordination” (Givon 2015: 661-691). Although some of these
terms may be more accurate, the present volume has adopted Evans’ “insubor-
dination” as it has by now become the most established term. It also conve-
niently highlights the process nature of the phenomenon and captures its
‘unruliness’ in terms of fitting into traditional grammatical frameworks.

It is precisely this ‘unruliness’ which makes it fall outside the moulds of
traditional grammar that can be seen as responsible for the lack of attention
insubordination has received in grammatical descriptions. This is true even for
the reference grammars of well-described languages such as Latin, Classical
Greek and English (as noted by Evans and Watanabe 2016b: 19). As a clause
type which does not meet the criteria of completeness of written syntax, insub-
ordinate clauses were either ignored in earlier linguistic work or marginalized
as anomalies (see Section 2).

3 For Spanish Evans (2007: footnote 3) also notes an early mention of insubordination in
Bello (1847).
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In recent years, however, insubordination has moved more centre stage.
This is in no small amount due to Evans (2007), who has shown insubordina-
tion to be far from exceptional but widely attested cross-linguistically. His work
has led to a spate of studies which have identified the phenomenon in ever
more languages, providing more and more fine-grained descriptions: for in-
stance for Spanish (e.g. Gras 2011, 2013, 2016; Sansifiena, De Smet and Cornillie
2015a, 2015b; Gras and Sansifiena 2015, 2017; Sansifiena 2015, 2017; Elvira-
Garcia 2016; Elvira-Garcia et al. 2017), English (e.g. Mato-Miguez 2014a, 2014b,
2014c, 2016; Brinton 2014a, 2014b; Schrider 2016; Kaltenbock 2016), Dutch (e.g.
Verstraete, D’Hertefelt and Van linden 2012; Boogaart and Verheij 2013;
Boogaart 2015; Beijering 2017), Swedish (e.g. Laury, Lindholm and Lindstrom
2013; D’Hertefelt and Verstraete 2014; Lindstrém, Lindholm and Laury 2016),
Danish (e.g. D’Hertefelt and Verstraete 2014), Norwegian (e.g. Beijering 2016),
Finnish (e.g. Laury 2012; Laury, Lindholm and Lindstrém 2013; Lindstrom,
Lindholm and Laury 2016), Italian (e.g. Lombardi Vallauri 2010), French (e.g.
Patard 2014; Debaisieux, Deulofeu and Martin 2008), German (e.g. Kaiser 2014),
Germanic languages more generally (e.g. D’Hertefelt 2018) and various non-Indo
European languages (e.g. Cable 2011). This surge of interest in insubordination
can, no doubt, also be attributed to the availability of large spoken corpora, which
allow for the investigation of low-frequency phenomena, as well as the develop-
ment and coming of age of new theoretical frameworks which take into account
the emergent and interactional nature of language (see Section 2).

The most comprehensive book-length treatment of insubordination to date
is Evans and Watanabe (2016a), which offers a timely overview of the advances
in the field since the publication of Evans (2007) and Mithun (2008). The contri-
butions span a wide range of different topics from detailed descriptions of (lan-
guage-specific) structural and semantic correlates of insubordination (e.g.
Mithun [Mohawk], Schwenter [Spanish], Gras [Spanish], Lombardi Vallauri
[Italian], Narrog [Japanese], Watanabe [Sliammon Salish]) to insights from dis-
course and interactional linguistic approaches (e.g. Heine et al. [English], Dwyer
[Inner Asian Turko-Mongolic languages], Floyd [Cha’palaa language of Ecuador])
and typological overviews of insubordination phenomena (e.g. Evans and
Watanabe [Kayardild], Verstraete and D’Hertefelt [Germanic languages], Berge
[Aleut], Comrie et al. [Tsezic languages], Robbeets [Transeurasian languages],
Cristofaro [cross-linguistic perspective]).

The present volume complements Evans and Watanabe (2016a), in particular
with regard to the delimitation of the concept by extending the scope to semi-insub-
ordination and other related constructions. Based on a selection of studies presented
in the workshop ‘(Semi-)independent subordinate constructions’ at the 48th SLE
conference in Leiden, the volume provides an up-to-date overview of current
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research on the topic. The perspective adopted is a cross-linguistic one which covers

a range of different languages (viz. English, Finnish, French, German, Mohawk,

Navajo, Old Church Slavonic, Polish, Russian, Spanish, Swedish) and various

forms of (semi-)insubordination. By bringing together contributions from different

perspectives and theoretical backgrounds, this volume hopes to deepen our
understanding not only of individual instances of insubordination, but also of the
category as a whole. More specifically, the volume has the following three aims:

(i) To explore how the category of insubordination can be delimited and which
different levels of (in)dependence should be distinguished (e.g. syntactic,
semantic/pragmatic, dyadic)

(ii) To investigate the grammatical status of insubordinate constructions and
how they can be accounted for in a grammatical analysis/model.

(iii) To describe the formal and functional characteristics of specific instances
of insubordination, both synchronic and diachronic.

In the remainder of this chapter we will give a brief overview of some of the
pertinent topics in the research on insubordination and related structures.
Section 2 looks at the question of the grammatical status of insubordinate con-
structions. Section 3 discusses different possible types of this phenomenon.
Section 4 outlines their functional versatility and Section 5 highlights the chal-
lenge of insubordination from a diachronic perspective. Section 6, finally, pro-
vides an overview of the individual contributions to the volume.

2 What is their grammatical status?

As noted above, insubordinate clauses represent a challenge for grammatical re-
presentation. They are clearly subordinate in terms of their structure; in terms of
their use, however, they are like independent main clauses. This combination of
syntactic independence on the one hand, and formal signs of subordination (e.g.
subordinator, subordinate-clause word order, etc.) on the other, is difficult to ac-
count for in a grammar. In this sense insubordinate clauses live up to the double-
meaning of the term ‘insubordination’ as highly ‘unruly’ constructions.

Various attempts have been made in the grammatical literature to come to
terms with their ambivalent nature. One approach is to deal with them simply
as performance features which involve ellipsis.* The problem with ellipsis-based

4 Ellipsis-based accounts have also been applied in the domain of generative semantics
(e.g. Lakoff 1968).
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accounts is, however, that the missing matrix clause is not always fully and
unambiguously recoverable from the context (as shown e.g. for if-clauses by
Stirling 1998; Lombardi Vallauri 2004; Mato-Miguez 2014a, b). Compare, for in-
stance, the following example, where there is a wide range of possibilities for the
reconstruction of a matrix clause (e.g. I'd be grateful, feel free to do so, etc.).

(5) Ifyou’d like to say a few words.

