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ARE  W E  J U S T I FI E D  T O  I MPOS E THE  INDO- EUROPEAN
INTERPRETATIVE GRID ON COMPLEX SENTENCES OF ‘EXOTIC’
LANGUAGES? - NO!

Within the Indo-European tradition, hypotaxis is divided into the COMP,
REL, and ADV types, on the (loose) analogy of the three word-classes ‘noun’,
‘adjective’, and ‘adverb’, with the respective functions of (SUBJ or OBJ)
argument, noun-modification, and verb-/clause-modification. The general
validity of trichotomy, which continues to be adopted even by the best
representatives of functional-typological linguistics, will be questioned in this
talk.

Paratactic constructions cannot, by definition, have any formal distinctions
corresponding to COMP, REL, and ADV. Thus, there cannot be any
corresponding semantic meanings. At most, there can only be such pragmatic
meanings. But why should they conform to this trichotomy? 

1) We need to distinguish between parataxis without hypotaxis (e.g.
Mohawk) and parataxis besides hypotaxis (e.g. Mandarin Chinese).

2) If a language has only one type of hypotactic (= subordinating) clause, it
must, by definition, lack the three semantic meanings COMP, REL, and ADV:
“It is important to note that the separation of different ‘types’ or ‘uses’ of these
subordinated clauses [in Rembarrnga] should be seen as an artefact of the
English translation” (McKay 1988: 8). The situation is somewhat similar in
Ancient Tibetan, with action nominalizations performing the main subordinating
functions.

3) It may also be the case that even if a language (e.g. Diyari) has a tripartite
subordinating structure, it does not correspond at all to COMP, REL, and ADV.

4) A case opposite to Rembarrnga is represented by a language like Hua,
with a subordinating structure much too complex to be squeezed into the
straight-jacket of COMP, REL, and ADV.

The importance of this issue is evident from the fact that there is a great
number of language with no (formal) equivalents to the logical connectives ‘or’
and ‘if - then’. To put it formulaically, these are languages with no ‘semantic
logic’, but only with ‘pragmatic logic’.

The thesis of this paper was already outlined in Itkonen (2009). A wealth of
relevant examples is provided in Itkonen (2005) and (2008-2010).
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