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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION
1. THEGRETICAL FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY

The research presented in- this study; according to its
theoreticallassumptions and methods, belongs the discipiine
called struvctur aAl typology. "Structursl®
. has been épplied, to +distinguish this "apprbaéh from
‘typdlbgical investigations that preceded or'followed, ﬁut
‘ignored the development 'orA the notion ‘of structure in
linguistics. . ' |
' Any science, discipline,' scﬁool, or treﬁd. is
characterizable by its s.u ﬁ_j ect matte r;_ by its
aims, and by the me t hods that it uses to neacﬁ
those aims. | h _

The subject mastter of typdlogy in the
broadesi'senée (i.e, ihciuding its earlier and more.recent
forms) is. -the to f ality of h u:m/a n
languages. its" aim being to reveal
their identities and differences;
briefly, the comparison of .h u.m an
- 1lan g'u ag e.s. _

This slightly over-ambitious definition is necessary because
‘both the 19th century typological schools have formulated

their hypbtheses for the whole mass of data.- that it
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1nv61ves} even though they have never been'in a poéition to_
investipate 811 saccessible and non-éccessible human
langusges. (The unﬁsual degree of practical difficulty, of
' course, may have an  important ro;e in hoﬁ: actusl
generalizations are obtgine& and eveluated.) Structural
typology imposes 8 further fgstriction on this general
’ dafinition of the subjebta~‘ it i n'y estigates
the systeh4(o},i;¢h§r s&bsysiéma)

of human leanguag e s a8 structures,

Such a restriction is obviously not specific to structural °

fypoldgy; no -other sch.al has investigateq linguistic dgfa -
fn‘ttheir uhanalyzad--hetefééénelfy:n certain ﬁ o 1‘0 ts
for comn parison have always been.
‘singled out. The choice of these points has of
course, never been solely 4determinédt'by ";he nature df
. language”, xtoﬁ the nafure-lo( language- would s8llow for

>infinitély many differehi points for comparisdn; if is
always somé hisforicglly'>vafi§ble "bhilosophy of language" )
thﬁt .undeplies' the attachment -ot.'primaJ importance thl
certain propertiés, “and fhus determines the points for
comparison. - In the same Velq, the structdral approach in
typology derives from a speciffc sgt of general assumptions,
namely, that it is- a ‘singularly -impqrtant property of
languages that they form' m&re or less closely interrelated

structures.



Once a specific “philosophy of‘language"‘ is accepted,
the subjecf matter that it defines will also detérmine the
immediata aims of typoiogical investigatiqns. When the
presence, abSeqce, or degree of ‘representation of 30me
ptopert;es is investigated, it.,is vnafural .to aim at
clessifying 1a npuages. on that basis. To
bgive one obviodsf'éxambleQ when languageé,are compafed with
'tesbect to the 'empipicélly observable 'prppefty that roots
bphahge their form and aésopiate with relational elements
within words_:td"different' degreég 'ahd " thus function
"'durevrenuy::f’m +"reflecting ,_reau;vy"',‘ then the aim of
typolagical }mve’;ti'gatio’n W1l ba to _descr_ibg these .
vprocessés éndfto classify léngﬁages aécordihgiy. _ '

The :f n'b3t'i{o'n" ©of structure does N
not mak e .é la s-ﬁii"fiivc e tl § n incon-
ceivable. Itis possible to single out a structural
property 61' liﬁguistié _subsystems that has alternative
versions in  human languages, and to observe which’of :
the 'alterhatives5“§re displayed in thph-,languages.
If wg'find;.'fdrf instahée; fhat subjects “and dbjéqts”in
transitive b'and - intransitive sentences follow ‘two.
chafacfgkisfic alternative patterns with respect to fhe
“1denfity of mbrphplogicél markihg, we may sét “up the .
ﬁomihative and ergative classes, and aSsign'éacﬁ language'to

dne of these. Empirical research may lead us to recognize a



varlgty of ways in which some semantic content, say, that of
restrictive relstive clsuses, is structuted; we then may"
classify languages according to the type of sfructuring that
they choose. There 1is, however, an important ﬁdint td be
made about these cases: although the notions *nominative”
Versus "érgativa“ and "restrictive relative” derive'from
structural 11 ﬁ puistic 9;, the comparison
. performed ‘on their basis does, not necessarily result in a
comparison of languages as structures. .
Classificatory ‘typology does not necessarily lead to
conceiving of ,ﬁuman‘ lapguagep as structures ‘“even if it
relies on notions that emerged in'structuralist'schodls: it
is highly probable that 'the linguistic notioné_used in
A various classifications wiil. never cpnstitute.oné slnglg
system thaf could function as a metéitheory of linguistic
structure. It- is quite likeiy, for instance, that the-
‘conceptual éystems will differ in what verbé they consider
as transitive, ‘what kinds of morphdiogical'marklng they
count as restrictive clasuses, and so on.

FCdnceptual incompatibility, h0wévs?, is only one reason
why classificatory typology does not lead to a comparison of
lanéuagés as structures. The pfher reason may appear to be a
technical matter of description, but in actual fact {t is
not, Because classificational proceﬁures ' cbntaln

hierarchically arrangeable notional networks that are .based
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on emprirical ;research- into linguISflb .cetegoriea,
. grammatical »prbcgdures etc., and theyaaSSIQn the different -
langueges tof the ends of the networks crested in this way,

-there is no posaibility'dt

mdrphologlcai marking'of subject‘aqd object

"Languages: - X K N
' Y L 0
- M P
-prénominal : postnominal substitutionsl
Languages:
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relating the clessifications to each other ﬁit is not at all
clear whether there 1is some nonFeuperfieiel connection in
languages tetween the morphological markiﬁg of subject and .
t object and the relative clause type). _

_ The point inl the structural vtewviis exactly thatAit
helps to discover which categories, rules snd subsystems are
" related to certein'other cetegories, rqiee'ehd_subsysteme,
.to see which structuree présdpeose each ‘other, &and to .

observe, ultimately, the correlative system of hutually.

'determined entities and universal or 1ndependent properties:vff

at system which we also tind intuitvely while comparing

'ianguagee.v The babove classificationel procedure can never
yield g this'A correlative : system: the technique .of
"clessirlcational procedure provides no way of arranging the _

;-properties of language according to mutual 1nterdependency'
relatieﬁs.r . - , )

. 3Notionai. 1neempatibtlity affects structural tyeology
in yet‘ another wayz if we are to‘compere 13n§udge systems
as structures,v then resgercﬁ must be continued' along
two different lines. Wegilwtll have to  work out
Y universal 1'>i " framew ork o f

1inguist i ¢ n 0 t:t ons that- could guarantee
that the different investigations will lead to results that

‘can be summerized within one overall system. On the other

hand, we will obviously have to 8 c t sall y
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compare the langu avg es on the basis of
this relisble notional framework, Bofh reqﬁirements ra;se a’
lot of problems which will be”dlécussed in somé detail latet‘
on, ' ‘ _

Let us now rétprnﬁ'to the a im of typologiﬁal
investigations. Until the early sixties the view that
f ypology -q lla”s sii fies languages
- was held. to be a cémmonplace. from the beg{nhing of the
'sixties, however, the cofreiat;ons'of structura} properties
also began to be tdentified in'typolbglcal_étudies: research
was now carried out into the: . properties that
g Q together in -lasngusges, and
tnto the ..p ro b‘afb”; lity o f these
s fmultaneous oc é urrences. Correlations’
of properties cannot be deséribed in cigssificétpry schemes{
for that purpose there are more appropriate forms which, on
the basis of their_ex{apnal forms and }heii content, could.

be termed scientific rules govéfning hhman'
'languageé; In: typology, - these scientific rules 'are the
114 ngui sti c universals. (Froma logical
point of view, the tefm.refersvto the fact that'statements
of this. type contain a'univer?al quantifier: it.ig true for
every X thet if X is s " language, then ... .) From the
'sixties, classification waé-replaced by the éearch for such

universal rules. In many fields this change in aim greatly
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decreased the notional A-incompatibility imﬁlicit - in
c;assification procedures, because the 'probabillty. of”
, nhotional incompatlbility is smaller when thé existence or
lack of more properties 1s‘sibu1taneously explored rather
_ than independently considered. In addition, lt.was a vefy
slgniticant' achievement that it bacamé~ possible to work
hcross the boundaries 6f a}rpctural‘ pgqparties in a way
-natural for fypologicél.statements: it now became possible
to draw conclusions from the existence of one structural
' 'ppoperty 8s to the existence of others. This kind of
‘:procedqre is of great Lignificanqu what the geherélizatlons
.offered b} clgsﬁificaf!on canvabtuéllyvshou 15 the gxiétence
of a property for a ﬁertsin'sat of facts, in such 8 Qay that
“they ’herely ~establish whether a new, fact hitherto not
lnvestlgafed belongs to  these ﬁi;-esteblished sets.
Generslizations thet also state correlations offer an extra
:possibility:w knowledge‘ of one bassic. feature makes  the
existence of ;nofhar V feature. or other ' properties
pfadictable. If we know, for example, that the first
position 6! ﬁon-emphatic sentences is>f1113d by a verbal
' predicate whiech 1is followed by the subject and the object,
then we can predict fhat the  order of the
possessive construction . will be
pos sessee + possessaor; also, that- the

attribute will follow the qualified word; that the modifyind
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. elements éxpressing negation, modality, or 1nterrogatipn
will. précede the verb in the verb phrase; morphemes
'egpréssing nominal cases will follow a similar order (i.e.
they will .be prepositional), that the relative clause will
follow the head in the main clause,. etc. The éxplanatﬁry
power - of typology ‘thet eims at establishing correlations
iali thus v_vincomparably .: Qreater thﬁp(' that qt"bure
.clbsélricatorfl  Wh11é élassificatory typology only arranges
thev' different léngdqges under . different beadingé for
propertiés,‘-dorrelational' typology'érfangés these features
- according to aoﬁe hlerarchgéél .brder,. and prgdicts‘thé
.ekisténce 7ofv certéinf chqracteristics tof - the rélevaﬁt.
.languageg. Strictly spéaﬁlng, classificational typology
yields exactly . ‘as . much .as has been the input, while with
cortelgtional v , typology. just because of the 
”'Specialjarrangement of; thé mater;al, .output exéeeds 1hput,
Besides increasing’ the _é&é}énétbry_power of typology,
the swifcﬁ from classificatfdﬁ’3to the search for rules
.brqught about an essential change 1n the oversll lingulstic
V.epproach 'Ihe' universals by ' their very nature offer the
- bossibility .of establishing the ge nera 1 and
logic avlll.yv neces éla_r y relations of
la n'g‘u_a D e, dépendiﬁg‘on_tﬁe particular area. If it is
ifue thaﬁ the grammar of all ’lanQUSQes forms looser or

tighter stiructures (and we have no reason to doubt this);
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then what the relations 1 dentified

by the universals of prammatical

construction will express are
Just the necessar y 8and gener-al
relations of the particul or
grammetical structures at di-
verse level S{‘ Th}s_ means tnat a typological

.research which aims at fhevdiscoVery:of.unlvefsals is by its
very nature structural, since it accounts fof_the .mbo s t
general intern al ¢ onnections of
the - grammaticai 'sysiem.' It. approaches . the systems -of
‘ linguistic elenents and rnles in sdch a way that it noi-onlyA'
reveals this network of relations but it also accounts for
‘thei'unfyersality “of the tested phenomena, it revesls the
' conditions. for the appearance of these phenomena, and glvee
an insight into the probability with which they are intet-
related to others. ' TheA description of the 1nd1vidual
languages and the' regularlties- revealed by ‘unjversals
" research -ara related in roughly the following' way:
particular érémmars.(at leaét most of +-~ known variants) do
not distinguish between regulafities acpnrding to the deéree'
of their generality or necessity, while universal grammar’
does not contain partiéular or accidental relations. It
should be 'mentiqned ‘in .gll fairness that some recent

theories (e.g. generative grammar) have actually identified
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as their aim the distinction between accidental relations
and categories and relations considered ioabe more generéi
and essential (and they have to a certsain degreé aétedAﬁpon
"~ this realization); so> far, ‘hqwever,_ the 'genef31 -aﬁd
- necessary tégularities that fﬁey'hévé ébstula#ed can rarely,
it st all, be brought 1nt6’ _gorresponQBnce' with the
- regularities discovered by17thé - study. " of universais;
It is relatively easy to Ehow'soﬁethfng‘qf the subject
matter and the aim - of ‘typoiogiéé} research (see 3. H.
Greenberg 1973 end Dezsb = 1972, 1978 for 'a detailed
treatment). It'is a more oifficult task to outline its
method in a simllég1y~ sketchy manner. The reason
is not only'the fact that much‘less has been'writtén on the
method of typology than 06  ptocgpﬁres of historical-
' -coﬁpafat;ve ‘linguistics ‘(meln1y  within bhonblogy) or the
frequehfly exbouhded hods of diéttibution fechniques. The
major“pfoblem js that -in linguisticsvgénerally.no exact
‘cfiiefia' exist as to wﬁpt ié to be considered a quesfioﬁ of
methoddlqu .and what is rather the realm of theory or
_vappfoach. These issﬁes, I have found, are also blurred in
. Gfeenbegg's study, - ; The Typological
Method (1973). L.;Dezéo subgesté' that in“typoiog§,
research. does not foilow one well-defined . method. but
'occasionally. it exhibits a great deal of Vafiety in its

procedures;"it would be " desirable to work out a set of
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methodolopgical procedures for typology.
In the following, I will attempt to odtiine some issues‘
‘ of methodological procedures for an important type of
E typological reseércﬁ: a type of compargtive‘work thai'is
based on:_extensive ‘empirical research but seems to bé of
. some explahatdry value as MBI]; In discussing:the problem, I
-:Nill- partly 'rely'on works by. J. H. Greenberg and L. Dezs6,
?and partly on my “own observatiohs. - .

' It 18 advisable to divide the prucess of empirical
typological ‘research. into two intricately cpﬁhectéﬁ, but
theoretically cleérly Sebafable periods: (1) the'émpirica1 

£'Nda*ta prncessing period; (2) the explanatory period (This
~_distinction does net refer to that between induction and
<‘deduction ) The division ot course, is of a theoretical na-
. ture, since no scientist who ailms at some theoretical result.
luwill ever ‘address an issue without having same idea or hy-
_pothesls about _the nature and possible explanation of his
data. evan though the anticipated explanation can radxcally
fchanﬁe <dqr1ng_,thg actual process of work before the result
reaches its finel form. - ’
The .aim of the empirical processiﬁg. of data is to
reveal invarianc e, and this involves several
.procedures. First,. the'.qﬁantity and quality of data to bé

looked 'at have. to be chosen. It is not obvious in the case

of typology . what the nature of these data should be. This
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will be. discussed 1in some deteil later; gu!ficé it to say
here that ~Uspensky aiready’ distinbuished' two kinds of’
typologicel -investigstion, oﬁe focusing on text ("psrole"),
thé  other on 1ahgu§ge systems ("iangua"). Whichever is pur-

sued at a given pé:todlis detérmined by the nature of the

_givén prbblémx classical morpholobibal typbldgy end its qu-.

ant;tative var!ant_ obviousix require 'tpe étudy of texts,
whi;e'modern structural'tyﬁology studies language structures
and their subsystemé; (In the'lafter'casé.the:résearCher ge-
heraliy ehploya grammars of quesifpnhalrbs sg.corpuses.)

Discussing thist phese of ‘typologicel tesearch,‘sreenberg

(1973, 160) distinguishes i ntuitive, empir-.

fcal, and enalytical procedures, on
the  basis of intersecting v'aspec}s. He Eonsider;’
typolopizetion as i npntui ti v-e" when it is based on
knowlﬁg a language rather‘fhaﬁ‘on §ystem§t1c anqusia;'rese-
arch relying - on  systematic investigation is
empiricae i ; ‘when the  pfocedure starts by listing'
all the possible vériétions of s given structure that are
logically conceivéble and theh goes on to bring the date in-
to correspohdence with ‘thie cheme, the approach 1is

analytic. Such procedures <can in fact be

distinguished, thoﬁgh in all likelihood th frameworks more

gatisfactory than CGreenberg's.
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|

Questions ‘concerning metﬁodology are_also inherent in
the raising of & testable typoiogicel-lbroblem and the”
establishment of inverience: the problem has fo be
formulated 4in 8 "languape" that uses scientific notions,
notation, and términolpgy. It was also Uspensky .Qho
stressed that this scientific apparatus must be suiteble for
the investigation of slﬁllagﬁor identical phenomena in the
.numerous languages to be exaﬁined. The existence of these
notions and terms means that slready this emp1r1c61 phase
‘relias on some ﬁinimum theory “within ‘ whose notional
fremework the givén ~oblem and‘the'invariancé found ef ter .
the, processing of fhe' emplticai deta, can be idenfified.
Qecause of the  emerging"difficult;es right'at thié stage,
'the' empirical processing of data has to be 1hterrﬁpted b;
theoretical reflections. Really instruéiave examples of this
phase can be found in recent Soviet and American'st;uctural
typological fesearch; the'notion of subject as it appears in

today's linguistXC procedures :-and theories, for example,

does not suit typolbgicel research, since its inaccuracy
makes it lmpoésiblé to 1dent1ty the subject of the sentence
' in some languages which differ. greatly from the well-known
Indo-Eurbpean ones. Thus, usiné several procedures, a notion

of subject was creéted which is typologically satisfactory.
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;Several other linguistic categories have sihilérly been
éiVen " typology-based interprétations (ct. the‘ relative
clause in Keenan-Comfig’ 1977,'Downing.1978; thé auxiliary .
verb in Steele 1978, etc.).

Because of the vvanying' adequacy .bf frameworks aﬁd
systems, statements in grahmatical descnipfions used as

corpuses must be handled carefully during,the processing of

-data. We can hardly use, for instance, the claésificatibn of

Hungarian yerbs into active, causative, .rqflexive “and
passive in ahy typologicai researcﬁ,.becauée this diQ;sion
is not based on satisfactofy“definiiionS‘and-it attributes
an .alien Indo-European pattern io a-languége whose verbal.

system is.built ypon radicaily non—IndoQEuropeah principles

(cf. Kéroly 1967, Abaffy 1978). :‘BecauséA,of these

difficuities‘ it is often more useful to use guestionnaires
with carefully selected data,, and work with native
informants, Drawing up.a_questioqnaire, however, is a very

tho;ny task, which.presuppOSBS'a_well-definable hypothesis

“about . the nature of the iAvariance to be found, about the

pbssible explanations ‘as well as about the most general
features of the relevant language.

In:. typological studies . 1nvériénces ~ have been

represented in two wayé: by_ classification schémes_and

universal ‘laws. Universals are far more satisfactory from

the theoretical ‘point of view, and these can- enable us to
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see a8 s truc tures the invarlent‘,cheracter!stfca
of the languages compared. ,

The empirical processing of data §s {followed by
explanation, & more important and more
challenging phase of research. L;ke' classificationsl
typology, modern structurai -typology haé also never
contented itself with meré fact-finding, and has not stopped
short of asking the whys sfter the 'dlscbvery
of universals. ‘

The types of explanation offered are very leérse indeed
from a theoreticel aspect. ~Subsump t{i ve
statements in classification procedures are the
most_.unamblttous: thesé mean that a given invariance is
subsumed -under a more general thesis. (Exémples lncludé, for
-1nsten§e. the statement that in prlncipél wdrd ordet.typaer
the subject prebedes fhg object because it.generally'belongé

to the thematic part of the sentence, and this in. turn

universally preqedeé the non-thematic part.) Frequently,
caussal e x.p{i anation af. can also be._érrﬁﬁed:
at: these identify . the events ahd<f§cf0is that'céusé,fhe:
“invariance that is td ‘be’ explained.  fhéfe lq a very
ipportant causal element in the eipianatloﬂ qf the origin ot
nasal__voWeis result ftom fhé 1dterection ot'én oral oneli
and @ nasal  consonant. Teleolo g.i cal

8 x,p'l anas f ions in ‘recent -typology are also very
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interesting: these ‘ posit speeially humen teleolngical
motives of speech ss the causes of invariance. (This type of
explanation works especially well for certain processes “in
historical linguistics; such elements slso appear in eeverele
eiplanatious in sotiulinguistics ahd psycholinguistics, cf}
Bever-Langendoen .1972, Kuno i974,' Vannemannrb 1974.)
Genetic ex p'i anatit o'ﬁ s, the Cresults ‘of
A}eomparatlva ' philelegy; ate"not a neul‘invention; they
played a8 role in aihost ‘every version of . morphological
: clessificatiune in the 19th century (ct. Havas'1977) With
-.'the spread of 20th century structural schools, hlstory moved_ir
‘ ftu2the background as "an explanatory prlnciple, fo,ariee only R

seme»yearé efier struetural typology had becume_e paradigm;:

Its ‘modern 7ver516ne; howaver, 'are “not the séme as those

uhdetactable in 19th century lingulstic phllosophy which dealt
;with the genesls of human language; insteead, they appear in

_ theoretxcal . treatments .'of Jangusge changeA or, mors
" precisely, the process of type. change:-As eobn,‘howeuer. ae
“the’ genetie explanation fe1l into disuse,‘ SevetaiAue:siuns B
ot‘ structural ex Planati o n s spauneu
~ which related the nature of the phenomena under discu551on_
to the fact that they resulted from the intefnal
consfructioh and functioning of ;e.;particulér structure.
ﬁhaf can be the .reason behind 'thenfaefAthatﬂthe

ramifications of 20fh-eentury typology use such varied and
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essentially immature procedures and research méthods? What
4e1p1a1ns the decline after the reélly exacting
investipatitons which opened up a whole new “"Linguistic
‘cosmogany"? Why did 20th-century typology content itself
with the typologlzation of lenguage subsystems, frequently
piving up the .efforts ot finding a ’ comprehensive
philosophical interpretation of the results, and being
‘satisfied with the causal and structurel explanafions of
"minute detsil? F., Havas (Hevas 1977, 5-51) also sees as @
decline the increase of detail at the expense of the demand
for comprehensive, rhilosophical (the -“qnlversolqgical“
trend) ih languéga typolﬁgy. I am 1nc;1ned to interpret thjs
process in an entirely different way, and consider that the
appearance of structuralist typology anq'the research into
universals was & necessary, and favourable, though just a
temporary pﬁabe in the 'histﬁry of languaga ,cdmbarison.

The countless number of linguistic notions that were

proddcédgghy_jhe_eyelkmgpggdetalled elaborations of strucure

concepts_ in dlfferent 20th-century‘ linguistic scﬁools as
well as by the emergence of the notion "lgnguage struburef,
enormously extended our knowledge about the internal
construction of langusges both qualitatively and
quantitatively. This is true even if fo single version of
structuraiism'can be looked upon as a "comprehensive theory .

of languasge or as 8 lihguistic_ description that could be



- 24 -

'satisfactory in every respect, But even_ those schools'bf
, linguistics thsat cén be considered to surpaés strﬁctﬁralism
proper cannot be said to have overcome the difficulties
erising from the complexity of language. Nevertheless, all
of them have, to varying levéls and degrees, contributed to
vé more detailed picfurq of the phenomené'which require.
investigation in every field of 1linguistics, including
‘typological comparison. Havas seems to be right when he -
suggests that the linguisis of the ;9th bentury focused
vtheit attention on the morphology of word forﬁs‘nbt because
they knew nothing else about language but - because this was.
‘what fhey-thought was the basic aspect that
determined the entire n 6 ture of

‘languag es. . .

" And it s also true that 20th-century linguisté have:
‘also given ﬁp this embitiuus'objective; but I hastéﬁ to
sdd: in this for m. The reason, hbwever, is not
fhat.'théy despaired of a comprehensive Qnd'explanatory
description of human language  but ' that t hey
realize d that ‘the . task was
incompar abl y more c d mplicated
than Qas supposed to be; they did not think that one'single.
essential aspect could be picked out to characterize thé.
various languages. Besides,: it is becoming more and more

obvious (at least to most experts of typolopgy) that no



- 25 -

single modern theory of categories, notions, relations,
procedures etc. that ére néﬁessary for the descr;pt{on of
languege, one that could serve as anvappropriata frahework
for ' all the problems " in  the typological
comparison of lahghages. (These theories, ot.course. may be
entirely or partly suffibient for other purposes, or for the
solution _Ot minor typolbgica; Vproﬁlems.) This was‘why,_
,wifhin, this subédiacipline, ﬁi process 'bégan' at a lower
(empirical) leQel, aimlng' to work aspects;'procedures and
generalizations that 4coul&"be expebted to be;raised to a
theoreticel level ei ier becguse they yquld-bé compétiple .

with some thedry of languags dgs¢ript1oh or chause'auting 
the elsborstion of detalls “of languége bompafison, they
could be changed in order to acquire a theoreticel nature,
thereby becoming adequate_ theorlés. L. Dezsﬁ elso sheres -
this opinion: - he sugéests fhat» "typlogy is eésentiaily
characterized by partial theorlés or biempiriéal

genefalizationé that do not reach even the level of these

partisl theories. At’ the same time, howévef, we feel that
fypology is far moré'than this: there is somethlng in the .
making, on the one hand, from the mass of more or less
elaborated and later connected universal implications  and
_complex tybes and, on 'fhe- other 'hand, t;om existing'>
‘theoretical statement§ cohcernihg' llnguistics; statements

.which are not yet summarized but are becoming to form an
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ever more coherent pattern. This something is more than a
mere set because it cen bévmade‘uniform_ai a higher level
‘and* thus may 'come fo géive :as .8 theoretical basis of
typology. It,:ié more _théd',an unorqéfed mass of partial
theories and stateﬁehts, but  1955 than a coherent,

formalized ~ grammaticsl  theory." (Dezso 1978,  35)

If this is so, then the phenomenon in the history of -

'f;nguistics that F. Haves calls “universological turn” does
not aim ot founding typdlbgybinbﬁhe:séngé that its objectiQé_' 
'g;xs' to list tha teatures cﬁmmon'to ﬁil’languageSoin order to
facilitate typology (ct Havas 1977, 69 50) ‘Rather, it is a
return -to empirical investigation now drawinpg on a richer'.
hotiohal system. Right in its initial’ torms, however, ‘with
the réalized objectiva (cf. Greenberg 1963) of idantitying-,
the'.pOSSiﬁle structutas and types of language throughv

»theoretlcal notions, aiming at highet theoretical levels and

more explanatory power. The universa 1 s - in a
" form to be described ' later - are empirica 1
g é'n eralizations of lan g ua g e

conm p a r i's on fof the 'purﬁoses of typology: théy
a;low for abstractions and part1a1 explanations that can
open up new vistas in the study of language. The universal
'bene;alizations, have been elabonated so,supcessfully that

they: canv-describe not only. several - phenomena that are

" 'similar in all languages of the world, but they can slso
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chart other phenomena which exist only 4n pérticdlar
language groups (types). These universal implications seem
to be the ones that are more significant both from the
theoreticeal aqd‘practical aspect.

The idea of universal grammar had, of course, emdrged
- before in the Hlstory 9! ‘linguistics. The “Grammaire
Générale et Raisonnée™, published in 1660, alreédy aimed to
explain the common features of languages, though it lecked
the typologicel and bhistorical aspect; it speculatively
" deduced the grammatical phenomena of languages to the
categories and procedures of human reason, which were
considered uniyetsal. Although modern typology doés not
reject the possibility of some coﬁnection between language
A.and~thought that cduld be f;xed'in'a_philosophical framework
(ct. Ksznelson 1974), it usually considers its task the
search four the general and the peculiasr in language, by
trying to diécover thé uni&ersél and typology-related rules

' for the internsl organizatibn of language_structﬁre_by means

‘of lpnguagé cnmparispn. AThis programme - as 7Zs. Telegdi has
pointed out - has a lot in common «ith W. von Humboldt's

views (Telepdi 1970).
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2. . PRELIMINARIES

2.1. THE DEVELOPMENT OF STRUCTURAL TYPOLOGY.

Structural typology became possible in the early 20th
century, when some scﬁools_ of linguistics“that were
developing under the influence of de Saussure's views worked
out a number of fundaméntal nofions to describe languagé
"~ structure. The schools of structuralism, héwever, used
different theoretical assumptions, which yielded different
concepts of structure in typological resbect fbo. lhebérsghé'

school, glossematics, and the Paris functionalism considered
that the organizing principles of language structure were
universal. The descriptivists, on the other hand, only
Iposifed - the exisience of some kind of rtructufﬁ,'and they
regarded fhe-linguist's procedures as universally Valid, In
consequence,- when research into the universal.featuras of
language became the real scientific problenm, thé.notions
that they had elaborated proved applicable to different
degrees and only with certain qualifications, Furthermore,
the schoois and subjects of research also differed in the
~degree to which they succeeded in working out s notional
framework for particular linguistic sqbsyétems, a scheme

that would be universally valid. From this point of view it
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is the phonology of the Prague school that can be considered
as the mo;t fruitful snd dursble framework, which may have
.been due to the relatively eassily determinable and.
_delimitable ares of phohologyﬂ as well as to the sdvanced
state of phonetic research. This was the field that first
prﬁducad results qhé}e thé'typological connaciionsidrewn up
‘ fheoretlcally " could be extended to other, wmainly
: psycholinguistic spheres (Trubeizkoy 19}9,'Jakobaon'1941).
In tields nore compieannd less elaborated than phoﬁology,.
: 1t»wga hofe difficult to.uérk'out_ notional sysiems that
'Eould be appliéd in typology tq;. The ‘ailegedly universal
;éSSfract.albebfa oi.gloésematiﬁs'which h;s meant to deééribe
the . expression and contentl plane of language was not
-spécific ehdugh and itvfallad,.except for some minor fields,
to adequately 'céptura many linédistic details. This is
b;obably” why 1t vfali into " disfavour as the "languége“'ot
typological fesearch. .Thé fate of the fitst item on the

- agendd_otfibe_51xxh——lnte£nai40nal—Aéongressgéf—frngﬁfsts'iu_
" Paris cleerly shows that the framework used in the 1940s for
ihe anaiysis of grammaticel. sy;tems-'wés still rather
inadequate (Actes 1949). In their lectures the participants A
were to have answered the following questions: "Ara_thete
categories that aré common td all languages?" "To.what
degfea 1§” it .possible to carry Vout 8 structural

~c1assification ~of 1languages on the basis -of these
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CQtegorles?" "What imprpvement should resQlt t;om diachrony
~that couid be put to use invthé syncﬁrbnic.lnvaétigation 6!
language?" : _A. » ' ‘
iﬁb answers éhdwed_"ad~fasf0hishingly 'meabre result.
- Hjelmslev, uho'lengthily.disbussed the levelfof'mdtbhdlogy,
. approaéhaﬁ the 'nbt;on of ?un;varsel" catégory“ ,in_'such‘
general _terms tﬁat hel cou1d3 ‘not. offer 'en adequéié-
:definttion.. Many  recelved: . the. quéstibns> Qith*vtotal
-'incqmpiehgnbion'»andv den;ed the’ ﬁossibiiity of both the
‘funlvérsal categories  and of the relation b&tééenvsynchtony
and 'dlachroﬁy.' The most important contribution vas 8 shoft
joint statement by the members of the’ Praghe séhool; thch .
‘deni e d the o t é levance  'o”t,'
c lassificat i‘q n- (beéedsa languagéé ‘were too
:cdmblicatéd to be clééstfied),:and which sugg a;s tfe;d
“the posesi bility of a typologi c;,'_'a'-i.-'
: chares c,f eriza t;1 on otl lénguagés; iThis time,: .
- hOWevéi,’the inpomprehensioh was Hjelmslévfs. "i _ ‘
rAli this might "appear’ strange beéausa by that‘t§$e there
existed  successful typological 1nvestlgati6n§‘-51nt6 
linguistic subsystems. Sépir’é ﬁomplete Qprk waé_évailabie,
~and. 4in Europe the problem of case systems had been
H successfﬁlly tackled _(Hjeimslev>i935,.l§37; Jakobsonvl936§
Kurilowicz 1949), end fhere was also'typolégical research .

being carried out in Pragde. In syntax, however,.thérefwere
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no theoreticel notions which would enable the succesful
description of thq_ many = different '.}anguages; The
" extraordinarily important ideaé of functional s&entence
perspective, of the Prague school for example, uera_too-
intuitive in their original form, and they would hardly have
been applicable for a sysfematic and quedtiva description
.0f greatly differing languéges. from~aﬁ6ng the structuralist
.schools it was descriptive linguistics uhibh, becausé‘pf its
principles and brqcedurqs, produced the_-leaSt number of
notions eppropriate for comparing langueges, so, in AmeriFan
‘linguistics typology was 'kept going by 'antropoiogical
linguistics based on Boes' tfaditlons.>This was thé'basis
from thch the greatest typological achievement of the 20th
”century,_ the work of E. Sapir, developed; From 1955 to 1960
thé rules cbncerning language universaia and fypes were
' hiégly inyéstigated but only at certain levels of language.
Moreover, -investigations dealing with the old‘prohlems‘of

19th-century .typology ~and the new research were developing

‘side by side, eépecially those new trends that had an
affinity with the rising structuralist school. In iﬁe‘work
" of Sapir the§ ﬁpexisted' in such a way that one‘s;ngle
linguist uni ted l9th?dentury ;probléms and issues afising'
from {he new schools.. _ '
Thet linguistic typology  had not yef been established

8s a scientific paradigm obviously does not reduce. the
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significance of the research carried out in this period,‘Nof
doés it mean thaf the work of typologists aqfive between thg
20s - and the sbs_did not influence linguistic fhought: Sapir
had a8 great impact on research into Ameripan ‘Indian
languages and onvGreenberg's work in quantitafive typology;
- Soviet .linguists wére ‘mainly influenced 6j‘thé views of
Skalicksa. If was only at the end of the 50s, houevef. that,
‘in the wake of the works of these'authors (and scholars like
. Vendryes, -  Trubetzkoy, ~ Benveniste, Mathesius and
. Kurilowicz) é'gioup of questions could Se raised, which have
‘béen Sf fhe cdre.of systematic reéearhh ever since. T h-e
period when structural typo l'b gy ., -
had " become & paradigm ‘can be
placed at .the end of the 50s,
early 6 0 8 . v ' | | _ “ ‘
‘3. M. Greenberg published his “The Nature and Uses of
. Linguistic Typologies"” in 1957, while R. Jakobsop delivered
',hié sighificant lecture in 1959, at the linguistic congress
in  Oslo (Typological Studies and
Their Contribution to Historical
Comparative | Linguis tli cs ); V. V.
Ivanov"publﬁshed his study on the same ‘subject in 1958 in
"Voprosy Jazykoznénija"_-' (Tipologije 1
Sra Q'n'i telno - itstoriceskoje

jazykoznanije, Typology snd Historical
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Comparative Lfnguistics). The next YenA years saw the
publication of two other yolnmes, which cnniained more than
8 programme: they offered a summary of the new scientific
paradigm. We are referring to . Boris Uspensky's

Principy strukturnoj) tipol O'b i1
(Principles or'sfructural Typology) publishe& in Russian in

1962, and -~ J. H, Gréenberg's volume of studies,
‘Universsl a: ‘of Language, published in
1963. Because, however, the kind of typoiogy-that was based
on ° structural _ principles both nualitatively and
'quantitatlvely had considerable traditions in.the Soviet
Union’ (especially in the work of Polivanov and Mescanlnov)
the emergence of the paradigm could easily be dated actually
garlier - than the 60s. Due to fhe-practlcal requirements of
language planning, there was a 1linguistic problen to be
>aolved ‘in thé Sovlét Union .that could be considered as

typological eand uhose natural development was held up to a

uxeat——degree——by——the~—spread——of-M&rr1sm——%n41xnguisticsw

" Afterweards, interest in typological issues was revived only'.
V in the late 50s, early 608. This peculisc Soviet background
however, made it possible for typology to create one of the -

most fruitful schools ‘in this country.
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2.2. THE PRINCIPLES OF STRUCTURAL TYPOLOGY
'AS SEEN BY B. USPENSKY "

'Uepensky's work is one of the most significant early
-achiyemente of structural typology. The first of the two
cbapters of his book mentioned: above is‘ still a vaiid
"theoreticel 'summary> of the subject - aims and methods of
structurel 'tyoology, while the second part is° only of
historical ' interest today. It is a structural ré-wording ecf -
classicel morphology based typology., Here I-~outline the
:major statements ‘of - the first part only, since the recent.
development of ’typology ' suggests "~ that morphological
typology, both in.'its 'classical and structuralist form,
offers only secondary insights into lenguage structure This
‘is  also borne out by the_‘fect ‘that. shortly after the
publication ot :thie work Usoensky added “to it
_generalizations in the !orm of universals (Uspensky 1965)
_‘ o According to Uspensky, the increase in the significance
7‘of typology is’ detinitely connected ‘with the fact that
W,modern lingu15tics tried to uork out'accurete metbods and
-avoid loose terminology Exact terminology and methods, and

"precise, unambiguous notions provide better means for the

-comparative description of human languages Typology_in this.

‘sense can be considered structural if ‘it uses wuniform
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general assumptions in the 'description of languages, and
‘when the notions‘ that it' applies adequa}ely reflect the
Etructure of any language; Such a framework can give an
fmpetus to the systematic exploration of different
languages. - ' _

. As early as iq this work,_ U;pensky. stressed the
significance of the "correlatloqal approach” in typolqgical
f'reséarch: "one of the tundqmehtal tasks of fypologylié to

create @ general theory' of language, to 1dentify such

features and corralatlons-as sre valid for evetly 1anguége,r

in short, to set up linguistic qnl?eréals" (1l.c. l?).~Tﬁe
desbriptioﬁ of specifig féatutes characteristic of a ceitain
‘ grdup for languages isr_only possible on tﬁe basis of the
universsls; only isomorphic 'and'_aIIOMOrpﬁic features
together, in 'their systematic :eiéiions; can form a theory
' wﬁich revea}s' fhe: structure of thezﬁorid's languages in

their real relationships.

._Uspensky arrived at the above statement a priori, and

his views. havé _received convincing.support from empirical
research carried out. since the . time: Typological

investigationé have shown that classification

is ‘'secondary -1t _, the - ma i.n

objective . of ~  typologit cal

research 1is 8 general t heory of

humsan language, that is, the setting upA.of 8

i 4l
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system of linguistic universals. _

Uspensky relied on significent forerunners in his
investigation into how the reéulta ~of typology could be
apﬁiied in other >branches. especially in historieal
lingﬁist;cs. He considered that "diachronic ‘typology" is
justified:'.its task is to show which change& are possible
under  which structural conditions; and whicﬁ' cen be
‘excluded. These ideas were ‘continued' espeglally in the
theoretical work vof Greenberg andkthe diacbroﬁic work in
"typology, uhicﬁ saw an 1mportant :isa in the séventies. On
‘the basis of Tfubetzkoy's, Vendryés‘ and Jakobson‘é'uork;
Uspenéky 8lso realizes' the sibhificance of typological
generalizations in the 'reéonsiruction» of protolanguages:

 typo1ogy can thug “predict the .existence of simul taneous
structural featureé and can exclude'fhe possibility of co-
existence for cettaln'others;‘ -

Uspensky outlines the methodological possibilities of
vtypology-_in slternative sketches. He suggegfs that the
qﬁantitative version of classical morphological typoioﬁy

~ worked out by Greenberg is based on - the
E om parative | ana l_y sis ‘o-f | t e»x.t‘s,
while other theoreticsally ':possible approaches take
linguistic systems rather than
texts as their’ basis;' (After the publication of
' Uspensky's book empiricsl typology opted mainly for the
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latter possibility.) In the text vs. .linguistic system
opposition‘Uspensky-sees the manifestation of the langue vs..

parole oppocitiohiin typciogicél studies. Different methods

sre  possible eccording to whether
investig a»f fon concerns - the
';t‘o tality of human les n.d usges, 8
group of la nguag c'aJ, or one single
"lanpusge  and el s 0 , o hether
lan c uages in ‘their complexity or

""only  their . sub - systen's " are

compartred, In discussing the latter distinction, he

~ touches on an 1$sue which is also sighifﬁcant‘frcm'the point.;
" of view 'of this study: that the positing of c motphclcgical
“level  independent of syntax coés'vnof always prove to be
fJUstified‘for the purposes of typorcéy.'This-19’a‘reasoﬁable
doubt: if we not only consider the degree of the cohesion of .
bmorphemes in"speech' as a criterion but also thelr role in

'sentencagcpnstruction (the content, parallel with the form),c

thcp we find that in one _languagc cettain vyntactic
Tstructqres, . whilc ihi others 'hofphological 'structurés
(realized within‘a single word) éarvé‘the samé'functiOn. It
is obvious, then, that s !ramework which relles on syntactic »
relctiona. and considers morphological (or morpho syntactic).
vctrcctutés ‘as theip specificltcal1zations, is’ more suitable.