Moreover, an ellipsis approach may be problematic as it fails to account for
cases where the subordinate clause i) has a complete (i.e. terminal) prosodic
contour (e.g. Schwenter 2016; Elvira-Garcia, this volume; cf. also Kaiser and
Struckmeier, this volume), ii) has its own illocutionary force, and iii) shows
structural signs typical of a main clause such as the ability to coordinate with
another main clause or the ability to take a subordinate clause as its depen-
dent (e.g. Mato-Miguez 2014a, b). Features such as these suggest that we are
not dealing with incomplete structures which are the result of performance ‘ac-
cidents’, but rather with deliberately produced and complete constructions.

When insubordinate clauses are treated as part of the grammar, they are
often relegated to its margins and classified as unsystematic, non-canonical
patterns, which are somehow incomplete. Quirk et al. (1985: 838ff), for in-
stance, subsume them under so-called “irregular sentences” on account of their
“not conform[ing] to the regular patterns of clause structures”. Similarly,
Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 944) take insubordinate clauses to belong to the
category of “minor clause types”, which subsumes “a number of main clause
constructions that do not belong to any of the major clause types”.> However,
the notion of incompleteness is tied to our concept of grammar and can be
seen as an artefact of grammatical tradition (see Debaisieux et al., this vol-
ume; Struckmeier and Kaiser, this volume; Wiemer, this volume; Bergs 2017;
Traugott 2017: 294).

The reason why insubordinate clauses have for a long time either been ig-
nored or marginalised by grammatical description is to a large extent rooted in
our understanding of grammar itself. Clearly, a phenomenon such as insubordi-
nation is difficult to accommodate in a view of grammar which builds on
a relatively stative model of competence divorced from performance and which
has written language as its main object of interest. Instead, insubordination
requires us to rethink certain grammatical assumptions and adopt a more

5 In a similar vein, Stirling (1998: 289) identifies insubordinate if-clauses as “minor sentence
types”.
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dynamic view of grammar which takes into account spoken interaction in equal
measure. More specifically, insubordination is particularly compatible with
grammatical models that embrace positions such as the following:

(a)

(b)

(6)

A dynamic link between usage and structure (parole and langue, perfor-
mance and competence): This is of course the view adopted by the paradigm
of usage-based grammar (e.g. Langacker 2000; Haiman 1994; Bybee 2010),
which sees linguistic structure as emerging out of actual language usage with
constant interaction between these two levels. As a theory of grammar which
has gained momentum in recent decades it has undoubtedly provided fertile
ground for the investigation of phenomena such as insubordination (see also
Kaltenbdck, this volume). Evans and Watanabe (2016b: 1) even identify insub-
ordination as “a key site for understanding the dynamic and constant inter-
play of parole and langue, i.e. of actual spoken data in discourse on the one
hand, and grammatical models used by speakers (or grammarians) on the
other”. This interplay is particularly obvious in the presumed emergence and
diachronic development of insubordination (see Section 5), but also synchroni-
cally, in the use of insubordinate clauses in interaction (see next point).

The adoption of an interactional perspective: With the rise of corpus lin-
guistics, the focus in grammatical investigation has increasingly shifted to
spoken language, particularly to its interactional use, which is generally
seen as the most natural ‘habitat’ of spoken language. Speech in interaction
is, in fact, at the core of many more recent approaches to language, such as
Conversation Analysis, Emergent Grammar and Interactional Linguistics,
which focus on how utterances are being co-constructed by the partici-
pants. In these frameworks insubordination no longer has to be conceptual-
ized in terms of complete complex sentences, as demonstrated for instance
by Couper-Kuhlen’s (1996) interactional discussion of independent because-
clauses in conversation. Such an interactional perspective is particularly
relevant for the analysis of dyadic insubordinations or “collaborative in-
subordinations” (Hilpert 2015), as in (6), and can provide vital clues for
explaining the emergence of the construction, both synchronically and dia-
chronically (e.g. Sansifiena 2015; Sansifiena, De Smet and Cornillie 2015a;
Lindstrom et al., this volume).

SPANISH (YCCQA, Sansifiena et al. 2015a: 4)

A: ;Qué significa ser racional?

‘What does it mean to be rational?’

B: Que distingues entre el bien y el mal creados por un precepto social.
‘That you distinguish among good and evil created by a social precept.’
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(c) The inclusion of prosody in grammatical description: An extension of grammar
to account also for all types of spoken language, including its interactional
forms, naturally entails a foregrounding of the role of prosody. All too often,
however, prosody is still seen as a mere appendage to grammatical descrip-
tion, rather than one of the formal means that signals meaning as an integral
part of grammatical constructions. The study of insubordination thus serves as
an important reminder of the role of prosody for a comprehensive grammati-
cal description. In fact, prosody has been shown to be a crucial factor in
distinguishing insubordinate clauses from regular subordinate clauses
(e.g. Gras 2011, 2016; Schwenter 1996, 1999, 2016; Debaisieux 2006;
Debaisieux, Deulofeu and Martin 2008; Lombardi Vallauri 2016; Kaltenb6ck
2016; Elvira-Garcia, this volume), with cases of prosodic ambiguity being
centrally involved in the emergence of insubordination.

The concept of insubordination thus challenges our understanding of grammar
on a number of different levels. It reminds us, in particular, of the necessity to
conceptualize grammar not only as an inventory of stored, more or less conven-
tionalized linguistic units, but also as an activity, used for designing utterances
in a given situation. As noted by Evans and Watanabe (2016b: 2), insubordinate
clauses “lie at the threshold of process and product, or energeia and ergon”. To
capture this dual process-product nature, certain concepts and frameworks seem
to be particularly helpful. One such concept is ‘constructionalization’ (Traugott
and Trousdale 2013: e.g. 22), which refers to the creation of new mental represen-
tations (form-meaning pairs) in the grammar of a speaker and has been applied
for the process of conventionalization involved in the development of insubordi-
nate clauses (e.g. Evans 2007: 374; Heine et al. 2016). Another concept that has
been proposed for the creation of insubordination is that of ‘cooptation’
(Kaltenbock et al. 2011; Heine et al. 2017). It denotes a cognitive operation which
is supposed to precede the constructionalization of insubordinate clauses (Heine
et al. 2016), and so-called ‘theticals’ more generally (for further discussion of the
diachrony of insubordination see Section 5). Finally, one framework that seems
to be particularly suited to accommodating a phenomenon such as insubordina-
tion is that of Construction Grammar (e.g. Goldberg 2006), which sees construc-
tions as conventionalised form-meaning pairings with some idiosyncrasy, where
meaning may be attached to the construction as a whole (as discussed in
Section 4). It can also account for the close link to related constructions (e.g. sub-
ordinate clauses with explicit matrix clause) by its network concept, where con-
structions are seen as independent, but not isolated entities and as such are
linked to other formally or functionally related constructions in a taxonomic net-
work of constructions (e.g. Kaltenbdck 2016).
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3 How many types of insubordination are there?

