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Introducing linguistic typology

1.1 What do linguistic typologists study?

There are generally estimated to be about 4,000 to 6,000 languages in the
world. Depending on where the distinction between languages and dialects
is drawn, the total number of the languages of the world may casily shoot up
to 7,000." This sheer number alone gives one at least a rough idea of the
immense diversity of the languages of the world. A moderate example of this
divetsity comes from basic word order — which will be discussed in detail in
Chapter 2. Consider the following six sentences, each exhibiting one of the
six basic word orders.

(1) Korean (SOV)
kiho-ka saca-lil  cha-ass-ta
Keeho-NOM lion-ACC kick-PST-IND
“Keeho kicked the/a hon.’

@) Thai (§VO)
khon nit kat maiatua nin
man this bite dog Cl. that
“This man bit that dog.’

(3) Welsh (VSO)
Lladdodd draig ddyn
killed dragon man
‘A dragon killed a man.’

() Malagasy (VOS)
manasa ny Jamba ny vehivavy
wash  the clothes the woman
“The woman is washing the clothes.’
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(3) Panare (OVS)
pi?  kokampd unki?
child washes  woman
“T’he woman washes the child.

(6) Nadéb (OSV)
samtitty vi qa-wih
howler-monkey people eat
‘People eat howler-monkeys.”

What is most intriguing about these examples is the way the three main
expressions — denating the entity which initiates an action (8), the cntity at
which that action is directed () and the action itself (V) - occur in all six
logically possible permutations, i.e. SOV, SV0), V80O, VOS, OVS and OSV.
The diversity evident in basic word order will further increase with the order
of constituents at other levels also taken into consideradon, e.g. the word
order within noun phrases, prepositional or postpositional phrases, and the
like. With the six logically possible basic word orders all realized in the
languages of the world, however, it may not immediately be clear whether
or not there is anything significant about basic word order which can shed
light on the nature of human fanguage. (See 2.1 for discussion of the con-
cept of basic word order, and also of flexible or free word order languages, as
opposed to languages with basic word order.)

Despite the differences among them there must be certain properties
whereby the languages of the world are all recognized as falling into the
category of human languages — perhaps an obvious point to make. There must,
therefore, he an underlying unity to human languages. There are linguists
who are concerned directly with discovering this unity by studying the rich
structural variation found in the languages of the world. These linguists are
known as lingwistic typologists, or typolagists for short. "Their investigation of
cross-linguistic variation is referred to as linguistic typelogy, or rypology for short.
For instance, having observed the existence of the six logically possible basic
word orders in the languages of the world, linguistic typologists will ask
questions such as: what is the actual distribution of the six basic word orders
in the languages of the world?, is cach of the basic word orders morc or less
equally distributed in the languages of the world?, if not, what is the fre-
quency of each basic word order?, and which basic word order(s) is (are) the
most or least common in the languages of the world? As cross-linguistic
rescarch has so far shown, there is, in fact, a preponderance of the two basic
word orders exemplificd in (1) and (2), that is SOV, and SVO. This suggests
strongly that the distribution of the hasic word orders cannot possibly be
random or arbitrary because otherwise the six basic word orders should
he more or less evenly distributed among the languages of the world, that
is about 16.6 per cent for vach basic word order. More importantly, the
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distinct preference for SOV and SVO points the way towards the existence
of (2) certain motivating factor(s) for the skewed distribution of basic word
order. Linguistic typologists will thus also raise the question as to why the
distribution of the basic word orders is the way it is.

Furthermore, linguistic typologists compare two or maore structural prop-
erties with a view to ascertaining whether there exists a (statistically signi-
ficant) correlation between them and, if so, how strong that correlation is.
For instance, basic word order has been compared with the presence (or
absence) of prepositions, or postpositons. Verh-initial languages (or lan-
guages with the verb appearing first in the sentence, i.e. VSO and VOS) are
always found to be equipped with prepositions, not with postpositions.” This
means that verh-initial word order does not co-occur with postpesitions.
Welsh is a typical language exhibiting this correlation, as in (7) and (8):

(7) Welsh
Gwelodd y  bachgen ddyn ddoe
saw the boy man yesterday
“The boy saw a man yesterday.’

(8) Welsh
a. twy  Gaerdydd
through Cardift
‘through Cardiff’
b. yny cor
in the choir
‘in the choir’

This finding constitutes one important property of human language in that
it does represent a constraint on possible variation within human language:
no verb-initial languages are predicted to have postpositions instead of pre-
positions. There is no reason why the two independent properties, basic word
order, and the presence of prepositions or postpositions, should correlate
with each other to the effect that the presence of verb-initial word order
implies that of prepositions. Logically speaking, there should also be verb-
initial languages with postpositions, which is not the case. The question that
directly confronts linguistic tpologists is, why should such a correlation
exist at all? In more general terms, the primary task for linguistic typologists
is to identify and explain the propertics that make human language what
it is. The question can thus be rephrased: what is a possible, as opposed to
impossible, human language? But, as has already been demonstrated with
respect to the distribution of the basic word orders (that is, with all the
six logical possibilities of word order attested o different degrees in the
languages of the world), linguistic tvpologists may also address an attenuated
form of the question: what s a more probable, as opposed to less probable,
human language?
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1.2 Typological analysis

In order to reach the stage of asking and, hopefully, answering the question
posed at the end of the previous section, linguistic typologists will need to
go through the following four stages in typological analysis: (i) identification
of a phenomenon to be studied; (i) tvpological classification of the phenom-
enon heing investigated; (iti) the formulation of (a) generalization(s} over the
classification; and finally (iv) the explanation of the generalization(s).

First, linguistic typologists must determine what they would like to invest-
igate. There are, of course, no theoretical restrictions on what structural
properties or grammatical phenomena should or should not be studied. Nor
are there any restrictions on how many properties should simultaneously be
studied at a given rime. Some linguistic typologists may choose one feature
of language as an object of inquiry, whereas others may at once probe into
more than one. But what one must exercise circumspection about is which of
the properties selected for typological analysis is actually worthwhile invest-
igating, with some properties proving to be more interesting or revealing
than others. Said differently, some are more likely than others to lead to
linguistically significant typological generalizations. For instance, compare the
tpological property of basic word order with the presence of question particles.
As has already been hinted ar, the selection of basic word order as a wypolo-
gical property has led to a number of empirteally or theoretically interesting
questions and issues. But what about use of question particles? The languages
of the world will be typologized into two groups: those with question particles
and those without. But what 1s there to be understood from this bland typolo-
gical classification? "There does not seem to be much more to be done or
learned about it. It is difficult to imagine that this typological classification can
be put to much use at all in understanding the nature of human language ~
unless perhaps it is studied in conjunction with some other structural proper-
ties. In a way, therefore, the first stage of typological analysis may depend
crucially on the investigator’s insight or intuition to a great extent just as in
any kind of scientific endeavour. Furthermore, the first and second stages
of tpological analysis may have to be carried out concurrently o a certain
degree. This is because, unfortunately, one does not know in advance whether
or not the chosen property is going to be a typologically signiticant one.

Once a property (or properties) has (or have) been chosen for typological
analysis, structural types pertaining to that property (or those properties)
will be identified or defined so that the languages of the world can eventu-
ally be classified into those types. In the case of basic word order, for instance,
six (logically possible) types are identified, whereby languages are typologized
according to the hasic word order tvpe that they exhibit. Some languages
will he grouped as SOV, others as VSOL and so forth. The identdfication of the
six hasic word order types, and the classitication into those types of the lan-
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guages of the world will then constitute the linguistic typology of basic word
order. The skewed distribution of the six basic word orders emerging from
this typological classification is such that there is concluded to be a distinct
tendency towards SOV, and SVO) in the languages of the world. This can then
be taken to be a significant generalization over the data classified — representing
stage (iif) above. Tt will also ultimately lead to the question as to why there is
this strong tendency. i.e. stage (iv). At this final stage, linguistic typologists
will make every attempt to explain the structural tendency in question.

Similar comments can be made of the correlation between verb-initial
word order, and prepositions, which was alluded to in 1.1. First, the lan-
guages of the world arc surveyed in terms of basic word order on the one
hand, and the presence (or absence) of prepositions or postpositions on the
other. There are four different logical combinations of these two propertics
(2 x 2): (i) verb-initial languages with prepositions; (i1) verb-initial languages
with postpositions (i.e. non-prepositions); (i) non-verb-initial (i.e. verb-
medial or verb-final) languages with prepositions; and finally (iv) non-verb-
initial languages with postpositions. The languages of the world will then be
classified into these four types. As it turns out, all the types cxcept for that in
(if) are well represented in the languages of the world as illustrated by the
following examples:

(9) Tzotzil (VOS & prepositions)
a.  Ti-s-pet lok'el Pantz. ti  tul-e
CMP-3-carry away woman the rabbic-CLT
“The rabbit carried away the woman.’
b.  xchi?uk s-malal
with 3-hushand
‘with her husband’

(10) Yoruba (SVO & prepositions)
a. babd ra hata
father hought shoes
‘Father hought shoes.’
h. nigpa
at market
‘at the market’

(11)  Canela-Kraha (SOV & postpositions)
a. hiimre te rop cakwin
man  PST dog beat
“I'he man beat the dog”’
b. pur kam
field in
‘in the ficld’
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This L‘l-flssiﬁc;ni(m will eventually give rise to the generalization: the pres-
ence of verb-initial word order implies that of prepositions. This will i
turn call for an explanation as to why this implicational relationship exists
between verb-initial word order and prepositions. - o

1.3 Typology of language universals

Properties such as the preponderance of SOV and SVO, and the correlation
between verb—initin] word order and prepositions are often referred to as
language Iumversﬂls in linguistic .typology. Strictly speaking, however, lan-
guage universals must be true of all languages. Under this strict definition
of the term, neither the preference for SOV and SVO, nor the correlation
bereen verb-initial word order and prepositions may qualify as a language
universal since the former is merely a structural tendency in human langua:e
albeit a strong one, and since the latter makes expliéit reference ozllvht(;
verb-initial languages with prepositions. In other words, only properties which
all hpxnan languages have in common may be taken to be la'nguagc universals
In linguistic typology, however, whatever statistically significant part;rm.
or tendencies that are found in the languages of the world are also referred
to as language universals.’ The correlation between verb-initial word order
;1.nd -p'repositi(ms /s 2 language universal in the scnse that it embodies une’
significant statement about the nature of human language. (So is the prepon-
derance of SOV, and SVO.) Thus, while not making\ explicit reference to
non-verb-initial languages, the correlation between verb-initial word order
and prepositions does capture a fundamental structural property of human
language by excluding the logically possible co-occurrence of verb-initial
word order and postpositions from the domain of human language as will
prescntAly be explained in more detail. In the present book, then, it ls this
broad interpretation of language universals that will be adopted (but cé
Ramat 1987). A
. Int'crc-stingl_v enough, language universals can themselves be typologized
into four different types, by using two parameters: (i) absolute vs Lm;n—
absolute; and (i) implicational vs. non-implicational. Absolute unki;/ersals
are cxceptionless by definition. An example of this type of universal is: all
languages have ways to turn affirmative sentences into negative ones (e.g
Famnes kicked the dog — James did not kick the deg). Non-absolute univeﬁal:gi
also l-:n.()wn as universal tendencies, or statistical universals — are not wi\thout
exceptions hut the empirical validity of this type of universal does far out-
weigh the number of exceptions that may exist. The preponderance of SOV
and SVO in the languages of the world is a non-absolute universal F(/Iorc
often than not, various statistical methods are employed in order to' deter-
mine whether or not a given tendency is statistically ;igniﬁcam (cf. 1.5.3).
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Implicational universals take the form of ‘if p, then 4'. Thus the prescnce
of one property (i.c. the implicans) implies that of another (i.e. the iniplicatunt).
A good example of this type of universal has already been provided: verb-
initial languages are always found to be equipped with prepositions. This
can be rewritten as follows: it a language is verb-initial, then it is also preposi-
tional. By design implicational universals will be based on interaction of
more than one property. Thus there may also be implicational universals,
involving more than two properties. One such example is Greenberg's (1963b)
Universal 5: if a language has dominant SOV order and the genitive fol-
lows the governing noun, then the adjective likewise follows the noun. In
this implicational universal two properties are needed to predict a third. Tt
is also possible that the implicatum can be more than one property. Again,
Greenberg (1963b} offers an example of this Lkind: if some or all adverbs
follow the adjective they modify, then the language is one in which the qualify-
ing adjective follows the noun and the verb precedes its nominal object as the
dominant order (Universal 21). It is not difficult to sce that, other things
being equal, implicational universals that predict the presence of multiple
properties on the basis of a single property are more highly valued than
those that predict the presence of a single property on the Dbasis of multiple
properties. To put it differently, it is preferable to predict as much as pos-
sible on the basis of as little as possible (Moravesik 1997: 107). By this
criterion of economy alone Gireenberg’s Universal 21 is of more value than
his Universal 5.

The predicting power of jmplicational universals is not confined solely
to the propertics to which they make explicit reference. ‘Thus given the
implicational universal ‘if a language is verb-initial, then it is also preposi-
tional’, there arc two other situations that fall out from that universal (in
addition to the impossibility of verh-initial languages with postpositions).
By making no claims about them, it, in effect, has the advantage of saymg
something about non-verb-initial languages with prepositions or with post-
positions, thereby recognizing these languages also as possible human lan-
guages. In other words, the implicational universal in question rules out only
verb-initial languages with postpositions as impossible human languages —
that is, p & —g (or not ¢} contradicting the original statement of 'if p, then
. What is referred to as a temackoric table is often used to indicate clearly
which of the lugicully p()ssihlc combinations of o {or more) properties is
allowed or disallowed.

(12) prepositions postpositions
verb-initial Yes No
non-verb-initial - -

The tetrachoric table in (12) shows that the combination of verb-initial word

order, and postpositions is an impossibility in human language. Thus the
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implicational universal effectively serves as a constraint on possible variation
within human language.