" and ‘éaequate. This is ’why_typoiogical ~receé:ch into the-
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systems of eases, verb forms or (as in this study)vperson-'
lv-merking paredigme qualifiee as - syntactic_ rathér‘ than
't.morphological As to.imetnode, USeensky thinks that . it is
. possible," on ”the' one hand, "to chafacteriie languages
itypolegieelly i n t erms of the ir own
featur es. and.on the other, to describe languegee‘f
3i1 n relstion to certain. tyop e_s;':by
'f'referring ‘to " sbstract 1deal fynes.'ne then deveiops»this
. distinction when he 1nterprets the notion of &1t a 1 on -
-1la n g ua g e es 8 etandard typological model, stating
" that typologicel research hes alwaye had ‘a sometimes
'uncenscious concern for the working out of simllat ebstrect'h
models, Thie idea, however,, has gained extraordinaryf
i slgnificence eince the publication of Greenberg s study on f
;'worq order, and reference to the notion of étalon lenguege
N also became necessery.ln‘the typelogicel modele of 1anguege :
1change’ (Lehnennil973 Vennemann‘197¢ Hsieh 1978);,finaliy, ;.
‘ Usnensky : distinguishae ‘verhb 8 1 (based on 'yeS§-no;
© decisions) and. Qquantitat fve .At’ypelegieel.'
.:investigations, nointing out that 1n-the typology et texfe
it is necessary to aeply' ihe euanfifet!ve‘(prebebility)
:approach, while in typology comparing language sttucturee it

s not; here,' mathematicel logic and set theory come - into

“play.
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Although in Uspensky's _ work actual methodological
features are intermlngled with theses concerning the choice
of subject and point of view, it is still significant,
: mainly because in many respécts it anticipates. and
theoretically summarizes, the reiults to be achieved later

in Soviet and Americen empirical research.

2 3. LINGUISTIC UNIVERSALS - THE SUBJECT MATTER OF
THE DDBBS FERRY CONFERENCE

. whi}e Uspensky ués at_work_ on his book;»a conference
~was held in the Un;ted‘states on the same theme, wﬁich later
‘proved tc be just as aignificanf'as'tﬁe ideas 6: the Soviet
linguist. Dobbs ferry directly tackled linguistic universgls

‘from different aspecté: talks were -given by people in

-diftereng 'branchqs of linguistics 88~ well s8s by
psychologists and nanthropologiéts. A lecture.Awas also
delivered by Roman Jakobson, whdse contribution drew
attention to the importance of the subject matter fﬁl"ai_l
branches of scholarship copcerned witﬁ languadé. '
It is an  easy. ‘though _risky task to choose . from

Uspeﬁsky's book thosé studies whose theme later proved to
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be highly significant. Easy, bécapse during subsequent
typologicai resﬁﬁrch '1f became obvious ‘that Greenbérg's
study on word order ‘had ‘fohnded. the schooi which later
pfovided the baéis for eVary signi!icqnt empirical research
| in typologyf Bégides Greenberg's _ work, the studies which
form the basic references are fM emorsndum. . My
.a study by several author§ 6ut11ning the fofmal fesutres of
.universals, and Ferguson's work on hisforicai linguistics
and - typology. To singlg‘ out, however, these»studies for

'special. éttention unfairiy pushes into the-backbround the -
excéilent works = of - semanticists, anthropologists and
béychblogists who took ipﬁft-in the conférenpe. The latter
group of .scholaré bontributed not only to the fact that
'within ~the general theory ‘pf, language_ the _problem -of
vﬁniversals '13 related to sociological and psychological
fssueé (fhls'is eiplibit'aiready-in the voluﬁe); but slso fo
the idea that later it should be quite natural both for
: sociolinguiétic and-psychqlingq;stic,questions.jo:bé_raised,
'.16' the.typolqgicél field. AmonQ fhe semanticists, if 1s'tha‘
'study of U. Weinreich that 1s the most‘_briiliant and B
insightful  work in the volume. This “is'indeed'an early -

" masterpiece of universals"rqsearch; although unfairly anq'

' tégrettablyvrorgotten today. "MemoranQum Codcerning‘Lenguer
Universals", a study by J: H, Greenberg;_Ch; €. Dsgood and
3. 3. Jenkins, places the problem ot:_uhlversals,within theA
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theory of 1language and outlineé their types acco;diﬁg to
logical structure and conteni, finaliy setting out the most
important tasks and aims of research. ' | ‘
* In the asuthors' view, universals are the most general |
rules of linguistics (to which I would add here that they .
are the most general emp i‘r.i c al rules) énd,‘sinca:'
ianguage is one of the‘ most important manifeétations of
human  behaviour and  culture, they providév.polnts of
intersection of primary' importance for reéearch into both
the human psyche and human culturé. : ‘t 7 »
At first these stateménts may seem trivial,.but‘this is
far from the truth. In their‘generaljty, they refer fo thé
requirement that within- a theory of languaba' the most
general ruleé of language structure ought to fit the theor¥
.fragment describing the social-and idiosyncratic aspect 61-
lénguage in a natural way; on the other hand, these claimé”
pive an implicit warning that the achieyements of research
into universals can  be made directly combatibie only
with théories that do not contradict, in their most beneral
hypotheses, the basic tenet that language ig a8 s0cial
and psychic reality.'.There has,in fact béen an
, attempt' (Lightfoot 1979b) at spggestingﬂthat the results of
the research into universals arefinvqlid, in the name of 8
~theory which sees language . s a phenomenon of individual

psychology and accordingly, considers language:_change es
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some sort of mean of the rhapsodically emerging séfs of
individual gremmars. . )

‘The suthors divide the types of the logical tormé of
universsls into two groups according to _Whether they
actdally state the existencé or just the probability qf a
certain phenomenon. Among’ the_existénttal hniversals, for
instance, - they distinguished . non-restr i.c ted
‘unt vers 5 18 (e.g. eVery language has vaels).
universal  implications (e. g. if =a
language has duel number, then it slso has plural),»and‘
restricted e quival é nces (e.g. if =8
language has ; ‘latersl clldk, then it also has a dental

click). Classified 8= rules of probability sre the
sta tistical un fver s als (e.g. there will
be at lesst one nasal conéonant in every language), 't he
‘statisti cal cor reletions (e.p. if a
‘language diétinguishes grammatical gender .1n the secand
pérsﬁn, then the third person pronouns are alsd'likely to be
distinguished: according to gendefj, ~and fhe-'
univer sal fre guen c.y featur es (e.g.

that the efficiéncy of the phonological systems of languages

1n' terms of distinctive characteristics is about fifty per
. ceht). These formal types of uniYersals are_based-on_tﬁe
" rather restricted material avallable _'at the time,

nevertheless they seem to be - valid. It is essentially this
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framework that Boris Uspensky uﬁéd 1n'1965_;o summerize the
universals Fevealed up to then;

.In ‘the Memo ra ndum, the revelations
concerning the classification of wunjiverssls aﬁcbrqingAio
content were iéss succesful than their classificétion
accordiﬁg to. form. The Qnive:sal rules are esséntiaily
classified according to cbmbonehts otvgtammar{ uhiVéfsals on_:
the phbnological;  grammatica);‘ éeméhtic,-.and‘ symboli§
levels. This is not too novel in-itself;vmoreOQer, the first
three levels | are  considered Vfo “be _something that
investigates language tdrm“jwithout' content, whiéh- is
- uﬁdoﬁbtedly ‘a misfake. Jakobson,  ﬁ6wever, expresééd hisi
opposing conviction in the same Qolume that }t_:would;be.a
‘serious fallacy -to  leave out semanfic considerations from
typology. We must abreq with Greehbérg,'dho. warns fthat it
would be 1mpbssible to“idéntify:ihe grammaticél'ﬁhehoﬁena in
'languages _wﬁth different structures withbut applying
~-semantic criteria. V ‘ ’ . _'

‘ If in this _iﬁtroduption- T were to odtlihg -the most
importént ~stages in the.ideQelopﬁenf-of modern structural
tybology, éépecialiy the-défails relevant for the empirical
research of this .study, then I would have " to ‘quote
;Gfeenberg's approach mehtionéa aboye;,.hig forty-five
ﬁniverééls drawn:from the stuﬁy of thifty iaﬁguages énd his .

commentaries determined thé-tfurthet~ development of. the
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research into universals. They also provide the basic
framework for this study. Nevertheless, hére I pass éver a
presentation of Greenberg's concrete results, rather dealing
with some of - the most important methodological and
theoretical sspects of this study. .

Greenberg was thé first to conceive of a systematic
view of universals on which the complex not i‘o n
.0of languag e"t y p e .(or rather word order type)
could be based.lThe term “word order typé", however, is ndt
exact, because in his study Greenbérg uses the,term "basic
~order ‘types". Névérthe]ess, we canAcontlnue to use the term
as long as we know. that what is being referred to is not the
‘traditional word order . of sentences but the
‘configuration of the order of carefully
selected grahmatical categories. Greenberg supgests three
criteria for defining the basic order type: the existence of
prepositions vs. postpositipns; the relgtive positionAof
subject, verbal predicate and object;. and the biace of the
-qualifying; attribute in relation to the ﬁoun (the qualified
word)., He also proposes the order within the possessivé
construction .as a criteriron, but thenAfejects this on the
ground that its correlation wi{h the issue of preposition
Vs, postpﬁsition<1s too obViods. At the time his caution was
justified, but later this criterion (among other things) was

also included among the determining factors of word order
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type. This' is obvious since its separate ;pclus!on is nof a
logical inconsistency. On the basis of ‘these criteria
Greenberg determined the basic word order types 6n the
- material ot"thiyty -languages. For the relative d:qar of
subject, verb/prediéate‘ énd object, hse distinguished three
types (VSO, SV0 .and S50V); what is more lmportant; from é
‘statistical investigationlof the diffe;antvconfigu:ations of
. the ather twd'criterla sbove, he concluded that two “polar .
types” exist (VSOIand 50V), and the correlation of the SVO
type uith prepositions ahd with the noun + adjéctive.order'v
-13 fhe_st;ongest ﬁf aly éombinafions.»(Tﬁq_notion:of.“polarn
pr_."extieme" type . séemsr fo be dréwnj from cﬁlturslj
' anthropology,’ ct. Greenberg 1973,:175,5 In his terminology -
.éndther special ﬁétion ocppés} that of the‘"rid19 $ubtype".
u:'fhg ;npt;ons.- basic obt der t y h e, polar
| t‘y p‘§ ,‘:3a.n d ridig subtype sre kworth 8
clbser‘. exahination.' In Greenbérg's . study’ fhey __éfe
tdealizations formed by a special artangeﬁent
- of the content-dfvémpirically.dequcedvgniversals: they are
scienti(iclhofions arrived at by means of aﬁstréction, whigh
vhot 5on1y serve. for classification buf'Aaiso allow for
predicetion. Their uséfulné§$ is shown by the fact tﬁat‘the
Aauihor,;dischsses the univefseis-equundqd_ih lgter'seétidﬁs )
of _tﬁe _sfudy on the 'bééisl_ot_ thairt félétion to these

npiiona.vThe_basic order tybqs are;proyideq uiih_statiatical~
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indexes: Greenberg considers SVO 55 statistically dominant,
followed by SOV, with VSO being the rareét. (Greenberg's
éstihations tufned out to be correct in research involQihg a.
muéh greater .samplq;‘ several siudiea have shown that the
~ sporadic VoS type 15 sécondafy compared to VS0.) The notion
"polar type" refers to the fact that in VSO and
. S0V languages the unifofm realization of order relations
.selected as @ criterion is more frequent than with the SVO
type. This idea has been very influential in the research
into universals anand, ‘t0110w1ng Greenpgrb, has been
developed by Lehmahn (1973), who considereﬁ that it was only
necessary to postulate two polét types (VO and OV),_wiih SVO
being 8 variant of the VD languages. Later on, Battsch apd.
;Vennemann attempted to explain, in terms 6! model theory,
both the "strucfutal pfincible" worked out by Lehmann and
what méy be called the S{riving for'strucfural consistendy.
Meanwhile, some linguists and psychologists were searching
"for an explanation of why it is possible for SVD to be such
8 widesp;ead pattern deépite the phenomena of & mige& nature
that *~ SVO0 displays in grammatical proqésses {Kuno 1974,
Dsgood—Taﬁz 1977, Cowan 1979). The most recenf‘typological
studies, on the other hénd,._see? the SVD type nqt as 8.
transitiénal pattern but as one which ‘shows its own
charactetistic features (Givén 1977, Lehmann 1978). These

questions will be tsken upAat'a later - stage; here I only
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wished toiillustrate the sudden emerbence of word.order and
polar type in Greenberg's pioneering work.~
Greenberg applies the . notion *r i‘g id
subtype" to @ group of SOV languages in which the
characteriﬁtic SOV features are realized in a relétively
cléar way. This 1deax was coptinuéd_ in the notion of
.bonsistency; in Lehmann‘é case not only fﬁr the (S)OV but
.also for VO 1lenpusges, and it played a great toie in
Vennemann's  model of change of language tybé.
It should be noted that thé above -types r in a very
operstive, though not t{nal, torm - are the configurations
.ot characteristic groups:ofvtéatures, which means thét_they .
correspond to Uspensky‘a ¢talon-1lan guage:
' they are the asbstractions of ideal types. o
| In_thé remaining section of his study Greenbérg relates
a8 great number ot"sybtacfic and morphological phenoména to
.the basic order: types. Throughout his work he puts into
practice the  principle -tha{ linguistic levels embody the
~structural unity to be shown by typology not 1hdepéndeht1y,
but- in their  close interrelation. This principle lafer
became~-a basic idea in the theoretical work of Soviet
typologists (Klimov 1957, Yartseva 1977).
| fhe inevitabie limitétions of this introductiton do not
-permit an outline. of the remaining studies at>1he Dobbs

Fer;y conference; two ideas . which were raised by several
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authors and are sometimes based on empirical results are
nevertheless worth mentioning here. One is the pos;ib;lity
of semantic5-based typology/especially in the studies of U.
Weinreich and R. Jakobson), the other the idea thatvtybology‘
can be extended into hiétorical iinguistics (in the ‘works of
Ch. Ferguson, H. Hoenigswald,»W; Cowgill and oihers). In the
further history of typology the former idea was developed in
two directions: first, research carried out by Soviét
" typologists starting oﬁt from-a'semantié framéWork; second,
in E.. Keenan's typology:eﬁtabl;shed on a logito-semanﬁic
basis, The further developmgnt of diachronic typology and
its ehpirical results _ﬁlll be discussed in the chapters

following below.

2.4. EMPIRICAL RESEARCHES

H,Théoretibai.vreflectiohs wEr§ followed_vby 'emp1ri§a1
research. in the Soviet Union, the United States and, to a
lesser . éxtent; in Europe., It is an impdriént qualifibqtion;
however, that o'nl y +those researches
are .f o be considered t y P o.l opical

which aimed at peneralization on
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the basis of a.brosd spectrum ot
linguistic evid ence .'a nd the
empirical -1<n'v estigation of many
languages. In some summaries of the history of
"typology (cf. Ferguson .1978), researches aiming at the
elaboration of..a‘unlversal system of linguisfiq categories
without being cdmbinedi with 8 systematic cbmpafatlve
Anvestigation of languages with different structures, are
also 1labelled as typological researches. It 15 true, as has

elready been mentioned, thaf typological research inevitabiy
draws upon éuch category systems; still, the inclusion of
the elaboration of grammafical notional'éystems in tyﬁoloby
would’»result» in the error of .considering as typology a
_ signitiqant"part "of 1linguistic research (the _ﬁhole of
generative - grammar and logicel semantics, for example),
which wouid distort ‘the entife image of linguistics. (It.
later  turned out thaf certain concepts of the theory of
grammar which were assumed to bé'universal and were based on

relatively  restr1cied empirical evidence (e.g. the S -NP VP.
rule in generative grammar) could Jrl; be applied in the
description of certain langusge tybes (cf. for gxample
Schwartz 1973, 1975).. The requifgment of universality, in my
view; appeared in . theoretical research beqause with
typologiéal research . because with typological Areéearch

“having established itself as a paradigm, the typological
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aspect a;éo bgéan to be asserted in other fields of
research. The interrelation of these aspecfs is very useful
because it makes ‘possible.the creation 6! g'mora and more
hniform; it stiil’ not wunified, notionsl .system in
‘Iinguistics, but it cannot result in the mixing of
well-dlfterentiated(dlsciplines.  _"
. In the Soviet Unibn. _the_ empiricel character of‘
.fypologlcal research grew stronger partly inspired‘by the
researcﬁ carried out in the previous periods‘and’partiy
through the = inclusion of new aspects. Both tor'its'subjéct
. matter énd ‘methods, the work of Mescaninov and Maytinskaya
cén ﬁa considered as the continuation of brevious research;
at the same time, espéciaily in the work of 8 Lenihgrad
‘group of typologists, a_linguisfib school rose to prominence
'thch -basically"dealt with lsyntactlc problems ahd which,
besides qmp{rical'réseardh, strove to.eléborgte a syntactic-
semantic theoby-that”(becﬁdse of its universal nature) could
bé:.applied_ to - analyze pﬁenomena in any ;anguage;_a theory
which 'observéd_the.pfinciple that'linguistic levels are not'
strictiy. dirferentiated but express semaﬁtié relafions in a
tight rélafibﬁship._ Sfudies -investiéafing causative
constructions, disthesis, and gen uvs‘v verbi
appeared as a fééuit'of the work of this group: as L. Deiéb
' aﬁd M, Firedi have pointed:,out (bézsd'1972; Firedi '1978),
the way in which _this ;grqbp _apbtoaches the -problems of
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syntax is very similar to certain versiqns of dependency
grammar, especially those elaborated by Ch. J. Fiilmore in
the United States and by I. Melduk and A. K. Zolkovsky in
the Soviet Union. Similarities can also be loﬁnd between the
ideas of the Leningrad Agroup and Keenan's logico-
-semantically based typological concepf. The word typology .
of Rozdestvensky (1569), 6n the other hand, is more related
.to Greenberg's approach. tUnder thé leaderéhip of Greenberg,
8 project was_started.at'staﬁford ﬁniversity which aspired
to ‘amess @ rich collection of data on the grémmars of the
world's languagesviﬁ the Dobbs Ferry spirit, and to conduct-
empiridal tesearﬁhv in different areas. The outcome é!,the
teseafch wés published in the W o f king Paper s
on Lan guage Un i versals. series, and laté;
the best works came ouf 1n book - form fnvfour volumeé
:'(Greenberg 1978). Meawhile, other American linguists who
were not members of the SfahfordAgrpup also joined the field
oti typological résearéh: ngnan; who originslly deslt with
logic and semantics; Lehmann, who‘had studiéd Indo-European
langusges; Givén, who had investigated the langusges of
Africa; the sinologists Li and Thompson, and several
anthropological 1linguists who investigated American Indien.
langusges in the tradition 1laid down by  Boas. These
researches (including the Stanford group) did not become s

uniform. project rooted in a common theoretical base like
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thoaé in the Soviet Union, and thematipally they were
»ext;emély divergent. Théir shared cﬁaracterlstic could
perhaps be the influence of Greenberg's word order typology
- and his other works, plus the fact that in their theoretical
work. they heavily relied on some version of generative
grammar or logical sehantlcs. This does not mean, however,
~that they consider these iheore?ical frameworks as sdequate
models for a description of universal grammar; instead, -they
apply their procedures and notions to make the explication
of ‘typological regularities more accurate. Keanan was the
only one who developed 8 typological theory the inhérent
part of -which was one improved version of predicate ioglc.‘
Among European _researches.' besides the name  of
Skalicka, who enriched his earlier investigations, the work
of Dezsé Lészlé should be mentioned, who developed
Gfeenbérg'g- word order typology; he published significant
studies _on theoretical issues and he was the first to apply
the resulfs_ of typology within contrastive linduistics and
the theory of language teaching.'WItth some years a large
amount of typological research had begun .1in the German
Democratic Republic, tﬁe German Federal Republic, France,

and slso in Italy.
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2.5. EMPIRICAL ‘RESEARCHES IN THE FIELD OF AFFIXED
PERSON-MARKING PARADIGMS '

From fhe typoloéical"works which are_indirééilyvcbnnected
with the subject of'fhé present stddy K. E. Maytihskayé'é
.paper on . pronoun systems (Maytinékaya 1969) must. be
'menfioned._Maytinskaya investigates, ahong other things, the

éyétem ofi personal pfonouns, drawihg an' sn  extensive
emplricél corpus. Though the types d} affixéd person—mapking
to be investipsted in this .study contain more s‘;ie'cuic
questions arising from 'thei'hature of affixation, 'at a
general level. they can be Biscussed together with the
1ndeﬁendenf'vpersonai 'pronouné. (Maytinskaya suggests that,
Vin' a wider seﬁség‘the possessi?e prqnounslénd the soAcglled
uhidiréctibnal. dfonquns:also belong to this group, cf.fl.é.
140). A:'linguist on the Stanford project qlsd bublished'i
desctiptionj of a éimilar éubjecf-(Iﬁgram_1971).{Judging-by 
his bibliography; he was unéwarq'bf Maytinskayyﬂs §ork,'and
_nthough ‘his paper was helped by the prséssibn of a more up-
to-date notional apparatus, in the end it is less insightfuli
than the .work of the Soviet author, its results being more

_superficlal.
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The central theme of the preéent stddy,-the problem‘of
affixedv person-marking pafadigms; is also raised in several
studies, Edith Moravcsik has investigated (1971, 1978) the
- most general characteristics of sgreement, using qata from
seventy-five languages. She outlines the conneétioﬁ between
égrement and co4referencevrelations; éhe quaﬁtitatively and.
qualitatively characterizes the features and categories
"(caée, definiteness, gender, number, person, negation etc.)

1nvolved in. apreement, and relates these cafegories to the
potential categories of pronouns. She provides dn empirichl
analysis of the different types of agreement both within and
]ddtside the noun phrase, ﬂnd‘finally attempts a théoretiqel
description of the process of agreemeht in the framework of
‘one” version of gaherative.grammar. Since Moravesik's study
examines only the -phenomenon of agreehenf, in certsain
'resﬁects 1t IOCUsés on mbre‘généfal end yet at the same time
more specif16‘Quest§ons than the present investigation, More
geheral, pecause it déals with every éatégdiy'énd sentence
’ elément “to which hervdefinition of agreement appliés (and .
not only the verbal ‘dnd posscssive person-marking
paradigms); more specific because sheialsd discussés details
of both the inner content of 'categofies inVolved in
agreemént {person, definifeness, gender, case etc.) and of
the status that these éategories have in language structure.

However, she does not deal with the ways in which the
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concorded sentence eléhents mutually presuppése one another,
which ‘is the subject of the present study. Fb:thermore, the‘
present study begs the question of whether in a gl&eﬁ
sentence or gfémmatical theory affixed person-marking can be
considered as agreement or - not. Thus Moravcsik's work,
despite certain common _points and the clbsely related
subjects, is only indifectly connected with‘thé questions of
affixed person-marking paradigms to be investigsted here.
Anothe; study.by Moravcéik which concerns the agreement
" of verb and object (Moravcsik 1974) can be seen.as dirgcfly
relétad to some results of the present work in so far as it
both 1nvestlgete5 the different 5ubtyp§s of subjeét and
objéct agreement that mutually presuppose one another, and
works out. a hierarchy for saccessibility to eéreement.
Those parts of the study which deal with these questions are
especially relevént‘to the problems @o be _discuSsed'hare,
because Moravésik often presents accessibility'to agreement
in an 'implicatioﬁal forh sand relates agreemeht to_ the
_order of sentence elements (espécially_ that of the verb'
end the pronominel object). From other points of view,
however, there are significant differehces' between the
subjects and aims worked out by Moravesik and the onés
worked out here: (1) Mdrévcsik bases her study on languages
~which display agreement of verb and object, Qhereaﬁ I have

selecteq languages accorhing to whether or not they‘use
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person-marking in the possessee elemen# of possessive
~constructions. In .the light of the implicational relations
of the pfesent study the latter group of langqages is much
_smaller so it should be clar¥fied whether there are
significant differences between the two partislly over-
“lapbing sets with respect to effixed peréon-métking and

égfeémeht A(2)» after éffering empiflcal geheralfzations

'.ariaing from the .1nvqstigatioﬁ of the languages invdlved,

Moravcsik- provides a8 fheoretlcalf(synchron;c, structural)

.explanation along- with én explanation of métavtheoreticél

questions. I have found it more effective fo take historicél

irelationé 1nfo.accbuht'fo'erlain_the empirical tindiﬁgs for

' thé questions iaised (which differ from those o.t‘ Moravcsik);

.my .explahatiqn is - thqs‘iarggiy of a~ganeticvnature. After

the ‘mjssing .11nkd havg been found, it will be possible to

_infegréte ‘,fﬁeéav two-VkLnds of .expianations within the

framework of'ﬁné_theory; Qn a higher level. o B

| _Most difect}; ;giated- to ‘the. éubjact‘métter of the

present study are two studies by,falmyAGivdn'(Givdn 1971 and

»1975).j However, sinée _the questions diScussedb there afp
'cIosely_,related to the historical aspeﬁts.of.typblogy aﬁd
since the present stﬁdy: can in part be considered as a8
criticism éf. Givdﬁ'a theses, it will_ be more useful'to .

discuss these two studies in Chepter II.
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A recently published volumé'of studies contains, in
- addition to a diechronic typqlogidal discussion of other
subjects, three papers on fhe historical‘ questions of
cliticization and vefbal morphology (Li 1977).
~ W. L. Chafe (Chafe 19?1) investigates - the subjective
person-marking paradigms of the Iroquois language familyAby:
means of internal recoﬁstruction ~and the historical-
: ~comparative method. He also considers his results to be
typoiogically relevant on a more general 1eve1.'in this
respect. his _most vlmportaht statement 1s'fhét within the
person-marking system, which can be despribad in terms of
more exact Eategorles, important rearrangements can'occur
‘over a lonéer periodb of time: morphemes thch ariginally
-servéd merely for marklné»number can take over the marking'
"of person, one‘qt the genders; or_sohe other ﬁategor}; and
via these funct;bnaI'tearpangements extraordinarily comblex
and. seemiﬁgly diverse sjnchronic'person-hquing systems may o
aﬁpear within a language. family. It must 6e_added,Aof
course; that such results were 6bfainéd many yearé’ago in.
thé comparative investigation vof'other>languagé faﬁiliqs,
~ such as.Finno-Ugric or Indo-European. However, as an obyioua
anelty, Chafe.also succeeded in representing these category
:eafrangements within the framework of ,‘structural
linguistics. Out of all the statements in my work, Chafe's

paper seems to tally with the one that traces back the
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present unusually rich- persoh-mafking systems of "the
Iroquois lanQUagesv.fo_‘a sysfem ‘which had no 3rd person
person-marking morpheme. -

M. R. Haas, an important representqtive of the firét
generation of the Boas schooi, looks at the origins of the
subjective person-markers of the Muskbgéan language family.
(Haas .1977). According io historical compérative theory,
fhese : subJectlve' personamétkers Qerev derived from the
cliticized - forms of inflected auxiliaries. This idea
proyides another example of Givén's hypothests that'in

‘certain languagés person agfeement motphehBS'are put to that
side of the verb which is opposite to the subjectvﬁecause
théy originatq' from ihfleqted auxiliaries and not from
pronouns. . In respecf of the paradigm systems of fhé present
study, this explanation can be exciuded beéause_lt_féils to
explain  the ;develophéntf of  affixed persqh-mafkiné in
possessive constructions: here, auxiliaries tannot.occﬁr,
and in most of the languages that I have looked at the -
phongf;c shape of possessive pe:sOn-marking_pa;adigms ié

identical with thst of some verbal paradigm, énu this forced
me to formulate a common hypothesis for the ﬂeVelopment of

the two types_of-person-marking. | .

The third study to be found in thé volume is the work

" of Steele (Steele 197?), who investigates:the'subjective

person-markers of the Uto-Aztec lahQUage family. The author
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arrives at the conclusion that, with regard to this language
family, the hypothesis '6! affixed person-marking being a
vestige of the ,syntaxv of an earlier period must be
considgred. 85 8 simplificatloﬁ. Since Steele's ba;er_déals
with questions.vand. languages which I shall discuss in

Chapter II, I shall return to the study in detail there.
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3. FURTHER DEVELOPMENT UF'GREENBERG'S,TYPES

3.1. THE NOTION OF CONSISTENT TYPE

A stady which purports to 'outline- the entire _recent
B development‘ of 'structural typology»shouid omitvneither an .
;gnalytic“ _“treatment' of universal .semantico syntactic

categories and relations as worked out in Leningrad nor a

_reference to studies on ergativity or the problem of tbev.
markedness vs.. unmarkednesa oppoeition, also a concern of
typology.» Now,r however, it would seem more useful to seek

out . points which enable us to approach the basic subject of . °

the present study: the connections between typology and;i'

: _historical 1inguistics. As 8 background to this, the notion '
:of consistent type muat be mentioned.' A .
Lehmann's elaboration of the previously mentioned
1ftypologica1 concept waS' npproached from the viewpoint of
historical-comparative linguistics or, more precisely, fromu
v the Indo- European protolanguage After several preliminary
vstbdies, he published a paper in "Language" (Lehmann 1973)
~ which immediately connects. this issue 'with the theme: ofd
_language change. T ‘ ' '
Greenberg, in his work previously referred to, worked '

out his 3uord_ order .types by sinply conriecting the
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statisticelly correleating order Arelaﬁlonﬁ; then, without
giving any motive for doing so, he chose ine.sov relatlve;
order, which  he considered es - besic,. Lehmann relzea on
Gtegnbérgfe typolog&_ but brucééds' in enother way and, in
doing so, sets up»qﬁothé; Elésslf!cation of fypea. He wofka
out ‘8 atrupiurai (positional) principle according to which
the verbaf”prediceﬁé fa the centfel ﬁart of tha sentence and -
‘the sentence element which has the cloaeat'reletidn*to the
verb in sentencasAulth @ transitive verb is the object. In a
linear structure these two sentence elements tollow'either
an 0OV .or VO order. The other-relatlons.within senténéea can
be aearraenged alongaide xhese: two basic order relaf!onsc
~unlike Greenberg, who'dlstinguishaa ihrea order types (SOV,
Sv0, 'v50), Lehmann postulates the_ax!sieﬁce‘ot two basic
types. l ' » '
It {s & fundementsl principle for strqciural relations
in the csse of both basic types that thelother modifiers of
the senteﬁce elements - with a verbsl or nominal head are
placed so that they do not break the linear éloseness,o! the .
basic V — 0 feletion; consequently, in the OV type the
verbal modifiers ars on the right ot‘V, while the madifiers
of the -object (and ~§hua of eny other construcilon with 8-

nominal head) are placed on the left of 0
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nominsl modifiers o+ 'verbel modifiers
" In the VO type it is conversely:

_verbel modifiers + VO + nominal modifiers

Léhmaﬁn "uses empirical gxemples to show that the
elements that he considers verbsl modifiers félloQ 8 lel-
* definable intqrnhl order 1n languages of relatively clear
'_.type: the elemeng‘nearast'to the'verﬁ.ia éithaf the marker
of fcéUsattvitj or the marker of modelity (drfpotentlailty).'
‘This s followed by the negetion elemeént, snd finslly the
‘battlcla of interiogqt;on; . '

‘ “odirlﬁatton in the noun includes the folloﬁing: the
relétive ‘cleuse, the attribute Qnd_the possessory Lehmann's
study, however; d6es not desl with their internal order.

_ The lbnguageﬁ in thch the poaltionai " principle
referred to domin;tes .are termédv "consistently OV" and
"consiétently vo* lénguégea. Lehmannv even connecfa the
positional | principld snd fha - congistent types with
morphologicel- and phonologicel properties: qgglutihation is
“the charscteristic ~ feature of OV. lenguages, _whila
periphrestic ’coﬁstruct;one_ pnd'. idrlection are VO

cheracteristica. He drews sttention to thé yet inexplicable
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phenomenon that ov- 1anguages tend to be dominétéd by open
‘syl}ables, fhat_ they often have vowel harmony, and ere
" characterized by pitch accent.énd a moreecognting nétqre}‘ln
vo languﬁges the phenomenon of yowel mutgtiop and stress -
accent occur frequently. _ A )
Lehmann also points outtthat the ﬁtrﬁctutal telationsv
discussed in: his study 'oﬁly.'cdvcr:ona iypé ét_syntacticx i
broceés-.("ordar" in'BloquIeid's terminoldgy); and. 1f would
be . necessary to-f;nvesiigate other syntact1c ptocesses as:
" well (selection,_ modxfication " and modulstion) ”Ip'.
pompleting these tasks, the introductory Qnd final sections'
of his,fyolume .bn' typology publ;shed in 1978 took very
.significant steps forward (Lehﬁaﬁh~i?78§.

3 2. ATTEMPTS AT THE FURTHER IMPROVEMENT
OF WORD ORDER TYPES .

Both Greenberg s ahd.‘Leﬁmann;s i(1973) word 'ofder:
typology proved to be operétive :inithe investibétiﬁn,df.
certain problems, although it turneqiout righf ét,the time
of publicafjon that a ‘theoretical imbroyemaht;uas_neceéséry.

There . were two “ways to achieve this. The first and:most'
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obvious possibility was to involve tufther criteris in the

notion of complex word order type, and to séarch for further

.correlations iin a wider range of languages. The second; gnd
_not obvious, 1idea had already emerged in Braenbarg;s atudy'
of 1953 and earlier in the syntactié»cqncept of the Prague

schéoix» it 1is far from certain that the order of sentence

eleﬁents: can be satlsfactbrily described for every 1anghage‘
An  terms ot  the yell—known syntaéiiq cetegories (subject,

':predlcate, bbject)., L. 'Dezsb, who, on the basis of

. researcheﬁ cavried out with Gy. Szépe (Dezsb ~-8zépe 1967);
:was probably the first to put torwerd the thesis that word
: ordar typology could be more . satisfactory if it was
1ntegrated within the mope gengral framework of topic-
f-comment theory. ' -- - . ’
‘ Research began in both directlons, yieldlng slgnificant
f;results, which even now still continue to appear.
Every researcher who has used the correlational éoncept
'”haé added something to the increastng number of criteria,:
fbut_ the' results_ have not been successfully 1ntegrated es'
yet. Tﬁis is partly becausa the diathesis research of the -
teningrad vschool and the American research, which directly
éontihugs' woid otdér typology,v‘aré being carried on
: ;elativé]y lndependeht of each other. What 1ﬁterteiafion
ihefe ié-Abéfdeén them  can be"noflced mﬁst strongiy in

Northern and Central Europe; but here the researchers. have
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to rely on a much narrower basis. The joining qf'new
correlations between criteria 1is yet to fpllow, although
significant partisl .results cen s8lready be found in the
above-mentioned volume edited byA Lehmann (1978), whose
introduction made an effort:at a synthesis on the syntactic
level. This synthesis, as indicated by the subtitle (Studles
in the Phenoﬁenblogy of Language), merely mabs those"
’.charaéteristics of the "surfece stfuctqresﬁ.ot languagéa
which correlate with the possible word order types. It is an
obvious merit of the said introduction that it hab created a
synthesis of Greenberg's and- Lehmann's (197)) typoiogy,
which resulfed in a well-identitfi able
set of features thas t- charas é ter i ze
SVD lang ua ges; additionally, the VOS type was
taken into account as well. | »

An empirical argument can be set against theA bipolar’
typological boncept (VD vs. 0OV): while OV langﬁages are
fﬁirly similar (they exhibit the features of Greénbergfs Sov
type pnd 1its transitional variétions). fhe VO'laBguages
'dlsplay‘ Very significant differences; there is an enormous
difference between English and the Malay-Polinesian
languages, which  show the VOS-VS0 arrangement. They difter
not only inthe position df subije ct and 1d
the topic-comment distribution but

in other respects as well. Lehmann rightly defines the
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dominence of auxili 5 ries as the most
striking S0V feature because in VS0 and VOS languages,
'though not impossible, periphrastic constructions are quite
rare; 1instead, sentenée—inifial prefixes or particles are
u5ed " for expreséing modélity, ’negafion, interrogation,
causativity or"the paséive._In the Svo_type'aqxiliary-like
elements predominate which form analytic constructions with
.the main verbf Tha presence of suxiliaries and the positioﬁ
of the subject already»prov{de’enough reason to treat the
SVO as. a different type. )

The typologizetion besed on traditional syntactic
categories pushes the topic-comment patterning into the
~background and thus it ﬂdogs not ébntain informative
statements sbout 1lsnguages with @8 more or less free word,
order. This concept can only trest free word order by
stating which variations are possible and whicﬁ of these‘can
be considered as the bas1c variant. The- question of what the
word order depends'on, however, is not even raised.

" Those' who have been doing research 1h thbu otheti
- direction have Vtried to deasl with this latter problem.
Within this teéearﬁh a thesis is coming strongly to the fore

saying  that fungtional sentence
perspective, has at least the
same " significance a s the

traditional sy ntactic cate gor i es
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in both the development of word
or der and in the process o0of word
order type change in languages.
L. Dezs6 urges the elaboration ‘of a more general topic-
-comment theory that would dominate word order descriptlons,
and he has made it obvious in seversl studies that this
theory must be tightly connected with questioﬁs of sspect as
well. as with problems of sentence stress., T. Vennemann
suggested that' 8 sépafaté term should be used for the type
of language which is petween‘the SOV and SVO types: TVX.that
is, :topic + verb + re. t. I slso use this term in my study,
- though I do 'pof consider it to be exact and well-defined:
these symbols‘only.reflebt the developmént‘of word order in
certeln languages. Perhaps & more satisfactory way to denote
the would be, for example, to resort to either the notion of
comment (cheme) or focus. from another angle, in their
original form they merely symbolize the tranéitiqnal state
between ~ S0V and 5VD; it seems certain that, on one Hand,
" even this transition displays veryvdiffgrent word ofder and
constructional varigtioﬁs, while on the other hand it is
véry likely that the categories of functional sentence
perspective could also be applied in the description of
other well—known word order type#. _

Li and Thompson (1976) havé created a very interesfing,

though soméwhat polarized, theory: within their concept a
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group of 1languages, which they term "subject-prominent"”,
form their word order 1in terms of the basic syntactic

categories, while another group of languages handle word
order accopding. tb.thé categories of topic--focus, without
bonsidering wﬁich sentence _elements occur in these slots
(these sre the so-called .“topic-prominent" languages). The
theory 1s polarized, because I completely agfee with L.
Dezsb's view,vacéording to which théﬁe two aspects should be
handled within the framework of one comprehensive theory;
this would make it possible to hap-the possibilities of
functional sentence perspective var;ation (even if they
occur only as secondary structural versions) in the’
subject-prominent ladguages; Examination could also reveal
to what extent and how the nature of sentence elements
influences the topic-focus pattern in the topic-prominent
languages. Desplté one attempt to combine these aspects (K.
£. Kiss's syntax‘of-the Hungarian language, 1978}, the basic’
problem of the two kinds of word order principle has not yet

been solved.
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3.3. ATTEMPTS AT MODEL-THEORETIC SEMANTIC AND
PSYCHOLQGICAL'EXPLANATION OF TYPES'

The versions of Greenberg's word order types modified

by Lehmann eroused great interest among linguists working in

ﬁost_ diverse fields. The influence of Lehmann's work must
-have largely been due to his success in épplying typblogy to’

"the éolutlon'of'several pfoblems of historicel linguistics.