As a typologically wide-spread phenomenon which potentially involves the whole
gamut of subordinate clause types available in a particular language, the phe-
nomenon of insubordination not surprisingly encompasses a considerable
number of different forms as well as functions. In terms of form, it is possible
to distinguish different types of subordinate characteristics, such as infinitive,
participial, or subjunctive inflections of the verb, subordinate word order, and
different types of subordinators. In terms of function, Evans (2007), for instance,
has identified a wide range of different types which include interpersonal control
(e.g. warnings, requests), modal meaning (e.g. epistemic, evidential, deontic, ex-
clamation, evaluation), and signalling presupposed material (e.g. negation, con-
trast, reiteration) (see Section 4 for discussion). Insubordination is thus marked
by considerable variation in both its structure and discourse function.

A further criterion for distinguishing different types of insubordination is
its degree of autonomy or independence from the preceding co-text. This
question is particularly interesting as it interacts with the scope of depen-
dency and also impinges on the issue of category delimitation more generally
(see Kaltenbock, this volume). The insubordinate constructions originally dis-
cussed by Evans are typically fully autonomous or self-contained, as illustrated
by the example in (7).

(7) ENGLISH (Evans 2007: 380)
If you could give me a couple of 39c stamps please.

However, Evans’ account already incorporates different degrees of insubordi-
nation by virtue of its diachronic perspective, which proposes a historical
trajectory from ordinary subordinate clauses with an overt main clause to
fully reanalysed and conventionalised main clause structures via two inter-
mediary stages: (i) ellipsis of a fully recoverable main clause, (ii) conven-
tionalized ellipsis with restrictions on permitted reconstructions (see Section 5).
Although Evans’ definition of insubordination focuses on fully conventional-
ised main clause uses of formally subordinate clauses, the boundary be-
tween conventionalised and non-conventionalised is clearly a fluid one. While
thus acknowledging different degrees of dependency in the development
of insubordinate constructions, the scope of these dependency relations is
generally confined to the domain of the sentence and its missing matrix
clause.

By contrast, a wider scope of dependency relations is noted by D’Hertefelt
and Verstraete (2014), who distinguish two types of Swedish and Danish at(t)
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constructions: (i) expressives, which have scope over the sentence as in Evans’
account and (ii) elaboratives, which elaborate on something that was said be-
fore by the same speaker or a different one. This latter type, illustrated in (8), is
thus pragmatically dependent on the preceding co-text. As such, it is seen as
falling outside insubordination proper and is attributed to a different mecha-
nism, viz. that of dependency shift (Glinthner 1999; Verstraete 2007).

(8) SWEDISH (GSLC, D’Hertefelt and Verstraete 2014: 92)
A: om vi skulle fraga vara eh forstaklassare hdr om dom vill ha betyg eller
inte skulle dom inte fatta vad det handlade om vet inte hur vad betyg
eller vad det e (. . .) sd det ju nanting som / andra ldgger pa

B: ja

A: att det det kommer ju sen atomatist i
COMP it it come.PRS PART afterwards automatically in
skolan att man far betyg a dd kommer den hdr |

school.DEF COMP one get:PRS  grades
konkurrensen dnnu mera in tror jag va

‘A: if we were to ask our first-graders here if they want to have a diploma
or not they wouldn’t understand what it was about don’t know how
what grades or what it is (. ..) so it’s something that / others impose

B: yes

A: that it it then comes automatically in school that one gets grades
and then this competition starts even more I think right’

An even wider scope of dependency has been observed by Mithun (2008) in her
study of Navajo and Yup’ik markers, which operate over larger stretches of dis-
course, rather than over the sentence concerned. Mithun (2008: 108) analyses
these data in terms of what she calls (functional) extension, whereby patterns
of grammatical dependency can be extended from the sentence into larger dis-
course and pragmatic domains.

Another type of dependency beyond the sentence has been identified in
dyadically-dependent clauses, i.e. clauses in spontaneous interaction which
can be construed as projections of a complement-taking predicate in a pre-
vious turn (Gras 2011, 2013, 2016; Sansifiena 2015; Sansifiena, De Smet, and
Cornillie 2015a; Gras and Sansifiena 2015). A typical example are question-
answer pairs as in (9), where the complementizer-initial answer can be
construed as depending on the matrix clause it means in the preceding
question. The scope of the insubordinate clause thus extends over two
sentences.
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(9) ENGLISH (YCCQA, Sansifiena et al. 2015a: 5)
A: What does it mean if you’re getting white hair before 20?
B: That you are the next messiah.

Dyadically dependent clauses such as these are seen as providing a functional
motivation for the ellipsis of the main clause, as proposed by Evans’ (2007)
account (Sansifiena, De Smet, and Cornillie 2015a; 17).° In a similar vein, vari-
ous other studies have identified the mechanism of co-construction in interac-
tive discourse as a major factor in the emergence of insubordination in a range
of different languages (e.g. Dwyer 2016; Floyd 2016; Evans and Watanabe 2016;
Heine et al. 2016; Hilpert 2015).

The typology of semi-autonomous subordination has been further ex-
panded by Van linden and Van de Velde (2014), who draw attention to subordi-
nate dat-clauses in Dutch which are preceded by a single matrix element.
Constructions such as these with an incomplete matrix clause are referred to as
semi-insubordination. The matrix element may be a noun, as in the example
below, or an adjective or an adverb.

(10) DUTCH (CONDIV, Van linden and Van de Velde 2014: 231)
chance dat mijne radio hier nog opstaat
good.luck COMP my  radio here PRT be.on.PRS
‘Luckily my radio is still on (here).’

To conclude, formally dependent clauses used as independent sentences do
not represent a uniform, monolithic category. Various types of autonomous
and semi-autonomous insubordinate clauses have been identified, in addition
to different formal and functional types. This variety raises a number interest-
ing research questions, some of which will be addressed in this volume. First,
do all of these types necessarily have to be subsumed under insubordination or
can some of them be included in a separate category (see e.g. Mithun, this vol-
ume; Kaltenbock, this volume; Sansifiena, this volume). Second, is the relation-
ship between the different types of autonomy a gradient one and how can we
best account for such a cline? Third, to what extent is the degree of autonomy

6 Although Evans (2007: e.g. 418) does not seem to include dyadically construed examples in
his category of insubordination, he does acknowledge that “independent clauses may also be
a powerful device for integrating successive conversational turns: ‘a participant in a conversa-
tion may interject, add to, or question the statement of another participant, by using a sen-
tence that is a clause morphologically subordinated [...] to a sentence uttered by another
participant.”” (Evans 2007: 418).
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linked to different forms and discourse functions? Fourth, have the different
types emerged from different source constructions and do they all follow the
same pathways of development? (see e.g. Mithun, this volume).

