
Th·l s year has seen a number of ·important pub 1 i cations in 1 anguage typo-
1 ogy. Greenbcrg 1 s Stanford Project on language universals has published its 
findings (Greenberg, Joseph H. (ed.) ~J1iY~.i::~0J?_~f...l.i1~ID:!_e!_l:QD_9.~i'l9~., four vo·lumes ~ 
Stanford University Press, 1978) and a book of essays on typo 1 ogy in syntax 
has appeared under the editorship of Lehmann at Texas (Lehman, Winfred P. 
(ed.) ~Q:l:A.~:tL<;_.J:ir!52I.Q-9Y~ Un ·j vers i ty of Texas Press, 1978). 

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

data typology theory 

That is~ typofogy cons·ists in generalizatfons deriving from observations of 
primary "lingu·ist'ic data, and lingu·istic theory consists of a model of ·1anguage 
design der-iving from a typology of the wor"!d's ·1anguages. 

In this course~ 1 will review some of this recent work, much of which is 
excellent and insightful, and I will argue for a somewhat different approach 
to typology: · · 

data theory typology 

Here) typology does not ex·ist as an autonomous entity but, rather, is the product 
of linguistic theory. 

In carrying out this pla,11, I will discuss certain issues in some detail, 
startinq with in prob'iems re1atina to coreference and bfodlng. 1ne 
langua~JE~s w!rich vrill ftgure prominently at the begimring are Irish, Hopi, 
Navajo, Papago1 and Walbiri. 

Readin~1s at the beg-inning wi 11 be Chaptc~r l of Lehmann 1 s _?_y_nt~.c;J:tc:..J.YP_QJ..Q"~IX. 
and Mc Cl o s key 1 s recent study of Ir i sh ( T r_<~X! s f().f'~~l..t.i.°-.r:!!~L-~YD .. !:!:'.~.~.0-~Ji95.Ly1 .. Ib .. e.gI!~~i£ 
S~!IJ.~ll!l.~~-' Chapters 1-6 especially). Jeanne's 8s.r~ec~~~ .. QL_f-loJ?.i _ _Qtf:!.~.uJ.l9J.::. ,esp. 
Chapters 3-4) and Platero's Missinq Noun Phrases in Navajo will also figure in 
the read i n gs at an early poi n+:Tn-lfle-·ca·\1·y::5e-:--·-:c(h-es-ewr)rl·s· a re on reserve 
in the Humanities Library (Bldg. 14). 



SOME HTI:CENT VIE:ws CONCERNING 1I'YPOLOGY 

L, Greenberg, Josephlll "r:I'ypology and cross ... 1ingu:tst:te gener~l-
llzatidns" lll ln Greenberg (ed.,) Universals of Human Vo1 1 
Method & ,I'he· .. -~ Stanford Uni vers 
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PPo 40~1: 11
., .. o contemporary typologizlng whlch in relat:i.on to 

individu languages may be called pa~t-language typology has a 
'generalizing' goal., If we typologlze relat:1.ve clauses.I' :for exampleii 
the center of :l.nterest ls the a:nswEn' to the quest:Lon~ What a:ro 
relative c ses like? The assignment of a language to a p 
typol cal claso becomes merely an incidental by-product 
of' interest for its own s · o Ins 9 howeverw as we do 
emp cal:l:y.. t thc~re are eonnoct:tons typol Ns so that the 
results for a pa:rticu1ar language one typology :is relevant fo:r 
its classification in anothBr where two are non-trivially 
d1f:ferent, we have advanced towards the legitimate, though d:l.fn .. cu1t~ 
goal of characteriz languages typologically in a fuore gl 
way. ·~· There seems, at the moment, to be just one example of 
a typology of more than two d sions which are suff iently 
heteregeneous so that it characterizes individual languages in 
regard to an extensive set of interconnected attributes, namely, 
wo:rd o:r•der.. F'or le 9 if I ln·iow that a language is VSO, lt can 
be predict that it will be prepositional, and such a relat 
is clearly between attributes that one would a riori attribute more 
independence to final and medial clusters 

p~ 56: "There is a basic issue regard typol 
is to count; as an. attr1bute of language~( The not:Lon of' 
broad enough to encompass a variety of responsesa In every 
period, the iling mode of conceiving language has quite 