7., Vennemann and S, Kuno bave, however, “stated (in my
opin;on 'correcfly) that Lehmann only set up and epplied his
types but did nof explain them; he made no attémpt to

justify the existence and development of the OV .vs. VO

.péftarn on eny. kind of linguistfc, psychological or other

' baéial Yet it is an émpiiical'taci'according to many BXpBrtB-

‘thet for some' mysterious reason languages tend fo attain,

“and maihtaiﬁ, typological consistence. Vennemann end the

:sehénticist R. Bartscﬁ elaborated the thes;s'ot "natural

serialization” with s view to such and explanation (Bertsch-
-Vennemann '1972). '

In Lehmann's typology the items in'colﬁmns A snd B in

~the table below follow a systematic AB orVBA ordet 1n

‘sentences
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A 8
Object S . Verd
Adverbial o Verb
Main verb . . : - Auxiliary

Main verb ‘ . . Modal
Noun modifier (edjective,
relative clause, adverbisal, ﬁodn
possessive construction) '

“Standard” element in .f' Compérative'adjective '
comperative constructions o
Noun phra§e~ : 4 ' Adpoaition (preposition

. or postposition)

In OV languages the order iss A + 8
In V0 lenguages the order is: B+ A

-Acco;dfng to Baftsch and yennaﬁenn it is posﬁible to
work out a theory ss the syntactic component of model-
- -theoretic éemaﬂtics in which the seﬁtence elements in
column A systematically pley the part of the ":unction".
while those in column B, the part of the “"argument®. (Fo}
"functica”® - "argumenf“, they ‘use "operator® and “operand“.)

Their claim 15 that natural serislization mesns  that
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ideslly, in @ certein language s8ll operator expressibns
either follow or precede the operand expfessiohs. The
significance of the claim is that semantic mapping between
the function and its afgumeht is carrlea out in 8 uniform
direcf!onx the homogeneity of order relations cen, to e
certain extent, be seen as a manl(estﬁtion’o! economy of
effort. . _ | ' ' .
' ) Siﬁce natural ,seriilizatlon with - regard to affixed
person-markers will be discussed in Chapter II, it now seéms
teasonéﬁlé to discuss the quqstion of why I consider this
thesis to be valid. The_question may arise whether a direct
‘péychological intérppetation of this model-fheérét(c
semantics 1s not some sort of psychologismlin 8 particular
aspect. I -believé- that in its ptesent>!orm it 4s, 1 sh§11
‘therefofa try to - explain why I have decided to employ iha
thesis of natural serislization déspite‘tﬁis fact. -

065' chafactéristlc of the main trend in linguistic
.psych01091§mlls that it‘éttribqtés actual:psychié reality to
ébstfagtlons emerging in linguistié theory. The elements and
procedures of model-theoretic semantics are just cases in
point. However, these psychologically “revived" elements and
procedures ére directly llnked'.to the sentence surfsce
structure, that 1is, to "the atructufe of utferances. Ana
because the surface structure, in turn,_is obviously related -

to psychic processes (even'it these cannot be explained
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'Satisfactoiily. af the momenk), we can state that the way we
ihterprét asiuﬁlts‘the_ elements and -conétructibns that are
syntactically related, obviously has some psychic-basis or
is based on ‘some real,mechanism. ‘Exampies,_of-the preseht
expressional forms .1n linguistics of the‘ semantic °
éfructdring of _these ﬁpnstructions are the symbols used in -
mbdei~theoretlc‘-semahtics. Althouﬁh, of cbqrﬁe; it would be
-nohsense to. claim that the notation (bfackets, signs and
syhbo}s etc.) used to describe semantic processes have exact
eduiyélents ‘in the human psyche,bwe maylwéll supbdée that
there can be some partial similafit&.or analogy between
" these processes. of production‘éndvcomprehension; aﬁd this
type of semantic description. It is with this reservétion
that I have accepfed.the thesis of natural serialization.
"Natural serielization, :hbwéver,_ is 'oniyv one of those -
operatf&e rules which influencé the_typologicaf:charécter of
languages and their changes. Since this was also obvious.to
Vennemann, ip hlé' theory he tqqk ééveral' factorsAiﬁto o
consideration in his account of 15ngUége type. .
Lehmann and his folIowers~ré1}ed_on a uniform manifestation
of - tyBological‘vcorrélatithvwheﬁ they'described the>V0 and
OV. languages as the basic variants; for their ﬁypothesis;
.they - searched . for model-theoretic and psychological_
exp]aﬁations 'accordingiy. Osgobd an Tanz (1977), on thé

fother' hand, set out from the statistical distribution of
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word order types and thus saw the SV0 as.the dominant type,
because a very extensive sample suggested that this type was
the most frequent one (55 pe;ﬁent of the languages tested).
Also, it appears that the majority of the world's population
speak SV0 languages. This findidng;vthen, makes the SvVo tyﬁe
fundamental, aﬁd the authors' claim is that in other
languages different senteﬁca construction " patterns have
evolved due to the temporary 1nflueﬁcé of some undetermined
factor(s). Osgoéd and others set out from a hypothesis which
would have to be proved (irsf: namély, that "cognizing" and
"sentencing" are two different processes. The first, in
their view, is. to a certain.degree independent of lahguaée,
while the se;bnd ;s a. psychologiqai process related to
lsnguage. Relying on this. distinc{ign, they suggest that
"cognizing" takes place in SV0 terms (both for categories
and ordering), while ."sentenclng" follows the.rules that
result from the pattern of the given language. Although fhey
do offer some non-trivial empiricél evidence, I 5uspectAthat
_because of the uncertainty 6[ the underlying distinction énd
owing to difficulties of "cognizing independently of '
language” (if indeed the iﬁdependence of this level Ean be
taken for granted), this liﬁe of research does not promise
really much.- -

The thesis of natural serislization eéﬁgntially draws

upon Martinet's principle of economy, and makes it a
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principle in the explanation by cne ievel towatdS»psychic
'pfoceﬁse; that are relatively ihdependeﬁt‘ of language;

"Professional” ps};hoiingulsfics‘ has since also pfbdﬁced
some vfeaults thet can be empioyed in the explahatioh ot
typological issués. It wes S. Kuno (1974) who first tried to
find a - 1link between psycholinguistics and typlogy. His

.étateménts : 'Qeta estaﬁl;shed on .two well-knowh
‘psycholinguistic‘ theses: on ‘the perceptual difficulties
involQed in fcénter-embedding" - and éonjuncfion
ju*taposition, both of which go back to_YngVe‘é-hypotheses.

.Kunb 'showed that relative clauses are pre-nominal in SOV
languﬁges ‘and post-ﬁdminal in the»VVSO type, becauéa,thé

.appoéite' would reguierly lead to "center—embed&ing“g slso,
thaf ‘sentence-final conjunctions are very frequent in SVO
lqnguages; while. sentence-initial conjunctioﬁs in VS0

. languages, ‘becauéev 16 the converse sitdafion multipie
Complex sentences would . always contain Juxtaposed

conjunctions. It 1s this latter principle ithat; makes :
postpositions more frequent in SOV while prepqsitioné in VSO
languagés; however, the situation 1is more complex in SVO
languages; embedding . in subjéct positibn'differs trom‘that
in  other syntactic ppsitions. In ;SVOI-,lgnguageé,
' ﬁonsequently, syntanctié rules appear which apply 6n1y to
subject position: ihe processes termed "extfaposition" and

“subject raising" (in the terminology of generatjve grammar)
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ﬁevelop 'fﬁ “avoid ‘ﬁerceptually dff!icult or awkwerd’

| conéfryctione;- | ' ' . ‘ '

. The - discussion- so far has dealt with. ’fhoab
pSycholingulstic _résearches yhoée alm'haa to find support
for fhe charépieristlcsv of langusge types.  There have,
however, been Ateseérche;s who have 1looked ~at .thé
"psychoidglcal béses of relations more general than types.
'Jhe most significant work in this field was that which
bsought “to detetmine the psychologlcal basis ot Breenbarg 8
- first universal. The basia of this typological regularity-
'?can nou be considered as psychologlcally verltiedx it has->

?:been proved that 1n human speech production and perceptlon.”
the subject--object (or topic--comment) ordar 13 much more .

‘natursal than vica vars. It has also been noticed than in VOS

;;languages, uhere the basic order is the opposite 'ot the‘

;néturéié one, .we see éome sort o | convetae uorld' aleo An N

‘fothet - manifestationg h ot psychological naturalness ~in
- grammatical -piocesses:' Cowan (1979). ;ites studies, for )
. example, whﬂqh obéérve_that Tagalog children understand and
113#&0. passive constructions eapliar' thaﬁ ,aptiQe ones.
-/ Because, however, research in this tield'has stt startéd

we canﬁot and must not draw general conclusions form what

are only partisl results.



4., TYPOLOGY AND DIACHRONY

" 4.1. THE POSSIBILITIES OF DYNAMIC (HISTORICAL)
TYPOLOGY |

Riyht from the beginning, sttéctural’typﬁlogyfhas béenv
tightiy_ connected - with. the diachronic 1nveét1§ation of
langusge. Many of ihe ’pionéeru'reséarchers‘ln structursal
typology deelt with qhestione of how the results produded'by
typology could . be employed in historical l!nguistl;s;

Jakobson in his famous review (1958), and Uspensky's
bbok. however, ail looked upon ‘typology .88 an appligd
science which can only contribute to  the historical-
| -compaiattve  1nv§si1bat1on.-ot» languages by being able to
staie whether 'Certalﬁ .strucfural 'féafures ever eXiéted
slmultaneously;' aisq,' in a_giveﬁ sithation.it can locate,
with vaty;ng degrées of piébabllity. certain features that
cannot be verified by historical-comparative mgthﬁdé.

This use of typplogy as - an aulelary 'science of
hiétorical-combérative. investigations bhas indeed broved to
be a fruitful entétprisé. However, thougﬁ Jakdbson, Ivénov )
. and Uspensky commented on 8 prowising area for furiher
applicition. there was one quest 1vo n ‘t he yﬁ

did not raise: wh ether t y'p ology
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w8 s- a8 synchronic A or 8 di avé hron ic
discipline..

' There oare typologiSts  who often define typology‘as 8

discipline of ‘linguistics “which »ignotesﬂ the historical

§spect; in other words, they’consider_tjpoiogy as 8 kind of

,nlaﬁguage compafison that - disregards the genetic rélations.
be@ween' langusges. It was fn'thié spirit that in his-tamoﬁs.
,terminoiogical &ictionary Marohzeau provided thevfollouing
definition; b“L'éfudé .typdloéidue des langues ést ceile,qui

.,dérlnit leur chaiacteres ~en  faisent absf;action de
vi'histoire" (in Greenberg 1973). Cor}espondingly, in:othér

treatments typologQ was quélifiéd . 88 a descriptive '
discihline. In his study on 'thé' relationship between
synchrony .andj diachrony, L. Benkb -(1567) ‘offers an

interpretation according to which»synchrdny should héve a8
role in typologfcal iﬁvestigatloqs: the typological study of

iaﬁguage' cqmpariéon 15 .seen.gas a .comparison Aqg those.
dialeciB, languages and language families of the uofld that -
céd _bé grouped wifﬁin a SXngie beriod'ot fime.'L. bezsb in

his study published in the same volume (Dezsé - 1967) 
distinguishes _descrlpfive;‘ and_. historical .typological

investigations, The. first of these deals wiht the most -
genéral régularities in éynchrony, while'thé‘latter tackles
those linguistic changes that caﬁ bé'considered as.generél

- or typical.
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The above inferprétaiions, it 5eehs to me, are correct.
We can in féct han an interpretetion of typology whereby
the host_ general synch:onic and diachronicuruleé caﬁ be
formulated via identifying fthe:most.general features of a
‘numbef -of language systems that exist simultaneodsiy;
dischronic .rules can .be arrived at by éhmmarizing the
findings achieVed by invéstigétibns into different but
genetically ‘rélated language families. ' In this sense,
diaéhronic typology provides a list, for example,vof the
- phonological changes that  have ‘ocburr;d in . different
ianguage familjes.: It would state, for instaﬁce,.that the
disappearancé of word-finsl vvohéis, 'qr the ‘changeb 6f
ihfe:Vocalic 'plosiveS' into fricatives, is aﬁ‘éspecially
general and frequenf phenomenon in ihé history of both
languages ‘and - language families. It would be a
very difficult task, however, to
‘s h obw any <c¢o ﬁ nectio nyi between the
diachronic rules generalized in
this way. |

This, of Eourse, is not the only possible definition of‘
tyﬁoiogy.‘_lh order to atri&e-at another intefprétation, let
'_us'Anow look at some assumptions which are alsb implied in

‘the above épproach.
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4.2. RESEARCH INTO UNIVERSALS: A SYNCHRONIC OR
DIACHRONIC DISCIPLINE? o

. fhe- interpretation '-ot typelogy mentioned in the
previvous section relies- on: the'-assumpfion“fhat the
~eynchrony—diachr9hy dichotomy 1: ‘fundamental; in other
f-words,-la linguistic discipliqe must tiﬁ into tﬁe one or the
other. Perallel to. this, ‘it is supposed that eynchrony
eiways means  the deecription eof_ concrete and achai
-simultaneity, .whiie- diachrony 1is. the investigation' of
concrete, particular historical 4eevelopmeht (i.e. 1& is~a‘,
_ linguistic" ﬁistb;y of genetically related ' languages).
Furtherbo:e, it is also taken for granted that typology can
_ produce .tfqu_‘general staiéhentéf-oniy by comparing these
languagee. _Thus'-the repreeentatives'ef this view provided
“the -most' genefel synchronic and diachrpnic rules yie'
generalizations from »cbhctete, empirical eyshChronic and
diachronic research carried out 1ndependently.

' I believe, -however. that t he synchrony --
--diachrony - d ic hotomy d o'e'sl> not
ﬁ ave s uch- a . "fundamental
s i g:n ifica n e e in 'linguistics. There also exist:
what could be termed pan-chronic rules, there is: also a pan-

-chronic aspect which can directly ‘approach those linguistic



rulssz'(the unlvsrssls)_ that are independent of space sno
 time, and which can then bring these gsnersl regulsrltlss
loown to‘ssrthibotnisynchronlcslly snd.diachronlcslly. On the
:bssls‘of thls'lnterprststlon we can arrive from the qussllon'
" of whet is posslbls et the qusstion of what sotuslly sxlsts,
A by . systemstlcslly, connsctlng ) deductive sno -inductive

‘ procodurss. In this sohsns; tyoology“slmlng'stlrssssrch into
.{.unlvsrssls ‘lsrfxlnoepsndsnr of the sunohrony-dlscnrony-'
“ dichotomy and it hes to choose its subject, and form ita
- rules, accordingly. A ;i' A .

Psrsdoxlcally. ths possiblllty of this approach uss”r
_i;rslssd by Saussure. to. whom . linguistics owes ths clssr and
sharp dlstinctlon between the two terms.v '

': Ssussurs: poses ths question whsthsr ths psn -chronic
'Tspproach is possible wlth respect to langusge (1967 122);
}5and whether lsnguags has rules llks those of the nsturalf
Ausclences which are st sll tlmes snd places valld Hls answer P
:1s a non-qualified yss. - IR
' Althougn Ssussurs does not provlde the outlinss o! uhst’
: uould bs such 8 pan- chronlc dlsciplina (perhaps thls wouldf
have been lmpossible on the basis of the work carried out by
linguistics. at that time), it is nevertheless worth
mentlonlng Analyzing his text we reach the conclusion that,
on the one hand, by psn chronic approsch Saussure means

those statements thet are the mostl general, ,most'
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comprehensive regulsrities of what is referred to as general
linguisflcs (e;g: "sll languages change at all times";
"langusge elehcnts form netqofks:ofvreiations" etc.). On the
‘other hend, 'Saussure ‘séys» théf the “specific facts of
 ‘1an§uega", the -“elements tﬁat have vh1ﬁe", the “concrete
‘facts” cannot be approached from a pan~cﬁronic espeqf. In
:other Qords, those (grdups~vol) elements fin whﬁch' a
particular sound“,shapé is linked with a perticulasr meéning.
are excluded from the scopé of the_mosf general'rules;‘Siﬁce
in Saussyre’s ﬁohéept‘concreté éntities'(signs)»are 6ppo§ed
fo abstract :ones '(caiegof;es. aﬁd rélations), perhéps we 
could contidently conclude that he .could essily have
imagined a pan;ﬁhronic - approach to a ﬁ stract
entities, _ N | ” 7 _
‘Since then, Sabésdré's_prédictfon'has-partly céme true -
and . partly bgen refuted. It has been pfoved_thatAit ié, in |
_ fact, p0551b13>_to find 8 pan-chronic approach to‘abstra;t.
" language 'phenomena  _and '_relations: . the {6ta1ity of
4phonblogicél and -syntanctic typblogy can be seen iﬁ-such a
light.i-On the oiﬁer» hand, obJectioﬁs have béen raised to
Saussure's ideas cpncérning cpncrete language entities, f#r
several pgycholinguistic insttigafions have shown that the -
lingUiStxc.categories clas;ifying the phgnomena of'the world‘
are not arbitrafflf Aaftangedv in -lexicél entries

~(lexicalized) in languagé, and, correspondingly, neitﬁér do
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the diachronic ‘changes develop  in érbitrary directions.
Colour terms and other lexicallfiglds were investigated from
this point of view (Heider 1972, Berlin and Kay 1975, Rosch
1974, Clsrk-Clark 1977, 515;558). 'It is worth hentioning
SOmethinb here:in defence of Saussure. Since the orgénizing
principles .ot the 1lexicon cannot. be explained by an
arrangeﬁent. ot the 'Qorld that is analyzable in terms of
-natursl science, Vbht must be deducible to some unknown
features of . méntalr structure and . to human beﬁaviour; the
findings of these psycholinguistic researcha§‘ are S0
“surprising and {inexplicable even to the cﬁntempbrary mind
,thqt it would clearly have‘been iﬁpossible to predict, in
Saussure's time, the reguglarlties'receﬁtly discovered and
the workings of linguistic categorization. '

‘Now I would.like to revert to the ‘synchrony—-diachrony
dichotomy' once ‘mdre. Within what circumstances does it at
all make sense speaking about these’two notions? As has been
already meniioned,“ L. Benk6 (1967) finds nothing wrdng in ’
extending the concept of‘syncﬁrony so that the languages,
language families and dieslects existing over a single
. period 6[ time  form a>5imultaneous synchronic Asegment. In
this sense, however, - it would be only the factor of time
("the clock") that lends a synchronic aspect to this
' éoncept; Instead, I suggest that it is worthwile to dseAthe'

term "synchrony" as long as some communicational - link or
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linguistic bond exists petween the variants considered to be
synchronic, and thus some systematic linguistic conngdtion
can be identified .between the synchronic variants. We can
thus speak of such lihks in multilingual communities or in
larger areal unjfs where several smaller multilingual groups
live together. In an extreme case, we even find synchrony in
8 worid—sized area (if, fof example, the given problem were
the investigation of international loanwords). If, thever,
language communities relatively independent of one another
ere 1involved, and if the lingusitic pheﬁomena in the focus
of investipgation do not presuppose any'commdnicational 1ink,
-then thé aspect of sheer time is external to our prébiem:
there 1is no linguistically relevant bond and this deprjves
synchrony o:v any specific linguistic basis. (This problem
has something in common ‘with the concept- of time {in
relativity theory.nghere, the time factor‘only makes sense
S ¢ weudefihe the system of co-ordinates to which it réfets.
Within .the theory of relativiiy, simultaneity'(synchrony)
can only be defined with respectito some shared referential’
point between different systems; there is no dnified “world
time" ;that could be postulated on the.baéié of "the clock"
(cf. Einstein 1973, 18-35)). _ '
» V .According to the above concept, then, t ypo 1o oy
is not the study 6 tf linguistic

synchrony, but neither {is it that of diachrony
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because it does not deal with linguistic varisnts occurring
over time. Typology ‘examines
simul t'a;n eity and succession in a
specitic, a-sbstract u n l't Yy i like the
natural sciences, it searches for general rebularities_whlﬁh
llﬁk the hisforical and the éynchronlc bﬁt ere not
equlvalent to either. Ideally, typology chooses its subject
mattet, its method, and the form of the ragularitles thaf
'it sets up, eccording to the sbove principle, _
The practice of typological research, indirectly '
reflects . the irrelevance of the time factor: several
7t9pol§glcai 'sfudiés (including 'thé'.presént oné) could be
mentioned in which the lahguageg téstéd are faken from’
different périods. No trouble is caused even when‘centuriés‘”
sépérate_ fhe periods in which the languages diséussed”aré
-1ﬁsed. _ ', :“ . L ‘ ‘_ _"
The irrelevance of thg.time taéto; is manifest also in.
the form and coﬁtent of typological rules (universaié).’
Rules in typology are 'v”a lway 8
fndependent of t ilm‘e.. This 1is obviously.
true in the case  of unrestricted universais. since these
contain connections which exist ;n"evéry (synchronic'and
diachronic) cut of every language (the “"rule", for exahplep
that .every ‘language. contains vowéls anﬁ conSonants).‘Thq

number of unrestricted ruleé, of course, is not too great,
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whereas those regularities that map the correlétions_bi‘one

or more characteristics,‘of language are greater in number

and more sipnificant. Although universal implications are

formulated in present-tense statements, this present tense.

.of the meta-language can be "’ interpreted either
~synchronically or diachronically. In a typoiogical

comparison, fof__example, -Ferguson (196}) demonstrated a

,regularity' according to which the existence of nasal vowels

in any langqage,pfeshpbqses that of nésal consbnants} This

regularity, in this form, 1is 8 genérel statement without

reference to time. Ltogically, the form of the statement is

'an fmplication. If the x veriable is the set of languéges,

the . f( x ) function is the nasal vowel and g( i ) is the

set of languages tbhtaining nasal. consonants, then the

fmplication will be V x (f/ x / — g/vi‘/).AWe can arrive

"8t a synchronic’ Lhterpretation . through the logical’

'interp;efation of the implicétion: it is false only if its
A major premise is-_tfue but its minor bremise is false. The
universal 1mp11éatiqn, then, is in fact a type of fybology
that ;ields-va possible laﬁguage étrqcture in three cases,

" while in one case it leads to an impossible structure:

s T
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Nasal vowel Nasél consonant
L]‘, _ + o : +
Ly - - | o
L3 - -
.l}l;‘4 + -

These can rightly be cailed synchronic rules, slthough sttll
on the level ‘of potentislity and abstraction They state
| that (15 there-méy be languages in which both naéel_yéﬁgia:
'and.nasél ;onsdnants exist; (2) there_may‘bé ianguages ﬁitﬁ
neither nésal Vowels'nor.nasai.ébnsonants; (i)_there.may.be
*languéges in which nasal vowels are absént bﬁt -nasal
consdnants> do ‘eQisi; ~(4) there cannbt.be.a'langééée_in
which. nasal Vowels eiist but nasal cocnsonants do not; The
~ individusl types can be demonstrated on various ianguégéﬁ,
and - probability indexes can_-glso bé assigned to‘ the ‘
possibilities: the languages in which'hasbluphbdémes do not
exits at all are very few. in number '(only'some-Norfh
American Indian langqéges are_concerhed hefa),iwhiiei .Ll is-
somewhat more frequeht,'with L2 beinglthe‘most.widespread
variant. ‘> _ . _ 'z.b-
In a diachronic ihterpretétibn 02  typologicai'rulééztta
should be"réélized 'thqt at the mdﬁent, we can describé.

.iangbabe chahges only by formulétihg them in terms of the
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differences betweeq ‘different 'synchronic language states.
Correspondingly, we should allow any language change where
possible language sfates exist at two succesleé point of
time, but we would have tq eiclude the possibility of any
change which involved.lta. Theoretically, tben; theApossible

and impossible chénges_are as follows:

Possible: Impossible:
Ll - L, iA L, > =,
L2 > 4y tz 2
L, = Ly Ly o
Ly = Ly w, L
L 2 L Rl W LY
Ly > L i, - 1

. These  can rightly be tefmed diachronic rules, though.still

on aApotential and abstract level. The change fybes can bé
"demonstrated ‘on concrete historical evidence; ~and here
again, probability indexes cén also be 'aSSigned to tﬁe
possible ivariants{ 'it_-is obvious, for - example, that
L, — 4 will have the greatest statistical probsbility,
and the index'of ﬁﬁe others will be insignificant. _

| I havev hitherto attempted tn  p;bvide examples of how

Atypological rules can be interpreted synchronically and
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~ diachronically. I héve tried to show what I mean by‘typology
‘as a. llngulsfic " discipline without & time factor: what I
mean by typology aiming at universals research being néither
- a dischronic nor s 'éynchroniﬁ_ disqipline. fypolbgical
inVestigations‘ and their lntetpretaiiohs, hbwever, do not
genepally develop in suéh'a stetiieﬁbackgrbundé thrtunately,:
.théy‘cah also be related to h1stbr1ca1-compar§tl§e'tesearch.
.-fhisi was the iéasqn why Greenbérﬁ'(ﬂezsﬁ;ﬁajdﬁ 1970,‘1125),
~while raising différent possibllitieéftor fﬁe dynamiiét;on
of typology, 'also'emphasxzed this practical poiht of view:
the trends _tﬁat he determined differ in how heavﬁlyfthey
rely on existing or current hisioridal—éomﬁarétlve research.
‘In  what follows I shall “dutlihé- these trénds of

inveéfidetiton discussed.by'Greénberg. '
(A) Oynemization o f typolog ie 5.

This historical miérpre_tation is similar to’ the -one
thﬁf 1 have 'already ,outlined‘ébOVe: on fhis.most general_.
level,; dynamization is nbt linkedvtd hiétoricalicomparative
methods, only _when probability vindexes are Sssigned to
change types or when theﬁretical possibilitiés'ére mapped
onto concrete ﬁiétorical procéésés._The'most salient feature
o? this varianf is fhai,'in principle, it accbdhts for all

‘the world. '
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'.( B) Dynamization ot
. sub-typologi e s.

_ ,15 this spproach oolyAcertain iypea ere choaen ffom the
possibilities given by the 1mp11cationa1 rolaxlin the above
’ tﬁpology,'for‘axample the oaée'where [ lanouaga'system Qlth
'nasal vowela develops trom a system” with only neasal
‘oonsonants. (L2 —_ L ). Languagaa .and language. families‘
are pickad‘ out 'here, thosa'uhere tois change has in tact
occufted and the process of vowal nasallzation 15 analyzed
by tha historical comparative method. Greenbarg suggeata
-(aod ha ia, probably right) that it is very unlikely for
historical - prbceséas ’to beAtound ‘which arelvary_simllar tp‘b
'eaoh other: "here,- it ls'cleafly seen that wltﬁln general
3regular1tiaa, tha history of cartain languagas and language
tamilies is made up from tha configuratlons of highly

1nd1vidual processes.
(C) Intrege net 1'65- comparisgon.:

fhis line of.research'simoly ihvestigatesra phenomenon
in a languaga ‘or lanouaga tamiiy by means of historicel-
-comparative . methods but if also takes into consideration®
the . findings of typologioal. research. - Greénbérg. (19735

refers to the Slavonic case syatem, where the .markedness-
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-unmarkedness opposition and the available typological

information about the zero morpheme play an important role.
(D) Intergenetic comparison.

This type of research'is‘theitypologicai'comparison of
the resonstructable historical development vof diffefent‘
language families, its main characteristic and advantage
being that, by -means. of comparison, it can assign
plausibility 1indexes to the dynamics of different types,
stating in this way which changes are more probable and more
frequent, and which are rarer. '

The present study contains -all the elements of
Greehberg's four trends. In the second chapter I shall apply
methods (B8) and (D), which, aécording to Greenberg,.are in
_fact merely pragmatic - variants. In . Chapter III, I shall
eﬁploy method (A) to a smaller degree and (C) to a larger

‘one.
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4.}. CHANGE OF TYPE

I hope AI have succeeded in explaining some of the
central 1issues .snd methodological problems,related to how
typology has gradqally. been 4extended in the direciion of
historical - linguistics. I have outlined the notibnsvwhlch
are needed both in order to exblain the typological
characteristics of languéges,_and to show - the poésibilitles
of the historjcal application of current 4ypological
knowledge. - » ' .
| I should also have become apparent by now that bqth the
research into uﬁiversais and dlachronib investigational
méthods sare at an initlallstage of development: a lot more
knowlédge is still needed in order for the structural
possibilities and changes of .lénguage to be"exactly
formulated. In- spite of this, as soon as the notion of
language type was iﬁtroduced,.the idea emergéd that not only
the logical methdds arising out of universals but élso the
complex notion of consistent type and word order can be
employed for Qescribing changes in iangdage. What made the
application'of'this method possible was the realization ihat
related languages may represent different types and that any'l
previous- state of a language orllanguage “family as it is

seen in attested documents, or its reconstructed
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'ptotolanguage, may bg of'a différent fybe than_the languages
deriving from_ theh. Researches greatly differ in their
»tafgets,‘méthod and arguments.~f'now attémpt to oufline some
qUestipns that can- be raised within the framewofk ‘of
typological research. : _ ' |
_ What language types'cén derive from other language
typés? Iﬁ other words,vdoeé 'type;change show some :plearly-
palbable'tendency? Wwhat are the mosf.fteduent.directiéns of
type ‘change? Cén .any féuch-'changes be located among the
ﬁtheotéticaily possible Oneg which, for soﬁe reasph or’éther,
-Cahnot_occur? _ _ | o '
How. and undér what 'gonditiohs do the processes of type

‘ éhange " take ;placg? What are ‘the factors_ that ‘must be -
understood if ‘we are to predict the directions Qf_tYPe
change? Are there: changes that will éécqmpany_other chanéés »
with a_gféaf'degree ﬁf_prqﬁability7A , » .

| Why d6 léhguégé‘fypes ‘change? How can the. factors tﬁat
have some function in tyﬁe change be outlined? What social
(sociolinguistic), psychic (bsycholinguistic) and linguistic
.-(syétematic) _ﬁotivatidns' do the chghges;have? éanvhbre‘ot
leés "natural” :changes | (arising - from ‘some internal
necesSity) be éepgrated from accidental_ ones (caused by
external . circumstances)?  Within what_‘time> periods do
papticulaf typev Chénges take placé? Can the differences in

periods be  linked to differences in the motives behind



- 93 -

particuler changes?

Obviously, the above questions have been 'formulated
more systematically here than in the studies 1n.wh1ch
(within the framework of some theoretical‘hypothesls‘of as
. parts of specific dischronic issues) they .qriginally
emerged. ‘Inch;tentj;nvestigations it is in fact impossible
to rsise such 8. formidable srray of questions becsuse of
_theorettcal ‘and' practical difficulties. We poséess neither
so meny ‘emhirlcal data that could be formulated in the
‘ iéﬁguage of typology, nor such a ‘coherent +system of
‘historical-theoretical bases, which could ‘enable the
:detailgd typological description of language change. ééveral
investigations are under way in which some aspect of type
change in e particular language.or language family is being
discussed, - but, the geﬁeraliiafion of the phenomena in
'question still. remains veiled. Theoreticsl ﬁypotheses of
type change  are, also being put forward, but here the
empir;cqi basgs afe still incomplete. It would be a moét-
serious mistake to conclude that a typological appfoach to
languagé history 1is an wuntimely endeavour. When questions
like these emergé in a natural_fashion,,én answer to them
must be attempted even if it is obvious that our present
knowledge can yield' only partial results, to be modified
later on. Similarly, it .would be a mistake tp restrict

research either to an empirically or a thebretically,more
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satisfactory type, because the two apparently complement and

| correct each other. At the moment it should rather be
accepted that choice. of method and the empirical versus
theoretical bias of research largely depends on individual
bents and interests, and vespeciaily on the nature of the
given. problém: as - the case dictates, either méthod can be
effective. | |

investigations which tested the changes in the complex
word order type 1in certain languageé or languageifamiliés
and the history of some (mainly syntactic) phenomenon, have
so far relied on extensive empirical research. |

W. P. Lehmann, as has already been mentioned, outlined
a bipolar (OV wvs. ‘VO) typological theory in order to
explain, on the one haﬁd, some of -the typicél syhtactic
problems of the Indo-European protolanguage and, on the
other hand, to show the contrast .between the recently
1‘developed VO type systems of the,descendant Indo-Eurppeaﬁ
languages and the - SOV  type of the reconstructed
protolangUage‘. (Lehmann 1973, 11975). Sohe exambles of
Lebhmann's conc]ﬁSions: the author determined which
construction was rearlier and which was late:; it was
unnNecessary to search for relative pronouhs 'in the
protolanguage, which does not, however, mean that there were
no relstive c]auses_o;'subordinatioh in general (sincevsuch

a view ignores the pre-nominal/participial nature of
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relative subordination, which is a usual phenomenon in bv:
languages)z Lehmann drew attention to‘cectain'problehs of
'agglutlnaticn _16 Tokharian, showing, among other things,
‘that 1t was unnecescary to sesrch for an independent
te(lexiva prcnoun in Indo-furopean and that it might be mcre
useful to poslt the existence of retlexive verbal affixes.;.
tehmann dreu attention to similar problems_ relsted .{b
.language contacts cctcebﬁ certaic Aﬁstro-Asicnband;othcr
.lsnguage familxes. A _ » '

. A slmllar SOV -5 SV0 change can. be posited @s having’
occurrcd- in the_ Niger-Congolese anguagcs. Here,'ctgo_'
cqsearchers hcvc 'dcaltvwith hictorlcalvinvcstlgations on a
;typolog}cal basis. ‘H. Hyman (1975).linked”typc’change to
_cacticular phenomena of 'tunctional- centcnce percbective
(communicative dynamism), - and -he 'cchcluqed that the new
» pcttecns spread 4throughout 'thaj‘crea in quecfion through
 Sequences. ot languagc'cchtacts;iT. Givén (1975) related. the
: samc, process ot'type'chénge‘fo-the chailengingvﬁhenbmeca"cf '
‘serial . verbal groups, on the basis of convincing empirical
material ‘ _ _ _‘
. In several studies L. Oezs6 (1972,71978b) has dealt
'yith’ tybc. change in‘ the Uralic and Altaic as well 88’
. Indp-Europécn lahguages. -He set out from the probably
,correct.bacic sssumption thatqfn.a langucgé 'undergoing-iype-

"fchangc, a word order‘typé°which is to determine the tendency
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. of subseduent__éﬁangé must 53. breéent as a:Variént. The
" mechanism of change, however, should: be thorougﬂly examined
for each = language _sephfateIQ; since these @gchanismsvﬁay
differ to a great degree. Dezsb 6105e1y_ connected the
“thanges in 'iranéitiye sentences to seVgraliother- factors:
the méans of'markinﬁ' deflnitenéss;_verbal aspect, and the
place of sentence stress. According td‘nezsb, these factors
-shpuid " and can . be. su#cess!uli& ;.diséussed' in their
telétedness, :ulihin:' the.-:tramewqu -of  the functional
‘senfeqce perspebtiye approach} It is from the ditterént
consteliations of theée_factors thet valid conclusions can
. be draﬁn concerning thé process. bf:actual type chahgé in a _
.giveh laﬁguage or iaﬁguage'fgmlly. _ H ' '

The histo;§ of .lahguages also offers eiamblesjot tﬁe
opposite  word ordér'_type’-change;‘ Li aen ‘Thompson ﬁave
published séVeral'stﬁdies (1974, 197Sa,>197§b) on phenomena
of SV0O —» 'Sov_change between the érchaic’Chinese ianguaga
and today's Mandérin.dialect. Li and fhbmpson éuggest that -
‘the word order change.,ot thé main'conStifuents’(subject,
object "and verb) was preceded by a‘vstagéjin which the
existence of many serial verb :phrases was dominant, and
thesq ‘multi-vefb groups displayed an SVOV ordét; then, the.
Sov;order became 'established when tﬁe‘verbvin~mid-positiod
:‘had changed iﬁto a case—marking preposition. Pafallel with -

this process, the pre-verb and bdst—vetb position of the
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object also served as a definiteness marker (L. Dezsd also
showed this on the example of other ‘languages). At the same
time, -aléngside wiht the change in fhe order of the main
constituents, similar changes occurred 1in oﬁher areas of
syntax (in locétive constructions, relative clauses, and in_
manner adverbials)i

Biblical and present-day Hebrew also exhibit o
VS0 -» SVO type change. T. Givén (1977) involves prégmatic
' considerafions. in  the study of sentence structure; on. the
basis of statistical analysis of biblical Hebrew -he ascribed
the SVO tendencyvto tae fact that, compared to V5D, this
type provides more favourable possibil!tles for the
expression of the theme—rheme’ pattefn and fhe related
defihiteness and aspectuél variants. Besides concrete
historicél' tnvesﬁigations, Givén offers an alternative fo
Lehmann's account of types. Though 1in certain respects,
Givén argues, the OV vs. V0O opposition seems to> be
effective, pragmatic ressons must have necessitated an SV
-vs. VS bipolatization,'since this'pattern.is more,consistent
wlth»ths 'pragmatic aspects of communicative dynamlém that
éf(ects all languages. This means fhat one fespecially
important tendency in type changes in the SOV -3 VSO -
- -» SVO 6haiq. Although in his study Givén only provided
empirical reasons to support the VSO —» - SVD phase, -the

SOV —» VSO stage had to be stressed already at this point in
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. .
the present study since we too yill have to count'with

this tendency or reasons to be expléin#d in Chapter II.

The 1list of the diréctions of type changes CDuid Lo bn,
but th#s perhaps §uftices to show how different
researchers havé_ attempted to find empiriéél eQidehqe for
the processes of concrete syntactic change;'

I would now like to heﬁtion another . strategy of
‘reseérch aimed ?at outlining jhe tendencies of type change.
In this ;trategy {heoretlcél considerations predominste, and
therefore it results in a picture that is more comprehéﬁSiVa
and theoretically more coherent, althoughv one with less
empiricel support; One of the most prominent réprgsentétlves
vof this trend is T. Vennemann.. The theofy of "natural
ianguage change", on which I rely in thls--étudy, emerges
frqm three of Vénnemann's_studies. . 

The thesis of natural 1ser1alization, 'elaporated by
Venneménn_‘and Bértsch,_ has alréady been referred to. This
thesis serves as'pne of the motives behindllanguage change.
in Vennemann's model. As another motive, the author mentions
a phonetic change type: the permanent reduction at the end
of words. Although the functional importance of word-final
sounds may for a long time 'clash with the tendency to have
more | reduction :wofd-finally Athaﬁ word—initiéily, many
examples can be found of the abrasion of word endings in the

history of every language. ‘Vennemann also examined other
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motives of change (especially ambiguity) in his di;cussion
of the models of change., According to him, SOV, SVO and VSX
ere the basic verisnts (Vennemsnn 1974), and he argues that
besides these (due to pragmatic considerations) every
language_ needs 'a variant in which the object is the topic
(fheme) of the sentence, and where, consequently, the object

precedes the subject.