4 Functions of insubordination

Evans (2007: 387—-423, 2009) sets out heuristically to explore the full functional
range of insubordination. As was mentioned in Section 3, he proposes three
high-level functions of insubordination cross-linguistically: (i) indirection and in-
terpersonal control, which is found in orders, commands, hints, requests, per-
missives, warnings and threats, as in (11), (ii) modal insubordination, which
expresses epistemic, evidential and deontic meanings, as well as evaluation, as
in (12), and (iii) the marking of various discourse contexts which involve a high
degree of presuppositionality such as negation, contrastive focus constructions,
trans-sentential contrast and switch-reference, discourse contrast, reiteration,
disagreement with assertions by the previous speaker, and conditions on preced-
ing assertions in interaction, as in (13). This third function, Evans (2007: 368)
points out, is related to the adjustment of certain devices which express inter-
clausal relations “to the expression of discourse relations more generally”.

(11) ENGLISH (Evans 2007: 393)
If you (dare) touch my car!

(12) ENGLISH (Evans 2007: 403)
That I should live to see such ingratitude!

(13) ENGLISH (Evans 2007: 418)
A: Is it practically impossible to have that [a certain demand curve]?
B: If you have this base.

Let us briefly look at each of the three functions in turn. The first function is
related to so-called ‘face-threatening acts’ (Brown and Levinson 1987), i.e. acts
which challenge the face wants of an interlocutor. Evans (2007) argues that in-
subordinating ellipsis puts the face-threatening act ‘off the record’ by leaving
the implication suspended. He illustrates this first function by providing exam-
ples of ellipsed requests and desire predicates, such as the Latin independent
subjunctive in (14): This example - originally discussed in Lakoff (1968) — may
express an imperative, a wish or a possibility.
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(14) LATIN (Lakoff 1968: 158, cited in Evans 2007: 388)
Ven-ias
come-PRS.SUBJ.25G
‘Come!/May you come!’

Other structures discussed by Evans in this category include ellipsed enabling
predicates, result clauses, and free-standing infinitives.

According to Evans (2007: 393-4), the threatening nature of directive
speech acts forces speakers to come up with alternative formulations whose
pragmatic force does not carry the negative connotations of existing formulas.
However, he also concedes that in certain cases the pragmatic value of the
insubordinate request might not be more polite than that of a more direct form.
Similarly, Gras (2011) points out that it is not clear, on the basis of the diachronic
motivation proposed by Evans, whether certain insubordinate structures express-
ing the first function of Evans’ typology actually operate as strategies to achieve
indirectness.

As for the second function, i.e. modal insubordination, Evans (2007: 394)
discusses (i) epistemic and evidential insubordination, involving ellipsed main
clauses of reporting, thinking, perceiving and asserting, (i) deontic insubordi-
nation, typically involving complementizers with “additional semantic content,
such as showing tense/mood relations between clauses”, and (iii) evaluative in-
subordination, in which the omission of the matrix clause implies amazement
or shock. An example of deontic insubordination is given in (15), where the
Italian independent subjunctive is used to express hortative meaning:

(15) ITALIAN (Moretti and Ovieto 1979, cited in Evans 2007: 401)
Si aggiunga poi che luomo ¢é pedante
3REFL add.SUBJ.3SG then that DEF.man is pedant

‘And then may it be added that the man is a pedant.’

The third function, finally, implies high levels of presupposed material about
the discourse context in which the sentence can occur (Evans 2007: 401). As
was mentioned above, there are various types of this use of insubordination,
such as the expression of negation, contrastive focus, and reiteration. For nega-
tion, Evans (2007: 410-13) proposes that independent negative clauses used to
be subordinated to main clauses which carried the assertion, while contrastive
focus constructions presuppose a clause that is similar but predicated of an-
other referent. The use of reiteration implies ellipsis of a main clause which re-
ports the speech act of saying or asking. This is illustrated in (16), where the
declarative subjunctive in Basque is used to signal a reiterated statement:
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(16) BASQUE (Evans 2007: 419)
A: Jon d-a-tor
John 3SG.ABS-PRS-come
B: Zer?
what
A: Jon d-a-tor-ela
John 3SG.ABS-PRS-come-SBJV
A: ‘John’s coming. B: What? A: [I said] That John’s coming.’

Evans (2007: 422) explains this third function of insubordination by arguing
that “grammatical machinery that originally developed around overt relations
between a main and subordinate clause [...] is subsequently generalized to en-
code similar relations between the insubordinated clause and some other part
of the discourse”.

The three different functions are, however, not always clear-cut categories.
Gras (2011: 352-3), for instance, points out an overlap of the first and second
functions of insubordination. Evans himself acknowledges that cases of multi-
functionality are common and that, despite his distinction of three higher-level
functions, in many languages, such as Gooniyandi and Kayardild, one single
insubordinate type can take on diverse functions (Evans 2007: 423). Similarly,
Sansifiena (2015: 204) shows that the parameters that define Evans’ (2007)
three higher-level functions are not mutually exclusive and, for Spanish, multi-
purpose insubordination is plausible.

Evans’ functional classification has been extended in subsequent work on
related and unrelated languages from diverse language families. Verstraete,
D’Hertefelt and Van linden (2012: 142-143), for instance, discuss the functions
of dat-constructions in Dutch which expand on - and explain — preceding dis-
course and establish the functional category of “discursive” insubordination.
On the basis of formal and semantic-pragmatic criteria, Sansifiena (2015) identi-
fies three broad construction types for complement insubordination in Spanish:
(i) displaced directives, i.e. clauses that express various kinds of deontic mean-
ings, (ii) evaluatives, i.e. clauses that express the speakers’ evaluation of
a certain state of affairs, and (iii) connectives, i.e. clauses that refer to previous
discourse within the same communicative event or in a previous communica-
tive event, and clauses that point to an event that can be directly observed or
inferred from the situational context (cf. Gras 2011, 2016).

A number of contributions in Evans and Watanabe (2016) also add func-
tions to the originally proposed list by Evans. Lombardi Vallauri (2016), for in-
stance, argues that Italian ‘suspended’ or ‘free’ conditionals can endorse a
number of different pragmatic functions ranging from an invitation, an offer
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and a request, to a protest or refutation of the preceding turn (17) (see also
Schwenter 2016 for Spanish and Floyd 2016 for Cha’palaa).

(17) ITALIAN (LIP - Lessico di frequenza dell’italiano parlato, Rell)
D: signor giudice io ci ho sessantasei anni so’ piii vecchio pure de lui
‘your honour I'm sixty-six I'm even older than him’
E: se ci hai un anno pit de me
if there have:2sg one year more of me
‘if you are one year older than me’

Gras (2016: 139-140) argues for the necessity to distinguish between sentence-
type, modal and discourse insubordination in order to have a better understanding
of the functional range of the phenomenon cross-linguistically. He proposes that
sentence-type insubordination “codifies a speaker position towards the proposi-
tion”, while modal insubordination “expresses a modal evaluation [...] without as-
signing the speaker a modal position” (Gras 2016: 139-140).