Non-implicational universals, on the other hand, do not involve the pre-
dicting of property X on the basis of property Y. They involve only a single
typ()lugic;\l property. They do not appear in the furlﬁ of 4f p, then 4. The
preponderance of SOV, and SVO is such a universal. Note that this particu-
lar universal is not only non-implicational but also non-absolute, thereby
illustrating that universals may cut across the distinction between the abso-
lute/non-absotute, and implicational/non-implicational parameters. Thus,
in addition to non-absolute non-implicational universals, there may also be
() absolute implicatdonal universals, (i) absolute non-implicational universals,
and (iii) non-absolute implicational universals. An example of (i) has already
hgcp. pruvi(lcd: if a language is verb-initial, it is also prepositional; an example
of (i) comes from the fact that all languages have ways to convert affirmative
sentences into negative ones, and finally () 18 excl;lpliﬁcd by Greenberg’s
Universal 21 (see above). ’

1.4 Language universals and linguistic typology

Language universals are properties which must at least be true of the major-
it.‘v of the human languages. They also impose constraints or limits on pos-
sible variation within human language. Linguistic typology, on the other
hand, is concerned with classification of languages into different structural
wpes (i.e. individual structural properties, or correlations between them).!
Therefore, ‘it may seem to the uninitiated something of a contradiction
in terms 1o handle these apparently quite distinet areas of investigation
together” (Mallinson and Blake 1981: 7). But, as may be gleaned {rom previous
sections, the contradiction is more apparent than real. Language universals
rescarch, in fact, thrives on linguistic fypology. This is because in order to
discover language universals linguistic typologists first need tvpological
(il;l&siﬁc;lti(m on which 10 work. Thus linguistic typology ‘pmvidt;s material
for establishing language universals” {(Mallinson and Blake 1981: 7). With
languages classitied into different types, linguistic typologists may be able o
discern patterns or regularitics in the distribution of lhegrvpes, for example,
with some types heing significantly more common than others, or with one
(or more) of the logically pmsil)lc types completely unattested or only
marginally atrested in the languages of the worl. '
This close relationship between language universals and linguistic typo-
logy can be most clearly demonstrated by one of the language univc‘rsnls
that have been discussed in brief in previous sections: the Lstrt;ng tendency
towards SOV and SVOLIf the languages of the world had not lrc&1 Sur\‘eve'd
in rerms of all passible sis basic word orders, this structural tendency would
never have been brought w light in the first place. To put it differently, the
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typological classitication in terms of basic word order of the languages of the
world is a prerequisite for the significant statement to be made about human
language. Imagine the prospect of discovering the tendency in question by
examining only one language, or even 2 handful of languages! This may be
too extreme an example but the point could not be made more strongly.
Language universals underlying strucrural tendencies are statistical in naturc.
T'hus it comes as no surprise that they demand statistical daea.

Further demonstration of the symbiotic interaction between language
universals research and linguistic typology comes from implicational uni-
versals. Recall that the presence of verh-initial word order implies that of
prepositions (or p & ¢). “I'his universal also makes indircet reference to the
two other |ogical possibilities (—p & ¢, and —p & -1 cf. (12)). While making
no negative claims about non-verb-initial languages, it does not only sanc-
tion verb-initial languages with prepositions as possible human languages
but it also rules out verb-initial languages with postpositions as imposs-
ible hunian languages. In order to arrive at the actual formulaton of this
imp]icational universal, however, it first needs to be ascertained which of
the four logical possibilities is attested or unattested in the languages of the
world. That can be achieved only on the basis of initial typological classifica-
tion of the languages of the world in terms of basic word order, and also in
terms of the distribution of prepositions and postpositions.

‘I'he interaction between language universals and linguistic tvpology also
highlights one of the virtues of formulating language unjversals on the basis
of typological classification. Typological classification naturally calls for data
from a wide range of languages (see 1.5.3 on how languages arc selected or
sampled for this purpose). Only by working with such a wide range of data is
one able to minimize the risk of misinterpreting some of the least common
structural properties as being (part of) language universals. This risk is more
real than some linguists may be willing to adimit because, when deciding to
work with a smalt number of familiar or well-known languages (for whatever
reasons), one is likely to deal with structural propertics which may not in
any real sense he representative of the languages of the world. For instance,
use of relative pronouns in relative clauses is very conmmon in Furopean lan-
guages but it has been pointed out that it 1s 2 cross-linguistically infrequent
type (Comrie 1989: 149). Therefore, universal claims about, or universal
theories of, relative clauses which are put forth on the basis of these Furopean
languages alone should immediately be suspect.

1.5 Assumptions and problems in typological analysis

There are at least two theoretical assumptions which must be made in tpo-
logical analysis: cross-linguistic comparability and waiformitarianisn. In addition
there are at least two practical problems that linguistic rypologists must

9



LINGUISTIC TYPOLOGY

address and, if possible, make explicit statements as to how they are going to
deal or have dealr with in their typological investigation. These are problems
of language sampling and data collection. Tt scems at least that, while the two
assumptions are deemed reasonably uncontroversial, the problems of lan-
guage sampling and data collection are far from resolved although, as will be
seen in 1.5.3 and 1.5.4, the problem of language sampling has over the years
attracted a good deal of attention from linguistic typologists. These issues
and problems will in turn he discussed with a view to laying the groundwork
for the chapters that follow.

151 Crossinguistic comparability

Linguistic tvpologists study cross-linguistic variation in order to understand
the nature of human linguage. The best way to gain access to the cross-
linguistic variation of a grammatical phenomenon is to study as wide a range
of languages as possible. Because they study a large number of languages all
at onee, linguistic typ(,vl()gists must thercfore ensure that what they are com-
paring across languages he the same grammatical phenomenon, not ditferent
grammatical phenomena. It goes without saying that languages should be
studied against one another in terns of the same property. Otherwise one
will never be able to achieve what one sets out to: the description of cross-
linguistic variation of the same grammati cal phenomenon. If one wants to con-
struct a typology of, for example, comparative constructions, how does one
then actually make sure that one is comparing the comparative construc-
tion in language X with the same construction, and not something else, in
language v: To ask it differently, how does one identify the same grammatical
phenomenon across languages? This is what Stassen (1985: 14 refers to
aptly as the problom of cross-dinguistic tdentification.

There are basically two ways of dealing with the problem of cross-
linguistic identification (ef. Stassen 1985: 14-15; Croft 1995: 88-9). Kirst,
one may choose to carry out cross-linguistic identification on the basis of
purely formal or ctructural criteria. A set of formal properties, ¢.g. verhal
marking, adpasitions {i.e. prepositions and postpositions), ¢tc., may first be put
together in order to identify a given grammatical phenomenon. Aliernatively,
one can opt for functional — i.¢. semantic, pmgmatic and/or cognitive —
definitions of the grammatical phenomenon to be studied.

Which of the two types of definition — formal or functional — will meet
the needs of tvpological analysis better? Croft (1995. 88) gives two reasons
as o why formal defimtions do not work for cross-linguistic comparison.
First, structural variation across languages is so great that it cannot serve as
the basis of cross-linguistic identification. As an example, Croft takes note of
the fact that the subject relation in English may be expressed by means of
two different grammatical relations in languages such as Quiché, Lakhota
and Spanish. Second, formal definitions are internal to the structural system
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of a single language, thercby again failing to constitute the basis of a
language-independent definition. In a similar vein Stassen (1985 14y also
points out that language-dependent formal definitions do not tie in with lin-
guistic typology, one of the pritmary aims of which is to characterize structaral
variation across languages. [n addition, there are two fundamental reasons
why formal definitions are not deemed appropriate for the resolving of the
problem of cross-linguistic identification. Structural variation itself is what
in the first place linguistic typologists want to identify for cross-linguistic
comparison. In other words, one cannot make use of the structural variation
which has not yet been established in order to identify that structural vari-
ation. It will be tantamount to using 2 (non-existent) description of X in order
to describe X. Moreover, there can hardly be any purely formal definitions.
Formal definitions of grammatical phenomenon X can only be identified
and thus understood in the context of the function that X carries out. One
cannot simply examine a given grammatical property and predict what func-
tion that grammatical property is used ro carry out. This would be possible
only if functions were inherent in, and thus deducible from, grumnmtical
phenomena themselves. Rather, functions do arise out of what linguistic
expressions are utilized for. For example, if one wants to study comparative
constructions across languages, one cannot infer the function of comparison
only from the linguistic expression in which that function is encoded (e.g.
the use of adpositions, grammatical marking, ete.). One will not know what
grammatical properties to look for in the first place, thereby being unable to
recognize a comparative construction when one sees it.

In view of the foregoing objections to formal definitions, linguistic typo-
logists opt for functional definitions for purposes of cross-linguistic identifica-
tion. However, functional definitions may not be without problems, either.
Far more frequently than not, functional definitions themselves tend to be
based on pre-theoretic concepts, or ill-defined notions. This is not to say, of
course, that the problem is unique to this type of definition. The definition
of a given concept is always dependent on the understanding of other con-
cepts which make up that definivon — unless these other concepts are unde-
fined theoretical primitives. For example, consider the semantic definition
of comparison utilized by Stassen (1985: 15):

a construction cOUNts as a comparative construction (and will therefore be
taken into account in the typology). if that construction has the semantic
function of assigning a graded (Le. non-identical) position on a predicative
scale to two (possibly complex) objects.

In order to understand this definition fully one needs to have an understand-
ing of what a predicative scale, a graded position, etc. are. Also note that the
definition has nothing to say about what form or shape the construction in
question will take. Thus functional definitions are more of heuristics for
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cross-linguistic identification than of definitions in the strict sense of the
word. For this reason it may not always be entirely clear how wide a range of
grammatical phenomena may be ‘permitted” to fall under a given functional
definition. As an example, take the semantically based definidon of relative
auses adopted in Keeman and Comrie (1977: 63), which runs as follows:

Our solution to {the problem of cross-linguistic identification] is to usc
an essentially semantically based definition of RC {relative clause]. We
consider any syntactic object to he an RC if it specifies a set of objects
(perhaps a one-member set) in two steps: a larger set is specified, called the
domuin of relativization, and then restricted to some subset of which a
certain sentence, the restricting sentence, is true. The domain of relativization
is expressed in surface structure by the head NP, and the restricting sen-
wnce by the restricting dause, which may look mare or less like a surface
sentence depending on the language.

As Mallinson and Blake (1981: 266) correctly point out, it is not the case that
Keenan and Comrie’s detiniton of the RC ‘sets a lower limit on the degree
to which the RC can resemble a simple sentence or full clause and still be an
RC. Whatever structure is seen to perform the relative clause function as
described above will be taken to be an RC, no matter how little resemblance
it may bear to the relative clause in well-known languages, c¢.g. English.
Note that the definition contains no distinet structural properties by which
to identify RCs, other than the mention of the restricting clause and the
head NP. Thus one fay not always be certain whether or not a given
grammatical structure in language X is a relative clause. It may well be
nothing more or less than a ‘general’” structure which happens to be taken
pragmatically or contextually as having a relative clause interpretation, Con-
sider the following example of a so-called adjoined clause from Warlpiri
(Iale 1976), which is susceptible to both relative clause and temporal inter-
pretations as the Fnglish translation of (13) indicates (also Mallinson and
Blake (1981: 266-8)). (Fhe same structure can also have a conditional inter-
pretation.)

(13) Warlpiri
magulu-lu o-na  yankiri pantu-nu,
[-ERG AUX-Temu  spear-PST
kutja-Ipa napa na-nu
COMP-AUX water drink-PST
‘I speared the emu which was/while it was drinking water.”

There is evidence that calls into question the gramimatical status as a genuine
relative clause of (13). First, the adjoined cluse as a whole can be positioned
before the main clause as in (14).
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(14 Warlpiri

yankiri-li kutja-lpa napa na-nu,
natjulu-lu g-na pantu-nu

“The emu which was drinking water, 1 speared it.” or
‘While the emu was drinking the water, | speared it.’

Moreover, the adjoined clause need not have an NP co-referential with an
NP in the main clause (in which case a relative clause interpretation is not
possible) as in (15).

(15) Warlpiri
matjulu-fu fpa-na kali tjantu-nu,
I-KRG  AUX-I boomerang trim-PST
kutja-v-npa  ya-nu-nu njuntu
COMP-AUX walk-PST-hither you
‘] was trimming a boomerang when vou came up.”

Also note that the syntactic linkage of the adjoined clause with respect to the
main clause is, as Hale (1976: 78) puts it, ‘marginal [or very loose] rather
than embedded’. In fact, how the adjoined clause is interpreted ‘is not deter-
mined by the grammar, but rather hy a subset of the system of maxims,

which are presumably observed in the construction of felicitous diseourse. -

involving such notions as “pelevance”, “informativeness”, and the like' (Hale
1976: 88). Given these pieces of evidence, the question does immediately
atise as to whether or not the adjoined clause in (13) should really be regarded
as a relative clause although under Keenan and Comrie’s semantically based
definition of RCs it may still qualify as an RC.

This is exactly the same question that Comrie and Horie (1995) raise
as to the status as the relative clause of grammatical structures like the one
in Warlpiri. They (1995) obscerve that in Japanese relative clauses do not
behave as they do in languages such as English. Tn English relative clauses
behave distinetly from other types of complement clause, whether with
verbal or nominal heads.” In Japanese, on the other hand, relative clauses are
akin to complement clauses with nominal heads, distinct from complement
clauses with verbal heads. In other words, there do not scem to be clear
gramumatical differences between relative clauses and complement clauses
with nominal heads. with sentences potentially interpreted either as relative
clauses or as complement clauses, ‘depending on such factors as the se-
mantics of the head noun (e.g. only certain head nouns allow the complement
clause interpretation), and the plausibility of interpreting the head noun
semantically as a constituent of the subordinate clause’ (Comrie and Horie
1995: 69). They (1995: 73) also point out that in Khmer the grammatical
marker used in relative clauses is ‘not specifically a relative clause marker,
but rather a gencral marker for associating subordinate clauses with head
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nouns’. They (1995 74) thus draw the conclusion from these observations
that, there being no clear distinction between relative clauses and comple-
ment dauses of head nowns, the basic notion of relative clauses may not be
of universal validity if it is meant by that noton that relative clauses are a
distinct syntactic construction correlating highly with relative clause inter-
pretations. In other words, they suggest that languages which lack relative
clauses, such as Japanese and Khmer, make use of a general syntactic con-
struction for relating subordinate clauses to head nouns, which 1s in urn
subject to a wide range of pragmatic, not semantic, interpretations including
that of relative clauses.

When confronted with such a problem as this, individual investigators
may ultimately have to make up their own mind as o whether or not the
structures in \Warlpiri, Japanese and Khmer should be taken to be relative
clauses. However, such a decision should not be taken in an arbitrary or
random manner. One must, in fact, take into account at least two criteria, one
language-internal and the other cross-linguistic, when imaking that kind of
decision: (i) functional-structaral consistency, and (i) mreasure of vecurvence or,
more aceurately, mreasire of eross-linguistic recarrence. Without supporting evid-
ence from these two, it may hardly be justifiable to interpret the functional
definition of relative clauses too broadly, that is to accept the adjoined clause
in Warlpiri, or the “relatve cliuse’ in Japanese or Khmer as a genuine
refative clausc.