Type Sov. Svo . VSX

Unmarked

word order NPs NPO v | NPS.V NP0 v NPS NP0

Marked

word order

(topic: NPD NPs v NP0 NPs V. NPO~V NPS
object) '

If syntactic functions are not considered, it can be
’Qell. seen that there 1is come constructionsl difference-
between the marked and the unmarked word order varisnt in

the SVO end SVX lénguages, while no difference can be fbund
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in the SOV languageSz there are two NPS here preceding the

verb both in the unmarked and the marked variant,

Type Sov - SVD < VSX
Unmarked
word order NP NP V - NP V NP "~V NP NP
Marked . E ﬂ ' .

word order NP NP V NP NPV NPV NP

In the SOV languages some sort of marker is needed {in
order to distingulsﬁ the subject df sentence from the
‘object. This is because structural order alone is
insufficient, it being identical in both variénfs. In the
order two types, the structural order is sufficient in
itself, '

According to Greenberg's forty-first universal (1963),
SOV languages have a high probability of having
morphological case systems. This morphological means (where

it does exist) is able to distinguish the structurally

jdentical "word order ‘variants. Besides consistent case
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merking gn nouns, there are other weys of distingpishing
between syntactic functions. (See the second'chapter of this
‘study.) If, however, a case system disappears due to‘wqrd-
:—finqlAreductionzdr some other»reason,'end.there is no other
means of 'distingu{shing sentence elements within the given
structure, then SOV languages change their type end begin to
~develop 1into SVO languages, whece-strucfural order:clearly
distinguishes unnecked'and‘marked variants. Tnis word ofqer-
'type in its Zpu;e .toim; however, is realized cniy in
planguages with e"eery’ fixed nord oreer, since in-fhe SVO -
type . one of the most lmportant grammatical markers is the’
ocdet of constxtuents '_The- change from sov into SVO is
nevertheless not a direct one: there is a transit10nal phase.
f where the toplc_ 1s followed by the verb, wh1ch in turn 131?
.followed by other sentence elements Thls TVX phase itself
‘may have' several forms. Vennemann distinguishes two types,j
represented by Ftench _and English. in French the "most_
powerful". rule is that the sentence elements funct1on1ng as?
‘topic ere to be sentence initial (thus pronominal objects orgA
indirect obJects can also precede the verb). 1In Engllsh, by“
contrast, the position of the verb is fixed: it elways takes
the second position in the lineac order of sentenCBs.
" Vennemann (probably influenced by L. Hyman's ctiticism)f
added to this that the type change from SOV to TVX does not

necessarily affect,nthe main constituents first; most
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probably, it is nanifest in the order of clauses (namely in
right-hand clauses). We could add here (at least) one type
to the two TVX types defined by Vennemann: this third type
is observed in Hungarian, where the focus remains in pre-
-verb position, while the sentence elements with neither
topic nor focus function follow the verb (cf. £, Kiss 1978,
Dezs8 1978b).

I have hitherto outlined some of Vennemann's arguments
relasting to the SOV -» Sv0 type change. This change of type
{s not e direct one, Vennemann suggests, but it has a
transitional TVX phase, in different varieties. In another
study (1973), he discusses the arguments which led him to
postulate the SVO - VSX type change: these arguments are-
much more abstract than those seen in the case of the
previously mentioned change. Vennemann preshmably began with
the sassumption that there are no "eternsl" types, in other
words, langﬁagés sre always in the state of change with
regard fo their type, even if this is very slow. Since the
characteristics of the VSX type are rather homogeneous (e.g.
the exclusive use of prepositions; NA order in attributive
constructions; . Aux + V verb and auxiliary order;
postnominal relative clauses etc.) and they are exactly .the
opposite of the SOV characteristics, it. is logical to-
suppose that the S0V type cannot directly change into_VSX.

The SVO ~ type, on the other hand (which has statistically
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more VSX characteristics) can easily change into V5X. For
the sake of completeness it must be admitted that this line
o argument, though indeed logicel, 1is too abstract; it
refers to no concrete mechanism concerning the circumstances
of the actusl type change, so Vennemann's cénceptlon is open
to criticism at this point. Neither should the source of VSX
languages be restricted to the SVO type (ss will be outlined
in detail in Chadter I11); it is quite possible that VSX
languages may also develop form SOV languages, with a longer
TVX phase in between (cf. Steele 1976). - .

‘ Finslly, Vennemanr explains the VSX -» SOV change by
resorting to the position of person-marking affixes. I
consider his argument to be rational, and have accepted it
in spite of the fact thet, in my opinion, it remsins
incomplete in this form even if we consider seversdl examples
(Amharic end Akkadisn) that prove. this change type.
Summarizing the sarguments outlined in different studies,
Vennemann provides the !ollowing cycle that illustrates the

- possibilities ‘'of type changes in languages:

sov COTVX

agglutlnating 1n11ectihg
VSX . SVX

isolating -----------rmeeoan-S » isolating
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Vennemann's_framework'is:very'convincing‘in meny of its
lboetaile. It is also an attractive theory in that it outlines
the “theoretical possioilities ‘of _type change'in a cyclic .
model., It contains a large number of unclear'deteile, eno
needs modifylng: in various places; at a. later stage I will .:

'still interpret certain ‘historical lssues of person markxng

'peradigms within the tramework of this model, since this is B

the one that sllows for the most trenslttonel possibilitiee'_
betweenxlangoage‘types. Furthermore; thie ‘model provides thet
greatest modificattonal scope' for the explanation of the ke
hlstory ot the phenomene that 1 have tested v . __'
Sin I- Hsieh (1978) develops»his cycllc 'type change fV

.theory with a’ similar comprehensive demend His theory is o

supported by more emplrtcal ‘evidence than Vennemann s, but

it shows less theoretical 1ngenuity. I- Hsleh interprets the

, change of types as a. gradual change 1n the positlon of the l,

verb in the procese ‘of type change, the verb changes 1ts.

wsentencefftnal'_positton':into sentence initial, ‘or vicef

verss. Thos in this'cycle SOV e SVD —’ vso and VSO'—vvﬁ:t‘

‘—> SVO -> SOV phases alternate I Hsieh connects the change5;i

in the order of the main constituent with the vertb evl.h
modit fer + -v_e,r o._ orde r ,,;.and';'the;.
nominal modifi e'ri- + .n oun -vorder,v knovnA:
from»Lehmann's‘typology;,‘and he postulates a harmonized end .

gradual change in theSeifactors. This also shows that he.



- 105 -

heavily relies on - LlLehmann's '"structural (positional)

principle". The cycle postulated by I-Hsieh is as fqilows (M

= modifiers of nouns, Q = verbal modifiers):
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The phases of the cycle are represented by the

~following languages:

/ Jepanese \

Amharic - Chinese "
Dobu : R ~ Portuguese

Indonesian

\ Hebrew

Hsin I-Hsieh 1illustrated his SOV cycle hypothesis on

grammatical broblems of three major language families (Indo- .
furopean, Semitic, and Austronesian), and on historical data
brought to 1ight with the help of the comparative method. I
consi&er'thls hypothesis to belinsufficient for two reasons.
In this cycle, the SVD type invariably appears as an
intermediate 'étage between the two outside types (OV and
v0). My findinés indicate that the person-marking. pafadigms
in question are not chéracteristic‘ of the SVD type, aﬁd_'

therefore while discussing type change 1 can consider. only
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those transitioﬁs that do not contain the SVO type. Another
deficiency-‘of the hypothesis is that it attaches functional
6n1y secondary impdrtance to sentence and the theme-rheme
patterning is a fundamental syntactic principle in the
languéges that' I have tested. Despite theis, I-Hsieh's work
contains seYeral dgtaiis worth examining, in perticuler
thos; which link the theorética] questions of type change to
sociolinguistic énd psycholinguistic problems.
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‘4.4, A MISSING OISCIPLINE:
THE GENERAL THEORY OF LANGUAGE CHANGE

What may havé emérged from the sketchy:picture of type
changes in the previous vséctions is that a typological
approach' to diéchfony necessitates knowlédge of the reasons
and mechanisms of changes even to & greater degreé than do
historiqal-cdmparafive : inveétigatiohs, * There is little
doubt, however, thst vtﬁe ideas concerniﬁg the,motives and
mechanisms aref as yéf rather 'chaotic,-_with different
‘explaﬁatdry princlplesvappeating‘at random,'COmbined only as.
dictatéd by the demands of the"given theme. If any
improvement is to be- échieved/ in the investigation into
.individual gxamples of blahguagei change (which is yery 
effedfive within its own"limité and still contains a lot of
unexploited possibilities), then we  should pose the.
following three questions. What'are.the possible reasons
‘for language chahges? (Here, I do-not only mean causal rela-
‘tions.) ‘Which changes are poésible. or probable, and which.
are 'quité improbable? What is thé actual process of the
concrete changes like? A curfently ndn¥existent discipline,.
the general theory of -language bhange, Qouldvhave the fask

of answering these questiohs - systematically.
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Several reseércheps have. voiced the need for such a
discipline, the first to do so being linguiéts " involved in
the field in hisorical-comparative lnvestigation; (ct.
Kiparsky i973, Benk6 - 1975, Herman ‘197§ etc.). .In some
‘studies (Herman 1978), even 8 sketch of the "contents -page”
for- the new discipline emergés, snd 8 volume hss slso been
published (Lightfoot 19798) which; although it bears the
‘,hallmarks of »tﬁe ‘early works in many respects, contéina
well-detailed theses on the relation of the ,tﬁeory of
language acquisition theory. Despite these developménts; at
present we do not know how this. theory will evolve in the
future. o

It would perhsps still not be pfeﬁatgre to formulate
some 'étatements ‘sbout tﬁé naturevof the general theory of
. languape change. ‘ ' - '

What we can be certain of is that the new theory should

be compatible, in the first place, with ouf'khowledge qbout"'A

‘the ‘s o.cial aspect of ‘1an guage and,

within  this, wiht the 'socioltnguisth .regulariiiés of

variants and changes” (problems discussed py Herman,‘l978)-
énd, in the second place, with several well-known phenomensa
of 1language contacts. It could be mentioned here in passing
that Lightfoot's theory (197?8) seems to me mistaken due to
its failure to safisty just this criterion.



- 110 -

The éxplanation of language change should. also be
compatible with our knowledge concerning the psy¢c h.i c
reality of language. The questions of
changé ‘have hitherto been connected with problems of
language ' acquisitfon "and some questions of speech
perception. It is probably on the basis of the above ideas
that Marfihet's‘ thesis concerﬁing the "economy of effort"
-can be re-formulated. A ) ‘ '

anally, . though perhaps . this- ought to have ﬁeen
mentioned first, the. new theory should be compatible with
the findings of hi s to f'l c a_l ~-comparatiy e
linguistics, a discipline which investfgates
actual changes, and also with the findings.of several.other

. linguistic areas that study langua Q e systems.
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CHAPTER II. THE TYPOLOGY AND HISTORY
OF AFFIXED PERSON-MARKING PARADIGMS

1. TRANSIIIV11Y~AND‘POSSESSION-- THE-AIM OF THIS RESEARCH

In his study published in 1964, W. S. Allen offers a
breatv_deal of evidence to show thqt, in genéral, a certain
_parallelism can be diécove:ed between constructions
containing - a‘ tfansjtivev verb ‘ and those expressing

posséssion. In particular, ‘he; showed that the.subjéqt of
sentences with a (mainly perfective) transitive verb can be
seen, both formally and semantically, as corresponding to
the possessor-in sentences expressing possession, or rather
with the sentence element expressing the possessor in é;
possessive coﬁstrucﬁion. _

Here I set out from Allen;s genéfal statg&ent and try

.to show that there are further functional, morphological,

and syntacti¢c parallels Dbetween transitive and possessive

constructions. I shall ocutline a language type in which a:
parallelism exists not (or not primafily) between the

subject of the transitive verb and " the posseséor in the

sentence expressing "possession, but rather between other

components ot the same relations: between the
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'

afftixed person-marking-par a'd ig

m
of _th e verb v in. ~: tr ansit fve
sentences  and t h a't o £ t he
posses s ee (= 'e a»d) e o m p cnen t i n o

P o_sts‘e s Ss i ve con s truc t 1 on's .

The verbal and possessive person marking afflxes can. be":‘

"_described as instances of agreement it in the same syntactio

‘structure ‘ another ‘ sentence. element (subject,:-obgect,
' possessor)v also refers to ‘the 'same referentt Though the
:questlon of whether the relevant affixes can be qualified as
_fexamp;es of agreement or are mereeperson-markers is not
entirely separated> from the'present problem, I shall deal
with this particular topic only once and therefore apply the
”more neutral term "person marking affix "person-marker"
infmyvstudyt. ) : ‘

Tne languages involaeo in'the"researchv were"selected_
accoroing to ~;uhether :they ]markfitne’ person' of thé~f
.p;o_s ses 50T ’“with affixes in “the ' word ;for the |
P b's ses s_a'e"':elemeht,"(The  dats of  the _chosen.
‘languages can“4oe found in Appendix'One )-This selectionf
'separated : he‘ tested languages from those in: whxch person-
marklng is (almost) exc1u51ve1y 1nd1cated by free morphemes,
T i.e. possessxve pronouns.

Follouing 'the usual practice of typological research f

first »catalogued the correspondences between-the word order
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features of the languages. in question and their person
-marking pgtterns. Then, by éomparing the f&o feature sets,
I reached my conclusion5 about the histor 1.c gl
processes throu g'h"w hich atftixe ﬁ
person-m a'r‘kli ng changpe é ocver time
a s compared to other- chan b e
types in the g tven lan pusasges.
) On tﬁeA b§51$ _6! certain .Cor:elations ‘between
"typological features and person-mérking;'l have placed the
history of _thev'teSted paradigms within the VSX - SOV —
-5 TvX period (3.1.). Then I set up more concrete change
fypes, daiing the :1sé of the“paradiéms to a pariod.in'which
the position of person-markinb affixes was consistent.ﬁith'
the positions of cbmplements expressed by lexical_NP?s._Thus
ihe‘suffixedA markers originéted from VSX, and_thé préfixed
" markers from SOV (3.3). ' '
I‘sqbsequenfly endeavoured to prove " that the :rise of
_person-mﬁrkinﬁ paradigms éah be 'treéted independently of
processes of tbﬁicalization, prbvlded that avsafiéfactory
.ekplanationA of the origin'ot'er person (zero and non-zerd)
éffixes can be found (3.3.). I shall set up condifion& for
: the rise of ,person;marking'ba;adigmvtypes on the basié of
-ihose'languages in a critical stage v#s-a-vis the history of
affixés; (3;#.).__1 shall then 111u$ttate tﬁe rise of three.

(pronomihal, adaptatibnal and prepositional) person-marking
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paradigm patters in different‘ languages. Analysis of the.
paradigms Ieads‘to the conclusion that the 3rd person markér»
may differ from the 1lst and 2nd person affixés both in its
origin and its order (4.1.). _
Lafer - I shall 1introduce and interpfef fhe‘ phonetic
slmilarities of verbal and possessive parddigms: on this
basis, I shall compare thé distribution 6f verbal paradigms
.to the ergétivé and nominétive patterns inbthe.case system
ot nouns (4.2.). |
Finally (5) Ilshall attempt to'give reasons why the
affixed person-marking tested heré is more conservative than

the typological change of word order in lsnguages.
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2. TYPOLOGICAL PRELIMINARIES

2.1, CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CHARACTERISTICS OF
PERSON-MARKING PARADIGMS

Before discussing thé conclusiods _résulting from the
~empirical surveQ of the tested gremmaticaliphenohéna, 1
ought to touch upon the choice of the languageé for the
:pu:pDSBS'af the present research. ‘ e -

The study 4is bast.l on 20 1languages, the data,,being
extracted frdm statements énd illustfatiye sentences 1in
different_ grammatical descriptions. _Althdugh Appendix wa
and _tha tht 8s a whole outline only some gtamhafical
phenoména and their appearance in each. lsnguage, during the.
survey 8 relatively comprehensive picture had-to be built ﬁp
about the‘morphglogy and syntax of thesé-langﬁages;‘i.e. the
whole morphdlogy and syntax sections of the Qrammars,had to
be reviewed. This was necessary not oniy because in many
cases the relevant parts were included ‘outside. the chapter
on the given narrower subject, but also because'typology-'
-based research into the.history of languagéfempioys complex
notions of type, and determines regularities simulteneously
drawing upon very different grammatical phenomeha. .

In this type of study it is only' natural for mistakes
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to occur in the-interpretationvof some grammatical phenomena
_though 1 have at all times tried to rely on the most

"authorltatlve sources:,l have‘:trled/ to choose grammatlcal

‘descriptlons whose accurecy is quaranteed>by the _hame of . the o

'euthor aor by the reaction of others to his work .
Th e:nu m be ry 0 f l a n g u a g e s c»h_o;s“e ﬁﬁif
lnl itself cannot be judged as’ suffxcient or 1nsufficient;;\
'1n typology today there are no clear principles sboui'the ;
._sxze of the corpus to be analyzed (Bell 1978) Greenberg 8  f,

_ claSSic study tuaS' based .on thirty,:;albeit carefully.13

. selected,."langueges; while other typologxcel studles havei"iﬁ'

been- carried out on material from 88 many ‘as. 400 language51 .7

(Hyman 1977) and as few ‘as three of four. Perfection could R

' only result from investlgatlng the totelity_of languages inf'Q

respect IOI g1ven phenomenon (e g. word order typologyf'n
:should be based"i the set of p0551b1e human languages,'
while ffie typology 'aff1xed person marklng parad1gmsfff;

fshould cover all languages iinf whlch person marking

jsynthetlcally realized), 1t is 1mp0551b1e, however, to takelf7i.

, such a mass of emp1rical materral lnto account not only due :
to the dlfficulties of data storing but also because, for:
the moment, -a 51gn111cant number of languagesvhave not been.'
-(andv perhaps,:wlll never_ be) dlscovered and described d?b
Linguisticd:typology 'does- nof differ from other empirical"

soiences in this" respett total 1nduct1on *isf_ne;ther
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required nor possible in the case of any other natursl or
social sclence. Most experts today aomit that the'qu?ntity"
of the empiticai materisl must be determined by the nature
of the investigation. Since structural typology 1is not

restricted eitﬁer from the genetic or the regional point
of view, the chosen sample can, and
-indeed should, include a3s wmany
languapge ' tamilies and
geographica i regions as possible
(Bell i978, 145;150). In this respect, the circle of the
languages featuring in this study is far fram being optimal.

A mlhur drawback is that somse dﬁstanﬁly related lanéu&gas
are also involved (we can actually find such langwéges among
the fhirty languages in Greenberg's study on word'order).

The cheice is perhaps jusiitiabie éspecially in the chase of
thav American - Indian  lenguapes, since the pgenetic
relationship .among them was discovered not by the time-

-honeured _hlstoriéal-cnmparafivq ’ siudiés huf by the
lnwestigétions based on isttwctural features and glotto-
-Chron01691031vcalculations worked out by E. Sapir (snd
following him, C. Voegelin and others). It is because of
these differences that in determining the relationships
between American Indian languages, in some étudies the term
"phylum” 1is wused for differentiation, instead of "language

family" (cf. Newmann 1954). To this we may add that some of
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the six North-American "phyla" suggested by Sapir have.since
been proved to include languages genetically unrelatéd.

" I do not think "that the inclusion of a few related
“languages is a mistske. What- is unfortunate is that
quite 8 few 1l 5 nguage familie s and
gpeographical regions have been
left out . Notable omissions are Oceania, New Guinea
.and Australia, but out of all the varied languages of South
America and Black Africa I have only presented'one or two
(Kechua, Kanuri). The reasons for this are simply practical:
there are languages about which only a few descriptions have
been made (especially thé Indian languages of South Aﬁerica,
in addition te those of a significanf part of Black Africa
and New Guinea). To the besf of my knowiedge, 8 gfeat many
descriptions have ’recenfly been completed on other areas
(the South Sea Islands, Australia), but practicaslly none of
these works has been available to me as_}et;

The comprehensive descriptions of somé linghistic areas
~inform wus fhat affixed person-marking is a very frequent
: struc{ural feature in the relevant languages; these
- descriptions, however, do not cover all the topics
considered in . this survey.i This is especially so because-
even if there do exist shared 'phenomena withiﬁ a large
linguistic erea, . the iﬁdividuai languages can be exiremely

differeﬁt. These descriptions -obviously offer even less in’
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the way of details and rules in the sphere of person-marking
paradigm. It is certain, for instance, that in South America
(cf. Noble 1965), Black Africe (cf. Greenberg 1966) and
Australia (cf. Wurm 1972) many languages haveAsynthetlc
person-marking, sa it would be necessary to extend the
investigations to these ianguages as well,

In Appendix Two I have given data concerning twenty
1anguages., There sre four lists for defining word order type
(the order of the major sentence elements; the order within
possessive constructions; the type of relstive clsuse; the
place of case marking), while three other lists show the
characteristics of the person-marking affixes (the place of
the person-marking affix in the verb; the sentence element
whose person 1is marked in the verb). First I shali sum op
the correlations concerning the characteristics of the
paradigms.

The first correlation is that in each language in the
sample the person-marking in the possessive cﬁnstruction

sttended to verbal person-marking.

2.1.1. It in a language the poss -
essive » person - m‘ar_kking
paradigm is of the afftixed

type, then the verbsl person -
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-mar k.i ng paradignm is also
affixed., The converse of this
is not true: affixed verbal
person - wmarking in the
poss e‘s sive clo nstructi on (eg.

Estonian, french, German}.

'The second empirical generalfzation is still intuitively

clear:

2.1.2. 1 n langusges with affixed

possessive person-marking,
verbael persen - markin g
a t‘f ixes are positionally o f
the - same natur e. (pretfix,
1nfix, suffix) as those 1in
possessive construct i'o ns.

This universal does not contsin the restriction that
within one language person-marking affixes should conform to
the same .order. This would be impossible because in the
different lenguages, prefixes end suffixes (or slso infixes)’
occur together. However, the universel 'is elso trus fotr

these mixed cases because in "the languages involved
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(Assinlboine, Blackfoot, Jacaltec) morphemes expressing the
same grammatical categories (number, prson, gender) occur in
the seme position both in the possessive and the xerbal
paradigms (or, at least, in a significant part of the verbal
paradigms). The following pair of examples from Assiniboine

illustrates the positionally mixed type (Levin 24.33):

ol - poge -'p4 | ot - 118 - pt
Znd person - nose - plural Znd person - die - plural
'your nose' . ‘you die’

The next observation belongs to the intuitively
unpredictable theses. In person-marking paradigms, 18 out of
20 cases are such that the verb agrees with its object in

addition to subject-verb agreement.

* o

2.1.3. I n languapges with affixe
possessive person-marking i
ts very likely that there 1s

moie tha n onhae b a,r'§ d_rg_ml»f o ma
t

r
he person-in the complements
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-] f. the verhb: it is - hi ghly
probable. f‘h at the person of
the object and the 'subject
will ‘bre  equally marked.

B In most of.the-céses it was consbicuous that congruence
or aiv\least a considerable similarity existed between the -
phonetic form of the possessive psradigm and that of one or-

more yetbgl paradigms._

2.i.4; In lang uages with - affixed

P b=s.é'e ssive person-msrking,
the - ﬁ'h onet ic form of " the
b:o ssessive paradigm is
tdentical or similasr to the
phonetic foram of one or
perhaps  more : verbal
par a:d igms-.

To some ex{ent,’ the observatibnS'_SO' far caﬁ te
subjected to historical'interpretétion. The first universal
-suggests that -whenevef_ person-marking péradigms rise and
disappeat. historicelly (and have not existéd since the

beginning . of time, which is not very 1likely), then the
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$.1.3. ACCUMULATION OF FUNCTIONS: THE ROMER RULE IN
LANGUAGE '

The pioheers of research into American Indian languagesA-
Sapir, Bloomfield, Whorf and :otﬁers - have already drawn
attention to the fact thaf pepson;markjng affixes perform a
.Variqty of functions  in the - abundantly agglutinating
languages that they investigated. In several languaées}
besides  the _orig;nal function of person-marking these
morphemes perfdrm-éub‘ tundaﬁental tasks as the distinction
of subject sand object; distihguishing degrees of bbject
detinifeness; marking _reterentiall 1denfity4 or difference
"~ between .sénteﬁce elements; marking‘the syntactic relations
6! suﬁordlnate" clauses‘j (Jacaltec, Navajo); marking
~ éubordfnbtion . itselt (Amharic, Ubih), etc. The -person-
_-marking affixes perform a variety of functions in the

abuhdantly agglutinating- languages that they investigated.
In seversl _languages, besides the ofiginal fuhction of
person;marking thése morphemes pérfﬁrm such 'fundamental
tasks '_aé_ the -_distinction '.df subject and object;
distingﬁishing dégrees of. object definifeness; mérking
referential identiiy‘ ‘or ‘_difference between sentence
elements; marking the syntactic relgtinns'of subordinate

clauses (Jacaltec, Navajo)g..marking subordination itself
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decreasing numbers: the extinction ot the language family is
dated to the end df.the 19th century. Form Wurm's reliable
description we 1learn that the reconstruction of these
languages in the fifties begun on fhe basis of word lists
and texts which are of extremely doubtful value, since their
European authors were uqfamiliar with the principles of
linguistic desc;lption. It uaé on the basis of these
fragments that two scholers outlined (partiy contradicting

each other) the reconstructable features of the Tasmanian .
language family. It is one of these characteristics that the
most fundamental universal in theapreseﬁﬁ study'contradicts:
that the Tasmanian languages had a possessivé affix hapadigm
but no verbal person-marking affix paradigm (Wurm, ibid.).
The corpus that served as the basis of the reconétruction
is, for me at least, almost inacceéible (it cen be found in
the 1library of Sidney University), and i{n any case the
revision would require the competence of a speciasl field of
research, The doubtful accuracy of the manuscribts makes it
possible to pass over this counter-example here, which today

can neither be verified nor refuted.
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2.2. WORD ORDER TYPES OF LANGUAGES

As is known, affixed person-marking does not belong to
those linguistic characterfstics' wﬁose‘.presence m%kes
possible the identification of 1linguistic types (Léhmann
1973). Thus there is no direct and regﬁlar.cdnneétion
linking the ordér of sentence eleménts,rthe exi5f§nce of
peréon-marking bound hdrphemés, and>the.1inear'structufal
place of morphemes with other graﬁﬁatiéal functiohs'(eg.
iniérrogative>_ particles, vnegafive- partiéles,v hddality-
-markers, cése-markers etc.).

Yet in a ne gatiwv e As'e:n‘s e it appears
that there 1is some cdhngciion‘beiQeen‘wdyd order type ahd
the existence of 'pérspn-markihg affixgs_as tested in this

" study: from  am ong ‘the  tw enty

languages  there is . no

consistently SVO 1 a'ﬁ‘g-q a.g'e‘ u,h_i:é h_'

compulsorily marked the ‘pe rson
of the possessor by a n aff fxin.
the ‘p ossessee. This morﬁhosinfactic phehomepdn
is therefore 1likely to be  inconsistent - with the
simultaneous :oééurnénce .6t» the'”'followingir

features:
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Svo, NG, Nadj, Postnominal relative clsuse
Prepositions expressing cases
Periphrastic interrogation, megation, (verbal)

modality

The fact alone that there is no SV8 language among the .
tested ones 1is not enodgh to state the inconsistence. A
counter-proof also had to be found. On the basis of both
Greenberg's (1963, 109) and Ultan's (1969, 58-59) surveys 1
chose some languages which fulfil the wmajority of the above
conditions (mainly: S¥0, NG, NAdj), prepositions); then 1
consulted the relevant grammabs‘ in order to ascertain
whether languages of this type ieally exﬁress_the person of
the possessor not by affixed person-marking, but by an
independent possessive pronoun. (The tested languages have
to exhibit SvD features not only in terms of the order of .
sentence elements, but .also with regerd to other .
characteristics, since languages exist in nhichvfhe=order-ot
the sentence elements has nemdhed the‘svo stage but which
sre of an SV0 nature in texméAolbuther features. These
languages, eg. Finnish, may contain affixed _possessive
person-markers. )

Appendix Three contains the result of . the survey. The
data ftoﬁ the fen defin&tely'é%ﬂ.lﬁdguaﬂeﬁ sqgges{ that the
inconsistence is a statisti#al?f&bt. fﬁe. two Svo_langdéués
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which do contain affixed possessive person-marking again
show the uncertainity factor, which can emerge at any moment
in universal research, one thch arises from the non-
-deterministic nature of linguistic reguglarity: in the
investigation of almost every phenoﬁenon we also find
examples contradicting the connection that is stated to be
regular. _ '

Something should be mentioned about the affixes of the
two 1languages that have been referred to above. As the
Appendix also notes, in the Gbeya language no t
every per son hsas its own a f_f ix
vertant; only the 1st and 3rd person singular and
only the 2nd person plurél are marked with affixes. (Tﬁis is
also the same in the case of the verbal paradigms.) Thus in
the remaining persons (ree possessivee and subject morphemes
are used. The bound morpheme 15 also a variant only: i {
the bound morpheme nee & not (or
rather, must not) be used. Nothing is
said  by the grammars about whether the bound morpheme is
omitted obligatorily or opiionally{) This is an extremely
significant difference as compared to other tested languages
containing affixed person-markers, because these invariably
have obliggtory marking of the person of the possessor and
that of the subject (also) by a bound morpheme. Therefore

perhaps it is not an exaggeration to say that the system of
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affixed person-marking is in the process of disappearing in
the Gbeya langﬁage. .

The sjtuation is somewhat similar inv Malay, in
so far as the person-marking affix does not appesr in either
the possessee or the ' verb when an independent pronoun is
used. Thus 1in this respect,'-Malay too differs from the
languages that I fested; The Malay affixed parasdigms,
.however, are cohpiete: unlike in Gbeya, each person has its
sffixed varisnt in Malay, with another rule restricting the
appearance of the affixed persbn-markgrs to a minimum, I f
trom the situation it isg obvious
which person is in Q clved, no
grammatical element expressing
the category of person is used at
811 . However strange this may seem, in an illustrative
text (Lewis 1956, 99), bargaining in a bszaar takes place in
such a way that the person of the‘speakers is not marked in
a single prammatical element: mere stems appear between

.nominal complements and adverbs. Perhaps it is again not an
exaggeration to draw the conclusion that the system of
affi*ed person-markers in this languagg is on its.way
towards becoming obsolete. 4 ‘

In Appendix Three I ﬁave outlined a third poésibility
'in addition to affixes and .independent pronouns: clitics.

This conclusion was necessary because of Greek, in which
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unstressed pronouns are definitely qualified by the authors
of the grammar as clitics. They are clitic-like because they
are unstressed and occassionaly change their phonetic form.
From the detailed description it is evident that other free
morphemes can also intetpose_-themselvés between the
possessee or the verb and the morphemes that_quaiify as
clitics, thus syntacticélly these haveAio be qualified ss
independent SentenceAelgments; _ ’
In spite of the fact that the two languages mentioned
sbove contain affixes, further on 1 consider that the system
of effixed p evrvs o n-markin g which I'have looked
at here 1 s not e_f characteristic of
the consist ently SV 0 languages .
"The order types of th§ laﬂgyéges in 'uhich the

affixation pattérn'in question bccdr;ad aré as follows:

SOV : ' 11. Yanguages

TvX Co 'S.iaﬁguages
VSX _'”.ﬂzigpéﬁagps

' The tera. 'S oVt y p e I have applmed to thoée{
'}énguagés in which the verbal p:ecicate accup1es the last
position in a simple sentence ﬁth a ttansitxve verb or;
Vnhere the 'order of the- possessive construction is en with

‘case marklng (if existing at all) appearing 1n the torm of 8



- 130 -

suffix in the head of noun phrases. Considering this latter
characteristic, the only language that shows some
irregularity is Amharic, in which some case markers
appear in the form of nominal prefixes. It can be clearly
seen, however, that the new, increasingly spreading case
marking type in Amharic is post-positional: the object case-
-marker is a suffix, and the language abounds in "pronominal
adverb-like" postpositional elements which can be added to
nouns even if they have a case-marking prefix, eg. with the
meaning "in" (Robert Hetzron, personal communication.) Of
the criteria that determine word order type, the types of
relative clause showed a much more varied pattern as
compared to the languages mentioned earlier on: in the SOV
languages post-nominal and right-extraposed clauses occurred
frequently. This seems to strengthen the assumption (in the
introductory chapter) that change of type in SUV.languages
probably starts with a8 change in the order of clauses. A
language may show quite a number of SOV features in the
construction of simple sentences even when the (relative)
clauses are about to conform to the pattern of a new
typological period.

The term T VX type 1 have applied to languages
in which the word order of simple sentences is relatively
free (with no rule governing which position the verb must

take, sentence-initial, second or sentence-final). The data
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from the grammars suggest that in these languages the brder
of sentence elements is determined by communicative factérs.
Other _data;_ especially the OGN order of .the possessive
construction, .more or less suggest Athat these lanpuages
represent 8 rearranged version of an original SOV type.
Herg, houever; the follduing restrictions Qill have to be
mentioned: )

The wmorphologicesl and syntactic characteristics of
Hungarian, Sierra Miwok and.
Takelms more of less unambiguouély show that TVYX type
is of SOV origin. T am uncériain whether the TVX type ofv
Blackfoot and Siuslaw -is of SO0V origin;
here, SOV origin is only supported. by the GN order (and some
other features which were not mentioned as criteria).

In the V5X languag é's» sentence-initial
position of the verd is'hot such a str;ct rule as sentence-_
-final position in consistently S50V languages. Yet the
'grammars state the general rule of sentence—initfai position
of the verb- for all four VSX languages (A gt a,
Aztec » Bella Cools, Jacaltec . 1In
each of these the NG order of the,ﬁossessive'constructXDn'asA
well as the postnominal relative clause is consistent with
“the .type. Case marking, however, is not uniform: Aifeé hééh_

.éufiiied case-marKers inconsistent wiht itéHpré,‘ﬁhilé the

Jacaltec grammar makes no mention of ‘case mafking at all. It



- 132 -

is interesting that it is Just these two latter languages
which have prefixed person-marking. Partly relying on
6istorical-comparative evidence, it was in the case of these
languages where I had to sssume that the present VSX type
originates from a preceding SOV type (see 1later for
details). To summarize what hass been said sbout types:
statistically the type of affixed person-marking tested in
‘this study primarily characferl;és S0V languages. This
characteristic tallies with their basically agglutinative
nature (lLehmann 1973, Vennemann 1978). The* paradigms,
however, &re not limited to this typé. They appear in three
typological systems: SOV, TVX an VSX. In the following I
shall endeavour to give a historical explanation for this

pattern.
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3. DIACHRONIC INTERPRETATION OF TYPOLOGICAL DATA
3.1. PRONDMINAL ORIGIN OF PERSON-MARKING AFFIXES

3.1.1. GRAMMATICAL FEATURES OF PRONOUNS

Historical-comparative investigation into several
languages has proved that person-marking
affixes are of pronominal o'r i g in.
This thesis generally applies even if in one person within a
paradigm non-proﬁominal origin also occurs; these exceptions
déﬁ not affect the validity of the general ihesis. from many
points of view, the function of person-marking affixes also
shows similarities to that of pronouns. Thus the pronominal
origin can also be supported in a fuﬁctional respect.
I1f, therefure, we also want to originate person-marking
affixes from pronouns in a typological framework, it is
worth acquiring a more general picture of the
charact é ristics of independent
pronouns .,

Concerning their syntactic status, personal and
possessive pronouns are inherently “"definite” noun phrases.
This is also shown by their distribution: except in some

constructions, they do not .pattern with sentence elements
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(adjectives, possessives, restrictive relative clauses)

which ere generally determiners of the head in NPs:

anthe hard-working you (attribute + pronoun)
"myour he (possessive + pronoun)
xthe he who was here (pronoun + restrictive

relative clause)

Pronouns then fill those positions in sentences which
sre usually filled by (+ definite) noun phrases. .

However, most languages behave differently with regard
to stressed and unstressed pronouns.-Most laqguageé show
stress differences not only suﬁrasegmeﬁtally (intonation,
stress), they also employ different allomorphs aecdrding to
whether the sentencé element substituted by a pronoun is
stressed or unstressed. Stress differences, in turn, show
differences in functional sentence perspective.

Unstressed subjective and
objective pronouns penerally
perform the function of the unstressed topic. Thus it can be

expected that they will occur in posi-

tions where the corresponding
(+) definite sentence elements
(subjects, objects) in the role of topic

in non - emphatic sentences
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normelly occur: betore the verb in SOV
languéges, after the verb in VSX languages, and in
the Sv0 type, subjective pronouns before the verb, while
objective pronouns after the verb. Most languages do fulfil
this expectation: the unstressed proﬁouns in the
consistently SOV 3apanese are indeed found before the verb;
in some VSX 1lenguages the un;tnessed pronouns generally
.follow the verd; |in Engilsh, thch is almost consistently
Svo, the subjective and objective unstressed pronouns
generally tske the positions specified above. Some
languages, however, fail to
fulfil this expectation. This bhas
already been noticed by Greenberg (1963, 91), who stated
thet pronouns are different from nouns in respect of order.
His examples include the pronominal object, which generally
precedes, and the nominal object, whwich follows the verb,in-
French, Italian, Greek, Guarani and Swahili (all SVO
languages). In the Berber language (VSO type); pronominal
objects (or indirect objects only) pnecede the verb if it is
in the future or is negated. In the Nubian language, the
general order is SOV, but it 3dYse shows -SVD variants
(although in the case of pronominal objects this alternative
word order never occurs). In those Welsh sentences where the
pronominal subject is emphstic, the subject takes the first

position; if the object is also pronominal, then it also
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precedes the verb (while nominal objects follow the verb).
Welsh is also an VSO language.

Besides this difference in word order, Greenberg does
not draw any concrete conclusions from the exemples. This
was left for snother linguist to do (Dik 1978, 189-194), and
recently a typologist (Hsin I-Hsieh 1978, 26-29). He also
proved his conclusions usiﬁg several new empirical examples.
.I-Hsieh's thesis'is that pronowuns may occur further
to the left than their nominal equivalents: they t a k e
the left-most position possible
'in the given langugaage (ibid. 26). This
means that i n the linear orde r' of
sentences, pronouns, in contrast to
sentence elements of NP-pature, t e nd to occur
on the left. This characteristic
has to be borne in mind if we are
to originate person-marking
affixes from pronouns. '

I have not been able to find empirical surVeys
concerning the position of possessive pronouns, but I feel
certain  in  concluding that  in this case too,
independent possessive pronouns either stand on
the same side as other possessive NP elements or tend to the
left (this implies that with the NG-order of possessive

constructions the order of pronominal possessive
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constructjon may be GN, but not vice versa).

Greenberg's and I-Hsieh's statements make no
distinction between stressed and unstressed pronouns
(Greenberé also provided examples concerning stressed
pronouns in Welsh). From the viewpoint of the present
research it is also necessary, however, to study the
behaviour of independent stressed pronouns.

Languages use stressed personal pronouns if the
pronominal sentence element has no unstressed toﬁic role.
Within this case there are several syntactic possibilities: -
the pronoun maf be the focus element (rheme) of the
sentence, or it does have a topic role but is stressed. A
pronoun is wused with a focus role it it is emphatically

stressed:

Hungarian (Ot lattam tegnap este. (It was him I saw last

"him saw-I last night" night.)

Hungarian Engem vigyen el a moziba. (It is me that (s)he
"me take-(s)he the movie-to" should/ take to the

movie.)

These constructions are not very frequent anyway, but

because of the emphasis involved no-one has thought of
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deriving the development of person-marking affixes from
these.

The case of stressed topic is different (€. Kis§ and
Szabolcsi's term, cf.'Szabolcsi 1980); some linguists have
attempted to derive person-marking affixes (agreement) from
constructions coﬁtainlng such an element (Givén) 1975).
Befofe discussing that, let us see what a construction with
8 stressed topic'exactly means.

Since topic position is involved, it is obvious that
according to the wuniversal fendency the stressed topic
element of sentences 1is sentence-initial. In languages in
which word order is by and large determined by
communicational factors, the situation is not complicated:
the stressed nature of the topic in the first position is
expressed by some grammetical means (special intoﬁation,
accent, pause, special pronoun), and the rest of the
sentence follows the topic in the succession specified by

other word order rules in the language:

Hungarian Az ékszerészt‘ — nem_a védencem gyilkblta meg.

'the jeweller(acc) not my client murdered'’
(As for ihe jeweller - it was not my client who

killed him.)
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Hungarian 0Oket. — nem fopjdk kivallatni.
‘them  they won't cross-examine’

(As for them — they will not be cross-examined.)

(Dashes indicate the suprasegmental elements that cannot be

represented in writing; cf. MHis spirit they couldn't kill).

In those languages, however, where the order of the
sentence elements is fixed (in the subject-prominent
languages of Li and Thompson 1976), constructions involving

stressed topic show a more complicated picture:

The boy! he came back yesterday.

French Lui! il n'était pas 14§.

French Alice; je ne 1'al pas vu.

Thus the siressed topic is on the left, separsted from the
sentence by a pause; following this (because of tha
obligatory word order rule) the topicalized " element is
repeated in the form of an anapﬁbric (and unstressed)
pronouﬁ. A similar variant exists in Hungarian, meinly in

colloquial spoken style:

Hungarian A kﬁnyvedetl gzt nem lattam.