Kaltenb6ck (this volume) argues that insubordinate clauses share many
discourse functions with theticals, which relate “to the immediate Situation of
Discourse, more specifically the components of Speaker-Hearer Interaction,
Speaker Attitude, and Text Organisation”, and that semi-insubordination shares
with insubordination a similar subjectivising function.

Several authors, including Mal¢ukov (2013) and Mithun (this volume),
have argued against there being any functional unity to insubordination, in
spite of there being recurring macro-functions, such as context dependency
and non-declarative sentence modality, across diverse languages (see D’Hertefelt
and Verstraete 2014; D’Hertefelt 2018; Mithun, this volume). Interestingly, within
the insubordination literature, there has been a growing interest in exploring the
relation between the range of functions and the sources and mechanisms of
development of insubordinate constructions. Cristofaro (2016:14), for in-
stance, has argued against there being a single diachronic source. She posits
that an insubordinate clause can have a variety of possible source construc-
tions even if it is related to only one developmental mechanism. However, in
many cases, when the discourse function of the construction is ambiguous, it
may not be possible to establish which is the mechanism followed. Mithun
(this volume) argues that the opposite is also possible, i.e. that only one
source construction can be the starting point for the development of different
insubordinate constructions with diverse functions, via different developmen-
tal processes. We can thus argue that insubordination is an umbrella term
for a formally-defined phenomenon which encompasses a wide range of con-
structions with different formal realizations — which have emerged via different
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mechanisms — and whose functions can be mapped cross-linguistically but with
different sets of functions for individual languages.

5 A challenge for models of diachronic change

Not only does the grammatical status of contemporary (semi-)insubordinate
constructions pose problems for its structural representation, it also challenges
extant diachronic hypotheses on the grammaticalization of clause combining (e.g.
Beijering and Norde, this volume). That is, insubordination seems to run counter
to observed unidirectional tendencies in the domain of grammaticalization and
clause combining, according to which looser pragmatic elements become more
tightly integrated into syntactic structure. Insubordination, by contrast, concerns
developments from subordinate clause to main clause, from morphosyntax to dis-
course, and (in its initial stage) from grammar to pragmatics (Evans 2007: 429).

According to Evans (2007: 370-5) the diachronic path to insubordination
consists of four successive stages from subordinate to insubordinate construc-
tions (see Table 1). The first stage, subordination, includes full constructions
with an overt main clause. At the second stage, the overt main clause is el-
lipsed, but any grammatically compatible main clause can be ‘reconstructed’
by the hearer. The reconstruction of syntactically permitted main clauses be-
comes restricted by convention at the third stage. At the fourth stage, the con-
struction acquires a specific meaning of its own, and it may not be possible to
restore any ellipsed material.

Table 1: A diachronic model of insubordination (Evans and Watanabe 2016b: 3).

Subordination Ellipsis Conventionalized Reanalysis as

ellipsis main clause
structure

A B C D

Biclausal Ellipsis of main Restriction on Conventionalized

construction, clause, any interpretation of main clause

with subordinate contextually ellipsed material use of formerly

clause appropriate material subordinate

can be recovered clause

From this diachronic model, Evans (2007: 386-423) derives a corresponding
functional typology of insubordination on the basis of three main types of elided
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matrix clauses (see Section 4). On this account, insubordinate constructions
are the result of ellipsis of (i) predicates of ordering, enablement, permission,
desire, etc. (indirection and interpersonal control), (ii) predicates of reporting,
thinking, perceiving, asserting, emotion, evaluation (modality), and (iii) markers
of cleft constructions, from complex bi-clausal constructions (presupposition)
(see Mithun 2008: 105-106).

Recently, several studies (see chapters in Evans and Watanabe 2016a) have
pointed out a number of problems with respect to the application of the (syn-
chronic) definition and diachronic model of insubordination as represented in
Table 1. These observations also touch upon questions of delimitation (see
Section 2): how to analyse ‘lookalike’ constructions with either too much or too
little elided material (e.g. pseudo-insubordination or semi-insubordinate con-
structions), or which do not result from main clause ellipsis in a complex clause
(e.g. ellipsis of a copula/auxiliary, or no ellipsis)?

Narrog (2016: 278) introduces the notion of ‘pseudo-insubordination’ to
refer to “constructions where the former main clause has already grammatical-
ized (auxiliarized)”. Note that this definition also captures instances of ‘semi-
insubordination’ (see Section 2), which concerns formally subordinate clauses
introduced by a single matrix element. The main difference between these
pseudo-insubordinates and genuine cases of insubordination is their diachronic
development: (gradual) condensation/fusion of the main and subordinate clause
in case of the former versus (abrupt) omission of the main clause for the latter
(see Table 1).

Another scenario applies to ‘lookalike’ constructions which fulfill the criteria
for synchronic insubordination, but do not meet the diachronic prerequisites.
This concerns constructions that derive from ellipsis of a copula or auxiliary
instead of ellipsis of a main clause (see Comrie et al. 2016). These lookalike insub-
ordinates may also follow an ‘indirect’ developmental path with intermediate
stages. An example of this is the attested path from “subordinate > periphrastic >
independent” in the Tzecic languages (Comrie et al. 2016: 179-81). This group of
related constructions also includes cases of ‘direct insubordination’, which do
not involve ellipsis of a matrix verb. Instead, nominalized forms are directly rean-
alyzed as finite forms (see Robbeets 2016: 240).

Thus, especially the role of ellipsis as the main mechanism leading to in-
subordinate constructions has been questioned in recent studies. A number of
alternative mechanisms through which insubordinate constructions come into
being have been identified in the past decade: extension of dependency markers
beyond the sentence level (Mithun 2008), cooptation (Heine et al. 2016), hypoa-
nalysis (Van linden and Van de Velde 2014), dependency shift (D’Hertefelt and
Verstraete 2014), and clausal disengagement (Cristofaro 2016). Likewise, it has
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been argued that insubordinate constructions may derive from multiple source
constructions (cf. Cristofaro 2016) or that one source construction may yield mul-
tiple insubordinate constructions (see Mithun, this volume).

6 The present volume

This volume contains eleven contributions dealing with various aspects of in-
subordination and related phenomena, as outlined in Section 1. The individ-
ual contributions are loosely arranged in three groups, each centering around
a general topic. The first group (Mithun, Lindstr6m et al., Beijering and
Norde, Wiemer) addresses in particular the question of the emergence of in-
subordination on the basis of diachronic and interactional data. The second
group of chapters (Kaltenbock, Sansifiena, Elvira-Garcia) is concerned partic-
ularly with questions of delimitation, viz. how to distinguish insubordination
from other, related and/or lookalike constructions. The third group of chapters
(Von Wietersheim and Featherston, Sanchez Lopez, Struckmeier and Kaiser,
Debaisieux, Martin and Deulofeu) addresses a number of issues pertaining to the
question of how to account for the peculiar structural features and the special
grammatical status of (semi-)insubordinate constructions. The individual contri-
butions are briefly outlined in the remainder of this section.