First. one must determine whether or not relative interpretations are
mapped consistently onto the adjoined clause in languages like Warlpiri.
Thus, if the adjoined clause is the option or strategy used consistently for
the expressing of relative clause function, it must be regarded as a genuine
example of relative clauses. If, on the other hand, the adjoined clause 1s
associated only on an ad o basis with relative clause interpretations, its
status as a relative clause will be very doubtful. Being one of the two struc-
tures emploved consistently for the expressing of relative clause function in
Warlpiri (Mary Laughren, personal communication), the adjoined clause
must be taken to be none other than the relative clause construction par
excelfence in that language.”

Fyen if the criterion of functional-structural consistency has been met,
one cannot he too cautious about the status as the relative clause of the
adjoined clause in Warlpiri, for instance. One should also be circumspect
cnough to take the structure to be an exemplar of the relative clause if and
only if it recurs with relative clause function in language after language. This
is the eriterion of measure of recurrence. Of course, it cannot categorically
be said in how many languages the structure in question should appear in
order o be classificd as a relative clause construction. But what can be said
is this: the more languages make use of the structure for the expressing of
relative clause function, the stronger one’s confidence grows in accepting
that structure as constituting one of the types of relative clause construction.
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T'he measure of recurrence may sound to some ¢ars too ‘commonsense’ to
be legitimate in serious scientific investigation. This kind of measure of
recurrence, however, is also adopted in other types of scientific investigation,
albeit in much more rigorous form. For example, water is predicted to hotl
at 100 degrees Celsius at one atmosphere pressure (i.c. 760 torr, or about
14.7 Ib/sq in) and, in fact, we know that it does so precisely because of irs
recurrent physical behaviour of reaching the boiling point at that temperat-
ure. Similarly, if a given structure is used recurrcntly, and recurrently enough
across languages to express relative clause function, it must be regarded as
exemplifying one of the tvpes of relative clause construction available in
human language.

1.5.2 The Principle of Uniformitarianism

Linguistic typologists often study not only currently spoken languages but
also extinct ones, provided that they have been documented. This may per-
haps strike one as odd, if not surprising, because one may cxpect typological
Jassification to be concerned only with the currently spoken hanguages of
the world. One may be inclined to think that language universals represent
constraines or limits on structural variation within human language as it i,
ot s it was (or for that matter as it @ill o). But then why do linguistic
typologists also include cxtinet languages in their typological investigation?
The assumption underlying this inclusion is what is generally known as rhe
Principle of Uniformtitarianismn in linguistics (see Lass (1980 33-7. 1997 24—
32) for discussion thercof in the context of historical linguistics). Basically,
what it means is that human languages of the past — or of the future for that
matter — are not essentially different in qualitative terms from those of the
present. It claims, therefore, that the fundamental propertics of human lan-
guage have remained invariable over time. There are belicved to be no
differences in evolutionary terms between languages of the past - as far back
as one can go and claim the existence of human languages - and those
spoken today. In other words, human language of today is at the same level
of evolution as that of, say, 60,000 years ago.

This assumption is, of course, something that has never been subjected to
empirical verification, and cannot be put to the test for obvious reasons; one
simply cannot go back in time and examine languages spoken 60,000 vears
ago o see whether or not they were qualitatively different from those of
today. Nor is there any logical reason why the principle should be correct.
Nonetheless it plays an important role in typology (and equally in historieal
linguistics). "The primary aim of wpology is to discover universal properties
of human language. Language universals should by defmition be true of all
human languages. If human languages were spoken 60,000 years ago, then
these languages must also be included in any typological study, which is
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utterly impossible. In the absence of the Principle of Uniformitarianism,
then, no typul()gic;\l amalysis will be possible or, more accurately, complete
simply because it is impossible to ‘recover’ all unrecorded extinct languages
from oblivion. With the Principle of Uniformitarianism in place, how-
ever, linguistic typologists can examine languages spoken today and, if and
where possible, attested extinct fanguages as well — since they are available
for inclusion in typological study, anyway — and can sull make claims about the
nature of human language. Similar comments can also be made of languages
of the future. Since it is expected that they will also be human languages, any
rypological study mustin principle include them as well, which is out of the
question. Bur the Principle of Uniformitarianism also works in the opposite
dircetion of tine from the present, thereby allowing linguistic typologists to
extend to languages of the future such universal properties as they may have
discovered on the basis of currently available data. After all, under the Prin-
ciple of Uniformitarianism the nature of human language is assumed not to
change over time.

There are also rather practical reasons why the Principle of Uniformitarian-
ism is adhered to in linguistic typology. Without this principle, languages
must be seen to cvolve constantly as time passes by. But if languages were
evolving through time, and were conceived of as being at different stages of
linguistic evolution, grammatical deseriptions that linguistic typologists em-
ploy for their rescarch would be completely useless for tvpological research
hecause they invariably - and inevitably — record languages at different points
in time, or at different stages of evolution, with some grammars being de-
scriptions of languages of more than a few hundred years ago, and others being
far more recent ones.

The absence of the principle will also lead to the view — which incident-
ally is generally not aceepted in linguistics — that some languages should be
at a more advanced stage of evolution than others because one would not
he able to claim that all human languages have evolved to the same level. If
languages were at different stages of linguistic evolution, it would be im-
possible to engage in any typological research since one would (arbitrarily)
have to target at one particular stage of evolution which all human languages
have reached at one time or another, and to study all grammatical deseriptons
of the languages of the world at that stage of cvolution (assuming, of course,
that it is possible to select such a stage, and also to have access to all gram-
matical deseriptions at once).”

The Principle of Uniformitarianism. then, provides a kind of frame
of reference within which fruitful nvpological research can be carried our
productively without heing hindered unduly by the intractable meth-
odological issue, which does not necessarily have to be resolved at the
current stage of development of linguistic typology as an empirical approach
to the study of inguage (see Croft (1995 86-7) for typology as a linguistic
theory).”
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153 Approaches to language sampling

Intuitively speaking, the best way to discover language wniversals is perhaps
to examine all languages of the world."® For obvious reasons, however. it is
very easy to see why it is out of the question to do so. As was pointed out at
the beginning of this chapter, there are about 4.000-7,000 languages cur-
rently spoken in the world. Individual linguistic typologists (or even a team
of linguistic typologists for that matter) are unable to compare such a large
number of languages or even 4 small fraction thercof in a reasomable span of
time. In fact, economic considerations alone will rule the large-seale survey
out as whollv unfeasible. What makes it even more unrealistic is the fact that
not all languages of the world have been studied and described and are thus
available for inclusion in typological research. 1t is correet to say that, as
things stand, there are far more languages which await linguistic documenta-
tion than those which have been deseribed. Tt is also truc that many lan-
guages are $o inadequately or poorly documented that linguistic tvpologists
may not be able to find anything about the grammatical phenomena in
which they are interested. In tact, it is plainly impossible to study all lan-
guages of the world because many languages have already died our, with some
of them leaving little or no record, although their existence may be known
Lo us {e.g. Arin, Assan, Kassitic, Hlyrian, etc.). There may also be many other
languages which are not cven known to have existed. Furthermore, with
dialeers developing in separate languages over time, there will also be ‘new’
Janguages conung into being. [f one’s aim is to studv all Tanguages of the
world, there must certainly also be room for these new languages in one’s
investigation, But, necdless to say, there is no taking these ‘future’ linguages
into account before their birth, or emergence (ef. 1.5.2).

In view of these practical limitations of time, money, existence and
descriptions (Perkins 1989 297), linguistic typologists often work with a
practically manageable set of languages or what is referred to commonly as a
language sample. Naturally, questions arise as to how many languages should
be included in a given sample, and how languages should be selected tor that
sample. A few researchers have over the years addressed these and other
related questions but it seems that some of them ‘unfortunately remain un-
resolved” (Croft 1995: 89).

Bell (1978) is the first to raise the issue of language sampling for typolo-
gical research. In his programmatic fet most influcntial paper he explains the
role of stratification in language sampling G.c. the process of placing lan-
guages into different strata, c.g. genetic affiliation, gcngr:\phic Jocation, word
order types, ete.) and discusses genetic, areal and bibliographic biases to be
avoided in language sampling.

First, his discussion points the way rowards the major methodological
advantage of using stratified language samples. As Perkins (1989: 300) cor-
rectly points out, language sampling has two contradicting requiretnents to
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meet. A language sample must have as many languages as possible so that
any inferences or generalizations drawn from that sample can be extended
in an empiricalle sound manner to language in general. At the same time
it must have as tew languages as possible because that is the whole idea of
using the sample in the first place. Pertinent to this second requirement is
the risk of including more languages from cach stratum than required, thereby
introducing ‘variables that are not independent of [genetic] affiliation and
focation’. In stratified samples the number of cases to be studied can be more
substantially reduced than the number of cases required in other types of
sample. This suggests strongly that one can at least in principle learn as much
about the nature of human language from a sample with a few languages as
from a sample with many languages (Perkins 1989: 298), Equally important
is the fact that stratification in language sampling ensures at least in prin-
ciple that languages to be chosen be independent, and ‘not [be] identical
cases that should more properly be considered different instances of the
same case’ (Perking 1980: 60-61; 1992: 124). This is known as the issue of
the independence of cases, which, as will presently be scen, has perhaps been
the most intractable preblem that linguistic typologists have to deal with in
language sampling. Bell (1978: 1279, 137-40) also highlights the import-
ance of prohability or random sampling. Use of probability or random
samples does not only enable researchers to run varjous tests in order to
ascertain whether or not their findings are statistically significant (or whether
or not they are due to chance). But it also makes it possible ‘to estimate the
extent of the error from a single sample’ (Bell 1978: 157). ‘Evaluating risks
lof sampling error] involved in inferences from a sample to the population
of all languages is extremely desirable in ascerraining the precision of the
results obtained in a particular test of a theory’ (Perkins 1980: 59-60; 1992:
127). Indeed Tomlin (1986: 25-6), for instance, is able to choose the *best’
sample from a mumber of potential ones precisely because he employs this
kind of stratified probability sampling technique.

Second, Bell (1978: 145 -9) calls for language samples to be accurately
representative of the actual distribution of the languages of the world. In
order to achieve such a representative sample one must make every cffort to
overcome certain sampling biases. e refers specifically to g‘enetit: and areal
biases that should be eliminated from lnguage samples. Languages of a
single language family have structural propertics or features in common by
virtue of having derived from the same source. They are bound to have
inherited structural propertics from their parent or ancestor language. More-
over, languages of different genetic lineages are also known to share structaral
properties or feature when they have long heen in contact with one another.
In other werds, structural features may come to diffuse across genetic bound-
aries to the effect that they may be shared by various languages which are
unrelated to one another or at least are from different subgroups within a
family. Such an area of linguistic convergenee is technically called a linguistic
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area or Sprachbund. For example, Meso-America is reported to be a fine
example of Sprachbund (Campbell, Kautman and Smith-Stark 1986). There
are @ number of features which the languages of Meso-America have in
common but which are absent from languages outside the area: e.g. nominal
possession; use of relational nouns; vigesimal numeral systems; non-verb-
final basic word order; several widespread semantic calques; ete. Properties
that languages share due to their common genetic heritage or contact are
what may be called ‘chance” or accidental structural properties of language
families or linguistic areas, respectively (Comric 1989: 10). They must be
carefully distinguished from those properties which truly represent language
universals, and should not be taken to be characteristic of human lan-
guage. Special care must, therefore, be taken to ensure that particular lan-
guage families or groups not be over-represented (or under-represented) in
language samples but that languages be selected equitably from all known
language families, or groups. Suppose one wants to study relative clause
constructions on a cross-linguistic basis. Tf a given sample contains too many
Furopean languages at the expense of other groups or families, the use of
relative pronouns will be given more weight or importance in one’s invest-
igation than it should be because, as was pointed out carlier, the use of
relative pronouns is most frequently found in European languages and is, in
fact, infrequent in other languages of the world. Any generalizations to be
drawn from that sample will consequently suffer from over-representation of
European languages, and the over-estimation of the relative pronoun type in
universal theory of relative clause constructions. Conversely, it a language
family is under-represented in a given sample, then it means that structural
properties assoviated with that language family will in turn be afforded less
significance than they should be, and also that other language families will
end up being over-represented — even if it were only for the sake of making
up for the predetermined size of the sample. Too many languages from a
single Sprachbund may also be included in a sample, in which case there is a
grave danger of misinterpreting as language universals structural properties
which are characteristic of that Sprachbund. This danger looms larger when
one is dealing with a linguistic area much greater than is conventonally
known to exist, For instance, it was widely believed that there was a linguistic
tendency for O{bject-)V(erb) languages to place modifying adjectives {or A)
before nouns (or N). However, Drver (1989 274-5} finds that the purtative
correlation between OV and AN is due largely to the fact that it is the
dominant pattern in Eurasia — which is not normally thought to constiture a
Sprachbund. Te points out that the tendency in the languages of the world
is, in fact, the opposite pattern, i.e. OV and NA. Thus over-representation
of languages of Eurasia must carefully be guarded against m the setting up of
language samples.

Linguistic typologists often find themselves in an unenviable situation
where they are forced to select languages for a sample, depending mainly on
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whether or not grammatical descriptions or grammars are available. This is
indeed a very unfortunate situation but sometimes cannot be avoided. For
instance, Indo-Furopean languages arc very well documented in both breadth
and depth, whereas the coverage of the languages of New Guinea and South
America is very meagre. Even if linguistic typologists are willing to incorpor-
ate a representative number of languages from New Guinea or South America
in their samples, they may thus be unable to have a reasonable amount of
aceess to them simply because there are not cnough (detailed) grammars of
languages of these regions available in the first place. This is something that
cannot easily be remedied, and will continue to create a certain amount of
distortion or tension in linguistic typologists” samples ‘even where the exist-
ence of the skewing and of its disadvantages arc [sic] recognived’ (Comrie
1089: 11).

Linguistic typologists may also work in a place where already published
grammars are unfortunately not readily accessible to them; the libraries that
they rely on for their research may hold mainly Indo-European or Oxceanic
languages and not much else, for instance. This is what Bell (1978: 14%)
refers to aptly as bibliographic bias. If this kind of bias is unavoidable and
present in a sample, the Jeast that the investigator can do is to state openly
the cxistence of the problem for the benefit of other linguists.