‘your book(acc.), that I haven't seen’

(As for your book; I have not seen it.)
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Hungarian A feladatT 8z nem lesz kinnyebb,
‘the task (Nom.), that is not going to be easier'
(As for the task,; it is not going to be

easier.)

Examples could also be taken from a VSO language. In
Ivatan (which belongs to the JMalay-Polinesian language
_group), sentences with o stressed topic follow exactly the
above pattern, Flrst.l provlde,the neutral sentence, this is

. followed by the one with the stressed topic.

mepalang gako no tse . (Reid 1966, 131)
lead me Subj man A o
‘I am being led by the méﬁ'

yaken, .quam mapalang:qpﬁd_ no - tao
‘me lesd ~ me - Sub) man

'As for me, I‘am,hetﬁg Ied'by_fhevman'

In addition to' the above moré ‘or less regular
cﬁnstruction involving_'strésseb topic, anbther special one
is mentioned in several studies: the "afterthought" topic.
This differs from the siressed topic 1in that the topic
element is in the right-most poéifidn of the sentence. This-
construction is used (mainly in the spoken iaﬁguage) when we

want to topicalize a sentepnce element after uttering the
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sentence, or when_ we feel @he hearer may not understand
exactly what we were speaking about. In spite of this
accidentality, there are linguists (eg. Hymén 1575) who
sugpest that this constructional type sometimes serves as a

starting point in language changes. Examples include:

French Je ne 1'si pas vu, luiT.

‘Hungarian Nem voltam ndluk tegnap, Kbvécééknéll.

‘I wasn't with them yesterday, with-the-Smiths'

He does not see the boats, vJohnI.

We had to discuss the rules of prbnpun use in detail in
6rder to be able to detérmine the positibns and grammatical<
cbnstructions in -which ‘pronouhs_ most have begn_useﬁ when
their cliticization and then aggluitnation begén. The stage
before aghlutination must be a possible language state from:
both ’typological,and‘g;ammatical aspects -this is the aspect
that  enables typology (which should - go parallel with .
theoretical considenatiqns) te enrich and correct tﬁe

findings of historical-camparative>investigations.

3.1.2. POSITION OF PERSON-MARKING AFFIXES

In order to formulate a. hypothesis elaborating. the
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position of independent pronouns
prior to - agglutination, 'we have ‘to survey the
position of person-marking
sffixes in relation to the stedw In
the languages under discussion.‘ Before agglutination
occurred, indépendentlpronouns must'have followed the o;der
shown‘by the affixes in today's languagés; '

| In the tested languages the wﬁtd order type . and

position of affixes are as follows:

iPoaition of person-marking affixes:

Prefix Suffix
SOV _ 4 : 7
TVX : - 4

vsx . 2 3 2

'sOV, pretixed: Assiniboine, Diegueno, Navaje, Ubih
SOV,»su{fixed: Amharic, Burtét, Eskimo, Kanuri,-uueéhua,
Nenets, Tatar
TVX, suffixed: Hungarian, Sierra Miwok, Siusiau,'Takelma
vSX, prefixed: Aztec, Jacaltec
vsX, sutfixed: Agra, Bella Co-ola.2
(I consider tha Assiniboine language as’ préfixedl sov

because, although number is marked by suffixes, prefixes
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mark the category of person. In Blackfoot, mixed-position

affixes are person-markers.)

In connection with the position of pronouns we have
stated that it is either the same as that of nominal
complements or tends to be 1eft-mosf. Thus 1in an SOV
language this rule wouldAmake it impossible fof unstressed
,persoﬁal pronouné to be placed on the right of the verb. Yet
the agpglutinated person-mar kers
are suffixes in seven © f the
tested Sov langusapges. Explaining this
state poses certain difficulties, since firstly it involves
positing 8 language phase preceding the stage of
'aggluiination when o n Y1 y the pronominal elements
“waiting to be egglutinated" followed the verb, since all
tested SOV languages show a rather consistent tendency; this
also meant that in clauses nothing could directly follow the
sentence-final  verb. Tﬁus here we are faced with a
contradiction which has to be resolved somehow.

In the case of Tv* languages the explanation of the
suffixed person-marking paradigms is easier, because the
post-verb position c a n be filled. On the other hand, it
is worthy of note that the subject-marking atfixés, which
have the greatest chance of becoming topiés, are also in

suffixed position. It is rather difficult to find an
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adequate explanation of pronoun agglutination if the
original pronoun was in topic position. Thus, in many
fespects, we again see inconsistency between word order type
and the present position of person-marking bound morphemes.
Moreover, three out of the tested four TVX 1languages
obViously show a more ppimordial S0V stage, thus place of
affixation and :wprd order type is even less consistent in
'thié earlier state (which is perhaps closer to the period of
agglutination) |
The position of pronouns most logically explains the
vaff;xf pattern of VSX languages since in these, the position
ot pfonnuns. which is consistent with the nominal word
order, métivateé suffixed person-markers to a great degree;
4”the tendency towards the left, on the other hand, serves as

o d?‘good explanation of pretixed person-markers. To further

;aborate, in‘ the case ot - ¥SX languages (unless other
‘ cons1derations.are ;ajsad} the word order rules for pronouns
i”;satlsfactorily accnunt fnr::tﬁé‘position of pefson-marking
7’afr1xes.,’ ERRE | |
.”" Since in snv and TVX languages the present state cannot
:-;aq;ount for the’ posxtion ‘of aft1xes, othen»explanstions have
_-jto be- sought._ Logically, tun obvious possibilities exist:
:3either the h y,p_p thests (proved several times by
;knhis@orxpal—comparattﬁa N methods) 6f ‘person-

-“snn‘a;rﬂk i," ] bound - o'r p hemes bedng
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of pronominal or i gin has to be
rejected, or another one has to be put forward,
namely that i n the lanpgpusasges where the
position of affixed morphe ﬁ es is
inconsistent with word order,
these paradigms emerged not

h i
the word-order 'pve riod actually
b i

e

own by the languages, but
another, when. " the. order o

sentence elements was c'oAnﬂs~i s ten

R - (o]

with the prese nt - 'p attern. o
‘person-marking. Ineither case, we have to
reckon with grave objections, The_ latter hypothesis is

expecially vulnerable because, éécording'#o some typological.
conceptions, phonetic éorruption in word-final position is
an ' extfemely po&erful all»pgrvasivé- process. (Vennemann
1975); thus the 1likelihood that word ‘final.p'ersomma.a'rkérsv
remain unaffecteq'~jn ‘the course of type change is very
small. Other couniér-atguments may alsovemefgé in conﬁection'
with the ‘suggestéd ‘type changes:(theSe wili be discuﬁsed
later). On the- other hand, -it>lﬁould_ be ijlogical and -
counter-intuitive to rejeci the.pronomihél drjgin énd nature
of person-marking éffixeé,-Achshse},to. do. so Qould'pévsz
igndre ‘the éoncrgte evidence lbroQided: Sy hiﬁ{orical-

-comparative linguistics.
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In spite of this, I shall attempt to give érguments in
favour of both views. Relying on nydnfs (1571) and Ingram's
(1975) research I hold that saffixes are
"relics" from an earlier word
rder pe riod; I shall try to ‘acqount for why
the predominant 1 y ) suffixed

erson-markin b c_h anges more
lowly than word .o rder type
tselft; also, I shall raise the possibility 1hét
h' certain langu a”g.e s one member

n the peradig ms (3rdperson) is not of

B = = = 8 T ~ 0O

frect pronominal or'i gin.

3 2 HOW THE INCDNSISTENCIES IN THE POSITIDN
OF AFFIXES CAN. BE EXPLAINED PROS AND CONS

If was 7. Givén (1971) who first put forward the idea
that in ceftain languages the morphological system ot ‘the
person marking paradigms could be the remains of the syntax
of an earlier typologjcal_ period. (The novelty of this
theory 15,' of course, that it _stressgé the earlier

typol ogical ‘period; historical-comparative.
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investigations, after all, had often derived morphological
constructions from syntactic structures.)  In 'this Etudy
Givén invites us for an "archeological walk” (implying that
he discusses questions concerning extremely long periods of
time), and the shows that morphological constructions may go
back to syntactic structures in earlier typological periods.
Among other areas, Givén investigates the prefixed
subjective and' objective person-markers of the Bantu
languages, and the suffixed objective person-marking
morphemes of Amharic. He derives the preverbal objective
person-marking bound refixes of the Bantu group from an
earlier SOV stste of these languages (which are now‘SVD),
while in the case of Amharic, he considers the suffixed
person-markers as the remains of an earlier VS50 period, from
which the SOV pettern of present-day Ambaric probably
devéloped ‘under the influence of the Cushitic languages.

In this study Givén does not tackle the question of -
what syntactic structures the person-marking affixes come
from. He discusses this problem later (Givén 1976), linking
_certa;ﬁ froms of the syntactic process of topicalization
with morphological agreement. He states that although
sgreement is generally interpréted (both in the historical
and descriptive sense) as a relation between the subject and
the verb, or the object and the verb, yet both

synchronically and historically apreement is a relation not
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between these but between the topic and
s ome proenoun {1in the sentence.
structure. Givén explores the relation Betueen a

pronoun in the sentence and the topic which is vgronted".

The man, he came.

topic - pronoun

anaphoric relation
S
.Ac;ording to Givén's hypothesis, there are‘per;ods when this
constructional type, with agreement in' the 'dew“éense,
becomes frequent due to some reason and,'as a consequence,
the . topic loses its emphatic nature and is integrated into
the -strpcturé of the sentence. Tﬁis.means thattthe speakers
re-analyzé the . topicalized sentence as a neutral one, while

the originai anaphoric pronoun is cliticized, and finally

agglutinates to the verbal stem:

Topicalization Re-analysis
The. man, he came _ " The man, he-came.
topic pronoun . . subject clitic

By the end of this process_thé4tdp1c-prohoun agreement

becomes'subject-—verb- or object4§vé:b égréement, Gi&én 8186
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proves that pronominalization and agreement are not two
distinct process, but historically one and the same; he 8l1s0
elaborates a hierarchy covering the various possibilities of
how different sentence element acquire topic role.

To summarize the above: in Givén's opinion, the affixed
sgreement structures are the vestiges of topicalized
constructions, sagreement morphemes being the agglutinated
variants of unstiresseed anaphoric pronouns. These
constructions can survive the changes in word order type,
and this explains their unexpected positions 'in certain

languages.

Givén, however, does not find it necessary to assumé
that the reasons for these unexpected positions is always$
type change, and as an example he takes the Semitic perfect
(Givén 1976, 183-184). Proto-Semitic could have been an SOV
language, and the suffixed subjective agreement of its
daughter languages probably emerged in this typologicel
period. Topicalizational origin, such as the one outlined
above, should have resulted in prefixes. Suffixes occur
instead because in this language family the unstressed
anaphoric pronoun probably stood not before the main verb,

but before the auxiliary, and it was the pronount

+auxiliary complex that was suffixed to the stem
of the verb.
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Let us now see in what ways the typological and
theoretical hypotheses outlined above are relevant for the
languages tested in the present study. A number of pr;blems

have to be dealt with here: (1) the inconsistent, or

unpredictable position of person-marking affixes; (2) the

original syntactic function and position of the pronouns

agglutinating into person-marking affixes; two previously

mentioned universal statements should slso be added: (3) the

existence of possessive and verbal person-marking paradigms

(and within these, the presence of the subjective and

objective paradigm); finally (4) the phonetic similarity or
identity between possessive and verbal paradigms.

Two hypotheses have been raised as explanations for the
of person-marking affixes: the

unexpected position

version that derives the

development of this construction

2P 0 an earlier typological

period, and the auxiliary version,

Let us start with the first one.

Since here we set out from the position of affixes, we

have to investigate two groups of languages separately: the

one containing suffixes and that which contains prefixes,

Among the types discussed (S0V, TVX, VSX), independent

pronouns can regularly follow the verb in the VSX type and

it is also in this type that the regular order of possessive
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constructions is NG, which allows us to date the emergence
of suffixed person-markers to the VSX period. On the other
hand, we have 8also found SOV and TVX languages containing
suffixed paradigms, end these can be considered as later
variants of original VSX states. It can be hypothesised that
in these languageé the person-marking suffixes, for some
reason or other, survivéd the type change. This trend

.involves the following languages:
Languages with suffixed person-markers:

VX ———— 3 SOV ——————3  TVX

Agta Amharic Hungarian
Bella Cools Buriat _ Sierra Miwok
Eskimo Siuslaw
Kanuri - Takelman
Quechua
Nenets
Jatar

It should be emphésized, of course, that the arrows
between the types do' not mark any actusl historical
development between'lehguéges; they gfe simply a notational
device for_fhe (hybothetical)-étafemént that in SOV and . TVX

languages the person-marking morphemes are the remains of an
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earlief VSX period. TVX langeages' are :placed after SOV
lenguagee because TVX iangueges still pre;erve,'to a great
.eegree, ihe characteetstice of an earlier SOV type: fhls
-origin is  also proved by the hlstericelfcomparattve
: 1n§estigetione of the Hungariasn lengqage.,Finally, no SVO .
pefiodt sppears in the. trend because, :aslwill have,been
obvious from - the above statements, the 'pefsdnfmarking
‘pattern in question does nof‘charaetefize thia'type; the
system of person uarklng paradigms presented here could not
'l survive. a consistently svo period.
T At ',__fbiret\ s-lxgh.tv it might seem that the languages with
‘prefi i°e §_fp aredi g'u s need not be ‘classified
o in ‘historicai-'erder SOV and VSX languages ate found among
: ,itha ones which display ptetixation and both types allow
e'independent .pnopouns to be placed before the verb or the
.possessee, even it in vSX languages nominal complementS»'
_generally t ollo . the verb or. the possessee. Thus we’
could _assume that the person marketa “in theee tﬂo tyﬁea
'briginate; trom the pseseﬂt ﬁword> order _peffod,_ but
thtstdtlcal comparative _'inveeiigatidns haveA:fetuted this
(logically p0551b1e) solution. Steele (1976, 1977) supplied
proof that the ~'ancestor of the: Az t ec languagesb
"(Classical Aztec) uas undoubtedly a TvX language with a SOV
. :basls(' He also shoned that 1ts. prefixed person-marking

v:paradighs are older that ‘the VSX pefiod-seen today. On the
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basis of this féct, then, we cannot exclude the §possibility
that in the present VSX languages involving prefixes the
person-marking paradigms ~are the remains of an:earlier sov
beriod (perhaps with than intermediate TVS period). The'l

following languages represent this trend:
Languages with prefixed person-markers:

S0V (—————5) IVX (————>) ¥SX

Assiniboine ) Classi;al Aztec ‘
Diegueno . Aztec . Jacalteé
Navajo -

Ubih

The arrows in brackets betweén thé types indicate that the
' VSX languages with prefixed person-markers do not
necessarily go back to the fVX or SOV states, since the
tendency of independent pronouns being p]aced'to the left
can result in cliticized pronouns ﬁefore the ye:b or the
possessed also w i t h iln‘ this type.-Tﬁis is subported by
Jacaltec, which has prefixes, 'prbclitics and suffixes as

3. (The history of the  Aztec prefixes has

person-markers
other peculisrities, which I shall discuss later.)
Let us now suppose that for some reason the esrlier

typological -periqdf-Ve;sidn 1s:unfeﬁable as aﬁ_explanaiion,
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“and let us try to employ the other possibility described by
Givdn, the auxi i fary expl an a't i on . This
cah.be resoriéd to when the position of affixes clashes with
the wusual pronoun ordgt,in ihe given type; Givén's example
concerned the (50V) Semitic languages, uhichthve'sufflxcd
person-markers. Another restriction here 1is +that this
hypothesis can be employed 6nly'for the éufti;ed'SOV and TVX
languages. (in respéct” of the languages'that 1 have béen
1dvestigating) .since the position'of bukjliafies‘(prevérbai
in VSX sand postverbal in SOV) exﬁludes Givén's.éxplanation
in ihe,case of suftlxéd'VSX_and‘prétixéd 50v_15ngua§es. From
the evidence ' ,pronded by vhistoriéal-comparative
lnvestigatidns, on the other hand,' we cannot draw the
'concluslbn thai» auxiliaries ocdqt in the Aztec affixed
~person-markers, .

However, the aﬁxj]iaty explanation does nu@ come dp tq
our exbectatiqns‘ eQeQ wifh' regard to the; SOV/TvX -types.
Alth0pgﬁ' in the case of verbal paradigms we can posit‘the
existence of au k i lll.a,r'i e s -, they can no t
occur in peos qu‘é sive construct -
fons, a n-d ' we hayv e t 0, reconstru c't‘
.t h e history o-t_' 1t he b aradigm
systems of the tested langpuagpges
to enable cliticization —

—agplutination  to apply both
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f 5 verbal and possessive
constructions.

Alternqtlvely,. it may be the case that only the verbal
peféon-markers have developed from a pronoun +
+auxilia ;‘y complex,. snd later fhis construction
analogléally spread to po§sesslve éonstructiohs. (The first .
impllcatiqnal universal does not exclude the possibility
that verbal paradlgﬁs develop ilrét, followed by posseslee
paradigms.)

In connection with this hypothesis we have. fo reckon
with the tbllouing countar-érguments; to ‘the best of my
knowledgq; it has never occurred in historicai-compafatlva
investigations that person-marking affixes could
historically involve suxiliaries either in the Uralic or
Altaic languages. Moreover, no-one has suggested that in the
Uralic languages, the emergence of verbal peradigms had
preceded that of possessive person-harking paradigms. Thus
in the case of at least four of the tested lénguages.the'
suxilisry explanstion hes to be rejected. '

from this point onwards, consequently, I shall dismiss
the auxiliary explenation because of théAabove factor. In
spite of this, we may at times have to assume that the
ancestor of @ paradigm (or paradigms) of a particular
language is 8 pronoun + auxili i 8 r y complex.

If need be, the actual task of correction rests with



- 156 -

concrete historical-comparative investigstions.

We have attempted to outline the. possib}lities offered
in Givén's work. However; amonb the syntactic constructions
involving’ pronouhs we; encountered yet another structure
" which could iheo;etically ~result in the .development of
suffixed person markérS'also in SOV_languageé, (As we have
seen, this group seemed to be the most critical from the
‘explanation viewpoint.) These‘ are the constructions
involving a fterthought topic. '

Afterthought topics in 8ll - probability also exist in
- SOV languages. Hyman (1975) considers that the SOV-» SVO
type change in some Niger-Congolese 1languapes may be
moiivated by the growing frequency of tﬁese af terthought
. constructions. Aftérthought topics also occur in possessive
constructions, as we can 'see. in a Qery ffequept French

constructional type:

mon fils & moi

son livre 4 lui

Thus, this constructionél device caﬁ aléo_>app1y to
possessive constructions (this 1is 'in contrast to- the
auxiliary construction). Howevér, we have to reckon with two
serious '-cpunter-arguments “in the case of verbal

constructions. On the one hand, pronominal afterthought
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topics can only follow clauses containing a pronoun. If the
clause has a lexical NP which is repeated hs_topié, then (at
least in the langueges more faemiliar to me) the pronominal

afterthought topic csnnot follow the sentence:

Hungarian (€n) nem tudok ilyesmir8l, én. (= "I don't know
' ' sbout it, I.")

‘French Je ne sais pas, motf.

.He has been theré, himself.

(The .English sentence is actually more than 8 constructlon
1nvolv1ng atterthought topic )
On the other hand, ‘the following is impossible:

Hungarian x=Jénos nem vesztetta_el a kalapidt, 6.

(= John hasn t lost his hat, ne')

French uJeanne n'a rien dit, elle..

x] have found Mary in the garden, her.

Constructions involving 1lexical aftérthought topic are

relatively more frequent:

Hungarian ' Nem vesztette el a kalapjdt, Jénos.

(- “He hasn't lost ‘his hat, John.")-



- 158 -

French Elle n'a rien dit;‘Jeanne.

I have found her in the garden, Mary.

Thus, as I see it, theAconstructione involVing'aiterthought
topic only provide .e historical explanation in those
conat:uctiobs that contain @ lexical topic entecedent (Hyman
Velso eet out from this poini in dealing witﬁ the Niger-
Congolese lenguaﬁee). And another objection may be raised in
connection with tﬁev tested languages. According - to the
reletion 1laid down in 2.1.3,, most of the tested languabee
heve affixed peradigms markieg the person of more than one
complement .ot the verb (genetnlly'that'ef ihe'eubjeef and-
the object); and 1t ‘is abeolutely imbossible for t wo
'pronominal afterthought topics (subjective and objective) to

tollow the sentence:

1361 ismerem, én 6t. (= "I know him well, I him.,")

xlJe le connais bien, moi lui.

x]l kndw.him well, I him.

~Thus it 1is 1indeed improbable that in the tested languages
“"the  verbsl paradigms involVing. mostly subjective and
objective person marking suifixes have developed from- these

constructions.

We cen  state that  t he earlier
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typologiceael period v e_;'a fon 1is
the one that can be considered 8s
t h e most probable e x p lanstion of
the'élternatives disgussed in this section. The type chaﬁgea
lmplied By_ the constructions; hbwever, must be examined in
detail. Two trends to type changé haQe been considered:
VSX - SOV —» TVX and SOV - TVX -3 VSK. There 1s not
much to be said sbout the second period of the first trend
(SDV - TVX): the historical-combarati&e method can show
" this brocésé lh the Indo-Edropean, Uralic,:and probably in
other language-tamiliés 8s well. Suffice it to say fhgt
Rusélan and Latin had beéomé TvX lénguages from the SOV
Proto-Indo-European; and the TvX Hunparian and other
finno-Ugric_langyages with a felatlvali free word order had
'develbped. from Proto-Uralic; once also SOV. OnAthe other
hand, we may run ian'ﬁitticultieg in 'elaborating the fipst
period of the first trend (VSX -» SOV). Historicsl-
~comparative invéstfggtions ﬁpVé hitherto founﬁ.the VSXr»_
© -» S0V type Achange :only ;n  two languagesi Akkadian and
Amharic, and even ﬁera;-a'subétratum may have been the
_ motive behind type changé. Another countgr;érgumeht could be
that VSX and SOV show bppds;te characteristics> in every
respect; Lehmann's structural principle of position assigns’
oppoéiﬁé features. to the two types in resﬁeét of each

sentence element. How is a radical change possible that



- 160 -~

transforms . all .syntactic. _relations .intO‘ their exact
opposite? Owing to 1lack .of data I cannot answer this
question reae5uringly, bot 1 shell attempt to defend my
suggestion with the tollowing argumentsx l '

(l) Althought brought about by 8 strong substratum effect,
this cnange undoubtedly did take place in the Akkadian end
Amharic lenguages Thus the radical change- in syntectic
relations cennot be excluded as a. posaibility. Besides, the
.Amharic'lenguage contains exactly the paradigm pattern which
1 want to explain in my study. Moreover, tha process. ‘of”
l change has not yet rinished in thie language: tha casel
’_markera are still partly pretixea, but alongeide thev
"‘appeeranee of @ suffix, a postpositional nominal relation-
?-marking iype is- becoming wideepread, and it is interesting
follnotef ihat this pettern iaveonnected with_the_persone'
‘5ema£k15g sysiem~'unoer' dfscussion in the'presenffetqdy;:the
v'tuncfion of postposiiions islfilled by~“pronominal'adverbs"
involving possessive person merkers I have elao round suchp
::pronominall adverbs vin other languagee, and it is possibla'
thaf*-tnie ‘phenonenon 15 a ‘typical characteristic of the
languages that contain affixed person markers
(2)- Starting out from theoretical arguments, I found that
: tn'. only way of explaining the- existence of suffixes off
pronominal origin in consistently SOV languages “i _to

'postulaie’.an earlier VSX period The auxiliery explanation
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would perhaps be theoretically appropriate, but. concrete-
historical-comparative fnvaétigationa of person-marklngb
suffixes indicate the opposite. Moerover, the.subjéctlve,
objective and post-verbal or pqst-possessee positions of
possessive ﬁronﬁuns cannot be postuleted even. in non-
-consistent Sovllenguéges,lbecause of the leftLhand'tendency
of pronouns in general. - .
(3) Postulating an earlier VSX périod would be very doubtful
if no VSX languages containing suffixed .berson-mQrkers
existedy I have, however, fbund two>languages of' this kind,
with one of them, AJta; .being st the beglnniﬁg of the
cl1t!cizaiion-agblutinatlon ﬁrocessx ~ some of . its
person-markers .are enclltlés ~ but have not yet been
‘sgplutinated to the word stems. 1 '
(4) Finally, we cqnnotv exclude the vpoéslpility' that the
VSX - SOV change develops not directly buf with an
intermediate TVX period in which word order is relatively
free. - Within the VSX type we can find seversl ianguages'in
which. the topicalized items are placed before the verb; a
potential TVX period could perhaps be cqnsidered as a8
" further development of this tehdéncy.‘ This hypothesis
should, of course, _be suppofted-by historlcal-comparétivq
4investlgation§._ ‘
The dir!iculties' in connection- with the.postulétion ot

the order trend.(SOV -» TVX —» VSX) are not so numerous.
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'Flret,'lt was logicelly unneceeaary to postulate this type:
. change process:_the pre-verbal and pre- possessee poaltlon ot.
pronouns - ln SOV languagea, and their left-hand tendency in
VSX‘ languages _provlded an appropriata explanatlan for the
emergence df'fpereon-marking affixes. This time, the type
change hypbtheale- had to be fdrﬁulated exactly becasuse of
concrete nisforlcal?compaaatlea' lnvastlgatlona; namely; on
,accounf of the A;tee geraonrnarketa that yere deted to 8
period preaadlng tha'VSX state. According to'Sfaele‘e'study
| ‘Steele' 1977) however. the agglutlnation ot peraon marklng'
'extlxea in the Uto-Aztac language tamlly- wae.ot 8 more
" complex kind. then in _the cases discussed anove.fhteala
points' out thaf ln an earller TVX perlod thare was rula
fuhlch placed the cliticized person markers 1nto the second

.poeitlon in aentancee, whare they agglutinated to the vary‘

ffltst cnnstltqent, ‘no 'matter nwhlch sentence elemant was .

aentence'inltlal. ‘lhen the clitlcs, for _some mysterlous"‘
'Hreason, "hopped into*" preverbal posltlon and agglutinatad to

“tne” verb ln ‘the torm of o prefix. Ne can conclude from thle:

vstrange cnanga type‘ that the waxpl’ a ne t io n'-

which trace 8.ty pre chan g es b ack t’ o

the syntoax ; ot an - e a’r_l,i e.r
, t y po 1 ocpical . period. 18 wonly '
"genersl 8 cC h eme l o f t he =actual

'process; in in d fvidual 1 a n g usges
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the. developnm ent of person-
-'m'a.r kinpg aftixes may. occ uAr in
quite A unique wa f -] within this
peneral pstt ; r n. Greenberg, too, (Greenberg
1973) may hasve referred tﬁi this when in oﬁtlihing how
typolbgy could be extended towards language. history he .
stated that as wevéccumﬁlated more and more details about
,the history of}ce:tain lsngusges and language fﬁmllies, we
found more and more individual ways in which the universal
rules sre manifested.’ ' o ‘.

Further on, I shall'degl with the qugstlon of how the
type change trends are incompatible with I-Héfeh’s‘kl978)
SO0V cycle, slnce>according‘to hig conception the VS0 and SOV
_‘statesAare'intarrupted by SvVO bhases, and the perspn-markiﬁb.
sample discussed here is nof charécteristic of SV0 (probably '
- not being consisfeﬂt_ with this type). Vennemsnn's (1978)
conceptlon,-'Ihowever, does contain a _tendency which

corresponds to the trend now’béing discussed:




- 164 -

If we complete this scheme with the other hypbthetiséd
historical trend, also inserting the TVX' type, we then

‘atrive'at the following, rather complicated sghehe:

xThe sbove figura’can be reduced to §.much siﬁblerfone.;'
Aithough this results in dlréctions-that do not exist in
the aﬁove s:hémd,” and the new scheme also conceals othsrs
.'that do. . exist it reveals a new, more general principle ot

: type change.

Inner circle: |

, topic4pfominent type

Outer circle:

"‘subject~prom1nent type
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The heuristic power of this scheme is that. it presents
type change, which so far has been based on word order, es a
varjation between two major languaée types thest have not
figdrad in the prevjous sketches. Thus, landuagea would.
altefnately show aubject-prominent_ sand topic-prominent
characterist}ca (Li - Thompson 1976), with ‘diffgrenf
bvariante within the subject-prqmlnent type.'depending‘on hﬁw
-they "pattErn the subject, the object and the verb. The fypa
in which the order of the constituents in the sentence wogld
primarily be_}determined 'by the comMuﬁicationql éspects,
plays_;the key role i+ the course of change. In this sense
‘TVX 18 but the schematic beraviatianog several veriants,
slnceiAé TVX languesge can display extremély veried forms
iwithln’ the’ binaryApattern of'the topif-foéua (theme-rheme)
division, determined by the type “from which it. has
developed, ;by"iisv 1nt6national afructure, and by other’
sﬁbru]es for:word order (Dézsb 1978b).
' It we sre now to formulate “the motive 'of'type change
‘_fepresented in tﬁe figure; we can gtate tha?,the process of‘
type xchange_>arlses from the clash_ of the two opbésitg
'fendencies thet ara at wofk taking turns, withAresfrictipns'
imposed only by word 'ofder uniVersals. On the-one hanq!
languapes strive to reach some permaheqt pattern in theit
syntactic’ characteristlbs“'.(this metéphof- ié‘. to be

interpreted either in the sense of Lehmann's. structural
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principle, or in the sense bf‘nafﬁral seria}ization). On the
other hand, demands of communication tend to ‘counteract this
“tendency towards 8 unified structure.-ln other words, in the
case . of subjéct;promgnent languages, the process of spéech
requires syntactic structures which clash Qith the
"inherent“;_functionali‘perspective in the unstressed word
order vasriant of the givén Qbrp order type. ffbthis is too
.trequéntly required, it csn bring about e change in the
established basic word order vériant.vln topic-prominent -
langdages, “an thé other hand, it may;become necessary to
mark synta&tlc_ reletions with a more and more :1xed word
. order., B , )

1 have' been able; to make this digression towards
_'bonceptipns of type change only by temporarily‘dispensing
with the strict considerations of sciehfiriq resesrch, For
thé' moment, unfortunately, knowledge {is sparse sbout the
‘behaviour of TVX languages with free word prder{ also, we '
have ‘hardly begun to find éxplanatibns for the reasons of
Vtype change and changes 1in lsnguage in genersl, The most.
useful course would be to agree (with a little modification)
that the two trends can be integrated within Veﬁnemann's
conception which, although has been widely criticized, still

provides a pe;atl#ely'COherent picture of type change.
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3.3. WITHOUT TOPICALIZATION

I have not hitherto expressed my own opinion concerning
- 'the syntactic sources of affixed person-marking paradigms. I
have qutl;ned three possibilit}es: Givén's top;calization
hypothesis; Givén's auxiiia;y Explanstlon; and the third
version, the constructions with attetthoughf topic. I have
‘rejected the latter two-as unlikely. Further on, I shall try
- to prove that even the topicalization hypothesis 1is
unnebessary with regarq to tﬁe languages that I
investigated; independent unstressed personal prﬂnouns
- (having unstressed topic '(unction);;'or the syntactic
constructions involQing thqsa pronquns, provide us with an
explanation.' ks

' Unstressed. pronouns with emphatlc‘ topic function
_probably show the same .morpho}ogicalj behaviour in most
languages: ' they form Oné single stresé un;t with the verb
(or the possessor), while at mofpheme boundaries various

phonological interaction types can be oh<erved.
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french: Je_demande... - % d* ma:e® /
Jde crois... / 1V kbu' a/

‘Je t'en prie... / 1ta:m' p¥i:/

J'avais... - /38 ve/

mon oncle...  /mon' ©:k1%/ :
English: I told you... . /al' tavldju/

I've got... /3v'. got/

You know... /3 v/

Your picture /3*" pilktle/

It is epparent that i n the 18 ﬁ ' and ‘2 nd
persons there is @ tendency for
unstressed | ~ possessive and
personal pronouns t o‘ be c'l'i ti-
cized and then ap glutina fié d . In‘
the 3rd berson"ue run into difficulties in explaining why
non-zero pfonouns occur " in verbal or possessive
constructions even :uheﬁ the verbal complemedf (or the
possessor) is a lexical ‘noun phrase. In other worbs, the
phonological behaviour of unstressed possessive and personal
pronouns is a natural " 'explanation in the case . of
affixed | person -vm'a,r'k-i ng (which is the
equivalent of pronominalization) but this explanation is
inadequate in the case of agreement . This is

probably why Givén (1976) traced back agreement (and,
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implicitly, person-marking)' to topicalization processes,
since what bhe describes as the process "topic raising <
-- He-analysis as neutral sentence" provides 'an adequate
explanation for the existence ‘of non-zero 3rd
person affixes in sentencgs containing lexiéa} noun
phréses, ' |

It is my conviction, - howeQer, that in the languages
pontaining the relevaﬁt paradigm types, we d o not
need toplicalization -of the deveiopment of
person-markingvparadigmé. It seems to.be‘sdfflcient to state
that they appear because of the behaviquerfdunstressed
-personal and possessive pronouns, which was outlinéd éboveL

The reason wﬁy I_ rejeéfed topiéalization aS"an_'
‘expl;nation is thet i n th e ma jority of f.h e
tested 1an gtu é'é es, the ‘3rd P e:r s 0N
of el t_ﬁ e.f the subject ivv e or. the
objec f i‘v-é verbal person-marking
paradigm is z ero. What probably heppéned in
these paradigms is that after 'cliticizqtion the 1st and 2nd
person pronoun agglutinated to the verb, while there
was no such p'r oc é S s. in the 3rd
person A(parfly . because in the Amajority of sentences
lexical NPs are 3rd person complements and partly because in
‘some of these. languages -the 3rd pefson prohbun ig itseltf

zero). As soon as agglutination occurs, a verbal paradigm
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emerbes such that "nothing“ 1s‘the 3rd person marker in the
opposition, which 18 inter bsr eted b y
prese ﬁ t linguistic procedures as
8 z e t.o, morp heme . This zero morpheme, however,
postulated on the basis of linguistic presuppositions, has
nothi n.g. 8s its historical pntecedent.‘Thqs Givén is
' right when he states thatrlanguages.that use zero anaphoric
pronouns in topic-shift constructions will not develop
"subject-verb  or objéct-—verb agreement (Givén 1976, 151),
since historically we have no reason to posit a zero element
8s a morpheme of agréement in the Hungarian sentence A
vadész 16 (= the = hunter ‘shoot + §, i.e. "the ﬁuﬁter
shoots”). On the other hand it s certain that affixed
'person-marking paradlgﬁs can alsd emerge in langﬁages in
which the procéss of cliticiiatioh-agélutlnat{on dbes not
take plaqeiin the 3rd person, only in other persons. In this
ﬁdnnection 'ya chn pose the theoretical questioh of when and
why it is adequate to pdsfulata‘as-Jz e r o .the 3rd person
affix and the marker df agreemeht in synchronic,vdiabhronic. 
or pan-chronic descripti?e frameworks; Further on,'I shall
.employ the term- "zero" irrespective of the answer to thI;‘
qdestion. . _ . “
Givén examines the zerﬁ mdrpheme- in the er_person;
v'11105trat1ng -with the Bemba language how the process of

topicalization works even when the 3rd person pronoun is
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zero (l.c. 166-167). However, this statement contradicts
another one that can be found at the'beginniég of his study:
here he states that langusges using zero ansphoric pronouns
do not qevelop subject——verb'or object—verb sgreement. With
respect to the 1language type now being discuésed, his
hypothesis is mistaken not,dn]y because of the above reason,
but also becausé it does not epply to agreement in

‘possessive constructions.

How are those Anumerbus cases to be explained where ;he
3rd person of the verbal paradigm is a non-zero ‘element? It
is Jjust these cases for which I have suggested that the
direct historical antecedent-ot the non-zero affix is. no t
a praoanoun but eifhef a suffix with specisl functions
that was édapted later, or a casse marker which "“stuck" in
the sentence structure (see later).

ASo tér; possgésiQe paiadigms have ‘not yet been discussed. I
have found J3rd person zero affixes in these paradigms only
in the case of ?nherent possessee stems (in Assiniboine).
The reason for thfs is obvioué: the non-inherent possesseeA
stems could not be interpreted es elements of possessive
constrhctions if some overt elemént (éffix' or lexiqal
possessee) did not indicate this relation. On the othef
hand, - an exblanation{ to the question of why the non-zeré
marker of fhe 3rd person can elso occur with a lexical

possessor has to be found also in the case of possessive
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constructions. Topicalization ‘could not have been the
antecedent of these conétructions, since topicslized
. possessive constructions are rathér rare . (8almost
ungrammatical in some 1languapes). Thus, in such a large
_numbér of | languagés the re-anslysis of topicalaized
possessive constructions as neutral structures cannot lead
-to the development of posseséive psradigms, For suﬁh a
‘process to occur, . we would have to postulate the frequent
existence of topicalized constructions of the following

-typex ’ .
' ?? Mérté, 8z 6 kinyve (Marths, her book)

? Peter, his book

'In ;spite of this, we cannot exclude the possibility that
bposseSsive cbnstnuctidns ban'also emerge in such a waya.
-The Assiniboine and Agta‘constfuctions, however, which will
be discussed later, indicate that the topi -
‘talizetion explanation ¢ an also
'be rejected . in the cese of
possessiyv é paradigms, since possessive
person-marking affixes can be decived from simple
unstressed pbsééssiye pronouns. The Assiniboine language
provides proof that‘there exists a phase when, in the case
of 8 lexical possessor, there is no 3rd peréon sffix, this

being found only in the case of pronominal possessor; it is
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slso quite probable, on ‘the dther hand (see later), that
affixed marking may‘ analogicaliy spread over to
constructions involving lexical possessors. The dafa of the
4 Agia language, 'by contrast, suggeét that the 3rd person
possessive person-marker is’ not necessarily of pronominal

origin.

3.4, TYPES OF AFFIXED PERSON-MARKING PARADIGMS

In this section I shall outline the conditions of the
-develobment of three paradigm types,'usind mainly languages'
which represent btbe early phases of development. For éécﬁ
typé I shall- assume that the paradigms are the results of
the cliticiiafion and agglutlnation of unstressed pérsonal
and possessive prondﬁns; Should this process be insufficient
for the explanatldn of the 3rd person forms, I shall pttempt

“to find othgr motives for their development.
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3.4.1. THE PRONOMINAL PATTERN

Léf us suppose that cliticizéiion and subsequent

aggiutinafion to - the verb or the possessee is the natursl

behaviour of personal and- poésessive pronouns. The 1st énd

. 2nd persbn are always exbressed by a pronoun, therefore 16

,these pérsons "afflxﬁtion.develops in'subjective, objectivé

and possessive positiohs alike. The complements of the 3rd

person, on ‘the other hand, are lexical NPs in.most of the

vcases_ (thus no pronoun appesrs in the sentence) and,

md;eové:, in some langdageé‘ the unstressed 3rd berson

pronoun is ltséit a zero elément. Furthermore, in verbal

‘constructions the meaning or morphological construction of'
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and morphological features) Eleérly refers to the number and
nature of the possible complemeﬁts, the possibility cannot
be excluded that the person-marker of both the
subject and the object willl be a zero
element. -

The 1st and 2nd person of the . bossessivé paradigm cen
'natureily develop f{rom Qnstressed possessive pronouns. In
.the. case of 8a lexical p 0ossessor , there:is
no pronoun in the construction, therefore a0 o 3r d
person affix can occur. On the other
hﬁnd, i n the c¢c1s5e of a pro nAo minal
possessor, the affi x canno t" be
zer o, because a bare NP would not be intérpreted as one
with a possessor (unless in the language fhp inherent
" possessee nouns from a distinct category); _
'chhemafICBlly the ideal paradigm pattern
of clear pronominal origin ought to
be as-tollowsS: ‘ '

Verbal constructions
~ Intransitive Transitive

Vx1 , sz ij

I
Hxl
im

Person 1lst

2nd B 0 £
3rd ['] g g

i
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_ Possessive constructions

Pronominal possessof vLexicaI}possessor
Px
Person 1st G- | : --
2nd H --
3rd I ' unmarked

In the schemes, A’ - I sre the affixed derivatives.qf the
corresponding personal aﬁdv possessive pronoun§; and zefos
are postuiéted items without histdricelﬁantecedents{ Do we
"in fact know of such a language? ‘

Yes: in the As s iniboine language (as has already
been _mehfioned "in  this chapter) there are affixed persoh—
;ﬁarkers of a mixedv'txpe: prefixes can be considered és
morphemes of the perSoﬁ category, while suffixes 55 those'of
the category of number. (Some infixes are also found in the
language.) For the moment I am disrgdarding the ﬁorphemés_of_
the numbery category. In the 3rd person singular thevverbai
person-marker of ‘both the subject and the object is zero,
~while vtha dther persons are expressed‘by overt morphemes

both as subjects and objects:
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wicdsta ne paza wazl-‘! -p-28ps - (Levin 31)
man Part cat - he- 1t (Acc)-hit

“The man hit a cat"”

‘uk - & - ni - pe - pt
we - you (Acc) - wait - P1.°
(P1.)