In her chapter Sources and Mechanisms, Mithun explores the relations between
the diversity of functions of insubordination and the diversity of sources and mech-
anisms of development. The main argument put forward is that the functions of in-
subordinate clauses are shaped by their structure of origin and the processes they
undergo in their historical development. More specifically, the chapter argues that
a single source construction can serve as the starting point for the development of
different insubordination constructions, via various developmental processes.
Mithun analyzes the Mohawk tsi construction and the Navajo =go construction,
which are formally dependent clauses that are now used as independent sentences.
She shows that they originate in adverbial clauses from which they developed via
different mechanisms, viz. matrix erosion and extension, with their different paths
of development leading to different results regarding function and scope.

Lindstrom, Laury and Lindholm’s chapter Insubordination and the con-
textually sensitive emergence of ‘if’ requests in Swedish and Finnish institutional
talk-in-interaction reports on a synchronic study of Swedish and Finnish insub-
ordinate om and jos ‘if’ clauses. These constructions may be used as directives
(requests) without any main clause. On the basis of a multimodal analysis of
data from service encounters and medical consultations, they demonstrate
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that these insubordinate if-requests are the product of the interaction between
participants in a conversation. That is, insubordinate conditional requests
emerge on-line in response to verbal and non-verbal actions carried out by the
addressees of the requests. Their study takes a critical stance towards Evans’
(2007) diachronic pathway of insubordination, in particular the role of ellipsis in
this model. The data show that if-requests are clearly treated as directives,
even in cases without ellipsis when the main clause is subsequently pro-
duced. Moreover, insights from language acquisition indicate that insubordi-
nate jos ‘if’ requests emerge prior to the embedded use of ‘if’ clauses. On this
assumption, it would be odd to argue that a main clause is elided, since the
child has not acquired the clause combination yet. These two observations
call into question whether the ellipsis hypothesis can adequately account for
the insubordinate if-requests in Finnish and Swedish conversation.

In their chapter Adverbial semi-insubordination in Swedish: synchrony and
diachrony, Beijering and Norde address the problems that semi-insubordinate
constructions pose for traditional syntactic analysis and unidirectionality issues
in the domain of clause combining and grammaticalization. They show that,
although semi-insubordinate constructions are syntactically independent,
they are always bound to a preceding proposition in discourse. As such, they
occur discourse-internally and function as additional comments or continua-
tions to prior statements and questions. Because of this, semi-insubordinate
constructions reflect a sequential/incremental dependency at the discourse
level. It is precisely these discursive properties of semi-insubordinate con-
structions that cannot be accounted for within previous sentence-based accounts
that assume a hierarchical/grammatical dependency between the ‘minimal
matrix’ and the subordinate clause. Moreover, it is argued that contemporary
semi-insubordinate constructions can only be fully understood in light of their
diachronic development. This is illustrated by means of two corpus studies of a
particular subtype of semi-insubordination: constructions with subordinate word
order introduced by an epistemic adverb. The data support a developmental path
in terms of (further) reduction of complex sentence constructions, accompanied
by a functional shift of the minimal matrix and subordinate clause, as well as an
extension of dependencies at the discourse level.

In his chapter On illusory insubordination and semi-insubordination in
Slavic: putting independent infinitives, clause-initial particles and predicatives to
the test, Wiemer presents a critical assessment of the notions of insubordina-
tion and semi-insubordination and extant hypotheses on the diachrony of these
constructions. On the basis of diachronic data, he shows that three apparent
‘(semi-)insubordinate’ constructions in the Slavic languages (independent clauses
with infinitival predicates, da-headed finite clauses, and predicatives with clausal
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complements) cannot be regarded as instances of (semi-)insubordination because
their development differs from the explanations in Evans (2007) and Van linden
and Van de Velde (2014). For these constructions it is shown that they were not
derived from more complex structures, but that these structures are diachronically
primary to their complex counterparts which have emerged through analogical
expansion, syntactic reanalysis and categorial differentiation.

In his chapter Delimiting the class: A typology of English insubordination,
Kaltenb6ck proposes a heuristic for delimiting the class of insubordination
and identifying its different subtypes in English. He takes a usage-based ap-
proach which involves two interrelated levels of analysis, language usage and
syntactic structure, to examine the form-function mismatch typical of insubor-
dinate constructions. Both levels are defined in terms of (in)dependency: syn-
tactic dependence vs. independence on the level of syntactic structure, and
pragmatic dependence vs. independence on the usage level. It is argued that
the criterion of syntactic independence is crucial in distinguishing insubordina-
tion from the category of subordination. In addition, the criterion of syntactic
independence emphasizes the commonalities that insubordination shares with
a number of other extra-clausal structures (e.g. parenthetical uses of subordi-
nate clauses). The larger category of syntactically independent constructions
includes instances of semi-insubordination. Application of the criterion of prag-
matic (in)dependence results in a twofold division for subtypes of insubordina-
tion: stand-alone insubordination and elaborative insubordination.

The chapter Patterns of (in)dependence by Sansifiena investigates the phe-
nomena of insubordination, semi-insubordination (Van linden and Van de Velde
2014) and causal que in Spanish from an interactional-constructional perspective
based on conversational data. The chapter describes in detail the pragmatic,
speaker-related functions developed by the Spanish complementizer que when
used without a matrix clause, but also delimits the concepts ‘subordination’ and
‘insubordination’ when applied to this phenomenon. In doing so, Sansifiena ad-
dresses a number of important aspects in the study of (semi-)insubordination,
such as the degrees of (in)dependence of these constructions, the distinction of
(semi-)insubordination from lookalike structures, as well as the types of possible
elements immediately preceding a que-clause and types of relations established
between the que-clause and its preceding element. The analysis in terms of turn-
constructional units (TCUs) which takes into account the structure of the turn-
intervention offers a new perspective and an alternative to prior sentence-based
analyses of these constructions.

In her chapter Two constructions, one syntactic form: Perceptual prosodic dif-
ferences between elliptical and independent <si + V indicative> clauses in Spanish,
Elvira-Garcia presents the results of two perceptual forced-choice discrimination
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experiments aimed at testing whether listeners’ disambiguation of two apparently
identical utterances depends on the intonational realization. The results clearly
reflect how speakers perceive the grammatical construction <si + V indicative> as
either elliptical or insubordinate depending on its intonation contour: continua-
tion rise contours are preferably selected for elliptical contexts while rising falling
contours are preferably selected for insubordinate refutative contexts. The two ex-
periments were carried out using first original recordings and then synthetically
manipulated recordings and efforts were made to consider different varieties of
Peninsular Spanish in the design of both tests. In line with Elvira-Garcia, Roseano
and Fernandez-Planas (2017), who show that the distinction between elliptical
and insubordinate clauses can be made on the basis of the acoustic prosodic fea-
tures of the constructions, this chapter demonstrates that the same distinction
can be detected perceptually. It is further argued that prosody cannot be consid-
ered as a mere reflection of a pragmatic function but rather as a means to convey
it and that prosody can provide evidence for assigning constructional status to
a given structure.