For the forcgoing pragimatic reasons linguistic typologists often opt for
so-called comvenience ot opportunity samples (Bell 1978: 128). They may only
sclect languages which they are familiar with or have ready access to through
grammatical deseriptions or language consultants. In fact, a good number of
ground-breaking typological works are based on such convenience samples
{c.g. Greenberg {1963b); Comric (1976); Keenan and Comrie (1977); Nichols
(1986) inter alia). The obvious shertcomings in their samples notwithstand-
ing they did not only provide much insight into the nature of human language.
which continues to play an important role in typological research. But, more
often than not, they also gave impetus to subsequent largc-scale rescarch.
Needless to say, any gcncrulizati(ms or inferences based on such convenience
samples should only be taken as what they are — suggestions or preliminary
findings concerning cross-linguistic patterns, or language universals — and
they should naturally undergo further empirical verification, or revision on
the basis of more languages, or more adequately constructed  language
samples.

I low can languages then be selected equitably from all language families
of the worldz Bell (1978: 145-9) puts forth a specific proposal as to how this
can be achieved. He sets an arbitrarily controlied time depth of genetic
relatedness at 3,500 years so that all languages of the world can fall into a
number of delimitable genetic groups, in fact a wtal of 478 groups. For
example, the Indo-Furopean family is regarded as consisting of twelve groups,
whereas the Australian stock produces about twenty-seven groups. The use
of the controlled tme depth of 3,500 years, albeit hopelessly arbitrary,
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is intended in no small measure 10 reflect genetic diversity within language
families, or stocks (Bell 1978: 146). The more genetic groups there are
within a family, or stock, the mose genetic diversity that family, or stock
exhibits. For instance, 1n Bell's calculation the Nigeerordnﬁminn, and
Amerind stocks contain 900 languages cach. But the genctic diversities of
these two stocks are not comparable, with the former being less genetically
complicated than the latter. The Niger-Kordofanian stock is allocated forty-
four groups, while the Amerind stock is estimated to contain 150 groups.
Bell’s approach is based erucially on what may be termed proportional repres-
entation. Each language family contributes 10 a given sample in proportion
to the number of the genetic groups in that family, or stock. Thus given the
total number of 478 genetic groups in the languages of the world, each
language family, or stock will take up a certain fraction of that total accord-
ing t the number of genetic groups which that family, or stock encom-
passes. The Niger-Kordotfanian stock will then be represented in a given
sample at the ratio of 44/478 (or 9.2 per cent), whereas the Amerind stock
will be given a much larger representation in the sample at the ratio of 150/
478 (or 31.4 per cent). These same ratios of representation will apply re-
gardless of the size of the sample. In a sample of 100 languages, for example,
the Niger-Kordofanian stock will contribute about nine languages (100 x 44/
478), whereas the Amerind stock will be represented by about thirty-one
languages (100 x 1507478). Basically, this is a top-down approach in that the
size of a sample is normally predetermined, and each language family or
stock is proportionally represented in the final sample according to its share
of the total number of genetic groups (Nichols 1992: 38).

Bell (1978) does not actually specify how arcal bias is to be avoided in
language sampling but it follows from his general discussion of sampling
that it is possible to control for areal bias in much the same way as genetic
bias has been dealt with, Thus no inordinate number of languages should be
selected from the same geographical area for a given sample. To this end the
whole world can be carved up into a number of geographical areas, for each
of which only a representative number of languages can be selected. In this
way the investigator can at least make a deliberate attempt to refrain from
chousing too many languages from the same area since languages spoken n
the same area are known to borrow from, or influence, one another, under-
going similar innovations.

Tomlin (1986: 24) follows Bell’'s (1978) sampling approach in that his
primary aim in language sampling is also to produce a language sample
which 1s representative of the languages of the world in both genetic and
areal terms. But he makes a further attempt to hone the sampling technigque
by performing a ctatistical measurement known as the Kofmogroz goodness-
of=fit rest on his language sample. What this particular statistical test does is
to evaluate the degree of disparity between the known theoretical genetic or
areal distribution of the languages of the world (c.g. the overall genctic
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classification of the kanguages of the workd as presented in Voegelin and
Vocgelin (1977) or Ruhlen (1987)) and proposed langoage samples. Only
when its deviance from the theoretical distribution is found to be statistically
non-significant, will a given sample be adopted and implemented for typ(;«
logical rescarch. By making use of the information on genetic athliation of
the languages of the world as provided in Voegelin and Voegelin (1977),
T'omlin (1086: 27) creates 2 genetic frame which consists of a large number
of “eells’, or genetic groups of approximately the level of Ttalic/Romance of
the Indo-European family. In principle, these cells are supposed to be compar-
able to one another in terms of time depth, or level of genetic classification.
This is, then, Tomlin’s equivalent to Bell's controlled time depth of genetic
relatedness, e 3,500 vears,

[n addition Tomlin sets up an arcal frame which consists of twenty-six
‘cells’, or linguistic areas. Basically, most of these areas are uncontroversially
recognized linguistic or cultural areas, e.g. Soath Asia, Meso-America, New
Guinea, cte. Where no such linguistic or cultural arcas are evident, negative
definition is emploved. For example, after Southeast Asia, Fast Asia, Farope
and Mid Central Asia having cach been taken up as cells, one is left with a
vast area. which is then identified as Noreh and Northeastern Asia. ‘Tomlin
then derives a sample of 402 languages from his database of 1063 languages,
and runs the Kolmogrov test of goodness-of-fit on the sample to measure
the extent of its deviance from the ‘characteristics” of the theorctical genetic
and areal frames, Note that Tomlin does not start with a predetermined
sample size but rather arrives ara cample of 402 languages in the process of
“approximatfing] the genetic andd arcal distribution of the world’s languages
using his sampling rechnique’ (Nichols 1992: 30), i.c. a bottom-up approach.
Tomlin (1986) 1s an improvement on Bell’s (197%) ;1})}1rn:1ch to control-
ling for genetic and areal biases in that his sampling technique demands
of language samples a statistically acceptable level of genctie and areal
FEPresenuIfiveness.

There s at least one fundamental issue that must be addressed with
respect to the praportionally representative language sample as outlined by
Bell (1978) and further refined by Tomlin ([986): the independence of cases.
The issue is related directh m the question — in fact, a fundamental question
in all statistical procedures — as to whether or not languages selected for a
given sample are indeed independent of one another or, in other words, are
independent cases or units of analysis (Bell 1978: 146; Dryer 1989: 261-3;
Porkine 1080: 2092301 Perkins 1992: 123-5). This is essentially what is known
as Galtun's probless o Galton's objection in cultural anthropology: anthropolo-
gical traits which are related to cultures pust he independent of one anather
sinee such traits often diffuse through migration aned/or horrowing.

Perhaps the independence of cases is well lustrated by the often dis-
cussed weakness of proportionally representative language samples: the effect
on representation of the sctual sample size. That is. whether or not small
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Janguage families, or stocks can be taken into consideration hinges cru-
cially on how many languages are going to be sampled. For instance, in Bell
(1978) the Khoisan stock is thought to have five genctic groups. In order
for this particular stock to contribute a single language to a sample the
investigator wust have no fewer than ninety-six languages in that sample. To
put it ditferently, in samples of fewer than ninety-six languages there 1s no
possibility of stocks like Khotsan being considered for typological research.
This means that not all independent cases may have a chance of being included
in a small sample. But the independence of cases certainly cannot be upheld
when some independent cases are included in, but others are excluded from,
the final sample because it will not be clear from rthat sample what the
Janguages chosen are independent of. Fven worse is the situation where
amall stocks that have been excluded from the sampling happen to possess
exceptional or rare linguistic types because ‘exceptional types test the rule’
(Perkins 1988: 367). The weakness in question can actually be demonstrared
Iy means of one of the samples discussed in Bell's {1978: 149) own paper. In
his hypothertical sample of thirty languages, five out of the sivteen stocks (or
31.2 per cent) have nil rcprcsentntinn!

Large language samples are generally not without problems, either. In a
sample of, for example, 500 languages, there is no absolute guarantee that
some of the languages chosen are not somchow remotely related to onc
another. There may be deeper genetic relatedness among the languages of
the world than is generally believed (but of. Nichols (1992: 40), who is not
too much perturbed by this because she is of the view that there is much less
deep relatedness among the languages of the world than is widely assumed).
One can perhaps point out that there is not much one can do about deep
genetic relatedness since there is at present no obvious wav of detecting it.
The independence of cases in language sampling is not just confined 1o
genctic relatedness. Indeed it must also apply to lmguistic areas since it
proves very difficult not to include in large samples Janguages which may
in one way or another have been in contact or may come from the same
finguistic arcas cspecially when these arcas are vot generally recognized in
the literature. It is impossible, therefore, to extricate completely from large
samples variables or factors that are not independent of genetic affiliation or
geographical location. In fact, Dryer (1989: 263) goes so far as to suggest
that it may not be possible to construct a sample of many more than ten
languages if one decides to be really strict about the independence of cases
in language sampling (but sec Perkins (1989: 308)). Needless to say, a sample
of ten languages is plainly unlikely to produce any significant gencralizations
about the nature of human linguage.

To sum up, in small samples where some language stocks are left out of
consideration the independence of cases demanded of statistical sampling is
not maintained because fanguages may not be independent of one another,
with some being included in. and others heing excluded from, the tinal

23



24

LINGUISTIC TYRPOLOGY

sample. In the case of large samples as well, languages chosen may not be
independent, with some heing remotely related o one another or coming
from the same linguistic area(s). ‘I'herefore, both the validity, and reliability
of conelusions or inferences drawn from samples will necessarily be comprom-
ived unless the independence of cases is apheld strictly in the constructing of
those samples.

Related to the independence of cases in language sampling is the distinc-
tion hetween linguistic preferences and actual frequencies of different linguistic
types in the languages of the world, Tt is the former, not the latter, that
language universals should be equated with. Some linguistic types may be
the most frequently found in the languages of the world simply because they
are utilized in Jurge language fumilics, Such linguistic types are not necessarily
refated to language universals, or linguistic principles which make up human
language. The distinction in question is most clearly demonstrated by Dryer
(1989: 259-60). He puts forward a scenario in which there are 1,000 lan-
guages in the world. Tn this world there is one large language family of 900
languages, with the remaining 100 languages evenly distributed among ten
small language familics {(i.c. ten languages in cach of these small families).
All the 900 languages in the large family arc $VO, and all the languages of
the other ten small families are SOV. As Dryer asks, do we conclude from
this distribution that there is a linguistic preference for SVO over SOV? Of
course not. We will instead come to the conclusion that SOV represents
a linguistic preference in basic word order. ‘The basis of the conclusion is
very clear. The fact that 900 out of the 1,000 languages are SVO is merely a
non-linguistic historical accident. These 900 languages are SVO because, for
example, they must have inherited the same basic word order from their
parent fanguage. There are ten SOV families as opposed to only one SVO
family. The distinction between linguistic preferences and actual frequencies
of finguistic types s an important one, which is often not recognized and
made in the typological literature. Since it will he discussed in dewil n
Chapter 2, suffice it to mention that Tomlin's (1986) large-scale study of
hasic word order reveals that there is no statistical difference between the
frequency of SOV and that of SVO, hoth being the most frequent basic
word order types. Tt is tempting to draw the conclusion from this that there
is no linguistic preference for SOV o the exclusion of SVO. But Dryer
(1989 269-70) demaonstrates that there is indeed a linguistic preterence tor
SOV over SVO, and that the lack of a statistical difference between SOV
and SVO in Tomlin’s investigation is due t the distinction between lin-
guistic preferences and actual frequencies of different linguistic types not
being maintained. For example, in Tomlin's sample about 40 per cent of the
SVO languages come from Niger-Congo, and there is also a large contingent
of SVO languages from Austronesian (Dryer 1989: 260, 270).

Perking (1980) deals with the independence of cases by adding a ‘qualit-
ative dimension to fanguage sampling, He derives a probability or random
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sample of fifty languages/culures from the population or universe of all
cultures using as a frame the list of cultures proposed in Murdock's (1967)
Ethuographic Atlas. He takes into consideration the languages which are
spoken in the cultures listed by Murdock.' e further informs his selection
of the fifty languages/cultures by ensuring on the basis of Voegelin and
Voegelin (1966) and Kenny (1974 that they not Le (substantially) close w0
cach other in terms of genetic and caltural relatedness. e is acutely aware
of the fact that in a large sample it is unavoidable to include closely related
languages/cultures (see above). But this should not be permitted in all statis-
tical procedures because, as has already been pointed out, these procedures
‘presuppose the independence of cases’ (Perkins 1992 367). He thus cstab-
lishes his sample of fifty languages in cuch a way that no two languages/
cultures are from the same language family, or the same cultural area. Clearly,
this is a significant improvement over the previous sampling artempts in
that it is specifically designed to maximize the genetic (or cultural) distance
between the languages of the sample. Theretore, Perking's sampling strategy
contrasts with Tomlin's, for instance, in that one and only onc language will
be selected for each language family regardless of the actual size of language
families. For example, insofar as sampling is concerned, there is no ‘qualit-
ative” difference berween a language family of ten languages, and a language
family of 100 Yanguages because hoth will contribute only one language
each to the sample.

Perkins's deliberate attempt to masimize genctic distance within his
sample is indeed a welcome step in the right direction of the discovering
of linguistic preferences, rather than of the actual frequencies of different
linguistic types, a point which was adequately iltustrated by Drver’s example
above. Furthermore, his sampling technique —at least in principle - makes a
serious atterpt to meet the requirement of the independence of cases in
language sampling for purposes of statistical inferences. s Whaley (1997:
39) points out, a sample of fifty languages is also practically manageable
in size for a single investigator; it may not be too Jifficult to collect fifty
languages for typological research.