What 

and :1.nevitably exercized an lnfluence on typology., In the pres 
period, the cone ti.on of language a~J a set of rules is preval 
a result of the dom1na:nce of' the generative approacho 11 

p 0 59: n ofar as transformation.s are formulated on the bsrnls 
of certaln rel a t:lonship s B.:mong classes of senten.c es, alterna tivo 
statements including direct reference to thBse data will be possibleu 
Indeed, it will make no real difference whether one states a genera­
lization in terms of a question-word-fronting rule or in terrn.s of 
languages which have lnl tial question-words corresponding to sto.te­
ments wJ..th a different word order., 11 
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Lebmann, \/Hnfred, "'J'he great unde::;rlying ground-plans" 51 

in Lehmann ( ed 0 ) i.~yntacti.c 'I',ypo1ogy, UnivEn•sity of 'I'exas Pross 
TI9?8) , pp" . 3-t>5 (I -~ .. -~----«--·-·~-----·~-------· ... , 

p .. 5: "A taxonomy of 1anguager1 mlght be constructed. on f' 

classification of characteristic parts of spoech, or shape~ Oi 
o\.~rds, or kinds of sounds.. By contrast with thes? e::ct0rna.L c 
\.t~ell''i c,<··i C"' ·1 1• 1·,r:ru:'i.stic t>.n)o1of!Y is based on the analysis of pat 

j .,>. ,\:)lJ~,, ~,) ---·· J.t} dl.' .. ) + 

and iple:s eh e been. :Ld_ :l. ed as GEff1t:~·.>., :i:n .. 
such as the s ture of the sunple H ence l~J consti 
and proces ~'es lll\:ci governrnent 9 mod:!. ca t:1.on 5 st.tbo :ln 



~ .. 2>1\\W 

Succe~1sfu1 t·ypology then :r•f)quires s.n accurate undEn"standing of 
language l';;'l.nd lts elements~ 11 

Po 19: 11 Whc:m the constituents of tho s:i.mple clause are 
rnodlf:t.eC:~,, the modiflcati.ons are carried out i.n accordancE1 with lil 
fu~~;lamental prlncdple for both nom1rw1 and verbal elements ( I,ehmann

3 
19'10: 11 A structural principle of language o.nd its implicat:'ton~111 

49 .. 47 •m6G) o By th.is pr1nc 1ple, which :t.s g:t ven below~ th3 
een f'lequence~. whother VO or OV i• must not be intE)rrupte<':L, Any 
modifier is then placed between the modified constituent and the 
sentence boundary.. ( . ob,j mod 
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p., Z>l: 11 

ed on study of 
to det 
of theory as we 

ly he1d~ 
funclam<0n t al ru.le s 11 

stic theory wl11 be adequa.to only it :ts 
e.11 types of languagos" e typology f:lots ou:\;; 

i.c1:1.te these 9 it ia .fundamcm.tal 1.n the p1:>ojee on 
the description of languagese If, as is 
is constructed in ace with certain 

these should be determined by typolo al study 0 n 

features 

l:m.s made 

d:l.sclo~5 s or its patte Among se gui 
is the observ11tion th.at the basic patterns :Ln the univers 
of gra:mma:r nn1st unorde ., While one ma.y assume that s 
will contain v and objects, their is determined not 
by un:l:ver·sals but. by typolog:tc 1y spec:i.f'ic rules., One 1dri.d of 
gpamrnar por:d.t:Lng unorderE3d erly:lng rules has been labeled case 
gr·ammar .. "fl' 0 
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11 The deep structures geners. ti ve grammar• ii..re 
f:rom a un:iVEH'fW.1, e patt 1 1.'ypolog:tea.1 s 

Et dee1) st~ 
t proposed 

l known 

o account all es, and accordingly it 
ch is indeed universala Whether or not 

is adequate ••• it has the merit of account 
es,!1 