The chapter Does structural binding correlate with degrees of functional de-
pendence? exemplifies how experimental methodology can help improve ar-
gumentation in a theoretical debate. Von Wietersheim and Featherston
present the results of a series of experiments aimed at finding empirical sup-
port for certain theoretically predicted differences in binding behaviour be-
tween formally identical but functionally different adverbial clauses
introduced by German wdhrend ‘while’, viz. central adverbial clauses (CACs)
and peripheral adverbial clauses (PACs). The authors discuss how CACs show
formal and functional dependence on their matrix clause being structurally
fully integrated into it, while PACs are functionally more independent of their
matrix clause and less integrated. By testing the variable ‘binding’ in a range
of adverbial clauses with different degrees of structural integration, such as
temporal and adversative clauses with wdhrend, it is shown that binding be-
tween a main clause and a subordinate clause varies in acceptability, depend-
ing on several parameters. The authors compare the binding behaviour of
CACs and PACs focusing particularly on the linear order of matrix clause as
well as adverbial clause and the relative position of the universal quantifier
expression jede NP ‘every NP’ as binder in either the matrix clause or in the
adverbial clause.

In her chapter Optative and Evaluative que ‘that’ sentences in Spanish,
Sanchez Lopez discusses ‘exclamative’ and ‘optative’ readings of Spanish main
sentences introduced by que ‘that’ with a subjunctive verb (<que + VSUBJ>) and
argues that the main differentiating factor between them is intonation. It follows
that prosody has a semantic effect: while the optative reading is marked with
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a downward final intonation, the evaluative reading has an upward final intona-
tion. The two readings also differ in the presuppositions they carry: anti-factive
for the optative reading and factive for the evaluative reading. The study pro-
poses that the speaker’s emotion is evaluated with respect to a bouletic scale re-
lated to the desires of the speaker. In this sense, it is argued that intonation
marks the orientation of the bouletic scale. Sanchez Lopez proposes that these
que-sentences are expressive utterances containing an expressive operator EX
with a complex left periphery. In line with the proposal by Rodriguez Ramalle
(20084, 2008b), it is argued that que is located in the Force Phrase in subjunctive
sentences.

Struckmeier and Kaiser take a critical stance towards the concept of in-
subordination in their theoretically-oriented chapter When insubordination is
an artefact (of sentence type theories). They question the basic foundation of
research on insubordination which is often rooted in generally accepted — but
incomplete or empirically inadequate — assumptions about subordination. By
putting various sentence types to the test, they show that an illusion of subordi-
nation may be created by sentence type theories that define subordination on
too narrow an empirical basis. That is, syntactic theories may mislabel senten-
ces as subordinate clauses, which, upon closer inspection, turn out to be not
subordinated at all. Subsequently, these mislabelled subordinated clauses
(i.e. non-subordinated clauses) may consecutively be mislabelled as insubordi-
nated. The contentious issues with insubordination raised in their chapter are
illustrated by means of insubordinate sentences in German as discussed in
Evans (2007). They contest Evans’ analysis by showing that the alleged subordi-
nation of the sentence types in question is an artefact of sentence types theo-
ries, and not a property of the clauses themselves. However, they do not claim
that insubordination does not exist. Rather they wish to point out that research
on insubordination must be carried out with empirical caution and should in-
volve careful analyses of individual languages instead of reference to descrip-
tive grammars.

In their chapter Apparent insubordination as discourse patterns in French,
Debaisieux, Martin and Deulofeu treat the concept of insubordination as an
artefact of sentence type theories (similar to Struckmeier and Kaiser’s contri-
bution). This claim concerns two empirical situations in French: formally sub-
ordinate clauses functioning as independent discourse units (Evans 2007) and
peripheral subordinate clauses which display ‘main clause features’ (Debaisieux
2013). Their analysis is not confined to the level of syntax (unlike Struckmeier
and Kaiser’s), but extends to the level of discourse. Their approach is based on
the fundamental distinction between grammatical syntax and discourse syntax
(cf. Blanche-Benveniste 1990). They argue that, by extending syntactic



Insubordination: Central issues and open questions =—— 23

dependency to the level of discourse, candidates for ‘insubordination’ represent
instances of regular syntactic patterns. Their findings are supported by two cor-
pus-based studies on the prosodic, syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic properties
of apparent exclamative insubordinates introduced by the subordinating conjunc-
tions si and quand.
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Marianne Mithun
1 Sources and mechanisms

Abstract: As more descriptions have emerged of formally dependent clauses
used as independent sentences, it has become clear that such constructions
show rich variety not only in their functions, but also in their diachronic sour-
ces and pathways of development. A next step is to examine relationships
among the two: the degree to which their origins and the processes they un-
dergo shape their ultimate functions. Here it is shown that their sources may
not be deterministic, but the mechanisms by which they develop can strongly
affect the outcome. Insubordinate constructions are compared in two unrelated
languages, Mohawk and Navajo. Both constructions have emerged from adver-
bial clauses, but via different mechanisms: matrix erosion in the first, and ex-
tension in the second. They now have nothing in common beyond the formal
definition.

1 Introduction

Over the past decade, instances of what was previously a barely noticed phenom-
enon have been identified in a growing number of languages and described in
ever finer detail, often with attention to usage documented in corpora of un-
scripted, interactive speech. It is now clear that ‘the conventionalized main
clause use of what, on prima facie grounds, appear to be formally subordinate
clauses’ (Evans 2007: 367) is widespread. But it is also clear there is considerable
variation in the function, form, and scope of constructions defined in these
terms. Evidence is emerging, furthermore, that they can develop from a variety of
origins via a variety of mechanisms, raising intriguing questions about relation-
ships between sources and processes of development on the one hand, and the
nature of the outcome on the other. Here it is shown that a single source con-
struction can serve as a point of departure for the development of entirely differ-
ent insubordination constructions. The differences are shaped primarily by the
processes by which they develop. Two genealogically and areally unrelated lan-
guages, Mohawk (Iroquoian) and Navajo (Athabaskan), both contain formally de-
pendent clauses used as independent sentences. Both have sources in adverbial
clauses. But they developed via different mechanisms, matrix erosion and exten-
sion, and, as a result, now differ completely in function and scope.
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2 Diversity of function, scope, form,
and development