Dryer (1989: 261-3), however, casts doubt on whether or not the lan-
guages in Perkins's sample are truly independent of one another. In particu-
lar, he takes issue with the inclusion in the fifty language sample of three
Nilo-Saharan languages (i.c. Ingassana, Maasai and Songhat) and six languages
which are considered to be Mon-Khmer (Car, Semai, Khasi, Khiner, Palaung
and Vietnamese)."” Independence being a relative notion {Drver 1989 262),
one mav with little reservation accept the presence of the Nilo-Saharan
languages in the same sample because Nilo-Saharan is a very remote group-
ing. But Dryer (1989: 262) is absolutely correct to raise the question as to
how remotely related languages have to be in order to be admitted as inde-
pendent for sampling purposes. Moreover, Drver alludes to the fact that
the notion of independence actuaily depends on whar linguistic properoy 1s
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being m\'es‘tigntcd. Word order, for example, changes quite easily, whercas
morphological properties may be less susceptible 0 cirmgc ”I:h 12 “'w i of
]nng‘uugcls that onc might consider independent for t[‘le\pl.lr )u:és ‘:)F:"Yr Odt
order might not be properly treated as independent for tth purp '“‘Or F
marphology” (Dryer 1989: 262). parpases of
A })(:)tcnti;\] problem specific to Perkins’s sample is its lack of o 1 fi

;1rgl~.1| lnl-.\s. [n a way his decision not to include two lanm‘mg:;es from ):ht::dn(l)z
IL;;:u(lln)l ‘?TL;‘IGZZ,};N?QPS, ‘1‘\0 .rcgnrdcd as an attempt to guard against areal
bias (1 rver 0: 263) I)’u.m.sc cultural relatedness may possibly be indicat-
ive of gcggrﬂphu‘nl proximity. This, in fact, seems to be Perkins's rati .

tor deciding nor to control for areal bias when he (l‘)‘ﬁ‘ 126) g:‘:rt“}f;(:n“k

2. 126) savs th

[t]he sampling plan used insures that caltures included in the final sample

.“l- v ( . YO | ., e T M M ) -

]L not closely related culturallv, This is some insurance that languages

that are simil: 1o : 1 (
wre similar due 1o consaer and cultural horrowing are not inchuded in

the sample {emphasis added]. l

I'his assurance notwithstanding, Dryer (1989: 262) identifies in Perkins’
w.lmnlc a number of languages that come from well-defined li;l i't'L‘r' HTS'S
¢g- 'Sf)tlt|1‘(-;1st Asia, Pacific Northwest of North America Mes‘n—gAul: ’K' “.“"ul“-
(cf. 7l ()mllm (1986, and he comes to the conclusion thuvtltht; Cultu];_'rlu’rflj e
th_;u Pcrkm's uscs in licu of an areal frame is far too fine for the , mme‘
(l;f Lii).mt“()llmg for areal bias. It is not clear at the moment whcthciuf)i;”rf«iz

erkins's assumption is a sound or reasonably accept: ake i
language sampling. But in this context it is W(})/l‘t;::v?l‘i)lts hclttjn::‘l(intt(') mll-LlL i
with Drver (1989: 283-.4), that in general linguistic rt ‘L e not bor.
it ! g guistic properties are not bor-
IT)‘.\L(l-;]\ casily as cultural ones (e.g. Drriver and Chaney (1970) for discus
.ls‘mn ()f.thc \'urgL:,_ Karok and UHupa tribes in Calitornia with tlheir lan( I:?l:;
llc,lm,]w‘ng to d]m-‘rcn‘tvstockx vet their cultures being almost idcnglti‘cil)»

Lrlmp? it may be judicious not to equate linguistic borrowing with ¢ -
borrowing. ) e coleora

l')CI'L'lﬂR?\ sampling rechnique has taken a few innovative steps towards th
hasic requirements of statistical procedures. But the issue l()f ‘thL 'mjr' - le
ence of cases does not seem o have been resolved completely in ht'r"cflilf(t\_f
}:\ng‘ungc sample. il‘hcrc is still room for suspecting that some of rhlz htty
anguages may at least be remotely related w one TN el enetic
()rvnr_c;ll terms. As has already been pointed ou, Ic):::rtlzflh‘r)%;‘r)l c;;)};t;ri g“;“r[‘-
opinion that no language sample with more than ten lan : hag‘cs :11(') 'tle*
able o mect the requirement of the independence of cases [g;:]lth'(;r ol;]\?i )L‘
rc;\snnsls;nnplcs of ten or so languages are very unlikely to ‘}')roducc an 'th(')m
interesting or insightful about the nature of human .lnngu-lgc Thi '} h: lrl]\g
hack to Perking's observation that in language sampling ;lLb“]l\'m‘cc hfb dlbs
struck hetween the two contradicting rcciuir;‘mcnrs: a 1‘:111gu;;ﬂ‘<: sam )Jl?: l:lui
have as many languages as possible so that any infcrem'c;ur:Lfcm-rn‘limtior?q
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drawn from that sample can be extended in an empirically sound manner
to language in general, while for practical, conceptual and statistical reasons
it must also have as few languages as possible (sec Perking 1992: 123-4. In
the final analysis, then, Perkins’s sampling technique is also beset with the
fundamental problem of the independence of cases, although it is designed
to resolve that problem.

Dryer (1989) puts forward a novel vet ingenious method in language
sampling. One of his aims is to achieve the independence of cases at the level
of large fmguistic aveas, which are continental or almost continengal in size
though he (1989: 267) claims that his sampling method is able to control for
“he most severe genetic bias” as well, Note that Dryer's concept of lingnistic
arcas should be distinguished from the conventiona! concept of linguistic
areas or Spl‘achbund. (For the sake of distinction Dryer's lingnistic areds will
appear in italics in the present book.) In Dryer’s work a [inguistic ared refers
to ‘an arca in which at least one linguistic property is shared more often than
elsewhere in the world to an extent which is unlikely 1o be due to chance,
but which is probably due cither to contact or remote genete relationships’
(Dryer 1989 266). [1e also invokes the concept of a gems, which 15 ana-
logous to Bell's (1978) genetic group. Genera are supposed 1o be comparable
w the sub-families of Indo-European, ¢.g. Germanic or Romanceg - 07 2
titme depth of 3,500 to 4,000 vears. "The languages of a given sample are then
placed into 322 genera in total, largely in line with the genetic classification
of Ruhlen (1987} (cf. Bell’s (1978) 478 genetic groups; in his actual sample
of 542 languages, however, Dryer (1989: 267-9) only operates with 218
genera). “T'hus only genera, not individual languages, are counted and aken
into consideration for purposes of ypological investigation. Note that the
independence of cascs, which is vital for all statistical procedures, is not at all
demanded at the level of genera, which are only identified and utilized in
order to control for the most severc genetic bias, the assumption underlying
this decision being that ‘languages within genera are wenerally fairly similar
typologically” (Dryer 1989: 267; but sce helow). The independence of cases
is required strictly at the next stage of Dryer’s sampling method, where the
world is divided into five large continental (or almost continental) arcas:
Africa, Furasia, Australia-New Guinea, North America and South America.'’
These five [inguistic areas are then assumed to e independent of one
another. Tt is thus at this level of the fimguistic areas that the independence
of cases is claimed to be achicved or maintained in Dryer's language sam-
pling. The purpose of using these five Timguistic qreds 18, therefore. 1o control
not only for areal hias of the proportion that has not hitherto been under-
stood to have a bearing on language sampling but also for remote genetic
relatedness, which may not be amenable to conventional historical methods.
Unless this type of areal bias - the wnderlving cause of which may possibly
be partly or largely genetic (Dryer 1989 06} — is controtled for in language
sampling, there is indeed a distinet possibility of failing to realize when
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‘apparently statistically significant results ... may simply reflect areal [or
remotely genetic] phenomena rather than Bnguistic preferences’ (Dryer 1989:
2483).

‘T'he ingenuity of Dryer’s approach lies preciselv in the fact that the
independence of cases is sought - to the extent that this is possible — at the
level of the five lnguistic areas, not at the level of genera, the number of
which may be rather unwieldy for purposes of such statistical manipulation.
[His technigue thus makes it possible “to take into consideration all of the
data at hand’ (Croft 1995: 91}, while dealing with only the five lnguistic areas
for purposes of controlling for arcal and genenc biases. Moreover, the most
severe genetic bias is claimed to be controlled for at the level of genera
particularly because *[ijn some areas of the world, these genera are the max-
imal level of grouping whose genetic relationship is uncontroversial’ (Dryer
1989: 267). 1t also scems that Dryer’s decision to achieve the independence
of cases at the level of Jingnistic areas makes much sense because the divisions
between the five lnguistic areas ‘are rather well defined physically’ (Dryer
1989: 268), and, should thus be far less controversial than the divisions
between the 322 genera.

For further iltustration of how Drver's method actually works, the pre-
ference of SOV over SVO can be referred hack to. Recall that Tomlin
(1986) does not recognize any statistical difference, or significance between
the actual frequency of SOV, and that of SVO in the languages of the
world. Dryer {1989: 269-70), on the other hand, provides evidence in support
of SOV being a linguistic preference over SV as exemplified below (N.B.:
Afr = Africa, Fura = Eurasia, A-NG = Australia-New Guinea, NAm = North
America, SAm = South America).

(16) Afr Fura A-NG NAm SAm Total
SOV [22) 126] [19] (26 [18] 111
SVO 21 19 i} 6 5 57

The numbers in both rows represent the number of generas exhibiting SOV,
or SVO for each of the five linguistic areas. The larger of the two figures for
each of the columns appears in square brackets {or in a box in Dryer (1989)),
Though the difference between SOV and SVO in Africa is far from signi-
ficant, there does clearly emerge a generalization to the effect that SOV
outnumbers SVO by five finguistic areas to none, thereby confirming that
there indeed is a linguistic preference of SOV over SVO. The logic here is
that, since the five areas are assumed to be independent of one another both
genetically and areally, there would only be one chance in thirty-two — one
chance in sixty-four in Drver (1992), wherein six areas are recognized, with
Southeast Asia & Occania teased out from Furasia — for all five areas to
display the given property if there were no linguistic preference for the more
frequently occurring language type (Drver 1992: 85).
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Another universal claim that can easily be checked using Dryet’s sampling
method concerns the correlation between the position ol the verb, and the
distribution of adpositions, partly discussed earlier in the present c.h.np'tcr.
(Dryer (1992) opts for OV and VO instead of verb-finality and verb-initiality.)
Dn;cr (1989: 271) provides the following results, which, in fact, .s‘tr‘()’ngl'v
su;;porl the correlation in question (N.B.: Po = postposition, Pr = preposition).

an Afr Eura A-NG NAm SAm Total
OV&Po [13] (27] [1S] 200 f12] 87
OV&Pr 2 2 1 0 0 5

(18) Afr Fura A-NG NAm SAm Toral
vosPr [14] 123 1s) Qs 51 62
VO&Po 4 1 0 2 2 9

Note that Dryer (1989: 269, 271) takes a very conservative attitude towards
interpreting his results, e.g. (16), (17) and (18)..()111'\' if and when all th‘e
five Jinguistic areas conform to the hypothesis being tcsn_:(.i, that h_\'p()tl?esw
is considered to be a language universal. For instance, if only four of (11(.‘.
five conform to the hypothesis, then he prefers to speak of ‘trends’, short of
statistical significance. By his standards, then, some of the language universals
that other linguistic tvpologists would happily accept will have to be relegated
to trends (Whaley 1997: 41).

Attractive as Dryer’s ssmpling method may seen, there may be a number
of problems associated with it, some being of a gcnleml nature, and ()thex“s
being unigue to his approach. The use of genera in his sampling approach is
to control for the most severe genetic bias especially when caused by large
language families which only constitute a single genus, e.g. Bantu n-nd Malayo-
Polynesian. But, as Croft (1995: 91) points out, Dryver’s technique cum?or
hel}.) eliminate completely genetic bias which woukl have 'C.\LISICd in thc.lm—
guistic situation prior to the time depth of a genus o vxrhlch that tcchm.qu'c
:‘an bring one back. As Croft (1995: 91) himself admits, hu‘wcvc'r, t!iAlS is
‘essentially an inescapable problem’. It is almost impossible to imagine it any
sampling technique or method can actually overcome this Prohllci'n. l.)erh'flps
it is not really necessary to be overly concerned about the linguistic situation
hevond the time depth of, say, Dryer’s genus, if one adopts Nichols's (1‘)‘)24:
40) assumption that ‘throughout human prehistory most languages have _ich
few descendants, stock have usually had at most one sister, and at any ume
about half of the world’s lineages have been isolates” It follows from this
that *[t]here is much less deep relatedness among the world's languages than
is widely assumed’.

V\"}m'lcv (1997: 41) thinks that there are two ‘problems’ with Dryer's
approach: (i) difficulty with determining to which genus a given I‘d.[?g'llflge
belongs; and (i) the large sample size required for the method to be effective.
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The firstis caused by the simple fact that there are many languages whose
generic classification is “unknown, unclear, or under dispute’ {Bybec, Perkins
and Paglivea 1994 28). This, however, cannat be said to be a problem unique
to Dryer’s approach. All designers of language samples will have to live
with this problem, which is only emblematic of the state of the art in genetic
classification (see helow). The second problem is not really a problem as
such. Tn Dryer (1980, a sample of 542 fanguages 1s used. ‘This is, of course,
a much larger sample compared with, for example, Perkins’s sample of fifty
fangmages. Fomlin's (1986) database, on the other hand, consists of 1,063
languages. and his database could potentially have been used as a sample, if
not for genetic and arcal hiases contained in it (Tomlin 1986: 29). The point
is. different researchers have access to varving amounts of resources. It
makes litde sense to say that one’s sample is too small or too large (by whose
standards, anyway?). Maore importantly, it should not be forgotten that Dryer
only deals with a far smaller number of genera (e, 218 of them), not 542
individual languages in his database, in order to control for genetic bias.

In addition to the foregoing there are four specific problems with Dryer’s
samipling method that need to be discussed in some detail. The first problem
concerts sclection of sample Tinguages. Ir is not entirely clear how (and
which) languages are chosen tor cach genus. For instance, when setting
up her sample Nichols (1992: 27) carefully avoids Tanguages considered by
specialists as linguistically divergent or atypical of the family so that the
language(s) chosen can he representative of the whole family. There is
nothing in Dryer’s discussion concerning the actual selecting of sample lan-
suages. Is there a set of uniform criteria for selecting sample languages for
venera? Related to this is also the tssue of the minimum or maximum number
of languages 1o be selected for cach of the genera. U nfortunately, Dryer is
not eaplicit on this point, either. Ir may thus depend on the actual number
of Tanguages to be chosen whether a given genus may turn out to he of tvpe
X, tvpe Yoor whatever (cf. Drver 1989: 270). It scems that too much is left to
chance. More detrimental to his method is, however, that the languages used
to make up genera ‘are not randomly chosen so that independence is not
assured by his method but is undercut by the prior problem of lack of
randomness used to choose his languages’ (Perkins 1989: 299). This ecrtainly
is a serious problem from a statistical point of view alone.

