24,945 Language Typology

This year has seen a number of important publications in language typo-
logy. Greenberg's Stanford Project on language universals has published its
findings (Greenberg, Joseph H. (ed.) Universals of Human Lanqguage, four volumes,
Stanford University Press, 1978) and a book of essays on typology in syntax
has appearad under the editorship of Lehmann at Texas (Lehman, Winfred P.

(ed.) Syntactic Tynology, University of Texas Press, 1978).

Much of this work employs a methodology which gives typology a central
position in linguistic theory:

data wwep typology ws  Lheory

~That s, typology consists in gen@rd]17afxons deriving from observations of
primary linguwistic data, and linguistic Lh&ory consists of a model of language
design deviving from a typology of the world's languages.

In this course, I will review some of this recent work, much of which
excellent and insightful, and I will argue for a somewhat different approach
to typelogy:

data & theory ==  typolegy

Here, typology does not exist as an autonomous entity btt rather, is the product
of Tinguistic theory.

In carrying out this plan, I will discuss certain issues in some detail,
starting with certain problems refating to coreference and binding. The
languages which will figure pr om7nont1y at the beqinntng are Irish, Hopi,
Navajo, Papago, and Walbiri.

Readings at the beginning will be Chapter 1 of Lehmann's Syntactic Typology
and McCloskey's recent study of Irish (Trannfovmationai Syntax and Model Theoretic

Semantics, Chapters 1-6 efptc1a17y) Jeanne's As pects of Hopi Grammar (esp.
Chapters 3-4) and Platero's Missing Noun Phrases in Navajo will alse figure in
the readings at an early point in the course. These works are on reserve

in the Humanities Library (Bldg. 14).




SOME RECENT VIEWS CONCERNING TYPOLOGY

Iﬁ Greenberg, Joseph, "Typology and cross-linguistic Eenergm.
llzatidns", in Greenberg (ed.) Universals of Human Langusge, Vol 1:
Method & Theory, Stanford University Press (19787, ppe S0=-59,

Ppre 40=1l: "..o contemporary typologizing which in relation to
indlvidual languages may be cslled part-language typology has a
"generalizing! goal. If we typologize relative clauses, for exsmple,
the center of interest is the answer to the question: What are ~
relative clauses like? The asslgnment of a language to a particular
typological class becomes merely an incildental by-product and is not
of great Interest for its own sake. Insofar, however, as we do find
emplirically that there are comnections among typologles so that the
results for a particular language in one typology is relevant for
its classification in another where the two are non-trivially
different, we have advanced towards the leglitimate, though difficult
goal of characterizing languages typologically in & more global
Waye vou There seems, at the moment, to be jJust one example of
a typology of more than two dimensions which are sufficiently
hetereogeneocus so that it characterizes individual languages in
regerd to an extenslive set of Intercomnnected atiributes, namely,
word order, For example, 1{ I know that & language is VS0, it cen
be predlicted thaet it wlll be prepositional, and such & relationshlp
is clearly between atibributes that one would 2 prilorvi atiribute more

e s

independence to than final and medial clusters,
pe H6: "There is a basic issue regarding typology ...t What

18 to count as an attribute of language? The notion of typology ia

brosd enough to encompass a varlety of responses. In every historical

period, the prevalling node of concelving language has qulte naturally

and inevitably exercized an influence on typology. In the present

period, the conception of language as a seb of rules 1s prevalent as

a result of the dominance of the generative approach,"

Pe 59¢ "Insofar as transformations are formulated on the basis
of certain relationships among classes of sentences, albernative
statements including direct reference to these data will be possible
Indeed, 1t will make no real difference whether one stales & generae
lization in terms of a guestion-word-fronting rule or in terms of
languages whlch have initial questlon-words corresponding to stabe-
ments with a different word order."

ITe Lehmann, Winfred, "The great u:nd@ril,y:'tng‘gg;roundmplan554”,9
in Lehmann (ede.) Syntactic Typology, University of Texas Press
T“j‘:‘g'/g) $ ppc :1)‘“‘5354

pe B¢ "A taxonomy of languages might be constructed on »
eclassification of characterlstic parts of speech, or shape:e of‘\

@@Pdsg or kinds of sounds. By contrast with ﬁhes§‘@§t6rna% Q%?ﬁg%m
teristics linguistic typology 1s based on the anﬂl;sx§ O?Mg&ﬁbﬁlho
and principles which have been ildentified as w@nt?ﬁl in ig@%}T g
such as the structure of the simple sentence and 1t c@msbﬁ&uux,h
end processes Like government, modification, and subordlnallon.
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Sueo uﬁsfml typology then wnquiras an accurate understanding of
language and its @lam@ntm@

Pe 192 "When the conatituents of the gimple clause are
modifled, the modificatlions are carried out in accordznoo with a
fundamental principle for both nominal and verbal slements ( Lehwmann,
]Qf§” "A structural principle of language and 1ts implications!

1) re 49,47-66), By this principle, which is given below, the
“sequence, whether VO or OV, must not be interrupted. Any
modifier 1s then placed between the modifiled constituent and tLe
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(where: WOPJ = obhject; N Z nominal modifier: Q = qualifior =
verbal modifier (neg, int, etc)) «

pPo 31l: '"ILingulstic theory will be adequate only when it is
baged on study of all types of languages. Since typology sets outb
to determine and explicate these, 1t 1s fundamental in the projection
of theory as well as in the description of languages. If, as is
generally held, language is constructed In accordance with certain
fundame nu&l rules, these should be determined by typological study.”

Pe 43-~4: ®In surveying languages for such features ?QP
ayrangement and modificatior typological study has yielded
major contributions to general grammatical theory, for it haq made
rlear the segment of grammar which is indeed universal, and has
disclosed quidelines for its patterning. Aamong these guwdalﬁn“ﬂ
is the observation that the basic patierns in the universal segment
of grammar must be unordered. While one may assume that sentences
will contaln verbe and objects, thelr arrengement ls determined notb
by universals bub by typologically specific rules. One kind of
grammay positing unordered underlying rules has been labeled case
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po 50: "The deep structures [of generative grammar aro%% 600
far removed from a universasal, innale patterg, Typological qiudy by
contrast takes into account all languages, and accordingly 1t leads
to a deep strugture wb>nh is indeed uaner‘.lo Whether or notl
that pPOpOd@ﬂ?}abovo@ i adequate ... 1t has the merit of accounting

for all known lanpuiges,"