A wide variety of functions served by insubordination constructions has been
documented, and the list continues to grow. Evans first discussed conventional-
ized interpretations involving interpersonal coercion (commands, permissives,
abilitatives, threats), modal framing (quotation, perception, belief, inference, emo-
tion), and particular local discourse contexts (negation, contrast, reiteration).
Verstraete, D’Hertefelt, and Van linden (2012) describe seven functions of Dutch
autonomous dat constructions in three domains: i) deontic (speakers’ hopes or de-
sires), ii) evaluative, and iii) discourse (expansion on previous comment by the
speaker or another). Their first would correspond to Evans’s modal framing, while
their second and third would correspond to his discourse/elaborative functions.
Lombardi Vallauri (2016) shows how se conditionals in Italian serve as offers/
requests, generic questions, reassurance, inhibition of action, and challenge/
protest. Floyd (2016) describes constructions in Cha’palaa of Ecuador that signal
counter-assertion. Narrog (2016: 278) finds that insubordination constructions
documented through the history of Japanese “crystallize around two preferred
functions: (i) the subjective expression of the speaker’s/writer’s emotions, and (ii)
the indirect expression of hearer-related speech acts”. Importantly, Gras (2016),
examining Spanish que, and Verstraete & D’Hertefelt (2016), describing Dutch,
German, English, Swedish, and Danish constructions point to two recurring
macro-functions of insubordination arising from their sources in dependent
clauses: context dependency and non-declarative sentence modality.
Insubordinate constructions do vary in their scope: (i) the sentence, (ii),
adjacent sentence pairs, or (iii) larger stretches of discourse. The dependency
relations originally discussed by Evans are confined to the sentence (includ-
ing an omitted matrix). But many others involve pairs of sentences or turns.
Sansifiena, De Smet, and Cornillie (2015) discuss dyadically-dependent clauses
in Spanish, French, German and English complementizer-initial answers in
question-answer pairs. The answers can be construed as dependent on the
matrix of the previous turn, so the scope of the construction extends over two
sentences. The discourse connective insubordination discussed in Gras (2011,
2012), and Gras & Sansifiena (2015) similarly links adjacent sentences. Dwyer
(2016) shows how insubordination constructions in modern Turko-Mongolic
languages originate as co-constructed utterances in discourse. The Cha’palaa
construction described by Floyd (2016) contradicts a statement or implicature
of a previous conversational turn. D’Hertefelt and Verstraete (2014) distinguish
two types of Swedish and Danish at(t) constructions: expressives, whose scope is
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confined to the sentence like those described by Evans, and elaboratives, in
which speakers elaborate on a previous statement, either of their own or that of
a previous speaker. Still other formally similar constructions show even larger
scope. Mithun (2008, 2016a) describes constructions in several languages outside
of Europe consisting of prosodically independent sentences which convey various
aspects of discourse organization. Cristofaro (2016) discusses clausal disengage-
ment in Italian, whereby speakers use insubordinate constructions to introduce
a new discourse topic related to background knowledge shared by the hearer.

Formally, the insubordinate constructions first described by Evans contain,
by definition, no trace of a matrix clause (2007: 366). Van linden and Van de
Velde (2014) add another formal possibility, semi-insubordinate constructions.
Fully autonomous insubordinate Dutch dat clauses lack an explicit matrix
clause, while semi-insubordinate constructions contain an initial element, but
one that is not a full clause.

Insubordinate constructions can emerge from a variety of sources, via a vari-
ety of mechanisms. Evans (2007) focuses on the simple ellipsis of a matrix clause.
Heine, Kaltenbock, and Kuteva (2016: 39) describe a process they term coop-
tation: “Insubordinate clauses are [...] information units that are coopted from a
construction type [matrix clause-subordinate clause] where the matrix clause is
implied but not formally expressed]”. Van linden and Van de Velde (2014), build-
ing on work by Croft (2000), cite hypoanalysis, whereby speakers come to reinter-
pret the interpersonal meaning of certain Dutch dat constructions as an inherent
property of the subordinating conjunction rather than the complex sentence as a
whole. The reinterpretation can then facilitate omission of the matrix. This pro-
posal would shift the place of ellipsis from the first step in the developmental
pathway outlined in Evans to a later position. D’Hertefelt and Verstraet (2014)
cite dependency shift whereby a formally dependent clause comes to be depen-
dent pragmatically on a previous turn. Mithun (2008, 2016a) characterizes the
process involved in the development of constructions in Barbarefio Chumash,
Central Alaskan Yup’ik Eskimo, and Navajo as extension of dependency from the
domain of syntax to that of discourse. Cristofaro (2016: 418) concludes that “indi-
vidual insubordination patterns are compatible with several possible sources
and developmental mechanisms, and it is possible that different instances of
these patterns are produced in different ways, both cross-linguistically and
within individual languages”. She suggests that an obvious next step is to inves-
tigate correspondences between sources and mechanisms of development of
structures on the one hand, and their functions on the other.

Here constructions that meet Evans’s original basic formal definition of in-
subordination are compared in two unrelated languages, Mohawk and Navajo.
Both languages show “the conventionalized main clause use of what, on prima
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facie grounds, appear to be formally subordinate clauses”. But their functions
are completely different: they share no semantic or pragmatic core, and they dif-
fer in scope. Both have emerged from adverbial clause constructions, but via dif-
ferent mechanisms, mechanisms which have shaped their modern functions.

3 Mohawk

The first construction comes from Mohawk, a language of the Iroquoian family
indigenous to northeastern North America. It is based on the particle tsi, trans-
latable variously as ‘at/in/to/as/how/that’. There is no ancient documentation
of the language that would permit us to trace its development philologically,
but the arrays of constructions in which the particle occurs permit us to recon-
struct likely pathways of development according to what we know about recur-
ring tendencies of language change cross-linguistically. (All material cited
here was drawn from unscripted, interactive speech.)

3.1 Simple adverbials

The Mohawk particle tsi is used to set off constituents that specify places,
times, and manners. In (1) and (2) it forms locative expressions.

(1) Mohawk place: Kaia’titahkhe’ Jacobs, speaker p.c.
Wa:kehre’ tsi iakenheiontaientdhkhwa’ ieié:teron’.
I.thought at one.lays.the.dead.with.it there.she.dwells
‘I thought maybe she was at the hospital.’

(2) Mohawk place: Josie Day, speaker p.c.
Tho tsi tetiotohsate’ niaha:ke’  wa’tkahséntho’.
there at it.elbow.extends there.I went I.cried
‘I went to the corner [of the porch] and cried.’

In (3) and (4) it forms temporal expressions.

(3) Mohawk time: Watshennine Sawyer, speaker p.c.
Tsi niiohseres eniakon:ni’
at so.it.winter.is.long she.will.make
‘In the winter she would make