Tt alsoy needs 16 he confirmed or verified to reasonable satistaction whether
or not the five continental Jinguistic arcas are comparable to one another in
terms of diversiny, typological and/or genetic. For instance, Nichols (1992:
39) expresses her doubt that the standard continents such as Africa, North
America and Australia are the same kind of unit. She is of the opinion that
they are not of the same order. For example, the entire Old World -
comprising Africa. Ancient Near Fast, Northern Furasia and South and
Southeast Asia ¢ Nichols 1992: 27y = hehaves like the same kind of unit as the
single ishaind of New Guinea in terms of diversity (cf. 6.2.3). This leads her
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(1992: 39) to suggest that in order to ensure that rhc un‘its or ‘JI‘L“JS’ to I)Li
compared really be comparable, onc ncct}s to dcvlscl a ‘h()tt@n—np» ;1re;1‘
survey in which upits or areas are first obijcctively defined or identfied by
using' the same st of criteria (it is not clear what these mav be), and thcsle
units or areas are then put together ‘complete’ the whf)le world, as 1t
Wwere. Dryer’s approach, on the other hand, is top-down in that the fbve
linguistic areas are first assumed to be comparable, and each of tl_lc iangunge%
in the sample is then pigeonholed into one n»nd m}ly one of these nrcas\
through the medium of genera. As a result, hl.S intention to treat these nrv‘ns
as independent cases can be called into question hecause independent cases
must also be comparable. o y

In Dryer (1989) the existence of large linguistic areas is dentified by one
continental area patterning differently from the rest of the w()’rld (Dryer
1989: 284). For example, the putative correlation between OV and AN,
which was once widely thought to be a language universal, ls de,'mnr.lstr;’\tcd
to be owing largely to the dominance of that correlation in 1‘2111;’.1_?%!‘.\. The
data in support of this finding are presented below (Drver 1989: 274

19 Afr Fura A-NG NAm SAm  Tortal
OV&AN 6 (22 5 9 6 48
OV&NA [17] 9 (15} 171 pop o o8

Note that except for Furasia there is, in fact, a clear Lcndcpc_\' mw;frds' (0)Y%
and NA in all linguistic areas. According to Dryer, the standing out from the
rest of the world of Eurasia points to the possibility that the co-occurrente
of OV and AN is an areal phenomenon which is ;1550('imc_d only \}’ll‘h Furasia.
e (1989: 284-5) then poscs himself a hypothetical yet interesting question
as to whether or not the entire world may constitute one huge Illllg‘[lvl.\‘flt‘ dred.
This naturally leads to a further question as to whether the iing\lfﬁt{c prefer-
ences as rcpdrted in (16). (17) and (18) may not be genuine .]mg'msnc prefer-
ences but rather due to remote genetic or areal factors (ie. all Tanguages
deriving from a single parent language, or Proto-World). Of course, there i
no wav of knowing that this is not the case as Drver (1})8‘?: 284 -.\‘dm.nts.
f'Iowc;'cr, one can actually go even further and extend this llmc of thinking
to a situation such as in (19). 1f one really cannot dc\crn.unc w_hcthcr the
linguistic universals in (16), (17y and (18) represent linguistic prclcrcnccs._ or
common historics, how can one be completely sure whether the (‘Ql‘t‘l.‘l‘dt!(m
between OV and NA in four of the five linguistic dreas 1s 3 linguistic prc}er—
ence, or is due to remote genetic or areal Eu‘t(»l:s. 'l'lilcrlc being - RYI‘I.CII'_V
speaking ~ nothing in Drver's nethod that can in principle Fcll linguistic
preferences and areal phenomena apart, one cannot be certain about this
question. In that case only the pattern in Furasia C()u]d \\'c.ll rcﬂgct the
linguistic preference of OV and AN, with Athc ()th%‘r four linguistic areds
simply exhibiting what they have inherited from their common source, or
what they have assumed through ditfusion. or even both.
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Finally, Drver (1989: 267) claims that in his sampling method counting
genera rather than individual languages makes it possible to control for the
most severe genetic bias ‘since languages within genera are generally fairly
simular t'\'puiugicnll_\'ﬂ ITowever, this assumptoen is somewhat questional)fc
in view of a great deal of variation that does exist between different linguistic
properties in terms of innovation or conservatism. For example, as gl)ryt:r
(1989: 262) himself acknowledges, basic word order properties change fairly
easily, whereas morphological ones may be far more resilient to change. In
other words, the assumption that langnages within genera are generally fairly
similar typologically may not apply cqually to all different types of linguistic
property. Prior to the adopting of that assumption one may then be well
advised to ascertain first whether or not the linguistic propcrr;f being studied
is a refatively stable one over time and/or in the context of contact. Further-
more. one needs to find out how stable a given linguistic property has to be
in order to uphold the assumption in question. Of course, these are totally
different areas of study vet to be undertaken elsewhere on a large scale
(¢, Nichols 1992).

154 Determining language sample sizes

['here are two additional picees of research in language sampling that need
to be reviewed here: Perkins (1989), and Rijkhoft, Bakker, Hengeveld and
Kahrel (1993). These works do not concern direetly language sampling per se
Dut rather the determining of optimum language sample sizes.

Perking (1989: 294) addresses the question as to what is the appropriate
Dasis for selecting sample sizes. [Te puts forward a statistical method whereby
(1) appropriate sample sizes can be determined with the requirements c;f
representativeness and independence met; and (ii) the extent to which lin-
guistic properties being studied are dependent on the variables of stratifica-
tion or classification used for sampling purposcs can be statistically measuared.
e chooses to take advantage of a statistic known as tauy ¢ .(Light and
f\'l:arg()lin 1971; Bishop et al. 1975}, for which a test of signiﬁcénce ~ called
U which has a chi-square distribution - can be cmplo_vedt This statistic also
generates an analysis of variance measare for categorical variables where one
variable is taken to be independent, and the other dependent (Perkins 1989:
301). It thus enables one to determine, for example, whether or not in a
aiven sample the dependence on the genetic affiliation of basic word order is
statistically significant. For the sake of demonstration, he runs the statistic
on Tomlin's database of 1,063 languages, and finds that the statistical
significance of the association berween the independent and dependent
variables is substantial, suggesting that, if Tomlin’s database itself were used
as a sample, it would include ‘cases . .. that show obvious etfects due to
[genetic] inheritance or borrowing” (Perkins 1989: 298). Inclusion of such
cases in a sample will indeed be very detrimental to the criterion of inde-
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pendence of case. The tauy, can also produce two limiting numbers of the
size of the sample in which the dependent variable (e.g. basic word order) is
not significantly associated with the independent variable (e.g. gencetic affili-
ation). The mean of these two limiting numbers is then taken to be the size
of an optimum language sample. Another advantage of using this statistic is
that it also makes it possihle to choose the level of stratification, or categor-
ization that requires the smallest number of languages without compromis-
ing the reqairements of representativeness and independence. By using the
statistic, for example, Perkins (1989: 305-9) evaluates three ditferent levels
of geographical stratification — (1) Tomlin’s (19806) twenty-six cclls in his
areal frame; (i) Dryer’s five linguistic areas; and (jii) the division of the world
into the two hemispheres (i.e. eastern and western). The statistic of taug¢
indicates that the levels of geographicnl stratification in (i), (i) and (iii)
require about 90, 40 and slightly over 100 languages, respectively. The smallest
number of languages is required of the level of stratification in (i1): the five
continental linguistic areas identified in Dryer (1989). Thus the highest level
of strata for a language sampling frame for basic word order should be the
five continents, not the twenty-six areas or cells in “Tomlin (1986) or the two
hemispheres.

Perkins's sampling design method can prove to be a heuristic suggesting
plausible language sample sizes that meet the criterion of independence of
cases’ (Perkins 1989: 301). e (1989: 294) thus comes to the conclusion that
“5() to 100 languages are Mmost appropriate for a variety of linguistic variables
[including basic word order].” But, as Perkins (1989: 302) himself notes, it
can also serve as a kind of post-mortem on language samples that have been
used in typological research especially when the dependence on the type of
stratification of linguistic properties investigated has not been statistically
tested,

“There are, however, two points that can be made about Perkins's sampling
design method, one practical and the other theoretical. First, Perking’s method
requires a rather large database (Perkins 1989: 301). In aorder to arrive at
optimum sample sizes, all languages of the database must be genetically
classified, and analysed in terms of structural propertics. That may also
depend to an extent on the nature of linguistic propertics to be studied.
Perhaps this may be uanavoidable since, as Bell (1978: 141) perceptively
notes, ‘[tihe investigator is always faced with the paradex that the optimum
sample requires the very knowledge that he sceks’. What really is required of
Perkins's sampling design method scems to he some kind of ready-made
databank, whercin a large number of languages have been recorded with
various linguistic properties or variables having already been identified for
cach of these languages without any specific tesearch topics in mind (e.g.
GRAMCA'TS at the University of New Mexico or Matthew Dryer’s database
at the SUNY at Buffalo). Most investigators do not have access to such a
large databank, however.
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More problematic for Perkins’s method is that the results of the taug
analysis scem to hinge on the actual distribution of a given linguistic variable
in the database from which an optimum language sample is w be derived as
Perkins (1989: 303-5) himself demonstrates. This suggests that the optimum
Janguage sample size to be caleulated may actually vary from a database
which contains too many VSO languages to another one which includes too
few VSO languages, for instance. To put it differently, the tawg, analysis
seems to be sensitive at least to the actual constitution of the database in
terms of the linguistic variable being investigated. If this is the case, the
validity of ‘optimum’ sample sizes arrived at by means of Perkins’s sampling
design method cannot but be in dispute.

Rijkhotf, Bakker, Hengeveld and Kahrel (1993) describe two different
types of language sampte (or two different approaches to language sampling):
(iy samples used to identify tendencies or correlations (1.e. probability samples);
and (i) samples set up o discover ‘all possible realizations of a certain
Meaning or Stracture across languages’ (i.c. vaviety samples). Following both
Bell (1978), and Perkins (1980), they develop a sampling design procedure
which falls under the second type. They (1993: 172) believe that genetic
relatedness is the most important criterion in language sampling because
languages that are closely related in time also tend to be closely related in
space, culture and typology (but see above). In other words, they are con-
cerned with controlling for genetie bias alone.

Rijkhofl et al. (1993: 172) point out that the best way to avoid genetic
bias is to ensure that all languages in the sample come from different phyla.
They thus agree with Perkins (1980) that a sample must include at least
one representative from each phylum so that there is minimal representation
of all phyla in that sample. But at the same time they note that this way to
control for genetic bias will only give rise to a sample of fewer than thirty
languages - assuming that there are twenty-seven phyla (cf. Ruhlen 1987).
They point out that such a small sample does not make a good variety
sample, the primary goal of which is ‘to maximize the amount of variation in
the data’ (Rijkhoff er wl. 1993: 171). A good varicty sample must then reflect
the greatest possible structural diversity so that even cases of the rarest
structural type can have a chance of representation (Rijkhoff er o/, 1993: 171).
Clearly, a sample consisting of fewer than thirty languages will hardly be likely
to achicve this. Rijkholt of al’s (1993: 179-80, 196) sampling method thus
makes an attermpe 1o incorporate Bells (1978) call for appropriate representa-
tion of genetie diversity in a sample (ie. variation within phyla), and the
insight of Perking’s (1980) sampling technique (i.e. variation across phyla).

Rijkhofl ¢r al. (1993; 171) also attempt to replace Bell’s notion of genetic
groups, or his ‘age-criterion’ (or the time depth of 3,500 vears) with an
‘ubjectively” computable measure of genetic diversity by taking advantage
of the internal structure of genetic language trees. This is intended to reflect
Bell's {1978} observation that *[i]f the strata [e.g. genetic groups] are not
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Figure 1.1: 4 hypothetical language family tree
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equally homogeneous, some increase in sampling e}fﬁcjilcnfy’ may be achieved
by weighting | . - . } samples according to strata variability". Thus the x'mmllcr
of languages to be selected for a phylum in a sample must hL prnl‘mrngnal to
the internal genetc diversity of that phyvlum. Tn R}]khﬂ"f et 111: s weighted
sampling procedure the intermal structure ()tAth'c family tree is tr-tmslatcd
nathematically into a diversity value, which will in rurn be ntilized in order
to calculate the exact number of Janguages to be selected for each of the
twenty-seven phyla (including language isolates, and pidgins and creoles),
based largely on Ruhlen (1987). - )

‘The diversity value (or DV} 18 computed on the basis of the number of
podes at the intermediate Jevels between the top node, and the terminal
nodes at the bottom end in a language tree. Top nodes, e.g.  in the hypo-
thetical family tree in Figure 1.1, are excluded from computation because
they do not contribute to internal diversity. So are terminal nndﬁs, e.g. b1,
7 ,l'-, I, m, n and o in Figure 1.1. Only the internal s}mcturc of a language
family trec, or the intermediate nodes, e.g. b, ¢. d, e, f, g in Figure 1.1, must
be taken into consideration for purposes of computation because 1115 p()ssﬂ)]e,
for example, that a language family of 300 languages is far less complicated
internally than a language family of fifty languages. . .

Rijkhbﬁ' er al. (1993: 181-2) also recognize that hlgh—lc\jcl ‘iPlltS, or
branchings are more significant in terms of contribution to dl\'t?rs]t_?’ value
than low-level splits because the former preceded the latter in time or
because the former had more time to develop into distinct languages than
the latter. Therefore, they build nto the DV formula in (20) a factor of
significance which decreases as the depth of intermediate lC\_’LTlS increases,
that is by steps of I/n where a is the maximum number of mtcrmedm.te
levels found in any phyhum, e.g. sixteen in the Niger-Kordofanian phylum in
the case of Ruhlen's (1987) genetic classification.”

29 Cy=Cx+(n- O/n % (Ny - Ny, where x = v - 1

Cy represents the contributing DV at any given level, which is computed by
cotmbining the contribution of the immediately preceding fevel tor Cy), and
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the difference between the number of nodes at Cy and that at Cx (or Ny —
Ne), which is in turn multiplied by the factor of decreasing significance
referred to above (or (= a)/m). The contributions of all intermediate levels
of a given phylum are then computed according to the formula in (20), and
then averaged out to derive the mean DV for thar phylun.