‘ "we wait for youf

 _Among the pronominal possessive

- (Levin 38)

constructions, the 3rd

person of the possessee (marking parts of the body of some

relation) is iero, since 1nhérent ppsseséion is involved,

‘ but ‘the occassional pqésessees' have overt'pefsonfmarkers

'alsé in .the third person. The constructions that contain

-'lexical possessor are unmarked andvhavé GN word order:

ta - wicu ‘»(Levin 24)
Px3Sg - Woman -
o .'his wife'
Viola hiknéku v Tom cicéd - (LévinAGO)

_Viola husband . Tom son

“Viola‘s husband” . "Tom's .son"
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It is very signifiéant that the SOV Assiniboine
contains prefixed person-markers; my hybothésis is that
Assiniboine is in the period of affixation development, when
the positibn of saffixes 1is consistent with the order of
sentence elemeﬁts.. o ‘

In the teéted sample, Assiniboine is the only languagé
which belongs to the clear pruaominal types, although Some
,characteriétics of the pronaminal type occur in the other
two paradigm types that will be discussed.

' Indeed the possibility has to be sllowed for that there
"may be 8 langdage whose affixes of pronominal origin_mark
' the 3rd personv;n verbal paradigms in the case of anabhoric
pronominalization, but (sihilarly to thé above pbssessiye
'construcﬁions) in the @asg of lexicél complements, the 3rd
- -person is zero. However, I have not discovered any languages

with such an affixatiqn type.
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3.4.2. THE ADAPTATIONAL PATTERN

1 have found two languages in which most (though not-.
all) paradigms can be expialned bylthe above pronominal
origin. There are, however, significant differénces from the -
ﬁrohominal pattern in respect of two phenomena, on the basis
-og which these languages represent a new paradigm type. The
differences sre also» motivated by the (fact that both
languages have suffixed person-markers and belong’to thé TVX
'fypa, thus .indicating that their ét(ixation principle must
be very old and fhat‘ it must have undergone much change
during the course of time.

There are eleven kinds of verbal paradigm in
T é kelma, an isolating 1language of the Penutian
language tamlly' (Sapir 1922). The 3rd person of the
subjective and objective paradigms is - marked by a zero
element in seven out of the eleven cases. Thus these.verbal
peradigms, are constructed in a similar fashion to those in
Assiniboine, but the structure of . possessive pafédigms
differs from their counterparts in Assiniboine because not
only the constructions involving pronominal possessors
(suffixes in the example below) but also those involving.

lexical possessors contain person-marking affixes:
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hap '-da sgi'si  hap ‘'-ds  (Sepir 1922, 292)

son - Px3Sg Coyote son ~ Px3Sg
"his son" “Coyote's son" .

‘This differences seems to be explicable in two ways. The
more 'probablé alternative is that bossessivé paradigms did
“not . develop in the s§m§ way and et the same time as‘thg
.verbal paradigms that involve a zero eiement in thq 3rdi
- person; rather, they emerged togéther with thg.baradigms'
involving -overt 3rd persbn mdrphemes. THerther,alfernative
is- that the possessive 3rd person aff;x.xé the résulf.bt
anslogical extension, The first hypﬁthesia 1slsuppoftéd by
the fact that Sapir in his gramﬁar relétes'the possessive
ﬂpéradihm to another one ih whiéh an ovett. 3rd person
mptphéme occurs (cf. Sepir 1922, 231). Thé.secohdfﬁypothesiﬁ
.ziis supportéd ;by.tha following bohéldéfatioﬁx'in a laﬁguage
“which has’ ﬁhmarked: pbésessive constructions,sidé by side
wiih -ones marked by peréon-markéré, the marked'pgttern may
easily spiead _dvgr to the unmarked conéfrdétion:fThére'arg"
‘mﬁny'sentence typeé whiéh fecilitate this analdgical spfead{'
mainly thoée in which the posseésof isia lexicél,elemen{ but
théré is no genitive relation béiween the lexical element
and_ the posﬁessee. Consider the following Hungéi éﬁf

sentences; .
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(1) M&ris & kosarst folvette. (= Mary picked up her
Mary the basket- picked . basket.)
_(nom.,) -her up

(2) Jd4nos a fidnak sz4nta a hdzat. (= John intended the

John the son- intended the house for .his son.

-his-for house (acc.)

- (3) Az _breg réjott, hogy 8 pipdja otthon maradt.
' The old realized that the pipe-his at home had
mah ) ' (nom.) remained,

(= The old men realized that he had left his pipe

at home.)

The analogy is also assisted by the fact that in an SOV
'language “the. constructions .uhich »grammatically nave no
genitive relation but do-sténd in possessive relstion, are
always next to each other inthe surface
structure of sentences (even in thoseslike in (3) above,
which contain an embedded clause). ‘
v:'My assumpfiﬁn, then, is that in the Takelma language
.the non-zero person-markers have somehow become'generalizeq'
also 1in those construcfibns containing a iei;cal possessor.
‘The -othé: difference between Tekelma and the typgl
. represenfed- by the Assiniboine peréon-marking leads us to 8
~ person-marking system diffgfing very significantly {yom the

paradigm type of pronominal origin.
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As has beenvmentioned,'the pérson-marklng suffix of the
3rd person supject .and object |is zero‘*in most vefbél
paradigms of;the Takelma language{ Since subject and object
aré not distinguished by cage markers, and because the order
of NP-complements is strictly fixed, difficulties in
interpretation occur whenever there is only bne complement
in a sentence with e tranéitiyezverb (Is it a subjecf or an
object?) _ahd also, yhenevet two NPs follow éach other which
are both likely candidates to be the subject or the objecf.
In doubtful cases, the difficulty is resolved with-the.help
of an lnterbretatlonal- principle and a (probably recently
adapted) afflx.‘ By the tntefpretationai prjﬁciple the /+.
human/ complement will heAconsiBered as Qubject,'and the /-
human/ participant as object. The affix (- kwa / - gwa ), on
the other hand, overrides this prinélpié, indicétgng that
the sentence has @ /+ humen/ object (Sapir 1922, 158,1689):

tlibisi - tlayak-p-g
ants find- he-it (acc.)

"He found the ants"

tlibisi tlaya-p-kwa
ants find-he-him

"The ants found him"
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lt!anahi-ﬂ-ﬂ

held-he-it (acc.)’
"He held it"

it!anaha~g-gua

—

held -he -him
"He held him"

mena yap!s t!omo-P-kwa

‘besr man kill-it-him
“The bear killed the men®

Ihe_origin:ot the “"occasional®™ person-marker ~ {(the morpheme
S - kwa / - g!g-). which prevents misinterpretation, is worth
: pantiontngs' this suffix s usually aftachéd to trensitive -
" verbs when the object of this verb is the seme s the
aubjéct (1.e. theA construction 1s reflexive), or when the
object 1is incorporated lntb the verb, being posséssed by the
‘Asubject (ég. e part of the body). To explein this further, 1
' ﬁrovide some Freﬁch examples, similer in meny respects to

~ the Tekelma sentences (Sapir 148):

:igaxaga’x~gwa-n, ) " french _je me gratte
scratch - Refl.-I '

"1 scrape myself"
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sin - it'gili's-gwa-p French 11 s'est gratté le nez
nose-scratch-Refl.-he _ S o
"He scratched his nose"

4

Takelms and French have the séma morphemes, fhey are simply

mirror images:

4l s'est gratté le nez

sin=< 1t'gili's - gwa =f

fhis reflexive morpheme (- kwa / - gwa ), related to the
object and the possess ive construc -
t i on is what the yefbal paradigm adapted for the cases
when émbiguity has.fo be prevented. ,. '

On the basis of Takelma examplés I have illustrated the
emergéhce of a new ;patadigm type. The initial phase was
~similer to tﬁat-in Assiniboine: the subjective aﬁd objective
'-paradigms had a 'zefo'morpheme'ih'the'er person, while in
‘the ‘possessive paradigm (even with lexical possessors) the
3rd person was marked by an overt morpﬁeﬁe. It seems to me
"that a stage is developing here in which the zero 3rd person
of the tran&itive verb paradigm a)térnates with s non-zero
3rd person morpheme; The new overt 3rd person morpheme is

the result of adaptation, which in turn is motivated by the
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elimination of ambiguity, I considef this 'type of person-
-marking and the circumstances ot its development
significant because it enables us. to avoid using the
hypothesis of topicaiizatlonal oripin even when an overt
morpheme occurs in the 3rd person of the paradigm. It should
be stressed that in this ‘type the overt-morpheme of the 3rd
person emergp e.d “later (by-adaptation) than the
already existing morpheme of ‘the 1st- and 2nd persons.
A similaf §ituatioh is = found in Sierra
Miwok, which belongs to the Miwok brapch bf fhe
Penutian language fami‘v,-ﬁhere the personfmarking system‘of
the verious tenses and moods is vefy complicated. No less
ihan fhree 5ubje¢tivé and objective. peréon-mérking‘systems
. are used, depending on the - character of the tenses -and
moods. The first paradigm ,éystem cpntains 'spécial multi-
—tdhction “morphemes according' to the entirety of the
possible combinations of the- person of subject and object.
‘Multi-function _person—markers enable the distinguishing of
thé persons and their syntactic functions. In another set ofA
tenses and moods, possessive person-marking affixes mark the
subject, and another affi§ ‘the object. It is easy to
-identify the syntactic functions of the "participants, since
tﬁa two sets of affixes are different,'and the lénguage has
a case ‘system. In thé third set, both the person of the
éuﬁject and that of the object is marked in the _same
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paradigm: in sentences witﬁ a tfanaitive yerb, two members
of the same paradigm appear in the verb at the same time.
. This causés‘-SeVGral' 1hterpretptional difficulties. Sapir
_.discussés only one of thése,'the outlihe of which is the
" follqwing: ﬁﬁen the subjective snd the.objectiVe complements
.:ape ﬁot- lexical NPs and when one of the cpmblements is in
the thifd person (its persohfmatking affix being zgfo both
when it is the object and the éuﬁjéct) while the other
:.pémplement is - non-zZero, the the overt 'non-zefo _per;oﬁ-
' 7mark1ng affix can mark both the objéctAand the subject.
_Different diaiects‘of the language overcomé thiﬁvproblem of
' tnferpretatipn' in various'.uays. ‘Some  dse phonological
distinctioné,' while one particular diélecf ‘employs the
' f:ollowihg "method: it_the'supjectrIS'in the 3rd pérﬁon, then
a 3rd per son p‘o-s‘s essive & f tix is
" added tbithe ﬁoh-zero pefsonhl affix. Here'tdo,-ambiguity is
eliminated'ibbth by' an intefpretatibnal. principle and an
edapted affix with a special function. In the "natural® case
the subject is'vthaf sentencel element whose person is
numerically closer to the person of the sﬁeaker;_énd'(th?
:grammar menfions pﬁly “this case) 1t'_fhe 3rd - person
'complemeﬁt 15 Ithe :subject} then the adabted possessive
person-marker signals the deviation'from the natural..FofL

- example (Freeland 55):
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21vi?i-@- ' ?21vi?-te?-si
eat - it (Acc.) - I eat - me - Px3Sg
"] eat it" "It eats me"
?2ivi?i-f#-tokni ?ivi?-tokni?-si
eat - it (Acc.) - you (pl.) ‘ eat - you (Acc. pl.)
' - Px3Sg

" “You eat it* ) "It eats you"
2ivi?i-f-m ' ?ivi?i-me?-si
eat - it (Acc.) - e eat - us - ijSg
"We est it" "It eats us"

This SierraA Miwok example is interesting not only because
it contains & process similar to that which we saw in
Takelma but also because the adapted affix is exactly the
- 3rd person form of the possessive pefson-marking paradigm.
At the beginning of this 'chapterAwe formulated a nearly
universal empiricsl statement from the comparison of person-
-marking paradigms, according to which the phonetic shape of
possessive paredigms it, to a preat degree of probability,
identical with, or similar to, that of some verbal paradigm.
Later on I shall discuss this in detsil, but will state here
that the phonetic ¢ orres h ondence

of at least the 3rd pe rson-
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morphemes must ha ve been promoted
(as we observed in Sierra Miwok) by 4"t hle fact
thet the . Jrd person of t.h e
possessive paradigmn wes adapted
in order to avoid ambiguity in verbal
¢onstructions.

We can observe the édaptation of the 3rd person overt
.morpheme 1in the course of its development in both Takelma
and Sierra Miwok. Further on I shall discuss & language in
which thtis adaptation probably took place a long time ago,
vénd in the 3rd person (of, as it is termed 1in the
‘ _deécription of Americen Indian languages, in the forms of
the 3rd and 4th persons) there éxist sevefal overt morphemes
"that can be used to eliminate ambiguity. ‘

The _pqssess}ve person-maerking prefixes of the
Nava) o language (which belongs to the Apache branch of
the Athabascan language family) are phoneticaily identical
" to some in the set of oﬁjecfive person-marking prefixes of

~ verbs (Sapir—Hoijer 1967, 71, 86-87):

. - " tY n-sgi- - . "

1st person ?: jaéd ?y foo "o 2} nliteeh "you put me down

2ng - " ni-jaad "your foot" n-ni-lteeh "he put5‘¥ou down"
:,:: . T T — ..

:: HH se
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3rd person dis-B-teeh "I carry D!?"

bi-jsad "§t§ foot" bi-dilteeh "he carries !E"

vi-dilteeh . "he carries her"

ha-jaad “his foot" ni-ho-nsteeh "I put him down"

te i I EX)

?4-jaad "§ogggpg's ?74-dilteeh "he carries
" foot" ot someone”
: M

;50 far thia should not be surprising, since in most of the
.languages .under discussion -the phonetic shape of the -
possessive paradigm corresponds to that of ons of the verbal
.paradigms, .A more i-!eresting questlbn is which 3rd person
?morphemé is used, and when. The ahswer‘ia quite simple in
the case of ths 3rd pérson of the poésesslve paradigm: bi-
}ia usgd both with an'anlmafe and inanimate possessor if the
Aj?éferenca'is specific. The second form, ha- , is used only
'wpen'the possessar is anlhafa. With an enimete possessor the
.prefix 21;.19 used. when the possessor is an important
‘qprominent characfar who the speaker sympathizés with, and
'Qg; is used when the possessor is only e "minor charscter”
or 1is in a formal relation to the speaker. The prefix 74 is
‘added to the possessee when the possessor has a non-specific
referent (Sapir-—Hoijer 69). The bi- , ho- and 2d- -prefixea
"of the verbal paradigm sre largely governed by fha same
rules, but besides these theras exist two other prefixes: the

zero prefix is employed if the subject is in the lst or 2nd
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person (though this is not obligafofy). while yi- serves for
the distinction of the basic ;entence eleﬁénts. It we ndﬁ
recall Takglmg and Sierra Miwok, we see thet hefe, too, tﬁe.
use of the zero allomorph is governed by an,intérpretatibnal
vprinciple as in these two ianguagesz-in the "natural® case .
the subject is the person that is closér to.the speaker in
terms of grammatlﬁal' ndmﬁer. On the othar_ hénd, the xl
morpheme plgyé _the role. of the specific (snd perhaps .
adapted) moipheme which eltmtnafas.§MDiguity, and does so in
the following_wéy: when both the subject and the object are
in the 3rd person, this causes difficdltieé df
interpreteiion because (there»being no case ma;king aﬁd the
" word order of the nominal bomplements ﬁot beinq_st;lctly
fixed - although they stand before the verb), it is
difficult to tell which of tﬁe two 3rd person.ﬁPs 15 the
subject and which is the object; Nor does the subjective
pretix prlede us with any. iﬁfdrmation about this, since
 (81though. its posifion i1s tixed) its 3rd person form is
:zero; (In fact, this is a remnant of the pronominal pattgrn;_
because the subjective 3rd person is always zero and the
objective 3rd person has a zero .allomorph.) Interpretatiqnél
>ditticu1t1es also occur when only one 3rd person NP precedes
the verb because it is impossible to tell whether it is the
subject or the object. Thisvprobiem iS‘reSOIVéd by person-

,-marking'affiies in the following manner:'the 114 préfﬁxfis
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used when the complement immediately preceding the verb is
the object, and bi- is used when it is not the object
(Sapir—Hoi jer 86):

7askii  yi-dilteeh

C boy . . him-take

"He takes the boy"

?askii bi-dilteeh

.0
.e

bny. him-take

"The boy takes hii -

diné ?askii  yi-dilteeh
man boy 'ﬁim-take
"The man takes the boy"

diné 7?askii bi-dilteeh

man boy - him-take
"Tﬁe boy takes the man®

The 3rd person affixes essentially play the same role ot
eiiﬁinating ambiguity by marking the functions ot the basis
sentence elements in embe d ded clauses (in detail

see Akmajian-Anderéon 1970).
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The great number and the extremély. complicated system of
rules governing the 3rd person morphemes iﬁ’Navajo enables
us to arrive at the further generalization that theSe :
morphemes exist not only for the distinction of subjéct and
object (by adapting overt morphemes in the person-marking
pa;adigm) but they can @also have the  function fof
distinguishinp between tjpes of object aldng the specific:
bonspecific dimension; moeraver, they (by means of the bi ;
ho- / ha- prefixes) take part in certain pragmatic
distinctitons. , »
‘Finelly, I would 1like to discuss @he pbsSib#lity, B
offered by data from Hungarién (although the Navéjb exémpida
are mofa conyincing), that the 3rd persbn oVert morphemes{
'bppeared in the verbal paradiém by adéptation, in ofder_to
make the distinctions which‘wé have also seen‘in the Navajo
langusge. | B o
In H J‘ﬁ‘g arian, case markers are employed‘to
distinguiéh -between the fundaméntalvsentence elémenté; if.
nonevof these is éxbréssed by NPS,;the1unsf;éssed'pronohinbl
subject and objéct are marked by pérsonéﬁafking‘morphemes;
There is nothing in the main cléuses,that syggests‘tha{
| person-marking affixes cduldv bq. morphemes which preQént
ambiguity. In the subclauses, however, theré is a.case whicﬁ:
.can' be interpreted in such a way.' Reiathe clau§e§ in.

Hungarian are constructed in two ways. The firét,.and‘
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probably older, stategy is the) prenominal device in which
the participial clause preceﬁes the noun h;ad.7 The other
one, which 'is probably the result of an SOV -- TVX type
change, is:. a postnominal device with a finite relative

clause and a relative pronoun:

Prenominal: : .

Az erstqépn csillogé Ounédn egyﬁﬁszély haladt el.

the silverly gleéming Dahnube-on a barge passed by

" "A barge passed by on the silvery Danube"

Postnominal:

A Dundn, amely ezllstbsen csil logott, egy uszaly haladt el.

h———_-_—-——.—.—————

the Danube- -on, which silver]y gleamed, a barge passed by

“A barge passed by‘oﬁ the Danube, which gleamed silverly"

In the easé'of the_more'fandient, pfeﬁomina} strategy,
nﬁ ihtefpretationall difficulty occurs, the syntacticA
relation between “what * is called the present or the future
participle on thenbne hand, and the noun in the main clau;e.

“on the other, is a straightforward mattér::thiS'noun is the
subject of the’ present participle, and the objebt of the:
future participle. This relafion is oniqus even in the:Case.
of the peffect participle of intfansiti?e.verbe_the hpdn’{n»

the main cleuse can only be its subjecf._Dn the other hénd,
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in the case of transitive verbs fhe noun can be both the
subject and the object of this participlé. Moreover, in
certain (although undoubtedly ancient and no longer
productive) - constructions we find an unmarked object - one
without a case marker - in the subqlause; the NP complements
do not help to tell apart the subject and the object. In
suéh. cases the pertect*.pbrticible is‘provlded.witﬁ?a 3rd
person possessive'pepson—métking‘Suttix when the noun in {he
maip clause is its object, and a zero sbtfix is added when

the noun is its subject:

viléplétott ember = = ember, ski vildpot 1&tott’

world-see+PastPart-man = man who world (Acc.) see+Past

"a travelled man" : "a man who has travelled s lot”

szfnehagyott kabit = kabét; amely elvesztette a_szinét’

colour-its lose+PastPart = a coat that has lost its colour
coat '

“a faded coat"

istenverte idb = id6, amelyet Isten megvert

‘God-beat+PastPart+3Sg weather = weather that God beat+past

' “god-damned weather" - (weather that God damned)
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pék siitotte cipé = cipé, amelyet pék siitott

baker bake+PastPart+3Sg loaf = loaf that baker bake+past

"g loaf which was baked by a baker"

1f the thesis that embedded clauses are more conservative is
correct, then the suffixes of the 3rd person reveal an .
~ancient subject 'vs. object distinguishing function, The
.‘example can also be interpreted in such 8 way that the
sentence boundaries are not crossed, which enables us exiend
%;this rule historically to the main clause as well: according
j;tb':ihig, '1t‘the.noun .mmediately preceding the verb was an
iisbjéctl (1.#. if the sentence was S0V), the suffix was zero,
iiyhile if a .subjéct preceded the verb (0OSV order), the

g“&evihnt word ordervﬁas marked by tihe adapted overt morpheme.

“The adaptatidnal type can be represented in the

“following scheme: -

Verbal constructiong

Intransitive Transitive, Transitive,
. Vx, Vxg  Vxg  Vx, Vxy
_1st persan A c E C E
. 2nd person B [ E 1] E
3rd person 8 8 & z



- 196 -

Possessive construction

Pronominal possessor Lexicél'possessor
Px ‘
1st person - B -
2nd person H --
3rd person 1 marked with 1

(where A — 1 are the derivatives of the relevant personal
and possessive 'pronouns; Iis snalogically added to the
. posSessed word in constructions containing s lexical
possessor; Z is thq adapted ;arlant of a préviously existing
suffix, employed ‘to eliminate ambiguity; Generally; it
cannot be decided whether z refers to fhe subject or the
object (cf. Akmajlan—-Anderson 1); it may also happen that
Z2=1.) |

3.4.3. THE PREPOSITIONAL PATTERN

fhe first and second persons of the person-mafking paradigms
in Agta (Healey 1960), a member of the Malayan-
-Polynesian language family, éuggest the seme unstressed-
pronominal' origin as the corresponding persons of * the

pronominal or adaptational paradigms. However, I hava'again
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found significant d 1 fferences 1in
t he 3rd person. ' .
Ag f a ‘is a VSX language, and is a fairly cdnslstent

:eﬁrésentative of this type. It has suffixed person-marking - .
_paradléms which mark both the subject in transitive verbs
| and indicate the possessor in .the possessee. fhe uﬁétréésed .
subject pronouns of infransitive verbs’ are not effixéd
(their 3rd person is zero), énd the pronominal objects of
transitive verbs are oaffixed only'if théy are in the 1st
person singular, and the séntencelhaS'an affixedfpronomlnal--
subject-8 (Healey 23, 3 -37). The markers of the subject of
transitive verbs are phoneticsally 4déntica} to the suffixés'
mérking the person of the possessor. Different (mainly,free)
morphemeé mark the object of tfansitiQQ verbs'iandfthe‘
'subject of intrensitive verbs. Agta is thus an erpative
language with regard to person-marking. ‘ o
. The'basié sentence elements (subject éhd objeét)4are
marked by prepositions, Case marking is’élso'érgatlve'in'
terms of 'prebosiflons:, ohe'speclfic preposition marks the -
subject of fransltiVe-berﬁs, and another one both fﬁe object
of transitive _verbs'and thF subject of intransitive verbs.

The order of .posséssive constructions is.NG; it the
possessor is a lexical NP, it is marked by a préposit;oni :
that is identical to ‘that used. for fhp subject'of ttangltiva

verbs., (This obsérvation corresbonds to what Allen observes
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‘about the paralellism between transitive and possessive

construction.)

A very',iniersting fact now comes to light: t h

fix ot the 3rd person subjec

poOSsSsesso

a f

of transitive verbs and the atf i

of the 3rd ﬁ erson .
h

¢}
preposition used with the subject
o

£ transitive verbs

h ]
iz}

oneticall y coi ncide with th

and th

r

e

eposition used with the lexical.

poOssess or . Moreover, 1 f the transitive

subject and the possessor aTrTe
expressed by a lexica li'N P, there
is no.  affixe d person-markKk 1.n 9
either in th e verb or in ot he

possesse.e - no agreement

constructions. For example:

pinaligat na‘ abbing-en vya kabayug-en

" hit Erg child-the Abs. horse-the
" "The child hits the horse"

ingaray - na ya tobéko

bamboo-amongst-hang-he Abs. tobacco

"He hangs tobacco amongst bamboo"

occurs inv these

(Healey 34)

(Healey 36)-
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fin na hils o (Healey 27)
root Gen tongue

"The root of the tongue"

bary - na gadwa - na ~(Healey 30)
body - Px3Sg half -  Px3Sg
"his body" “jts half®

As will be obvious from this phencmeﬁon; my hypothesis
is that the 3rd person singular
verbael and possessive p e rls c n -
-marking affix in t his language
was’ originally 'a cease mark i nog
pre p‘o sition. It 15 attached to the verc or the
possessee if the verbal complement (here: the subject of the
transitive verb) or ‘the possessee is not. expressed by a
lexicei NP. The case marking 'crepoeition is preserved
because ot herwis e‘ -1 h e const r'u.c tion
would be ambiguous. Without 1t, the verbal
‘construction would be interpreted as being fntransitive or
passive, and the possessxve construction would disappear and
be interpreted as @ mere NP.

The preposition is’ probably affixed to the verb because
A(l) in itself it is unstreesed. and normally it forms one

stress unit with the noun.that follows it, and (2) if it has
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no superordinate element, it cén only be attached to the
preceding verb, since the morpheme that foliowsvit is itself
én unst;essed preposition.

The theory of the_préposltion.that:is agglutinsted into
a person-marker is compatlble_with Vennemann's boncept.of
diach:onic_type~change (which concerné other phenomena), and
it provides further arguhents concerning the varieties of,
.and reasons behind, the structural procesées involved in the
VSX —» Sovlchange. - -

The. Agta langhage 15.60w in 8 stage,-wheh, as yet, only"
pron b'ﬁ'i'n al subjects of transitive verbs and
ksporadically)‘objective and pbssessi&e‘complements océur-in
agglut;nétéd forms. It s 'likely; however, - that
. agglutination will ;pread.over to‘cerr»él1 other: pronouns.
TIt éan also be'sqpppséd fhat‘at a later stage prepositions
‘will analogically move away from lexicél NPs too, to_become'
part'of the sipeés uhits‘bf verbs and.thé'poséeséeef Thus it:
can be prediéted that tﬁe first one of the Agta sentenqes
and. the’ poéseésivé constructions (quoted above) will be

- formed ‘in the following way:

pinaligat-na abbing-en va kabayug-en

fdn-né hile
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Topicalization, then, Qill not be thé. only motivating
factor for the VSX —» SOV change, but also {hg féct that in
verbal and - possessive constructions';agglutinétion has
emerged, which is inconsistent with the VS5X serial type and .
the languepe will try and restore typological consisténce by
changing its word order. . ' o

qUtlined belowAis the scheme showing the prgposit16n31
‘psttetnb.that would result if the 1st and 2nd person
unstressed 'pronouns sgglutinated to -tﬁe verb and the

possessee in every syntactic position:

Verbsl constructions

Intransitive Transitive, .ATrensiflvez

(lexical (anaphoric
complements) ' pronomlnal4
1iation) g
: Yxl sz Vx3 ' sz .Vx3
1st person A c £ ’ c £
= = . = = =
2nd person =B‘ g =F= g F
3rd person ,E, g g . Prep. ]
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Possessive constructloneA;

Pronominel posséasor ' _ Lexical possessor-

Px
1st person [ -
" 2nd person H -
3rd person ;;gg_ o ~ merked by a
' o preposition

' kﬂheré A --hﬂ are - the defﬁvatlves‘~ot‘ the 6ofréspond1ng
 fperapnal and‘poaaeésive-pronouna;.tha affixed :;gg in Yx and
Px  is 'phanetiééllyf (and - originally) iéentical to the
preﬁoa;tion Jaed  tqf ohe of the verbal complements and for
_;fhe genifxvé.)j‘f.%' L !,'f  . o .

. "The ~Apte :lanbuage ‘préyides. éignif!éant information
about the devqlbphent of affixed person-marking in thbse.
~l£ngﬁages whiéh show the VSX —y SOV —» TVX tendency..Thege
ere seversl aigné; however, . which suggegt {haf_the 3rd
parauh of the .barqdigms goes back to case 'markera‘
(poafpoéitlons or suffixes) also .in langueges showing an
SOV — VSX tendency. ' '

‘Ubih, which belongs to the North-Western branch of
the Caucssian language family, is consistently SOV both in
terms ‘of word order and serisl type,'and tﬁe poaition bt

verbal and possessive person-markers is_pretixed.'All other
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Caucasian languages have affixed paradlgmé, which indicetes
that thé affixed person-mhrking principle i% probably very
old. In the early periods it probably happened that verious .
free morpheme§ were attached to the verb or the possessese,
as agreement.

The following phonetic correspondehces subgest the case
ﬁarker origin of 3rd person morphe@es; fhe ergative case
‘marker is -n(@ ), - and this is also the case marker of the’
genltive and dative. Correspondingly,' there ‘15 an n-
allomorph aﬁong the verbal agreement merkers.for the 3rd’

‘person subject of tranzitive verbs (Dumézil-55):

‘a-)ild-n Ya-jip'xl-n 28-t"Wok - o-n-T qa

the-brother-Erg Px3Sp-sister-Dat a-book-Abs. thet (Acc.)-
. |  -he-gave
'."The brother gave a book to his sister" ' (Dumézil 55).

The subjects 6f intransitive verbs and thé objects of
fransltiva veibs have zero case markers, and conseqhénily it
can' habpen that -the verbasl person-markers of these sentence
elements are also zero in the 3rd person.'However, the zero
marker is employed only.‘if the subject or object of

intransitive verbs directly' precedes the verb:
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a-tit' @-k'Hgs

. the-man he-came

*the man came" : (Dumézil 55)

This clearly ergative pattern seems to have ”been
contaminated with another setfof person-darklng affixes: the
3rd person possessive affix 1a.nqt h- (as wé would expect
it to be) but Xe- and its allomorphs, which in-turn are
slmilar to the 21-,1 allomorphs of the verbal paradigm.

" To sum up what hes been put forward sbout the origin of
'a;rixed peraon—markers: .aqqording to my hypothesis, they
.havé méinly" developedA from unstressed - pronouns in"thé
_ languages tested. In each paée, we can hypothetize the
existénca of - en  initial stege.  where the 3 rd
p e f son 19 h ar ked by the 1 ack of a
‘pronou h éiiher because:the persbnal pronoun does not
appear - with léxical cohﬁ;éments_(wbich aré very fréquent in
vérbal' cohstrdctions) or because the 3rd be:son pronoun
itself is ectuslly zero. ' o

The affixes in the pr o nom in a 1 p at t ern
_can be originated . from unstressed pronouns; if no pronoun
.can' be postuiated in the‘ originpl construction, person- .
-marking appears as zéro (or:as unmarkedness). | . .

The edasptat lonsl pattern 1is a

further developed variant of the prohominal.modell Here, in
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some transltivelconstnucfloﬁs an adapted ove;t affix appears

in the' 3rd person in order‘to evoid apbigﬁity. The-tested

lanpgueges 8lso revesl that the overt 3rd pefsbu affix of

possessive constructions appesrs in constructions with e
" lexical possessor es well. '

_ The 1st  and ~ 2nd  person affixes of the
preposi t i onal (o; pﬁitpoaifiopal)'p sattern
have developed from unstressed pronouna;r while the 3rd

person effixes from 6ase markers, bothlin the verbal and

possessive paradigms. -
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4. FURTHER CONCLUSIONS

4.1. 1ST AND 2ND PERSON VS. 3RD PERSON

The - discussion has so. far revealed that the aftixes of

‘person agreemént have developed from three sources:

- 1st and 2nd person: unsfresséd prqnﬁuhs (verbal . and
possessive pafadigms) . S '

- Jrd person: unstressed _pronouns (possessive pa:agigme)

sdapted affix (verbal pafadigms) '

case marker (verbal and possessive paradigms).

In the larjuages that I have presented, affixes of different
origin behave in an un;fbrm way with regard to position: the
affixes of ali three persons 6ccur on the same side of the
verb or the possessee - either in suffixéd or in prefixed
form. This uniform behaviour is not logically necessary,'if'
only because of the different origin uxvihe a:fixéé; In some
languages prefixation and shffixat;on are distributed in
‘such 8 way that the'lét and 2nd person affixes océqr-oﬁ one
side of the stem, while those of the de_person stand on thév
other. These examples, on the one hand, serve-as-anvindirectj

argument supporting the claim that the person-markers of the

3
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1st,” 2nd and 3rd persons ﬁriginate from ditterent sourhes;
on the other hand, they cofroborate a thesis (which is an -
indirect “implication of our hypothesis) that morphemes of
'ditferent origin do-not neceséarily behave 1hba uniform way
and thefr Vemergencé cannof be dated to the same period.
' Inths Upper c:h ehsali sﬁ lanbuage l(Sallsh
ienguagé -fam;ly). the 1st’ -and 2nd person singulsr
'person-mﬁrkets of theA_possess;ve paradigm are sometimes
prefixes, while the 3rd person is sdtt;xed'(lngram 168). The
' éxample. oi the Algonquin ';anguaga family is even
' mo:e,cpﬁv;ncing (Blﬁomixeld 1946, 94-95; Frentzll966, §2-5A{ _“
u4VOrhiis 1974, 53;73)f in fhislianguage a peculiar paftern
can  be fbdnd, although one thch prefectly fits our
‘hypothesia._ Some ‘peradigms use pfefixea, bthera,éutfixés, :
and“a‘thlrd type'cpnfains both. In‘tha_letter, mixéd, types
_thq'harker 6! the lst.and 2nd person are on theAsame=sIde-of
. the . stem, wﬁa;e that of the 3rd person (end the plural) on
the. dthef: the 1st and 2nd person are pfefixe&, while the
3rd- person is either prefixed 8 n d suffixed, or only

‘ shffixéd;.
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4.2, SIMILARITIES BETWEEN VERBAL AND POSSESSIVE
PERSON-MARKERS ' '

So far I have only touched in passing on the reason behind
the fact (raised in‘2.1.§.) that the phonetic shape.of-the

possessive paredigm is very 'likely' to correspond, or be
“similar, to that of one or seversl verbal paradigms. First,

while discussing the’ ovett 3rd person affixee of the Sierra
" Miwok language. we = saw . that the coincidence qf paradigms
must have been helped by the fact that certain 1anguages;
took over the affix to be adapted .to the vetbei paoadigm -

, : from the rd person of the - possessive paradigm. Then we saw

- that in Agte and Ubih the two prepositicns (ergative andp'

genitive) from which we derived the 3rd person sffixes were

identical. But"why do 81l three forms in the possessive _L

paradigm coincide with those in one of the verbal paradigms?
Ihe resson for. this empirical fact cannot be sought within
the scope of persen marking affixes. v

At the beginning 'of Chapter II I referred to one‘of'
Allen's articles published in ‘1964, 1in which he claims
(mainly on the basis of case endinge) ~that thece ie a
parellelism between transitive and possessive constructions.’
Although Allenb elaborated his theory with respect 1o cese

markers, it is probably true in the case of both 'subjective



- 209 -

and objective pronouns thét one'set of them coincides with
one set of possessive pronouns. Thus what may have happened
is that some verbal pronouns. became agplutinated, to.
coincide with those in the spglutinated possessive paradigm.
Starting out from these cortespondencés 1 am now going to
argue that the distribution of éf!ixed vgrbal berson-mquing
paradigms reflects the't}pes of the formal distribution of -
.noninal case systems. - ' ’ -.. S
Let us suppose for theA ii@e ‘beinb tﬁst in simple
- sentences, 1.e. fhose contéininb only a_ subject,and perhaps

“an object, three kinds of ° compiemeqt have “to be .

_dfstinguished both when the sentence'eleménta are lexical -

NPs and when they are pronouns. These three complements are:
(1) - the subject ~and  (2) object of sentence ﬁontaining 8
transitive vérb, 'anﬁ (3) the subject of sentences with an
intransitive verb. ‘They are marked hefa with the symbols

str'
number, though for now I disregerd this case) of these

0 and Si, respectively. If the person (or also the

complements is marked in the verb, than'&ﬁ principle'(it two
peradigms exist) subjective and objective person-marking are

distributed in three ways:
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lst psradigm , 2nd paradigm
str vs. ’ 0,51
_ .0 o ‘ ' | vs. : stt' S1
s1 ' ) V8. str, 0

We can 8lso see in the table that the possessive paradigm
cen in principle Abe'vsimilsr to six types of
verbal paradigm: . ' :
1, Px = §

, 3, Px = .51» ,

4, Px = 0, S1
5f Px = str; 51
6. Px = stt. 0

Surprisingly,‘ é&en in my 1limited corpus I have found

examples for each type of correspondence:

1. Px = Str : Agfa, Jacaltec, Sierrs Miwok
2. Px = 0 Navajo : .
3. Px = S Bella Coola, Takelma

4. Px = 0O, S1 Assiniboine

5. Px = str, 54 uugchua _

6. Px = S 0 Nehets, Hunga;ian
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- It slso happens that "the possessive paradigm does not
coincide with any of the verbal paradigms of the main clesuse -
_ _(Bur1at, Tatar, Ksnuri); 1in some languages all the three

'complemeﬁts-(stf. 0 and S ) are marked by moiphémes similar

' 'to possessive affixes (Blackfoot Eskimo).

The above scheme alms ‘at outlining how the gimilsrity
‘ between poasessiva'and verbal person-marking affixes varies.
llt ‘ignores, and to some qxfent distqrts, however, the
diversity within the baradigms. Some of these distortions
should = therefore be corrected. I have postuléted person- -
~-marking paradigms, though in several 1languages (eg.
Blackfoot, Sierra Miwok, Amhéric, AKanuri, Takelma atc.).

_ there. are more than twc, determined, among ofharlthings, by

(a) the grammtiéal gehder of the verbal complements; (b) the

iypa' of the saffixed verb (and often that of tﬁe efftixed

prédicative :néun} (c) the tense and mood of the'verb, eté.