Once the mean DVs of the twenty-seven phyla have been worked out,
they will invariably be used to decide how many languages must be selected
from cach phylum in order to construct samples of predetermined sizes as is
presented in Table 1.1, Thus Rijkhoff er #’s sampling procedure is top-
down. Recall that in common with Perkins (1980), Rijkhoff et «/. recognize
the need o have at least one representative from each of the phyla in a
sample irrespective of actual sample sizes. In a sample of 100 languages, for
example, each phyla will first be allocated at least one language (i.e. twenty-
seven languages in total) regardless of its DV score, with the remaining
seventy-three languages being divided up among the twenty-seven phyla
according to their DV,

Rijkhoff or al’s (1993: 192, 196) quantification of internal diversity is
claimed to be an improvement over Bell’s age-criterion, or genetic groups
in that their DV computation ‘can be seen as an objectivization of Bell's
language groups’, the basis of which is the time depth of 3,500 years. They
argue that this arbitrary tme depth is difficult to apply equally to all phyla
especially when the histories of many phyla are not well understood due
mainly to lack of documentadon, This is a fair point to make but then
Rijkhoff 7 #l.’s objectivization of Bell’s age-criterion hardly escapes the same
criticism and does rather highlight one of the intractable problems associated
with all approaches to language sampling. The way language family trees are
constructed is duce as much to lack of understanding of, or uncertainty about,
internal genetic relations as to actual internal diversity. In fact, this point has
not at all been missed completely by Rijkhoff er /. when they (1993: 177-8)
point out: ‘[wihat strikes us is that the number of languages {t) per non-
terminal (nt) and preterminal (pt) node is low for relatively well-explored
phyla like Indo-Tittite (ratios 1.67 and 2.65), and rather high for phyla for
which our knowledge still leaves much to be desired, such as Indo-Pacific
(ratios 2.93 and 4.63)". The reason for this difference is that phyla whose
internal genetic relatedness is well understood tend to have more intermedi-
ate groups recognized, with their trees being more hierarchical or less flat,
whereas phyla whose histories cannot easily be accessed tend to contain fewer
intermediate groups, thereby resulting in flatter or less hierarchical trees.

The problem is exacerbated by the undeniable fact that the genetic classi-
fications on the basis of which many samples have been set up are in turn
based on diffcrent sets of criteria being applied to different genetic group-
ings. Rijkhoft e af. (1993) rely heavily on the genetic classification list provided
in Ruhlen (1987), with DVs computed on the basis of the internal structure
of genctic language trees. But how can one lay claim to comparability of the
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internal structure of genetic language trees across the twenty-seven phyla
when the coneeptual hasis of that internal stracrare differs from one gcnc:tic
grouping to another? These, of course, are not criticisms levelled at Rijkl1()Ff
et al’s sampling approach per se but rather they are intended to emphasize
the problem which Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca (1994: 28) suceinctly sum-
marize in the following way: ’

If[irst, there are many languages for which genetic classification is unknown,
unclear, or under dispute. Second, more is being learned each day about
genetic relations, so that some of the information published in 1978 may
be incorrect. Third, different criteria were used in establishing the gmuping's
in different parts of the world. In some cases, genetic grouping is based on
extensive historical documentation and historical-comparative work (as in
the case of Indo-Furopean languages); in other cases, the groupings are
based on lexicostatistical survevs; and in still others, it is admirtedly only a
geographical region that is heing identified as a group. C

T'hus Rijkhoff er #L’s objectivization of Bell’s age-criterion can only be as
sound as the genetic classification on which it is based. Tt must also be borne
in mind that what is at issue is not objectivization of the internal diversity of
phyla per se but objectivization of the internal strueture of genetic language
trees with their weaknesses, flaws, gaps, and all because, as Rijkhoff et a/.
(1993: 178, 198, passim) themselves reiterate, only the internal structure
as represented or reflected in the form of a tree diagram is ‘exploited to measure
linguistic diversity among gencetically related languages”.

This uncertainty about genetic classification brings back to the fore
perhaps the most impartant of the issues in language sampling. How can
one ensure the independence of cases in one’s sample when one cannot be
completely certain whether or not some of the languages being studied are
genetieally independent? For example, languages that are classified into dif-
ferent genetic families in a given genetic classification list may turn out to be
genetically related to one another; languages whose genetie relations are still
in dispute may simply be assumed to belong to the same language family.
Languages like these will have a greater chance of inclusion in a large lan-
guage sample than in a small one because it is more difficult to maximize
genetic distance in the former than in the latter. In view of this it may not
always be possible to determine to which genus a language belongs. Recall
that this is precisely the ditficulty that Whaley (1997: 41) associates with
Drver’s (1989) notion of genera. ’

"Fhere is also a related — equally, if not more serious - issue of whether or
not languages really are ‘clearly definable objects’ (Perkins 1989: 295) -
which is a necessary condition for all statistical procedures. Croft (1990: 22),
in fact, views this as a fundamental problem that has not properly been
addressed in the sampling literature (but ¢f. Tomlin 1986: 35). For example,

INTRODUCING LINGUISTIC TYPOLOGY

how many languages are there in Austronesian, Indo-European, or Niger-
Kordofanian? We do certainly have rough figures. But is there a uniform
or universally agreed on set of criteria for identifying individual languages
as opposed to dialects of a single language? These questions cannot be
answered because the solution to the problem of definability of languages
is unlikely to be found. This is why linguists pwt the total number of the
languages of the world at 4,000 to 7.000. As is well known, the defining of a
language in contrast to a dialect is beset with a number of practical difficulties
(e.g. how do we measure mutual intelligibility?), and is also susceptible to
non-linguistic, ¢.g. political, cultural, etc,, considerations.

In view of all this it may seem to be an impossible task to achieve the
independence of cases required of language sampling. But it must also be
emphasized that despite all these difficulties linguistic tvpologists have over
the vears made a number of significant gencralizations about the nature of
human language as will be demonstrated in the following chapters. Perhaps
it may offer a modicum of assurance about language sampling to note, along
with Bybec e al. (1994: 28), that a genctic classificadon list such as Ruhlen
(1987), or Voegelin and Voegelin (1977), ‘provides an objective basis for
sampling that was cstablished independently of any hypotheses that [one
sets out] to test’.

155 Problems with data

As can be seen from the foregoing, linguistic typologists work with a large
amount of data from a large number of languages. Tt is, therefore, unrealistic
to expect them to have a sound firsthand understanding of all sample lan-
guages that they deal with. They normally rely on primary sources: gram-
matical descriptions, or grammars in monograph {e.g. (Lingmn) Desapiive
Series by Routledge (prcviously hy North-Holland and by Croom Helm) or
journal article form (e.g. notably Tnternational Fowrnal of American Lingnistics,
and Oceanic Linguistics). The most frequent problem with this kind of data
source is that grammars are not always sufficient cnough in detail, and/or
broad cnough in scope. Far more frequently than not, grammars may just
gloss over or fail to examine the grammatical phenomena that linguistic
typologists wish to study, although this often depends on what grammatical
phenamena are being investigated. For instance, information on basic word
order can probably easily be retrieved from most grammars, whereas that on
the comparative construction ‘is often not found in even the most minute
grammars’ (Stassen 1985: 13). There may exist only texts, not grammars, tor
some languages. These texts may not be glossed sufficiently enough — if
glossed at all - to be easily amenable to linguistic or typological analysis. In
1 situation like this, linguistic typologists mav have to work through texts by
carrying out basic linguistic analysis themselves. 1f they are lucky, they may
manage to find good examples but, as Stassen (19850 13) laiments, “one often
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despairs of the fact that two days of deciphering a grammatical text has not
resulted in finding onc good and clear example of the comparative construc-
tion’. Stassen’s plight is not uncommon in typological research. Finding that
a grammar does not deal with the phenomenon being studied often proves
to be more difficult and dme-consuming than ﬁndiné that o grammar does
indecd deal with the phenomenon. This is because one has to study a gram-
mar from cover to cover in order to make sure that it does not deal with the
phenomenon in question, whereas discovery of the phenomenon may not
require perusal of a whole grannmar. Moreover, one cannot just rely on the
table of contents, and the subject index — if they are provided - to ascertain
whether or not a grammatical description provides information on the
phenomenon because, although the rable of contents, or subject index does
not make mention of it, one or more good examples of the phenomenon
may be hidden in a most unlikely place in the grammar. To make matters
worse, some grammars may be biased towards certain grammatical aspects,
e.g. morphology, therehy providing no information whatsoever on linguistic
typologists’ areas of interest, e.g. syntax. ‘
Linguistic typologists may also have to rely on secondary sources. But, as
Croft (1990: 25) sounds a cautionary note, these matcrial's may already be
biased by the hypothesis or theoretical orientation of original analysts. Thus
a great deal of discretion must be exercised in nsing secondary sources. For
instance, they must, whenever possible, if not always, be checked by referring
to the primary sources on which they are bascd. The reliability of'sccondary
sources has also not proven to he particularly commendable because errors
of citation are not unheard of, and can actually be repeated in subsequent
works (Mallinson and Blake (1981: 14-15) for one such perpetuating error
of citation). i
Linguistic tvpologists may also need to work with language consultangs,
But rhis also poses an cnormous amount of practical (iifﬁgcul;v. Fven if one
can manage to find consultants for cach of one’s sample l-.m'guages, it will
he cum!)lclcl_\' unfeasible economically, given the normal size oF; language
sample in tpological rescarch. Whatis worse, it will be unwise 1o work with
only one consultant for cach language. One may need to work with more
t.h;m one consultant for each language for the sake of verification, or con-
firmation. Working with consultants in tvpological research also involves the
same host of problems that are encountered in any research based on inter-
action with (live) human subjects. Perhaps one may wish to have this option
as a Tast resort especially when certin subtle gr-.lm'nmtical points In primary
or secondary sources need clartheation. '
Whaley (1997: 42) also discusses use of questionnaires (e.g. Dahl 1985;
also discussion of the role of questionnaires within the Lcning;rnd Tvpolog;\;
Group in 7.2). A set of written questions about the gr:unnmtic;‘:l phcn;»mcn()ﬁ
to l)c.sm‘(liul can be sent out to language specialists, or language consultants.
Despite its apparent advantages {e.g. the possibility ofnhmining more detailed
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information about the phenomenon than is available in grammars), this kind
of data collection has its own share of difficulties, too. For one thing, it may
be very time-consuming and costly to implement such a questionnaire espe-
cially when one is operating with a large language sample, and a small budget.
But with the advent of electronic technology (c.g. ¢-mail, or electronic dis-
cussion lists such as the LINGUIST-LIST and the ASSOCIATION FOR
LINGUISTIC TYPOLOGY-LIST, to which a good number of linguists around
the world subscribe), execution of a questionnaire may no longer be so time-
consuming and expensive as it used to be.” Through an electronic network,
one can instantly get in touch with a number of language specialists — pro-
vided that they are willing enough to respond to one’s request (within a
reasonable span of time). But there may still be problems with carrying out
electronic questionnaires. Often the rehiability, or credibility of respondents
may be in doubt or in need of confirmation. Of course, this problem can be
assuaged if a sclection of qualified respondents can first he made by means
of careful planning, screening, €tc. and if only those who pass muster can
then be approached in much the same way that a written questionnaire is
administered, Mention must also be made of potential difficulties with
clectronic transmission of data from different languages, c.g. special fonts.

For practical reasons, however, most linguistic typologists prefer to work
with primary sources. When in doubt, they may scek assistance from con-
sultants, access secondary sources or draw upon questionnaires. But. as has
already been noted, the use of primary materials is not without problems.
Thus Croft (1990: 25) is led to declare that “the typologist has to rely on
faith in the qualities of the materials at hand’, and that ‘most of those
materials do not inspire faith’. Inspire faith as they may not, the situation
may not be so hopeless as this. One of the virtues of working with a large
number of languages in typological research is that it does to a certain extent
offset the problem of faith about which Croft is pessimistic. Recall that in
section 1.5.1 menton was made of the measure of recurrence in Cross-
linguistic comparison. If a certain pattern or structural tvpe oceurs in language
after language, one can be reasonably assured that this is a real phenomenon
to be identified as such. Primary materials may fail to inspire faith indi-
vidually but they may inspire faith collectively. This is due to the power of
the measure of recurrence in cross-linguistic research.

16 Partial typology vs. holistic typology

References have been made in the preceding sections to cross-linguistic
comparison of a wide range of languages in typological rescarch. In those
references languages are treated as if they were units ot comparison. But. as
has been pointed out in passing, this does not mean that languages in their
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entirety are heing compared but rather that structural properties, or con-
structions found in languages constitute objects of comparison. Consequently,
when languages are typologized or classified, it must be undersrood that
properties, OF CORStrUCtions, not whole languages, are put into different types.
Said differently, languages” are simply being used here for indexing purposes,
or as ‘addresses” at which the different types of construction are located,
Thus specific grammatieal domains, c.g. basic word order, relative clause
constructions, comparagive constructions, ¢tc., are chosen for typologim!
research, and individual fanguages are then studied or analysed in terms of
these selected domains, and classified into different types. This is an import-
ant point to bear in mind in the context of modern linguistic typology, at
least in the mainstream thereof, This kind of typology — the analytical units
of which are grammatical domains, not entire languages — is referred to as
partial typology. What is more frequendy done in partial ypology is, however,
tw examine concurrently a cluster of properties in one and the same gram-
matical domain with a view to ascertaining whether or not these properties
exhibit significant conneetions. For example, basic clausal word order is
studied in conjunction with, for example, the distribution of adpositions:
the presence of verb-initality implies that of prepositions. Investigation of
a cluster of properties such as basic clausal word order, adpositions, etc. is
also an cxample of partial tvpology (cf. multi-feature, polythetic typology
(Ramat 1986: 6)) despite the fact that multiple properties are ander scrutiny.
Partial because the imvestigation still deals with only part of grammar or
language. Most of the modern tpological works incloding the ones to be
surveyed in the bulk of the present hook are, in fact, subsumed under partial
wpology.

As opposed to partial typology is holistic typology. This kind of tvpology
is no longer widely practised but commanded a great deal of popularity in
the nincteenth century (see [Torne (1966), Robins (1997), Greenberg (1974),
Skalicka and Sgall (1994), Sgall (1995) and Ramat (1995) for historical per-
spectives on this) when the dominant mode of intellectual thinking came
from nataral science (especially botanical science) (Ramat (1986: 3): also
see Plank (1991) for possible input from anatomy; bur see helow, and also
discussion of the Prague School Typology in 7.4). Scholars of this period
- e August Wilhelm Schlegel (1767-1845), Friedrich von Schlegel (1772-
1829), Wilhelm von Hlumboldt (1767-1835) and August Schleicher (1821~
H%) — believed that fanguage was a (natural) organism which possessed an
Simner forme (Robins (1997: chapter 7) for an overview of linguistics in the
nincteenth century). This inner form was thought to be a manifestation of
the spirit (Geity of the people who spoke it (cf. Greenberg (1974 chap-
ter 3); Robins (19971 192-3) ) [n the words of Wilhelm von Humbolt (Finck
1899: Lehmann's (F978¢: 423) translation), ‘[tlhe characteristic intellectual
features and the linguistic structure of a people stand in such intimacy of
fusion with cach other that it the one were presented the other would have
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to be completely derivable from it’. The inner form was in wrn assumed to
be reflected in ‘variation in grammatical mechanisms employed in relating
lexical concepts to each other [or relational meaning]” (Shibatani and Bynon
1995: 4). Thus ‘cach language |was] a distinet revelation of the spirit (Geist)’
(Greenberg 1974 38). Coupled with growing interest in ctymology (i.c.
comparative-historical linguistics), this point of view led directly 1o the emer-
gence of the morphological (or classical) rvpology. wherein three different
hasic strategies in the encoding of relational meaning were recognized:
inflectional, agglutinative and isolating — Wilhelm von I Tumboldt later added
a fourth, incorporating, to Schlegel’s tripartite classification (for an example
of the classical typology, sce 5.2)." The unit of analysis in this tpology
was undoubtedly the word, the structure of which ‘was seized upon as in
some sense central to the attemipt to characterize the language as a whole’
(Greenberg 1974: 36) so that ‘the deseription of the entire grammatical
system [could] be annexed to an exact description of the structure of the
word in every language’ (Lewy 1942: 15, cited in Greenberg 1974: 36), They
believed that it was possible to characterize the entire language on the basis
of a single grammatical parameter, or even a small number of grammatical
features in much the same way that, for example, one could reconstruct
the entire skeleton of an animal on the basis of a fossil jaw (Ramat 1986: 3).
(This intellectual wish is what Shibatani and Bynon (1995: 16) term rhe
Guabelentsian ideal since the formulation of this ambitious typological approach
is generally attributed to Georg von der Gabelentz (1901).) In other words,
the single property of morphology was assumed to constitute the ultimate
basis of typological classification of all languages of the world. "T'he classical
typology is, therefore, a true exemplar of holistic typology.

But the adequacy of holistic typology as a classificatory scheme was
subsequently called mto question {Sapir (1921); of. Greenbere (1954) for a
quantitative approach to this type of classification). Tt was soon realized that
languages in their entirety are not amenable to neat pigeonholing because
most fanguages are in fact mixed types or hybrids in that they employ more
than une type of morphol()gical mechanism, e.g. Polynesian langruages betrer
characterized as ‘agglutinative-isolating’, and Cambodian as ‘inflectional-
isolating’ (Shibatani and Bynon 1995: 5-9). As a consequence, holistic typo-
logy began to give way to far more modest partial typology in the twentieth
centary.

As Ramat (1986: 4) points out, however, holistic typology is *perfectly
understandable and reasonable’ from a theoretical point of view. There
are no theoretical or logical reasons why the Gabelentzian ideal cannot be
retained as the ultimate — albeit probably unattainable - goal in typological
rescarch. The possibility — however remote that may he — of reducing a
host of grammatical phenomena at all linguistic levels to a single under-
lving principle or even a handful of them is extremely attractive and tempt-
ing especially to the theoretically minded because, admittedly, ‘frjhe best
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possible typology . . . would be one that refers all manifestations of language
to one single underlying principle’. With such a holistic typology in hand,
for example, one should be in a position to predict on the basis of basic
word order what type of relative clause construction is used, whether or not
morphological causativization of transitive, as opposed to intransitive, verbs
is permitted, what type of case marking system is employed, whether or not
verhs have aspect rather than tense, and so forth (Shibatani and Bynon 1995:
12). But, as Comrie (1989: 40) puts it succinctly, ‘experience to date is rather
against this possibility: while we can state often wide-ranging correlations
among Togically independent parameters, these correlations are not sufficiently
strong or sufficiently wide-ranging to give holistic types rather than cross-
classification of languages on different parameters’. This probably explains
the paucity of holistic typology in the current typological literature.

That is not to say that there have recently heen no attemprs at holistic
ypology. Since the bulk of the present book only deals with partial typo-
logy, it perhaps is worthwhile very briefly surveying two holistic works in
the present chapter. (Members of the Pragme School of linguistics or the
Prague School Typology do also practise holistic typology by continuing
with the nincteenth-century classical typology; but their work deserves
separate discussion (cf. 7.4 and 7.5) in the context of Chapter 7).

WP, Lehmann (1973, 1978h, 1978¢), for instance, entertains the possibility
of drawing certain phonological and morphological implications from basic
word order tvpology: many OV order languages are claimed to have certain
plmnologicul characteristics such as {CYCV (or open) syllable structure, vowel
harmony and pitch aceent. To the best of the present writer's knowledge,
however, Lehmann's claim has never seriously been put to the test. Interest-
ing as it may be, it still remains nothing more than a hypothesis, it not
a total conjecture (refer to Ramat’s (1986: 5) sceptical view on this holistie
typology).

Perhaps better known in the context of modern holistie typology is the
work of the Russian linguist G.A. Klimov (1977, 1983). The basis (or the
underlying principle) of his holistic typology is ‘a language’s predications and
its categorization of hasic nominal and verbal notions’. (Nichols 1992: 7-11).
There are four basic types: (i) the accusative type, (i) the ergative type,
(iii) the active tpe and (iv) the class type. The types in (i)=(iv) are based on
subject-objcet relations, agent-patient relations, an active/inactive distine-
tion and referential properties of nominals, respectively. Far example, the
active type is claimed to be associated with a cluster of grammatical proper-
ties of different linguistic levels: lexical properties such as binary division of
verbs into active and inactive, inclusive/exclusive distinction in first person
pronouns, etc., morphological properties such as alicnable/inalienable pos-
session distinetion, more verbal inflection than nominal inflection, etc,, and
syntactic properties such as SOV basic word order, direct object incorpora-
tion into verb, cte. (also see Klimov 1973, Interestingly enough, Nichols
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(1992: 11) reports that her own results partly confirm some of the predictions
drawn from, or the claims made in, Klimov's holistic typology although
she argues that the morphological distinction between head and dependent
marking (see 3.13) is a better predictor of other features than Klimev's
notion of type.

The theoretical attractiveness of the Gabelentzian ideal notwithstanding,
holistic typology is beset with at least one fundamental problem as Ramat
(1986: 8-9) correctly identifies it: diachronic dynamics of language. Languages
do shift from type X to type Y while retaining some features of type X. This
fundamental fact of language alone casts much doubt on the feasibility of
holistic typology, with there necessarily being languages of mixed types. A
single underlying principle, which in holistic typology is used to classify the
whole of a language into a given type, will not easily take adequate account
of such mixed languages. This problem indeed harks back to the difhculty
inherent in the classical typology as discussed above (Sapir 1921).

1.7 Organization of the rest of the book

In Chapter 2, beginning with Greenberg’s (1963b) ground-breaking article,
a number of cross-linguistic word order studies will be discussed and critic-
ally examined. In so doing, word order patterns and relevant correlations
between different word order parameters will be investigated not only at the
clausal and phrasal levels but also at the morphological leve! (c.g. suffixing
vs. prefixing). Reference will also be made to a number of factors ranging
from structural ones to processing efficiency as plausible avenues of explana-
tion of observed word order patterns and correlations.

In Chapter 3 attention is directed to the ways in which the languages of
the world deal with the fundamental ‘problem’ of expressing ‘who is doing
X to whom’. A comprchensive survey of case marking systems will first be
provided with a view to understanding each of these systems and also to
gaining insight into possible functional factors underlying not only these
case marking systems but also their distribution. Moreover, correlations
hetween case marking and word order types will be explored.

In Chapter 4 various relativization strategies will be exemplified with
special reference to the expression of the head NP. In addition a brief cross-
linguistic susvey of accessibility to relativization will be carried out based on
the hierarchy of grammatical relations. Furthermore, discourse and process-
ing motivations will be appealed to in attempting to cxplain a number of
ohserved cross-linguistic patterns or propensities in relativization. Possible
correlations between relative clause and basic word order types will also be
diseussed as a prelude to functional explanation of cross-linguistic patterns
in relativization.
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In Chapter 3, following discussion of the morphologically based typology
of causative constructions, the hierarchy of grammatical relations {cf. Chap-
ter ) will be revisited in slightly modified form with particular reference
to the syntax of the causee NP, especially in the context of morphological
causativization. Also included in this chapter is discussion of causative types,
and cansation types, the interaction between which is most clearly reflected
in the actual case marking of the causee NP, for instance.

In Chapter 6 possibilities of applying linguistic typology to other areas
of linguistics will be explored, where and if possible, referring back to
relevant discussions in the preceding chapters. The areas of linguistics to
be discussed in this chapter are historical linguistics (especially linguistic
reconstruction), first language acquisition and scecond language acquisition,
the latter two in the context of accessibility to relativization — perhaps
the most rescarched topic of language acquisition, with direct reference
to linguistic typology. Discussion is also provided of potential contributions
of linguistic typology — ie. what Nichols (1992) refers to as population
typology - to 3 better understanding of linguistic prehistory, the time depth
of which may be inaccessible by means of the classic comparative-historical
method.

Finally, in Chapter 7 a survey of non-Greenbergian approaches to modern
linguistic typology is offered with u view to helping the reader to become
aware of the basic aims, assumptions and achievements of three prominent
Furopean schools of linguistic wpology: the Leningrad Typology Group,
the Cologne UNTTYP Group and the Prague School Typology. A compari-
son of the European schools, and the Greenbergian/American tradition of
linguistic typology will also be provided with a view to highlighting both
strengths, and weaknesses of these different approaches to modern lingistic
typology, ail having theiv roots in the nineteenth-century European tradition
of Enguistic tvpology.

Notes

1. The distinetion berween fanguages and dialects is a notoriously difficult
one to draw. For instance. one of the most widely used criteria is marnal
antelligibility. But that notion itself is a difficult one to define, adding to the
difficutry of defining the distinction in question.

This example is often cited as an exceptiontess language universal. But it is
correct 10 say that there are a few verb-initial languages with postpositions,
g Yagua (Comrie TO8E: 146). Dryer (1991 43%) adds three more counter-
examples: N Tepehuan, Cora and Guajagara. But it will be kept here as an
exceptionless Langruage universal for the sake of ilustration.

[

6.

9.

10,
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Nichols (1992: 42) describes universal tendencies as properties or correla-
tions favoured in languages independent of geography and genetic affilia-
tion, and thus as universal preferences of the languages of the world.

Tt must be borne in mind that languages are not being compared and
classified in their entirety, but only in terms of structural properties in
question (see 1.6 for discussion of partial and holistic typology).
Fxamples of a complement clause with a verbal head, and rhat with a
nominal head are exemplified within square brackets in (i) and (i), respect-
ively (Comrie and Horie 1995: 65--6).

(i The teacher knows [that the student bought the hook|.
(i) the decliration/knowledge/fact {that the student boughr the hook].

In fact, Warlpiri has onc additional construction that is employed consist-
ently for the expression of relative clause function, Le. the nominalized
non-finite clause (Mary Langhren, personal communication), Being sub-
ject to aspectual or temporal restrictions, however, this construction seems
to be marked as opposed to the adjoined clause (Hale 1976: 83),

This principle was first introduced into the stdy of language by Neogram-
marians from the natural science thesis of Hutton and Lyell. Karl Brugmann
is quoted as saving (Collinge 1994 1561): *[t}he psychological and physio-
fogical nature of man as speaker must have been essentially identical at all
CP()L'hS.A

A related question will be: which stage of evolution in human language
should be chosen as the ‘target’ stage?

One may choose o use the descriptive Tabel “an escape hateh?’, rather than
‘a frame of reference’.

Perkins (1980: 56, 1992: 123 -4}, however, points out that this is not the
best way of studying language universals because the assumption of the
independence of cases (see below) is clearly not met in the universe of
languages.

Perkins (1980) uses a universe of cultires in order wo derive a sample of
Ianguages because “it 1s more reasonable to expect that linguistic nwaterials
exist for cultures that have been studied by ethnographers than those that
have notl;] the appearance of a culture on Murdock’s Tist makes it con-
siderably more likely that the corresponding linguistic marertals exist
than for languages chosen from a langamge list [¢.g, Voegelin and Vocgelin
(1966)]" (Perkins 1992: 125).

Perkins (1992 179-81) argues that Dryer's criticism is far trom damaging
to his sampling procedure because, although possibly refated, the Mon-
Khmer languages, for example, diverge in terms of the relationship berween
deictic grammaricalization and cultural complexity w the way that is pre-
dicted by his hypothesis. In other words, this divergence despite genetic
relatedness is claimed instead to strengthen the proposed association
between the linguistic, and cultural properties. Be that as it may, Perkims'’s
argument is beside the point because Drver's criticism s directed at
Perkings sampling procedure in general, not ro a particular application
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of that procedure (i.e. Perkinss own investigation). Therefore, Dryer’s
criticism remains valid.

In his subsequent work (1992), Drver removes Southeast Asia & Oceania
from Furasia, and treats them as an independent Jinguistic avea. Thus in
Drryer (1992) there are six, not five, large areas.

‘The reason why the highest number of intermediate levels is taken as the
basis of the factor of decreasing significance in (20) is for corresponding
Jevels in each phvlum to be treated alike (Rijkhoff er al. 1993: 200).

The LINGUIST-LIST, and its related resources are now accessible on the
internet (http://www linguistlist.org/), and the ALT-LIST and its resources
are also accessible on the internet (http://148.88.14.7:80/alt/).

Shibatani and Bynon (1995b: 16), however, see the difference between
partial and holistic typology ta be largely a matter of degree.

Comrie {1989: 45), on the other hand, adopts ‘fusional’ in lieu of ‘inflec-
tional’ because ‘both {agglutinative] and fusional languages, as opposed
to isolating languages, have inflection, and it is [ . .. | misleading to use a
term based on (im)flection to refer to one only of these two types’.