These circumstances  sffect the fopmuiation pf the above

: coincidences " in such a way that, for example, the first ons

has to be. 1nterpretéd as follows: 1. "There is an Str

affixed verbal person-marking paradigm which is sufficiently

similer or identical to the paradigm ﬁafking'theAperson of

the possessor.” ‘

This, for' the moment, seems to be an'adequgte formulatibﬁ>

for typological purposes; the exact development of parédigm
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systems can, of course, ﬁe conéretized for the indivlduél
languages. : . ‘
The schematic formulation of the_ coincidences 1is
insufficient for yet ‘another reason: I'often discovered
' similérltfes, involving.some persons of the paradighs, over
-and above the pbssgssivq paradigm and those parts of the
verbal person-mafking péradlgm which differ from the one
-existing in  the »cortespondence. These partial-
correspondences @also .mefit further . siudy; desplte this I
" consider my process j@stifleq; becauﬁe when I grouped each
feated language into one of the six classes, in esch case I
edopted the formulation 1laid down by the suthor of the
relevant grammar. . )
A vfiﬁqlly, in some of the _lanbuages .mora possessive
person-marking peredigms exist, according to uﬁether the
possessee- is @8 'part of the body, 8 kinship term, or éome.
other noun; also, according to whether it is an slienable or-
inelienable object: Identijy or significant sihilar1t§ in
thase Acéseé was applicable to just one of the possessive
paradigms, although. these paradigms on'v slightly differed . -
from each other, ' ‘_ R . o .'
The similarities between verbal and possessive bérson-
-marking paradigms focus attention on fhe fact that t h e
distribution of verbal paradigms
parallels the «- morphological
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marking ot obligetory NP -

complements - in sentences
containing a2 transitive an d an
‘intra nsitive ver b . This, of course, 1s not |
- too surprising .becahse. according to our ihypotheais} e
.slgﬁiflcant pa;t; of a}!!xes derive from ‘pronouns with
subjﬁctive or objective: function; while overt 3rd peréon
.mdrphemes .have' been adapted "either to distinguish supjéct‘
A_;nd object (thus they are réiéted to_casa'ma;kind). or they
4‘agfﬁally:'§;191qata. from césg ﬁarkérs,-Thus the.first (Px -
flsir): pﬁd“the! fourth: (Px .= 0, 51) correspondences show the
pattefn ot'fé r:b‘q tiv é'.‘ uﬁlie thé aecondl(Px s'O) and 5
the ':'uth__ (Px - Str, 510 show  the pattern. ot
,nominstive cese merking.. - - 4 L

. The.~sysiem .of co;resbondanbes, however, is too néat.
" Thet we have also found  more than one example of Px = 5,18
bsuspiclohs because typologlcal research has shoun'that in

nominal case sysfems-SiAis never contrasted to the other
“two by me?ns of a separate case in ianguaggs with 8 twocese
- system (Anderson 1978). When we sx:.ine this_questioﬁ in
detail, our suspicion proves correct, because both Bella
Coola and Takelms have paradigms containing fused‘morphemea
for marking the subjebf and the objec? of transitive verbs,
eand it is probable ‘that in these fused morphemes

. those Takelma morphemes éra'ﬁistorically transitive subjects
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which also mark the- intransitive subjectq. while in Bella
Coola this is cer tainly the case (Newmsn 1969,
299). - Thus, the Px'= Si correspondence is reslly vacant,
and Bells Coola and Tekelma have to be grouped with Quechus,
where transitive and intransitive subjects ere marked by
identical morphemes. ' |
Bepause of the insfance. which gives rise to our.
suspicion fererréd to above,'the languages‘containing the.
correspondence Px = .stf have to be examjned in more
detail, because he;e- we are faced with the cpmplementafy
) cese: in nominal cese systems no unified (ﬁon-zéro) morpheme
marks ‘both fheAtrgnaitlve subject and objact'in contrﬁst to
an intrensitive subject. Here we also hav? to consider that
Str‘and 0 do not come into .agreement. by two morphgme sets
which sre individually equivalent to'Px. bﬁt by a parﬁdigm
cohtainlng one-‘single morphgme per member, a paradtﬁm that
ﬁaa multi-functional morphemes (since one and the same
mofpheme mafks both tﬁe tranaitive subject and object in one '
and the same verbal stem). This state, of course, may ﬁave
~to be altered if, ubon closei analysis, we can posit the
" existence of a zero. morpheﬁe in  the system,
Theo;etically,. we can arrive at two conclusions if we
hold that the structures in the nominal case system sre also
valid in this cese, and therefore this distribution of

paradigms 1is only a specious one. We may either interpret
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Px = str, 0 as Px =S or conclude  that Px s Str'-S‘.

tr
In other words, we may ;rrive. st either an erpgative or e
nominative pattern.
We have assigned the distahtly releted Nenets
and Hungarian tothe correspondence 'Px»é Str,of
One of the striking regtures of both languages is that.
transitive verbs generally'mark only the 3rd person definite
object, while the other persons are not marked aslobjecté.
Historical arguments prove fhaf mainly those Qerbal pefson-
-markers that simultaneously refer to the transitive subject
and the 3rd person object; from our viewpoint, however, it
is worth examining this more-than-sporaﬁic correspoﬁdence
between possessive affixes and those marking an 1ntranslt1§e
subject. Moreover, this can be notiéed not only in the above
two 'langr1ges but slso in other lsngusges belonging to the
Uralic family - (Hajdd 1966, 141). Thus it can probably be
inferred that, at an earlier period in the Uralic lenguages,
both  transitive and intrensitive verbs Vcarfied. verbal
suffixes mérking 1st and 2nd. persoh “subjects fhﬁt were
identical with the still earlier poss;;;ive person-markers
in these persons. Historical investigations (Hajdd 1966,
140) ahoﬁ, that in verbal paradigms a zero element referred
"to the 3rd person subject, while in p055e55198 paradigms’

this function was performed by an overt morpheme. The system
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of subjective and posséssive'person-markers, then, can be_

reconstructed like this:

S;1 1 A Px1 i
=

Syl e s
St'tZ 3 .B= 812 :.2 . Px2 3 ,B=
str} s £ Sll t g ) Px3 g

The or i gin of the Nenets and the Hungatlaﬁ paradigms
is closer to the nominsative
pat tern » because (except for the 3rd.person) the
person-markers of both the transitive and the 1ntrpnslt1vq
subject can be: related to possessive.person-marke;s. The
peradigm pattern, historically; is Px = St?; Si.

On the basis of the above statements, the

correspondences of paradigms have to be modified:

Nominative pattern:

Px = str,'sl ::Bella Coola, Quechua, Nenets, Hungarian,
 Takelma

Px =0 . : Navajo
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gsgatiVe patfern:

Px = str : s Apte, Jacaltec, Sierra Miwok
Px*% 0, S 1 Assiniboine '

Thes the distribution of the
‘ yerbal perso n -merkin 9 paradigms -
(similar to or dlffarent from possessive person-markers) i 8
in pa i_a 1 l-a 1 with the most peneral
distributional types ot n ominael
case s.y stems (i.e. ergative vs.'nomihativej. or,
when the direct anslysis dqes nbt fultil iﬁis-expectatiton,‘

it cen be derived from such a system,
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S. WHY AFFIXED PERSON-MARKING IS CONSERVATIVE

5.1. When I dated the develbphentv of paradigms in
question -to the VS5X —» _SOV —p _fV_X and SOV —9 TVX - . VSX
periods, I implicitly stated that the tested person4mark1n§
patterns . survive fof much longer thanbtha word o;dér typés.
This means  that the »pe reon-marki ng

pri n:cji pil e under ~ discussdon 1is

‘much slower to <change thean the

‘word order type of 1‘a~n‘g u_a ges . Some

hypotheses (Vennemann' '19175) according to which the

.phonetic shape of word ends is in constant reduction? seem

. seem to contradict the above statements. How can it still be

poésihls thet the mainly suffixed_pérSon-markets resist this
tendency? ‘ ' o '

As an answer to this question, I have !ound.three

~reasons responsible for the survivai of paradigms.
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G
5.1.1. THE STRICT, CLOSED STRUCTURE OF PERSON-MARKIN
PARADIGMS

sed
There are few paradigm types which show such 8 clo

ich
and internally orgenized pattern as person-marking, wh

er
is only natursl since the three persons end (to @ small

two
degree, but with great statistical probability) the

numbers are universal categories.

the
It is vital for each language to distinguish
ew
members of these pars lgms permanently, since only Very .

and
cases can occur (impersonal constructions, ellipsis,

the
interjections) where it is not necessary to mark

grammatical person.

me
The dimensions of the internal structure of paradig

ou
are the result of a very simple speech situation: I tell
he
something. Further category division arises mainly in 1

: ns
third person, and in the number category. Other subsyste

1
with central significence that constitute grammatic®

8.
structures mainly express more complicated constellation®:

For example, for the case system there
possibilities for the

are far more
realization -of different internal
structures than for person-marking (cf. Komldssy 1974,

i f
1976). Therefore, the dimensions of the organaization ©

e
person-marking categories and the smaller number of thes
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cat :
€gories generally result in =8 more

h o 3
Mmogeneous and tighter struec-

tu
T'1ng within the subsystem in question than in other

Subsystemsg.

The scope of person-marking paradigms can be identified
wit

h  almost absolute certsinty. This is only partly
ex

Plained by the fact that the relevant categories are very

tew g ngnber and are relstively universal. It is also
1"'port&ﬂt‘that while the edges of other subsystems are fuzzy
(Bomot1m3, they indistinguishably merge #nto other
person-marking paradigms can be delimited and

Subsystems)
’
a fair degree of

COntrasted to other subsystems with
c

larity, It may be Aifficult to decide, in s discussion
between linguistic schools, how many gremmatical cases there

"EUTAEN 3 language (and what can be considered as mere
r°l°t10n-mrk1no), or how to (find the borderline between

Participant and circumstantial roles/functions; by contrast,

there can practically be no doubt about whether a certain
Morpheme performs 8 person-marking function (1t may, of

have other tunctiona)lo. It is in this sense that

Course,
structure of person-marking paradigms to be

I consider the

cloggd.
The survival of affixed person-marking paradigms is
aided by the fact that in the discussed languapes

Probably
constructions.

they occur both in verbal and in possessive
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The chances . of sdrvival_hre incressed by the fact that, in
most cases, the possessive paradigm materielly corresponds

to (at least) & part of the verbsl paradigms.

5.1.2. GRAMMATICAL FEATURES OF PRONOUNS:
RESTRICTED PARTICIPATIUN IN SERIALIZATION

farson-mdrking affixes s8re almoét_ cleasrly of pronominal
‘nature conéideting ‘buth their origin -and tunctidns, and
.thislls what lends the specific features to their behaviour.
'Accordiﬁg to Bartsch and Vehnemann's I(i972) thesis bf
n ért.u}tAa 1 “serd 9.1‘1 zation, the order
correlaf!ons" tend .towarda' homogeneity pecahse semantic
mapping ‘manifest in the order of sentence elements between
v the related elehants,—' opérator—-operand, or determiner—
-detetmined; ‘or modifier-—modifigd,‘ or déterminantée
-déterminé, in the terminology of other lingusitic schools)
has .to. procesd in the same directiton 1in every kind of
syntactic structure. This tgndency.éaﬁ also be cansldered‘as
8 specific maniféstation ‘of Martinet's principle of least
effort (Martinet 1963, 182).
Mapping 6perations, however, affect different sentence

elements to different degrees. They promote the. consistent
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drder_of lexicel NPs in'tud ways: in a significant number of
instances Nps contain adjectives, possessive modifiers or
relative clauses; also, lexiceal Nps are hormally arguments
of the predicate. Thus for natursl serislization to be
effective throughout the whole seniehce, the lexical Nps
should be placed so thatvsemantlc mapping takes place in a
uniform direction . in the case of each sentenca element in
relation to them. However, prono ﬁ n sv an d
b_e rson - martr k ing . effixes. of
pro n'o-m inal origin and nature are
affected by the p‘r ocess of
mapping in ~one s é nse only: (without
"considerlng the rare except;ons) they are related neither to
'adjectivea nor possessive modifiers or relative élauses.’
Pronominsal elements take part in
the process of meapping only 1in
one respect, and so their participatiod in
natural - serializstion is also restricted.‘ Therefore,
regarding changes in thair.»order, pronouns and person-
-marking affixes are slower and | more

conservative than lexical NPs,
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5.1.3. ACCUMULATION OF FUNCTIONS: THE ROMER RULE IN
LANGUAGE '

The pioneers of reseérch into’ American Indian languages -
Sapir, Bloomfield, Whorf. end others - have already drawn
‘aftentionv to the fect thai-person;matking affixes perform a
,variety 'o! functions in 'the' abundantly agglutinating
_lanﬁuagas that they investigated. 1In sevefal ianguages,
besides  the ~original function of person-marking these
_ morphemes perform chh fundamental tasks as the distinction
of suﬁject and object; distinguishing degrees of bbject
Qefiniteness; marking vrefarential' idenfity or difference
between séhtence elements;’mérking the synfactic relations
of subordinate - clauses (Jacaltec, Navajo); marking
subordination . 1tseit (Amharic, Ubin), etc. The person-

-marking affixes perform a varlety' of functions in the
abundéntly agglutinating languagés that they investipated.
In several 1languages, besidas. the .original function  of
person-marking these morphemes' berfofm such fundamental -
tasks as >the distinction of subject and object;
distinguishing degrees of object definiteness; marking
referential identity or difference between -sentence
elements; marking thé syntactic reiations‘of subordinate

clauses (Jacaltec, Navajo); merking subordinatjon itself
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(Amharic, Ubih), etc. The personamarking. affixes can
probably take over these functions becaﬁse they are in a
tight connection with “the sémantlc tssk of reference (fdr
they are of ptonominél nature) snd with case matking.(for
one nember of the peradigm |{s -sdmétlmas itself of case
marker origin; while the other members_orfen derive from '
subjective; dbjectlve and hossésstve pronouns).

In anthropology, the phenomenon that living beings afa
forced by the changed. circumstances to introducei an ;
innovation which gnableg,'them to continue 1leading the
traditxonal.ﬁay ofvlife, is celled the Romer rule (Hocketﬁ_
-Ascher 1972). In their Qieﬁ,,thd value of some primbrd;all
- innovation bf this k;nd was consef#ative'since if enabled 8
traditional way of life to be led under the new, changed
circumstances.

This rule . can also be appliad in the csse ofAlanguage.‘
I, for some reason, ‘certain importent grammatical
_distinctions disaﬁpear, 1f could allegoricaiiy be said that
the ‘treditionsl solution is to introduce an innovation and
to transfer the disﬁppgared tunctloﬁ to some'stlll existing_
" gprammatical process or element, thereby preserving the "way
of 1ife" of the biven laﬁgﬁage; 1f, for example, in an SOV
language the case ' system deteriorates. or disappears
sltogether due tb word finalx reduction, the languége will
Abe abie to continue the traditional “agglutinative wsy of



- 225 -

1ife" it - as en 1nn6vation - the affixed person-marking
morphemes take .over the task of distinguishing cases. When
it becomes necessary to distinguish degrees of definiteness
for the object, the SOV "way of 1life" may be retained if
_per§on-marking suffixes. undertske this role, and it is
uﬁnecessary for the langqage to apply a word order variant
(svo), 6r to develop an arficle, which woﬁld be. inconsistent
with the given - type. The ‘1ncr;ase in the number of
functions, howevef,v pxeéérvés not only the type, but algo
‘the elements that under take fhp fﬁnctions, (since an element
that performs many different syntactic functions), §1nce'an
.element thaf performs many -different syntactic functions is
* obviously indlspensqblell. '

\ With the above thtge arguments I have tried to prove
that aifixed -person-marking éﬁanges more slowly than other
typologically . relevant characieriatics; despite its
locétion'on' word ends, which can frequently be reduced. On
the other hah&, in order to resolve the contradiction,.we
have to make yet another restriction: { t i év ‘only

the principle ot affixed person -

-9

-merking that is conservative
the phonetic form of person -
-marking morphemes seems to

chenge much faster (due to their word-finsl

position) than other morphologiceael
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phenomens.

The quick changes in the .phonetic sﬁape ofbperson—,
-marking a;fixes ere prdvad by .the fact that in a
alghif!cant number of languages there qxiét many person-
-marking paredigms depending on the fensa, mood, ahd aspect
of thélverb. It also sh6w3'changeab111ty (ct. Lehmann 1973)
fhaf the order of person-ﬁerkihg'attixes'and verb-modifying
.affixes (and also the order of posseasive“paraén-mquing
affixes and cese markers) is not uniform even in relﬁtqd
:..150908988} in mahy cases it is ptobable that effixes which
developad (or re-developed) in di ffer ent pariods
ere attached to word stems. '

When the. ablllty to dlstinguiah between persons is v
;ueakened by some- phonetic chenge, then in principle there
are two possibillties: either the independent (stressed)
peréonél ~and - possessive pronouns are usea (anaiytic
procedure instead ~of syhihetic), or some other solution is
found- according . to the old, synthetic principle. The first
procedure results in type change in one of the paraohs; even
it it is used in certain cases, the exlﬁtence and permanent
" use of the affixed members of the paradigm will sooner or
later steer the lahguage back to the original principle also
in the person in question. . ' |

Many examples could be mentioned of how in certain

languages the phonetic shape of certain effixed markers
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éhanges a§ compared to other related langu990912, ¥hat 1s
involved 1in these chanées,ié that the function of person-
marking grows weaker in certain positions, owing to the
intensive ‘word-final phonetid changes, and the. piven
grammatical person - becomes indistinguishable; baéause,
however, the distinction of this cetegory is of vitel
importence, the language will use auﬂew'artlx (one thet fits
.the existing ‘pﬁradlgn) in the given position, in order .to
regain the lost distinction. ' '

~i
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CHAPTER III. ON THE RECONSTRUCTION OF THE
PERSON-MARKING SUFFIXES IN THE
URALIC LANGUAGES

1. HISTORICAL APPLICATION OF TYPOLOGICAL rINDINGS

In Chabter 1I, 1 have attempted,  on the basis of the
empirical investigation of several (mainly unrelated)
languages, to outiine the typology of affixed possessive and
~verbal person-marking paradigms, suggesting alternative
possibilities for their historical development. In this
chspter, I shall first make explicit those coh;lusions of
Chapter 1I Athat can be applied to the Uralic lahguages;
secondly, starting out from these conclusions apd using the
discovered typologicel relations, I shall present a8
hypothesis relating to the development of éufflxed
personmarking paradigms of the Uralic languages. I shall use
the frameﬁork and_mgthods of syntactic tyﬁoiogy, which means
that I shall'employ not concrete morphs and allomorphs but
(morpho)syntanctic categories and symbols; moreover, I shali
disregard the individual developments, which can be

explained within the framework .of the history of the
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separste languages. Thls'hypotheais, then, can be refuted,

modified or proven, in detaii or as a whole, by historical-

~comparative investigations, ‘uhich slso take into sccount

phonetic rélations and corraspondences.

The main points of this’ hypothéslé to be outlined 1in

detail under the number headlngs‘in brackets are as follows: .

The sffixed possessive and verbal person-marking parsdigms -

of the Uralic language family deQeloped 8t the same time
(2);. ' . _ T '

In the history of the Uralic languapes I hypothetize the
existence of a -VSX (verb + subject + others) agriai type

before the reconstructable SOV protolanguage (3);

The encliticizétioﬁ and. the subsequent (at least bart}al)

agglutingtiﬁn of personal and possessive pronohng can be‘

dated to this hypothetical VXS period (4);

Vx-es developed from' both subjective and objective
personal pronouns in the .enclitizetion-—aéglutlnation
periﬁd. Thus there exist verbal person-marking paradlgmé
marking both the subject and the objebt (5); -

In the pefiod oangglutination, the distribution of verbal
parédlgmg folldwed the nominative pattern: the person-
-markers of the subjects of transitive or intransitive
verbs were identical with, . or similar tb, the possessive

persbn—markets (except in one person),‘uhile the person of
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the object of transitive verbs was marked by a paradigm
different from these (6); ' ‘ '
- In the period of their emergence, suffi*ed person-marking
pa;edigms followed the pronominal patterﬁ. An overt 3rd
person verbal. affix wes probably adaptéd into the verbal
paradigm later, presumably in the SOV. period (7);
- Typological and theorética;.considergtiohs supggest that
" the history of verbél person-marking suffixes can be
studied perallel to the development of case,marking'

(mainly nominative and accusative) suffixes (8).
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2. ORDER OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF PARADIGMS

In is @ commonplace statement in Uraiic studies that person-
-marking suffixes agglqtinated to the roots of verbs from
pronouns through an intermediate enclitization phase. This
view in its generality needs no further explanastion; evéry
_school and irend seté out I:oﬁ this idea, even if tﬁey do
not directly derive certain persdn-mérking suffixes from a
pronoun; "but from some other element. There are, however,
signiticant dtfferénces of opinion concerning the period of
agglutination--enclltizatloﬁ, and >also ihe 'questlbn of
whether the development of verbal and péssessive pafedigms
‘can be dated to the same peribq. .

It seems that from this potnt' of view we have three
distinct. systems of hybotheses for the Hungarian
language. According to some researchers, possessive and
verbal paradigms deyeloped simultaneously in’ the Finno-
-Ugric, or the 'Urelic, protolanguage (Gyﬁrke 1943, Hajda'
1966, Itkonen.1962, Mark 1929, Mészbly 1931). In the oblniop
of others, 'although the agglutination of the twé baradigms
occurred simultaneously, this was in 8 létef period, whep
Hungarian . was already an indepéﬁdqnt language and;
correspondingly, these péradigms are relafively'new in.other

Finno-Ugric languages es well (Bdrczi 1963, Bérczi-Benkb
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-Berrdér 1957, Rédel _1962). Fihally,' a third grﬁup of
researchers claim ‘that the possessive person-marking
paradigms emerged first, and th1$ led to the development of
the verbal paradigms later (Melich 1914, Klemm 1928)1.

On the basis of typological data each hypothesis can be
questioned, and 8 fourth cen be provided, whibh has most in
common with the conception supporting a Finno-Ugric or .
Uralic orlq;n, though differs from it in several respects.

Having compared twenty lahguages,.l have arrived at the
conclusion that the_exlstence of affixed possessive person-
-marking paredigms presupposes that of affixed verbsl
person-markiqg paradigms. Obviously, lthis, - likeA any
empirical generalization, - iy burely a hypothesis, since
‘the number of the old. and modern languages that have
synthetic person-marking is much greaster; in spite of thié,
1t‘neve:thgless- seems a sound hypothesis,iat.least until an
existing (not reconstructed) A language is found which
contradicts it. . ‘

Thus the empirical connepfion is as fo}lows: 12 P x
(af i x ed possessive _ person -
"-marking) exists in 8 language,
then Vx (aftfixed verb a8l person-
-ma r'k ing) also exists in 1t. Onthe
basis of universals with implicational form, the typology pf

the described phenomena can be set up by postulating three
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existing and one non-exlsiingllangdage types. (Marking) The .
types being marked by the  symbols 4 ;'LA, this means
the following: '

.Pi | Vx
Li. - - (Chinese, Jépanésé)
L, - + ... (French, Estonian)
Ly R +«  (Hungarian, fakelmaﬁ)
Ly . - -

Out of the four, one type is excluded: the oﬁa in whléh
~ Px exists, but there is no Vx.)

' Impiicational__ universals can also be interpreted
_historically, which 1is made possible :by tﬁe féct'that
languégev chahges derive from differences of the synchrbnlc
states of different Apeiiods, and eachrsyncﬁtoﬁic cut is o
varlant_,bf the, fpossible” human lanéuages (cf. Jskobson
1958, 1963). Historicel interpretation. nf course, does not
exclude the simultaneous existence of 1séverai possible
veriants, The tybolégy of affixed persdn—marking as defined.

above allows each a variant which ILQ does not exist:
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. appearance of Vx: ; L — L,
diseppearsnce of Vx: L2 -_— ‘tl
appearancé of Px: ' L, - Ly
disappearance of Px: - Ly —> Lé

simultaneous appear-
ance of Vx anq Pxs:. - I.1 —_— Lj )
simul taneous disép-

pesrance of Vx and Px: L’ - L,

Thué..the historical interpretation og the given.implication.
excludes the explgnation according to which the apbearance
of thé possessive paradigm in fhg' Urﬁiic IanganES'had
preceded »tha; ot: the verbal paradigm.‘since this veriant
‘would involve the existence of the previously excluded .
xL, state (L; - =L, and xl, -» Lj). G. Mészily srrived at
similar conclusions, though> by way of other a;guments
(1931, 64). Moreover, those of -another linguist (Hajdd
1966, 74) are also similar‘to'miné. ‘ '

' Thus the "possessive paradigm —» verbal;’paradigm"
hypothesis contradicts the typology derived from the
implication. The historical pypothesis"whlch cah be. thus_
interpretqd is in fact no longgr considered. as 8. possible
'alternative. Yet, if s élmilar " conception were raised
somehow, we ought to bear in.mind the sbove typologicsl

data, unless 8t least one language were - found which
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contradicted the typological correlation? namely, one in
which possessive person-merking is synthetic but verbal
person-marking is analyficf In this case; the typological
implicafion will acqulre‘g statistical nature, or, if there
prove to be more langusges like this, the implicstion itself-
will céase to be valid.

_ The simultaneous 'deQelobment of possessive and verbal
,paradigms is to some degree.supporiéd'by the typologicsl
fact that the ,phonétic shape of the pos#essive paradigm
genersally corresponds, or is “similar, to that of one (or
perhépé more) verﬁsl paradigms (cf. Chapter‘li, 2;1.4.).
This alone would not be enough to p;ove the simultﬁneous
development of the two, since it is theoretically possible
for' the phonetic corfespondence of fhe two paradigms to be
also promoted by their functionsl similerity: it may be that
a phonetic correspondencé or similarity exists slso in cases
when the development of the verbal paradigm precedes that-of
the possessive one (in the 'ahbve variant: 'L2'-, L3).
Nevertheless! I shall disregard this variant, since in
historical-comparative lingbiatics the possibility of such a -
chroqology has not been raised with regard to the Urslic

languages.
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'3. VSX PERIOD BEFORE SOV _

According to my hypothesis,.the suffixed possgssive:snd
- verbal paradigms are of the seme aée..When did they develop?
Worth remembering here is that in the '6pinioﬁ.of ;ome
researchers thgy'had elready developed in the Finno-lUgric or
* the Uralic protdlanguage, while acéo;ding to others they
appeared only in the individuall livés >df the Uraiib '
languages (fof.vexample,“i;n._the' césg3lofv the Hungarian
-.language, in _the.,Protp-Huﬁgarian‘vpariod)...The q1scord
'betweeh: the two'hypbihésea‘dan:be.féduch to differences of
thev_judéement of mo:phologicel ;an&l phonetical processes
-within hisforicai4compaféti\e vlibgulsticsl; in other Qords,
.to the quesfibn of how thé 'difference between the verbal
éeréohsmarklng‘. éuftixés of related languages can be
explained..‘bo, for example, those mainly s;ngular_members,
nbn-pronominql '10 origin, of the undeterminate yerbal
paradigms in Hﬁngarian reflect sn originel state, or'ére
"they thev reQarranged variants of.an original paradiém of
pronominal oripin? (Cf. eg. Bérczi 1963, 57 ff, Bdrczi-
-Behkb-Beqrér 1967, 4i7-419; énbther interpretétion: Mészily
1931, 64-67, Hajdi 1966, 144). Another possibility for
different historical explanétjoné has beénAprovided by the

fact that in thé Uralic languages, the relative order of
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nominal case endings and bossessive persEnJmarking suffixes
varies (cf. eg. Bdrczi 1963, 56, slso Gybrke 1943), and the
historical developmeﬁt of the 2nd person suffix consonant
coen also be explained in several ways (Barczi 1963, 56, also
Hajdu 1966, 134-135). _ _

I would now like to contribqté a syntactic-typological
consideration to the .diécussion in historical-comparative
linguistics, an alternative which will influence the
apprecistion of the morphological and phonetic questions
outlined above, or, to be more exact; one which will exclude
certain alte;natives; -

In‘ the historical-comba;ative investigation of fhé
Urelic lsnguasges, the- regu i ar reséarch bf word order
‘as 8 épecial chapter of vsyntax has not been given much
attention. "A History of thé,Hungarian Language" actually
 states fhat “the changes in word order are generally not
independent' changes, but. are concdmitant with, and the
functions of, grammaticél changes" (Bérczi-ﬂenko-ﬂérrér
1967, 428). It 4s possible, of course, to agree with this
statement to the degree that _word' order (as any other
:phenomenon) can satisfactorily be ° discussed onI;
together with other linguistic phenomena. On
the other-hand, the opinion that word order does not'beloﬁd
to.grammatlcal phenomena,.or thet is has no significant role

in languages, can be questioned. Since J.H. Greenberg's-
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study on word order was phblished, typolog;cal'research has
convincingly proved (also ttom the historical aspect) that
ithe development of wond order 15 an integrel part of grammsr
and, within this, of syntax; sevé:al gramméiidal phenomens
" are in fact conditioned ny relations of ,word “order.
Nevertheless, word _order‘ changes are lngvitably

involved 1in 511 histpricnl hypntheses wnich derive nqrson-
,-markinp suffixes from aéglutingted pronouns. Mnst of tne
historical .uofks' mentioned explicitly claim that suffixed

forms can historicelly be .shpwn tn ‘have -nencéndéd‘frnm
verb + pro hnoun or possessee <+
+p f onoun constructitons in Hungarian (eg. v 3 [+] _+'_
+ én /ecut+1l/, kéz .*~_t e /=.hand + you/); This
‘hypothesized word ordef, _however, contradicts the present
and- reconstructed . word order features of ‘the' Ural;c
languages. These are SOV languages (except fér Finnish,

. Estonian vnnd' partly Hungarian. and Zyrian, where the SOV
-order - is propably a recenf phenomenon) and corréspondingly[
the order of the possessive constructions in them is GN,.
i.e,d.p 0Ossessor - possesses 2. Thus, the '

- related languages suggest that thq' word order of the

protolanguages, in so far as it can be reconstructed, was .

_ probably' SOV, Uslng‘ historical-comparative methods,
‘Collinder (1960, 249) and.Hajds (1965,'81)farf1ved at the

conclusion that the conjugeted verb was the sentence-final
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element in the Urelic protolanguage.

This meansbthat the pérson-marking suffixes cannot have
deﬁelope& in the 1long SOV beriod of the Uralic languages,
since in ‘thls'language type independent' personal pronouns
) cannbt follow the verb, and inerendent possessive pronouns
" cannot fol;ow the posseSsge. Independent unstressed pronouns'

are generally in tﬁé.éahé position in word consftuctions as
- the sentencg elements expressed by lexical NPs, I ﬁse the
wofd' fgenarally", because 1t'mgy happen (eg. in the Romance
languages) fh;t ‘opjective pronouns aré on one*side of the
verb, and 1ei1cal'Nbehjeéts on the other. This statement is
also doubtful in the cese of languages with a relgtively
fféa word order - in the tefminology of recent typolopical
literaturé these “are .termed TVX: topic + verb + others
(concerning Latiq; cf. Herman 1954). Even if there are;
however, >xceptions in several languége types,v the SOV
order type is ,n o't smong them. One of
the most important chatcatér!stics of consiétently sov
languages " is  that - the sentence-final
element is the ver* (mein verb or
auxiliary), and the verb csnnot be followed by a sentence
element which is 1ntggr§ted within the sentence strpcture’.
Accordingly, there‘afe'no grounds for believing that in
Proto-Hungarian (or in'any previous reconstructed language,

right back td the Uralic protolanguage) fhere existed a word
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order variant in which inﬁependent_subjective or possessive
pronouns regularly followed the verb or the possessor.

This syntactic argument also excludes those
'morphological and phonologicsl hypotheses thét are based on
the supposition of the independent, non-suffixed pronoun and
justifies those researchers who find an snswer to these
morphological and phonologicel problems within the framework
of the syntactic principle (Gytrke 2943, Hajdi 1966, Itkonen
1962, Mark 1929, Mészly 1931).

Thus, word ordey relations suggest that.bérson-marking
must have been synthetic in this languagevfamily back to the
most dlstént reconstructable period, the Ursalic
protolanguage. In other words, the agpgluti|i na tion
of independent pronouns could
not have occurred later th aAn the
Uralic protolanguage.

Further on, I attempt to prove»that the person-marking
paradigms under discussion are even old e r than
the Uralic protolang Q ag e . We have
supposed that the SOV Urslic
protoalanguage Wwas pre ébe ded by a
VSX seria i periliod, and the encliticization-
-agglutination of personal end posseésive pronouns took
place in this earlier stage.

If the pronouns cannot have been attached to the verb
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in the reconstructable SOV period, it is logicsl to conclude
that this period was preceded by one in which both
subjective and objective pronouns regularly followed the
verb and in which, correspondingly, the possessive prdnoun
also followed the possessee. It is in thié period that the
construction types v & Q én "Cutl, kéz te "hand
you" may have been Irequeﬁt. It supports the reconstruction
of a VSX period before SOV that in certain languages (eg.
Amhqric, Akkadian) this type change tendency can be proved‘
Sy historical-comparative methods. (;n his study on type
changes, T. Vennemaﬁn postulated a VSX —» SUVYtrend on the
basis of this phenomenon, cf. Vennemann 1974.)

Qur conclusions appear to be congruent with
R. Austerlitz's recently outlined conception based on
linguistic geography. His thesis is that the languages of
peripheral areas are generally mdre conservative than those
in the central éreas, and since the reconstruction of the
agglutinative and non—agglutinative‘ languages. of North
Eurasia displays this distribution, Austerlitz concluqes
that agglutination in the languages of the central aress is
re}atively new. Thus bhis and my approach' undoubtedly
correspond to each other in that we both posit the existenge
of some ianguages of other types prior to the’
reconstructable agglutinating, SOV period. Moreover, besides

other grammatical <characteristics Austerlitz includes the
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sentence-final position of the affixed verb in the concept
of "sgplutination"”, with which he implicitly claims that in
this previous period the order of thq verb, subject and

object was probably different (Austerlitz 1976)%,
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4. THE TIME OF ENCLITICIZATION

The phonetic 'correspondences bétweeq the verbal person-
-markers of tﬁe Uralic languages indicate that the 1lst and
2nd person affixes that had agglutinated from pronouns may
have been used as far back as the Uralic protolasngusge. It
.can also be taken for granted that the suffixed paradigm of
the possessive person-markers had developed by this period.
The 3rd person may have been marked by a zero element in the
verbal paradigms; iﬁ th.e possessive paradigm by an overt 3rd
~ person morpheme in the case of a pronom;nal possessor, .and
in the case of @ lexical possessor, either by an overt
morpheme or a zero element (cf. Mészbly 1931, 66 ff., Hajdu
1966, 140-141). Such a scheme can be accepted typologically,
albeit with the restriction that the seid development should
be older than the SOV Uralic protolanguage. »

In the chapter dealing with typology and hfstorical
linguistics, 1 have discussed Nenets and Hungarian
paradigms. One of the most important features of ﬁoth
langusges is that transitive verbs regularly mark only the
3rd person (definite) .object, the other persons not being
marked as objects. There are convincing historical asrguments
which prove that mainly those verbal pgrsonémarkers can be

related to possessive pefson—markers which simultaneously
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refer to the subject of trensitive verbs and the 3rd person -
object. Nevertheless, from our viewpoint it 1is "worth
examining the more-than-sporadic correspondence between
possessive suﬁfixes and suffixes marking the lnffans;tive
subject,vln many Uralic languages. Therefore it can be taken
as proved that in the Urslic lgnguages the Verballsuffixes
referring to the 1st and 2nd person subject hed originally
.been identical in both transitive end intrgnsitive verbs;
moreover; they.corresponded to the possessive person-markers
for the felqvant person. As has already been mentioned, in

the verbal paradigh the 3rd person may have been marked byA
zero and in the possessive paradigm aither‘by an overt
morpheme’ or (in the case of a lexical péssessor) by a zero
element. The "system of subjective and possessivé person-

-markers can thus be reconstpucted 8s followssx

@
strl : A "Sil. : A Px;l : A
Sep2: B 52: B Px2: B
Se,3: 8 53: 8 Px3: C

where A—C are the agglutinated derivatives of the personal
and possessive pronouns for the corrésﬁonding persons. It
can be conpluded frorm the hypothesis that in the VSX period
prgbeding agglutination, the subjective and the possessive
pronouns were possibly identical with regatd' to their

phonetic form.
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S. VERBAL PARADIGM REFERRING TO SUBJECT AND OBJECT

Aikhough histquca;-comparat;vé linguiatlbs _o:ters no
support at this point,'typologlcal theory allows us to admit
the possibility'that_ in this rec o-n's tructed.
state transitive verbs conteined
‘suffixes marking their objects.
_ On the ©besis of the - comparison of non-related
languages, I hévé, arrived at the cqnclusion‘that those -
" langusages which coﬁtain >atf1xed possessive pe;son-marking
usuaily have paradigms that mark'the‘pétaon of more than one
complement: the verb marks the person of both its subject
and its object (within my corpus the'only eibeptioné are thé
Altaic langhages, ct. the date of Appendix Thb.and Chapter
11, 2.1.3.). ‘This near-universal eﬁpirical géenerelization
* leads us to suppose the existence of obJective suffixes.
This hypothesis 1is undoubdetly strengtﬁened by the
‘existence of 8 Hungarian morpheme, the -lak/lek )
affix of controversial origin, which simultaneously refers
to the ls t pers 6 n subj e'b f' and the
2nd person object. Further corroborating
evidenée. can be found in Mordvin ten, another
Finno-Ugric language (cf. Evsevyev 1931, 161-165), which has
a whole paraeadigm for the ‘mer k.i neg
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of all the three o bjects, besides
the subj)ects.

It would be unwise to interpret this”rare occurrence of
suffixes referring to objects and the result of late
agglutination, since in what 1is usually considered the
period_of agglutination these langusges were SOV; thig means
that the independent objective pronoun preceded the verb, so
"apglutination. of the pronoun to the verb ought to have
resulted in prefixes, not suffixes,

Though the verifying power of very general rules is
usually slibht, anofher argumentﬁtlon can also be mantioned
in support of the sbove hypothesis, in aqdition to tﬁe more
concrete ones outlined sbove. R. Hetzron, A, Meillet and J.
Greénberg used similar 1lines of argument when, discussing
the Semi‘ic lenguages, they put forward the thesis that
from among related languages the
one thast ._ shows the . mos t
heteroge neous pattern is the mo st
earchalc 6. This principle of "asrchaic heteropeneity”
also suggests that, from the wview;.int of our present
investigation, it 1is the Mordvinian language which is the
closest to tﬁe ariginal protolanguagé, with 1ts grest

variety in its person-marking system.
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6. NOMINATIVE PATTERN

In vicw of the typologicsl facts, the formal distribution of
fhe verbal paradigms marking thé object and the subject of
transitive or intransitive verbs follows either a
nominative or an ergsastive psattern, These

terms, of course, refer to nominal case systems, on the

basis of a rather rough typology. The nominative

patternn is one in which the subject of the transitive
verb and the subjecf ti the intransitive verb are marked in
the same way, in contrast with the object of the transitive
verb; inthe ergative pattern, fhe'subject
of the intransitive verb and the object of the transitive
verb are marked the same way, in contrast with the subject

of the transitive verb.
This can be represented as follows:

Nominative Ergative

N

LR
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Anslogically, vlg-rAb al person-marking
parasdigms. are nominative when the’
subject-marking morphemes in transitive and intransitive
verbs are identical, while the object is marked by other
morphemes; in 8 similsr vein, they are ergstive
when -there is identical mgfklng for the:infrahsitive subject
end object, uhile the marker of the transitive subject is
-different. ’

In 1illustrating. 'this distribution we can use the
typological fact that the phonetic shape of -the affixed
possessive person-mafklng paradigm corresponds or is similar
to that of some verbai paradigm. Acbordingly, those
languages where the possessive person-marking paradigm
corresponds to either the subjective or the objective
person-markers, have nominative person-marking, while those
languages in which either the markers of the transitive
subject or those of the intransitive subject and object are

of Px-form, have ergative person-marking. Illustrated with

some examples, tﬁlé is as follows (in detail see Chapter 11,

4.2.):
Nominative pattern: Px = S,., §; (Quechusa)
" or Px =0 (Navajo)
Ergative pattern: Px = Str (Sierra Miwok)
or Px =S5, 0 (Assiniboine)

‘l
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‘As  expected, the persoh-marklﬁg peradigms of the Uralic
_lsnguages show the nominetive pattern, althought the
original system hss changed somewhat in certain languages
(e.g. 1in Hungarisn). Regarding the(Uralic protolanguage and
the earlier VSX period, it csn be hypothetized that the
phonetic shape of -varbal-person-markers of.'transitive and
16franait1ve sub)ects corresponded to that of the possessive
- person-markers. In thé 3rd person this co;respondence did
not exist, slncé the 1langusge used a zero element in the
verbsl peradigms, while an overt morpheme was usedtin

possessive constructions,
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7. THE PRONOMINAL AND ADAPTATIONAL PATTERNS

In Chepter II, I have outlined the development of three
types of person-marking' paradigms on 8 typologiéai baéis.
A1l overt morphemes  of the pronominal
parsesdigm type derive from pronouns, and the main
.characterisfic of this system is that in‘the verbai paradigm
a8 zero affix merks both the subject and the object. The
adaptational type is 4 a fwrther
develope d var i ant ‘of the'pronominal patternj
in this type I.haée i{llustreted an overt }rd person mérpheme
(in tﬁa Takelma.and Siérra Miwok,languages). Tﬁis-overt 3rd
person morpheme, which developed th;ough adaptation; served
to eliminate amb;guity by distinguishing the subject from
the object, there 'being no other mesns to serve this
purbose. In a third proup of ianguages, both the overt 3rd
person verbai morpheme and the 3rd person of the possessive

paradigm der ive from case markers. In

the Uralic languages, the cese marker origin probably has to - -

be excluded, but the features of the other two paradigm
types can be cleérly delineatgd.

It is quite certain that in the Uralic 1languages the
3rd -person subject suffix . was orlginally é zero element.

This indicates an originally pronominal peradigm type. On
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the other hend, certain archeic feetures of Hungarian
sugpest that the ~overt 3rd person suffix, which appeered
later, may st one time have pertofmed o sub Je é t ves.
object -distinctive function: there exist certain
participisl constructions in which it is only the zero .vs.
non-zero opposition !n"the 3rd person that determines
whether'the.NPa (unmarked for cese) sre to be interpreﬁed es

.subjects or as objects:

1)

viléglétott- p ember ember, ski vildpgot 18tott

(world seen man « man who world (Acc.) has seen)

kabéfL amely elvesztette a szinét

szinehagyott- f kabdt

(colour+its lost coat

coat which has lost the colour-its

(Acc.) )

istenvert-e_id8 = (olysn) id6, amelyet Isten megvert

(god-damned weather = "weather that Good damned")

pék slitétt-e cipé

cipé, amelxet pék slitbtt

(baker-bsked loaf , = loaf that 8 baker baked)
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With the =zero-affixed forms, ~the noun before the verb is
interpreted as the object, while with overt affixed verb
forms, it is the subject of the phrese.

Unfortunately, it has not been possible to find similer
phenomena in the related Uralic langusgeé} partly beceuse
their syntax, 8although described, has not been outlined in
such 8 fremework Bas to enable these distinctions to be
revealed. I would not, however, exclude the possibility that
similar phenomene exist in these lahguages;

The ébove'Hungarianvpaif of constructions ensbles us to
conclude that the paradigm system-of Urelic person-mafkers
may once have been adaptatio n'q 1, with tﬁe 3rd
person overt verbal suffix serving 88 a -meéna of
dfstingutshing subject froﬁ object. The overt 3rd person
suffix wen attached to the verb when the noun preceding the
verb was interpreted ss its su b jec t, while's zero-
-morpheme was used 16 the same position when this noun was
its ob ject.. A further conclusibn can be‘that, since
in 1ts veaflier state Hungarian was an SOV language, the OV
order was marked by zero in the verb {:: avery construction,
while the SV order (which was not consistent with the
regular order) was . marked by an overt morpheme. This now
occurs 1in participial constructions, which aré subordinate
clauses in tﬁe interpretation of typologlcel'and génerativg

linguistib schools; since subordinate clauses are in many
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respects more conservatlQe than superordinate clauses, it
may be that at an.earlier period the same phenomenon could
also appear in main clauses. In SOV senteﬁces the 3rd person
was mérked by 8 zero element, while the Osvlvariants (which
probably existed because of communicational demands) had an

overt morpheme as the Jrd pefson marker.

PR -1
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8. THE CONNECTION BETWEEN PERSON-MARKING
AND CASE MARKING

Applying the above blaims, further on I éhall aftempt to
‘reconstruct the hfstoryvbf Uralic persdn-mafkihb bafadigms
in deteil. This reconstruction :obviouély concerns only
- morpheme tybes and nét actual phdnetic forms. '
Since we have discovered the ‘features of the
sdapt S‘t_i [ nla | paradignm 't'y pe 1in
Hungarian,' and this type 1§'the qontlnuaﬁce of ‘an original
p ronominal [ 5 radi gm '5 ystem, our
hypothesis 1is that in-thé VSX period the 3rd peréon_of both .
" the subject end tﬁe objécf‘ﬁas marked by a zero element in
thg verbal paradigm. That'the‘subjective'person-marker is
now proved_to-havé been zero also supports thié hypothesis.
In tﬁe table .below the pefson-markers of the subject
are represented by capitals, and’'those of the object, by‘
small letters. In the table of transitive person-markers the
émpty spaces are where reflexives occur; ;n the 3rd person,
however, a reflexive does not.necessérily result, if both
the subject and the. objéct are in the 3rd person, since

their references may differ.
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Intransitive constructions

S, 1st pers A
s1 2nd pers B
5, 3rd pers &

Trensitive constructions

Ob) 1st pers 0Obj 2nd pers Obj 3rd pers
L

Str lst pers

H
r lg'

str 2nd pers

B2 R

n o i»

= I2
&

str 3rd pers

In the Assiniboine language, which fqllows.the pronominal
pattern, possessive ‘constructions are unmarked if the
possessor is expressed by a lexical-NP, and én overt 3rd
person . . morpheme is used in the possessee if it 1{is
pronominal. We can assume that a system like this existed in
the Uralic 1languages, - and this 'is.supporfed by the fact
that, accord;nb to the data of historical-comparative
reconstruction, the poaéesaive constructions were unmarked
in certain cases, while sometimes the relation in question

was marked by 8 pgenitive suffix or a possessive persén-
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-marker. Thus traces of unmarked possessive constructions
are undoubtedly still to be gound.

As heas eready been mentioned, pbssegsive person-
-marking suffixes are identicel to verbal subjective person-
-markers in the 1st and 2nd person, while in the 3rd person
an .overt morpheme (derived from the 3rd person pronoun with
é possessive function) éppeared in the case of pronominal
possessors, but the construction could remein unmarked in
the case of lexicai poséassors (Mésztily argues almilarly,'

cf. l.c. 65 ££.).

Possessive constructions

Pronominal'possessor Lexical possessor
Px ist pers A -
Px 2nd pers B .
Px 3rd pers ( unmarked

The verbal zero morpheme of <the 3rd. person object and
subject can be easily applied as long as the lexical NPs are
marked by a clear cése system. If, ho Q ever,
cese marki n\g_ fails to function
for some 'r eason, ambiguity wil 1}
ap pve ar:: éometimea it may, for _exémpls, become

impossible to ideﬁtify the subject and the object. In this
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case the most likely outcome is that an overt | Jrd
person morpheme 18 adapted (cf. the
Takelma and Sierra Miwok examples) i n order to
perforam the n é cessary
distinctions . Wehave actually found an archaic
Hungarian construction in which a 3rd pefson possessive
aftix indicates the syntectic function of nouns-hnmarked for -
case. Thus it is possible that in the above table of
transitive .. constructions, the section of the paradigm
referring to the 3rd person object - this being the one that
is most sensitive to ambiduity - can be adaptationally
extended by a variant where, in the 3rd person, an overt

morpheme - the 3rd person of the poséassive paradigm - is

used.
Oripinal Adaptational
A A
[ B
13 c

The development of the pronomlnal'pattefn can be dated to
the VSX pe&iod. On the other hand, the adaptation of the 3rd
person overt "verbal suffi? probably took place in fhe SOV
period; moreover, this probably happened only in 8 part of

the linguistic area, since the zero-—non-zero dichotomy of
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the 3rd person cannot be found in'every Uralic language (c?.
Mészbly l.c. 67; Serebrennikov 1956,-194; Hejdd 1966, 75-
76)

The unmarked posseéslve constructions have survived,
v‘though sparsely, in several Uralic languages; in addition,
they @8lso have constructions thst contain a8 1lexical
possessor and sere mafked:by the x-n genitive suffix or Px.

In the following section I shall compere these
statements to those provided by workeré in the field of
- Uralic studies.

The fact that in a significant number of the Uralic
langueges the 1st and 2nd person subjectlye person-mérkers
fln a8 determinate and indeterminata; transitive and
intransitive paradigm)‘ go back to the same origin, is
penerally Iinterpreted so 3thatv i n the 1st and the 2nd
person the distinction of the two paradigms had nat probably
taken place in the Protolénguage (Mészily 1931, 67;
Serebrennikov 195¢, 194; Hajdd 1966, 76-77). This
interpretation slso suggests that the development of
determinate—indeterminate or transitive—intransitive
paradipgms is seen as the result of 8 divergence that spread
‘over to the other persons from the 3rd person. Within the
framework ofbthe historical-founded and consistent‘ohe, but
it is not borne out by typological qrgdmenta. On a

typological basis, there is ground'to suppose that the said
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process developed in thé oppoéite direction: probably i n

the l1st and 2nd person there
e ; isted an overt morph eme marki ng
both the s8s8ubjec t' and the o bject
which ‘ were marked by -a zer o
lement in the 3rd perso n, and the
istinction of zero vs. non-2 e-r'o

e
d
“3rd person only t'o ok pleace safter
f his period, with adaﬁtational divergence. The
suffixes of the 1lst and 2nd pé;son object lateridisappea;ed
in most of the Uraliec ]angugges, and their form can'probably
never be reconstructed. . >. ‘ |
I now would like to show that at least in the languages
"with the nominative paradigm patter (Px = str"si) the
suf fixes marking the - person
of the objec tl ere generally more
liable | to change then those that
mark the subject. I empioy the notion of
liqbility to change in the same sense as Benk6 has
understood it (Benk6 1975, 29-30). In these examples, this
sensitivity to .change is seen in the following facfs: (1)
concerning order, ' the objective suffixes do not show
homogeneous chsracteristics (Bells Coola, Quechua); (2) théy
appear in subplefive forms (Quechua); (3).certain persons of

the paradigm cannot be expressed, i.e. the paradigm  of
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objective persbn-marking‘may at times be defectiQe (Kanuri,
Quechua, Takelma), Afinally; (4) the suffixes marking the
. person of the object are inclined to perform aﬁother
function whichc is more of less rélated to ihe'original one
(Bella Coola, Quechua).7

. In the cese of the 1st and 3rd peréoﬁ object 1in
Bella Cool s, the order of the surfixes in the
-transitive verb is the following: ob jective Vx +
+ subj)ective V x , while in the base of the 2nd
person 'object this order is reversed: s u b Jrective

Vx + objective Vx in the transitive forms

with the meaning " I y o u (Acc.)”, while in 8ll the
other combinations it is oblective Vx o+

+ subjective Vx (Lastra 1968, 25-26).
© In the Cochabamba dislect of ‘Quechué, the 2nd person
objeét is ﬁarked by the -ki morpheme in certain person
combinations, while in others it 1is marked -by -8u, or
sometimes by the two.together: -suki. In the A 9 a cuc ho
dialect of the same langusge the situstion is a little
different: -su itself csnnot refer to the person of the
object (Lastra 1968, 25-26; Parker 1969, 26-29).
Iﬁ Qu a,é h ua the 3rd person object is not marked
in the verb; the authors of the grammar of one of the
dislects sbove have also omitted this .pérson from the

parédigm, not including even its 2ero form. This state of
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affairs is similar to that in the K snur i 1lsanguage,
while ;n Tekelma the 1st person éingular object
cannot be expressed by a verball suffix when a8 2nd person’
subjgct is 1involved, slthough “this 1anguége abounds in
person-markers (Sapir 1922,~i67).

In Bella Coola the objectiver person-
-markers serve to expresslthe subject with verbs forms with
passive Ameanings, which means that théy héve taken on
another, similar function (Newman 1969, 300). The role of
the objective perspn-mafkérs in the Coc h-alb amba
dielect of Quechua is slso connected with passive mesning:
- according to - the grammsr, in certain combinations these -
person-markers show that the tbrmally'subjectiveAperson-

-marking suffix following them really refers to the object
| of the verb; the translations of the verb forms hqwgver.
reveal that here the vetbs;arg otfen agentless passives, and
the -was and -su suffixes in them can also be interpreted ss
passive affixes. In. (1) and (3) below, fhe suffixes under
discussion are performing their originsl function, while in

(2) end (4) they are passive affixes:

(1) go-wa-nki (Lastra 25)
- {give-me-you)

("you give me").
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(2) go-wa-yku- - (Lastré'is)
(give-Pass-we)

("we are given")

3) go-su-hku '
(give-you /Acc./ -they)

("they giQé you")

(4) go-su-nki
(give-Péss-zou)

(“you are given")

The effix -su can be found in the singuler, end -ws in-
plural passive - cocnstructions. In another dialebt of .

'Quechha, Ayacucho, tﬁe éame morphemes ‘pepform other

grammeticel functions: -ws (besides ‘having . the .role of

objecfive lpefson-marking) serves to emphasize imperstives:
ggglg>is "to be- quiet”, and upaleway means “do be quiet”.

The affix -~su, whicﬁ in ' itself cenanot mark tﬁe.person_or

the object, is partly found 1n.1nc1usive'valst P1 forms,

and partly indicetes that the formelly subjective Vx 2nd

suffixes following it have sn objective function.

riku-su-hki “sees-suaybu" ("he sees you") (Parker 26-

v— ——

-29) If your hypothesis “concerning the reconstruction of

Uralic person-ma:king suffixes can be accepted, then we can
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and must interpret the develoﬁment. of the paradigms in
question’ glterngtively, not‘ Just in- genéral buf in some
detail. Haddd (l.c. 76) cleims that the overt Vx 3rd Sp
affix in the paradigm derives from pérsonél or demonstrative
- pronouns with an accusative function, through agglutination;
1nbthe final analysis,‘its_origin‘is the'same'as thqt of the-
.Jtd person of the possessive paradigm (HaJdd l.c. 133, 142).
vFurthermoré. he' also- cqnsiders it probable that thé’oyett
affix once performed the function of distinguishing definite
(determinate)- vs."jndetinife (1ndetetﬁinate).ohject, which.
function - hés disappeatéd in some languages‘where the zero
vs. non-zero 3rd.person distiﬁction has:beéoma the person-
-marker of trensitive vs. intransitive verbs (1.c. 74-76;
Serebrennikov 1.c. 195).

The typological relations outlined above, oh‘the other
hahd; point to the possibility that it coulﬁ have been the
3rd person 'of the possessive paradigm.that was adapted by
the verbel paradign, not by agglutination
from indep endent pronouns, but
by the dire b t é deptation of a
suffix (which, of course, had been attached to the
posseésee 'throhgh agglﬁtihation in an earlier periodj. The
original = function - of this suffix- could have . been to
distinguish between the major sentence elemeﬁts in.cases of

ambiguity. In certain cases thié function has remained, it
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there was no other way for the disfinction to be made, while
in others 1its rules of'usage came to be mddified to -enable
tunctions relate& to the original ones.

*  This concept, which relies on. the same eﬁpirical basis
as does historical linguistics but interprets it
differéntly, can be proved by the following:

Agplutination from 1ndepehdent pfonouns cannot be conceived
,of in a period when the major sentenbe elehents, including
pronominal subjects and objects, occur on one side of'thq
verb while the suffixed 3rd person morpheme on tha other
side. This is untenable, bééause the reconstructed syntax. of
Proto-Uralic entirely shows the characteristics of an SOV
serial type languape (CDII;ndef l.c. 247::1; Hajdi 1l.c. Bl-
-82). This means that:the period of agglutination has to be
dated to a time that preceded the Proto-Uralic period, when
the serial type allowed " the pronouns to.suffixate to the
words. _ ' '

The universal- rules are that in most of the Urelic
"languapes - the (orm of-the possessive p;rson-marking paradigm
is identical to ’fhaf of at least one of the verbal
paradigms. The historical interpretation is th5t> these
person-marking suffixes derive from pronouns with the same
phonetic form. In particular, some historical linguists are
of the-opihion that the suffixés ot_the po§§essive paradigm

have developed from pronouns performing a - possessive
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function, while the suffixes of -the verbal paradigm
¢ontaining an overt 3rd person morpheme go back to betsonal
pronouné with a ‘subjective 8 n d objective (i.e. mixed)
runctiqn. According to this, origin from identicsl phonetic
forms can only be posited if, in the period of
agglutination, the phonetic 'shape ot\ the prospective
possessive suffixes was 1identical with. the subjective
pronoun in the 1st and 2nd person, while it was identical to
the objective pronoun. iﬁ the 3rd person. This would be 8
rather curious siaté of effairs, even 1f we admit that we
have 'sﬁafse empirical data for the detsiled phonetic
£econstructlon of the independent (and'lgter agplutinated)
pronouns, Typologicel data rather suggest that the
pronouns - with a _ b ossessive
functfon will show simi larity to
githex the subjectiv é or  the
6 bjective pr onoun set. This similarity,
of course, is not complete even in the langdage type in
which the eigments‘of the patadigm are of pronominal origin,
since we have posited the existence of ~ zero in the verbal
paradigm. in the same place (the 3rd person) where 1q the .
possessive paradigm we have found an overt morpheme. What
could 1lead to.the identity of 'the whole peradigm is
that the language adapts'the affix eliminattﬁg ambiguity in

the verbal psradigm from the 3rd person in the possessive
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paradigm.. . Thus _a';~, substantial
evaluetion i's. needed of - the

hypothesis that the suftfixes of

the verbal paradigm " can .be
derived - from .pronouns with . 8
mixed function in the paradigm types

reptesented by Hungérian and Nenets.

The next problem is the question of what the: original
function of the paradigm contaiﬁing the zero vs. non-zero -
3rd person could ﬁavg been, Hajda considers.the reference to
a dgxinitq vsf_.indefiﬁitelobject as the originai function
;(which is ‘fairly rétional within Uralistics), since these
’twé types ‘of' péradigm perform this. function. in very
distantly reléted langqages;' Conversely, on the bassis of
similar - considérations, we. élaih that f or a
function ' | to be . considered
original f 6 r a given co n,s_t:r uction
type, 1t - ﬁ us t exist in .non -
-rel é ted lanpuages; enditcan actually be

found-slbeit in vestiges -in the \Urelic 1anguages. It,

should be also added thatAthevfunction which we postulated
(the - distinction .of the major.'sentencé elements) is
obviously very .close to the one identified by Hajdi (i.e.
the distinction between the definite vs. non-definite

object), éspecially in languages where case endings- do. not
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(regularly) mark the subject and/or the object. The Urslic
protolanguaba could have been of this kind, since there is
historicel-comparative evidence that ' the deduced x-m
accusative ending freely slternated with cases when the
object was unmarked, i.e. it was nominative like the subject
(Wickman 1955, 147; Fokos 1963, 6-13).

There is, nevertheless, ] disturbiqg fact wifhin this
-system of historical hypotheses, namely that the “objecti
with accusative ending vs. unmarked object” alternstion is
reqonstructed 8s the mesns of distinguishlng‘ definite vs.
indefinite »oﬁjact '1n the same waylas the verbal zero vs. -
non-zero affix slternation. That a language should deQelop a
new apd more complicated marker of obj?ct definiteness in
‘the verb is improbable, especislly when a simpler snd more
evident marker exists in it (viz. nominal cese marker vs.
zero case marker). One could argue that the distinction of
definiteness developedv qltferently in various dlalecté:jin
some the cese affix while in others the verbsl affix
ﬁerto¥méd this function. This explanation, however, is alsb
improbable: tof this to be the cese, in those languages
where the éccusativé x-m did exisf.and' has remained, thé
definite qonjugation 'Ator :the . distinction of ocbject
definiteness oﬁght never to heve existed. Yet,we know tﬁatA
the accusative ending under:discussion (of its traces) can

be found in every Uralic ‘langusge except Hungarian and
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Ostyak, and although in these twd languages the definjte vs.

indefinite (determinate vs. indeterminate) paradigm

alternation does gxist, it cen also be found in four other .
languages. ' '

It is obvious from the sbove statements -that the

development an d functi onin g of
the 3rd person 7z ero vs. Nnun-zer o
verbsl sufftftix o u.g ht tvo be
examined in parsllel with the
develo pment - (end disbppeérance) " and
functioning of the accussative
case en d-i ﬁ g . Meanwhile, fhe‘ toliowing -

theoretical and typbiogical considerations have to be horne
in mind. '

If in 8 laﬁguage the morphological case marker 16 fhe
object is not obligatory, then (according to our present
knowledge) its usage‘is governed by two related systemsAot
rules: | | .

Either (A) the object has to be morphologically marked
if the order of sentence elements (in relation to the word
order type of the language) does not help in determining the
function of the given sentence element (Vennemann 1974,
356); the Diegueno language uses morphological cases in such
constructions (for the rules .of usége in detail see Langdon

1970, 150-176);
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Or, (B). the accusative .is used for marking ‘the
determinate objebt, 8s e.g. in Persisn- or .Tatar (Ctf.
Rastorguyeva 1964, 14; Poppe 1968, 119; for illustration
wi}h several languages see Moravcsik 1978).

The two rule systems are probably based on Arelated
principles, since the subject precedes the‘objecf in each..
word -order _typé (except for v0S), and the object .itself is

~typicelly indetermined (Comrie 1976) and belongs to .the

comment bart of .the sénténce. On the other hand, if the
object 1is determinate/definite and- acéordingly forms the
topic, it is probable 'hat this will be positionally marked:
the object wiil precede the verb. This is hbw definiteness
of the object is related to 0OS order which deviates from theb
neutral type.

The general rules for.the.usage of fhe 3rd person zero
vS. non—zefolsuffix in the adaptational pattern can develop
in the following ways: - -

(a) A zero person-marker must be used in the verb if
the  marking of the subject and the obj)ect uses the same -
principle that 15. applied in the "normal".cases, while 8
non-zero pefsoﬁ-markef is employep when thisiprinciple is
dispensed with; The sentencg—element distinctive function of
the non-zero pérson-marker can manifest itself in several
ways, according to the principle valid in normal cases. The

subject, for example, is normslly /+ Human/; it is the
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person nearest to the speaker; it is the first NP in order,
etc. a '

(b) A .zero person-marker must be used when the object
is non-determinate, and a non-zero when 1t'1§ determinate.

(c) A zero person-marker must be used in intransitive
verbs and a non-zero in t;ansitive]verbs. '

‘It is obvious that (a) and (b) sre related on similsr
.bases to those discussed in (A) -and (B) sbove. Rule type (¢)
probably develops secondarily to (a) and‘(b):-tha use of
non-iero person4ma:kers spreads over to sentences where the
object can be ciearly distinguished from the subject{ wﬁere
the object 1is indeterminate or where the transitive verb
occurs without an object. The next step in this spread may
be ‘the case of the S 1 us l.a w languspge, in which thé
non-zero 3rd person - objective marker - functions 8s a
transi t.i ve 8ffix: it forms trensitive verbs
from 1ntransftive ones, and causatives from transitive verbs
(Frachtenberg 1922, a81-§82). A similar ﬁhenohenon éan be
found in Navajo (Sapir;—Hoijer 1967, B6):

The framework of the present stody does not make it
possible to follow; by means of the principles offered by
typology ‘and 'histopical-comparative linguistics together,
the history of ‘the grammatical devices used in the Uralic
languages. On the other hand, the exact reconstruction of

cese -marking and verbal ' person -
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Besides presenting the invésfighted phenomena, I would
_have 1liked to show how typology can help historical
compsrative 1linguistics in' schieving its aim. Typologicel
inquiry by 1 tself is inadequate either to state
linguistic relat;onships or to -reconsfruct common source
languages. it,is likely that only typical ceses of language
change can be presented ahd outlined by typological means;
yet, coupléd with historiéal—comparative methqu,'tyhology
is undoubtedly capaﬁle of clarifying linguistically_relafed
§onnections, “and ~of showing  the structure of the
reconstructed languageé more accurately, since-typplogical
. investigations enable us'“to 'chﬁose the most probable
| slternatives from .those brﬁdght to light by historical-
-comparétlve research. Iypology. is elso capable-of helping
us choose, by means of typologicai correlations, those
changes ,wh;ch< arevto bé examined 16 their relationship.
Finally, it is ‘not to be excluded that in certain
exceptionsl instances a typological approacﬁ"can also
eniighten.the hisfory 6f phenoﬁeﬁa that would otherwise not'

be discovered by historical-comparative methods.
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PENDIX

Blackfoot

Buriat

Diegueno

Jacaltec

Eskimo

Kanuri

Quechua

Hungarian

Salish

Macro—Algohquian,
Algonguian
Altaic, Mongolese

Hoce, Yuma
Penutian, Mays

" Eskimo-Aleut

Nilo-Sahariah,

) Saharian

Andean-Equatorial,
Andean

Urelic, Finno-Ugric

British Columbia
Montana, USA

Buriat ASSR,
Soviet Union
_California: USA
Guatemala

South Greenland
Africa, Chad

‘Peru, Bolivia

Hungary

Appendix One
Language _Language family Area Source
Agtas Malayan-Polynesian Philippines Healey 1960
- Amharic Semitic, Ethiopian Ethiopia Cohen 1936, Titov 1976
. Assiniboine Macro-Sioux, Sioux Montana, USA Levin 1967
Aztec Uto-Aztec Mexico Whorf 1946
Bella Coola Canada, Newman 1969a,b

Frantz 1966,
1971
Pappe 1960

Langdon 1970
Day 1973

Swadesh 1946,
Thalbitzer 1911
Lukas 1937

Lastra 1968,
Parker 1969
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Language Language family Area . Source

Navajo Na-Dene, Atabasquan Arizona, USA Sapir-HoiJer‘1967

. ‘ Akmajian-Anderson 1970
Nenets Uralic, Samoyedic West Siberia, Hajdi 1968 .
' Soviet Union '
Sierré Miwok ,Pénutian, Miwok .v Californie, USA Freeland 1951

.Siuslew  Penutian, Yakonan Oregon, USA - Frachtenberg 1922
Takelma' Penutian (1soléting) Oregon, USA ~  Sapir 1922
Tater . Altaic, Turkic ~  Tater ASSR, ~  Poppe 1968

Soviet Union ‘ _
tbih : Caucasian; Western ‘Black Sea cdast, Dumézil 1931-

.

Soviet Union
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Appendix Two A
1 2 3 ' S 6 - 7
* Language Order of Order in Type of* = Place of . Person- Person-  Whose
. major - possqssive relafive cése marking ‘-markin‘g' ' -marking person is
" sentence constructions clause’ _ affix in the affix in  marked in |
elélnenfs e o S - possessee . the verb _ the verb
agta VSO NS Postrominal  Preposition  Suffix Sutfix S, 0,
- o . (Enclitic) ..
amharic SOV O  Prenominal . Prefix  Suffix - Prefix S, 0
| . Suffix . |
Assiniboine .. SOV _GN _Postnominal . - Prefix_ .. Prefix . S, 0
Aztec SV, VSO GN _Postnominal  Suffix '~ Prefix . Prefix s, 0
Bella Coola VSO . NG -Postnominal _ Preposition . Suffix . __ Suffix S, 0
Blackfoot = TWX oN ? - Pretix Pretix S, O
.Suffix‘ . Suffix '
Buriat . SOV N . Prenominal . Suffix . . Suffix . Suffix S
Diegueno. SOV . ON... _ Substitutive Suffix Prefix . . Prefix . S, 0.

Eskimo .. .  SOV.. .. GN . ....Prenominal .. Suffix... . Suffix . _ Suffix ... S, 0, IO
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1 2 3 s s e 9

» 4Language Order of Order in - Type qf Place of Person- . >Person- Whose
major  possessive = relative ) -casé marking -marking ' -marking . person is
sentence constructions clause affix in the affix in marked in’
- .elements L ) . . . possessee . the verb. . the verb

Jacaltec VS0 NG ~ Postnominal - Prefix ~ ° Prefix 5, 0

(Proclitic) (Proclitic)

_Suffix . . -
Keuri - SOV N Preominal  Suffix | suffix. Sutfix S, 0,
Postnominal -~ . - o . Pers
Quechua sov GN ~ Prenominal Suffix Suffix - Suffix S, 01’2
Postnominal 1.- L _ Pers
Hungarian  TVX oN Prenominal  Suffix  Suffix Sutfix S, Oy3
Postnominal ‘ Pers
...... e .. Right-sided ... .. _
Navajo SOV GN Prenominal - Prefix Prefix S, 0

Substitutive
_Right-sided . . ..
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2 3 4 5 é 7
Language Order of Orcer in Type of Place of Person- i Person; Whose
major possessive relative case marking -marking -marking person is
sentence constructions clause affix in the affix in marked in
elements possessee. .. the verb the verb
Nenets sov GN Prenominal Suffix Suffix Suffix S, 03
. Pers__
Sierra Miwok TVX GN Prenominal Suffix Suffix Suffix S, O
Right-sided .
Siuslaw, TVX GN ? Prefix Suffix Suffix s, 0, 10
Infix - |
. Suffix
Takelma TVX GN Prenominal - Suffix Suffix S, 0
Postnominal
Tatar . Sov. GN Prenominal Suffix . Suffix . Suffix S
Ubih SQV . GN Prenominal. Suffix _Prefix . Prefix. S, .0, . I0
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Warotamasikkhadit
1972 '

Appendix Three
Language Type Language family Source Independent Possessive Possessive
possessive  pronoun person-
pronoun clitic marking
. . - - : affix
Albanese 5VO, NG, NA, Prep Indo-European  Lambertz 1948 . - -
Ghichewa SVO, NG, NA, Prep Bantuese Watkins 1937 . - -
Gbeya SV0, NG, NA, Prep Niger-Congolese Samarin + - 18g, 3Sg,
Adamawa-Eastern _ 2P1
Greek SV0, NG, NA, Prep Indo-European Hauseholder- + + -
(modern) -Kazazis-
-Kautsoudas
, 1964
Icelandic SVO, NG, NA, Prep Indo-European  Jénsson 1932 - -
Khmer SV0, NG, NA, Prep Mon-Khmer Gorgoniyev - -
‘ 1966 _
‘Malayan Sv0, NG, NA, Prep Malayan- Lewis 1956 + - +
’ Polynesian ' .
Sango SV0, NG, NA, Prep Niger-Congolese Samarin 1967 + - -
Adamawa-Eastern
Thera SV0, NG, NA, Prep Chadian, Newman 1970 + - -
Biu-Mandara
Thai SV0, NG, NA, Prep Thai -+ - -
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NOTES
Notes to Chapter II

1. All  the ﬁecésaary and sufficient conditions could be
‘formuleted 1f it‘wére possible to compare the festures and
historical changes of languaﬁes that contain affixed person-
-barking paradigms - with the teaturés:or thoce ranguageé in
which these psradigms ﬁo not exist. The émplriéal materiﬁl
of my study is jnsufficientAtq cover tﬁis,

2. Thése data cdrrespond to Lehmann's (1973) stétement that
person-marking eaffixes do ﬁqt follow the "placement
prinicple", according to which thé, ﬁominal and verbal
modifiers (cese markers;. interrogative, qegatiye and modal
slements) ére placed -on the opposite side of the noun or-
verb as compered to -the lexicel. complements of the given

'uord.

3. Jecaltec 1is more complicated than I have éhoun here. It
is extremely difficult to decide whether it belongs to this
group or the previous group of languapes, since its person-

Qmarkera are partly prefixesA and paftly proclitics.
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Moreover, in sdme construcfions fheyAarevclearly in suffix
position (near an auxiliary'verb, or when they lack a time
and 8spect marker). This particulsr lsnguege, then, needs

further investigation.

4. Edith Moravcsik has drawn my atteniion to Crio, a
Creole language ”spoken in Sierrs Leone, {n which the
~po§séssive construction is clearly topicelized: d i t i c a
i pus "the teacher his cat", or “the teacher's cat".

5. Here 1 deal only with the morphologicsl markers of the
person categoiy; identifying them by 1st pers, 2nd pers,vénd:,
- 3rd pers. 1 disregard the markers of the number category. I
have borrowed the sabbreviations used in theltableltrom '
Finno-Ugric studies: Vx marks the verbal affix and Px, thé
possessive affix. The yx ‘of intransitive verbs obviously
marks the person of the subject, while transitive Vx's, the
person of the subject and the object. Here I aléo disregsrd
the fused morphgmes ‘for marking the complements of
transitive . verbs, and "neglect the regular phonetic -

similarities or correspondences between Vx's and Px's.

6. The Dakots language, desgribed_by Hunfalvy in 1861, is
very' closely ‘related to Assiniboine. The 3rd person of its

verbal parasdigm is zero with regard to both fhe subject and
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the object while that br' the possessive paradigm is non-
-zero with non-inherent possessees. Hunfalvy, however,
mentions .that the unmarked possessive construction is a

veriant besides those merked with a Px 3rd pérs Sg.

7. 1 follow the traditions "of syntactic typology and
generative grammar when I consider participial constructions

- not as attributes but as clauses.

8. This indicateé..that the principle of aft#xed person- -
marking "must be. very recentvin the language;AThat there are
no affixed paradigms in the related Mélayan-Polynesianz
languages (Tagalog, Cebuano, Kapampangan, Ivatan ect.) also

lends support to this.

| 9. The hypothesis of the'phonétic,feduction ﬁad émerged 8
long time ago: in the history of linguiﬁtics. Cf.: "Sound-
--decay probably exists -not only in inflécting iénghages but
in ealmost every language of the world; there are not
differences between languapes iﬁ this respect. This sound-
-decay should be tgrhed the historical s ound
change of languages, to distinguish it from

gremmatical sound ‘chan g e , which can
vary from langdaga to language. Historical souﬁd change is,

in a certain respect, socound-deca y or more
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correctly sound -,f eduction, as can be seen
it we compare an earlier state of a languagé to ;ts present
state, or if we compare the correspondidg words of related

languages...” (Hunfalvy 1978, re-published: Havas 1977,329).

10. In the description of a éignificant bart 61 the American
Indian languages un&er discussion, the 3rd person formb_are'
‘ designated in several uajé depending'_on linguistic
traditions: eg. 3rd, 4th and even 5th person (sll three are.
in fact 3rd person), or ”proximafe" vs. "obviative" (these

are slso 3rd person forms used .under different conditions).

11. Benk6 (1975, 30) mentions e similar pfinciple; although
he writes that "the resistance of prefixes and"aurfixes,is
rehter w.ak". I shall return to a more detailed formulation
of this principle in ?onnection with person-marking affixes

on pp. 184-185,

12, Sbme 3examp1és from the Uralic languages: in Easte;n
Votic the -n marker of Vx 1Sg has disappeared. The language
compensated for thé -missing distihction "by making
phonological changes: i Sg is now marked Sy 8 lehgihening of-
~the stem-final vowel or sometimes by other concomitanf
changes. The o0ld synthetic' principle .femains, althohgﬁ
agglutinatioﬁ is repléced_ by inflexion in this person
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(Arisfe 66-67). The cese of the Estoniahllangﬁage is very
convincing: as a result of a‘pprvasive change, the word-
-final -n disappesred, and this process also took place in
the 1st person of verbs, where the Vx ISg'wés -n. Dats from
about 1600, however, prove that in a nuhber of the‘verb_
forms under dlécussion, the encient -n wes preserved, when
the following word_bggan with a vowel. This bare'occurreﬁce
served as _aﬁ edequate bﬁsis for the re-emergence of the .
. morpheme of Vx 159_1n every context. It further helped this
return wheﬁ, after the dlsapPearnga of -n, the 1 Sg ot
verbé became homonymous 'with the 2nd Sg of the imperative
mood. In Southern E-tonian, on Atﬁa other Ahand, the.ig
vanished even in the criticsl positions, becauée the
oriéinallg;g morpheme of the 1mperaf1ve did not disappear
but Hecame 8 guttural stop, presefving the distinction of ’
the two verb - forms eVen‘aftgr the reduction of ;ﬁ (Lészl6
Honti, personal communication; L. Kettunen 106-107). It is
Awéll-known that the largest number of person-markers of
nonpronominal origin can be found in Huhga:ién,'mainly in
the indeterminate vhrbalvparadigﬁ. Adcord;dgvto hypotheses,
in theqe persons 8 participle affix. 8 frequentﬁtivé affix
and a tense suffix aggiutinaiqd to the stem to distinguish
persons (cf. Hajdé 1966, 144). During @ later period,
functional cpincidénces.‘brought about the development of
the detefminate bafadlgm‘ containlng the JAelement (for o
deteiled analysis see: Benk6 1975, 23-27).
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Notes to Chapter 11l

1..It'ls interesting to note thét besides mdrphological and
phoneticall argumeﬁté some historical studies put rorward'
hypotheses that it |is synthetic forms which-éignal the
"éppearance  0! a more develuped language_stafe. I reject
. linking gramméfical phenomena with value Judgements not only
beceuse they <cen be proved neither empirically nor’
theoretically, but also because the Judgements implicitly
‘discriminate against lgngusges.'in wh;ch;processes of the
opposite direction have’vtaken placa,' where gynthetic
. constructions have been substituted.'hy analytic 'ones.
‘Typdlogical‘ inVestigations Ahre général;y»performed on the
‘basis' of the tacit assumpfion thet the grammatical
structures _of. both. the present and the -recogstructed
languages are at an . e s s e ﬁ tial f y identical stage
of development. Besides,_ typologicsal investigafions have
revealed that fhe <brammatica1 phenomena whichvwere once;
considered as '“Huﬁgarian speciaiities" .cén be found 15

several languages of the world.

2. See Greenberg's (1963) second universal on the relation
between SOV word order end the GN order of possessive .

constructions.
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3. cf. Greenberg l.c. 79.

A. In the light of the expression "N millénaires”, which
‘otcurs seversl timeaA in his study, I em inclined to
. !nterpfet' Aueterliti‘s notion “novatrice”, “récent"” as -

reterring tﬁ something réther ancight. Thus my
inteiptetation is rathef different from Korhonen's (1976),
«who ~ (pertly relying on Austerlitz) outlines 8 very
interesting concept concerning the question of why it is
impossible to cans;der authentic the picture of: the earlier

states of @ lengusge fomily drawn by means .of internal
recongstruction and the comparative me?hod. ‘The méthods
referred to (snd also typological ones) can in fact be
‘criticized for crediting the earlier languasge states with
too much repularity; I consider this e result of the
idealizing tendency ot reconstruction (cf. Radics 1979,
201¢f), but 1 do not doubt the validit; of this régularity.

5. Now and - further on Str indicates the subject of a
transitive verb, O indicates its object, sand Si symbolizes

the subject of aen intransitive verb or a nominal predicate.

6. R. Hetzron has formulated the thesis es follows; “IF ‘a
number os cognate languages'each have a syétam similar to

its homologues in the other ‘languages in some respects, but
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different in other respects - unless one can find a clear
conditioning factor for differentistion - the relstively
most heterogeneous system might be considered the most
" archsic, = the closest to the ancestor, "and the more
homogeneous ones might be assumed to have arisen as'a result.

of simplificatiton." (Hetzron 1976, 93).

- 7. The three languages in the examﬁle belong to thrée
language femilies (Bella Coola: Salish; Takelma: Penutian;
_Ouechua& Andea-Equatorial) gnd their speakers +have always-
lived far from each other (Bella Coola: British Columbis,
Cenada; Takelman: Oregon, USA /now extinct/; Ouechua:‘Peru.

Bolivia).
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Notes to Appendix Two

1. In markinpg thb type of ralat;ve clauses I have reliéd'on

terms set down in a latest typological study (Downing 1978).

The terms refer to the mutusl ﬁositlon of the subclause and.

the "governing noun" (head) in the main clause. 8riefly and

. roughly,y the types :refer. to the jollowlng structursl

features: the clause type in which the clause directly
. follows the noun ie.-p osthn ominel (itds generally

introduced by @ relative pronominal conjunctlon).' The

prenoam inal type i 1te exact bpposité; here, the

verb -in the clsause Vis "qeneraily- a perticiple. The

substitutive construbtion ‘Ls_'ona uhére ‘the

subclause substitutes for the hesd (and the ielated noun is

named in {its- adéquate syntactic position in the clauée

ifself). The right <s1ided construction is one in

- which the subclause follows the whole main 6ldh§e and thus
the subclause doés- not immedistely follow the head 6n1y

- after the other elements of the main clause.

(¥
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