Frans Plank

The selective elaboration of nominal or pronominal
inflection

1. Variable extents and domains of inflection

Languages with inflection may differ in HOW MUCH of it they have and WHERE they
have whatever they have of it.

Some inflecting languages have few inflectional categories, possibly only person
and number, while others have many, possibly including case, state, possession, gen-
der or class, animacy, topicality, switch reference, definiteness, specificity, politeness
or formality, distance, location, direction or orientation, comparison, tense, aspect,
mood, evidentiality, negation, diathesis, inversion, valency, finiteness, or a few oth-
ers. While some of these inflectional categories are invariably realized by only a
few terms in all languages which share them, others vary considerably. Thus, while
switch reference, definiteness, or inversion rarely get beyond the minimum of two
terms (same subject, different subject, with different subject sometimes differenti-
ated further; definite, indefinite, with definite sometimes differentiated further; di-
rect, inverse), case ranges from two terms to about two dozen (with case systems
arguably expanding along a rather limited number of dimensions).' After categories
and terms, the exponents expressing them are a third parameter for quantitative vari-
ation: a given term or term bundle (say, nominative plural) may be expressed by
only a single exponent in one language and by several synonymous ones in another;
and the exponents of two or more terms or term bundles (say, nominative plural and
genitive singular) may be distinct in one language and homonymous in another.?

Some languages have inflection almost everywhere: on verbs, auxiliaries, nouns,
pronouns, articles, demonstratives, quantifiers, adjectives, adverbs, and even on ad-
positions and conjunctions, or also on units other than words. Others practise mod-
eration and limit inflection, for example, to verbal as opposed to nominal words,
to heads as opposed to dependents or the other way round, to words as opposed
to phrases, to words at the margin of phrases, especially their end, as opposed to
phrase-internal words, or to special constituents whose sole purpose is to collect all
inflections of a clause.

In many ways cross-linguistic variation in the extents and domains of infiection
is systematlc rather than random: among the thousands of choices which languages
take in these respects a good deal are contingent on others. Continuing the search for
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generalizations in this area, what this chapter explores are INTERDEPENDENCIES
between inflectional categories as to the extents of their ELABORATION relative to
their DOMAINS. In particular, we will consider number, person, and distance (spatial
and related deixis) and compare nouns and pronouns as to how richly or poorly
they inflect for these categories. A so far unappreciated pattern which emerges is
that in addition to domain-neutral languages there are languages which favour the
elaboration either of only pronominal or, less commonly, of only nominal inflection.

2. Interdependency in categorial elaboration across domains

Logically the elaboration of one inflectional category is independent of that of any
other, within the same domain or across domains. Taking number and person as
examples, it is conceivable (i) that neither category distinguishes more than the min-
imal number of terms, viz, two numbers (most likely singular and pluralS) and three
persons (speaker, addressee, non-speech-act participant, with non-singulars includ-
ing referents lower on the hierarchy of speech-act roles);® (ii) that both categories
distinguish more than the minimal number of terms, with number perhaps realized
by singular, dual, trial, paucal, and multal (and perhaps associative and collective, if
these are counted as numbers), and with person adding a contrast of inclusive and
exclusive to 1st and perhaps even 2nd person non-singular; (iii) that only number or
(iv) only person distinguishes more than the bare minimum of terms. It is an empiri-
cal question whether all four logical possibilities are attested in the languages which
inflect for the relevant categories; the absence or relative infrequency of one or more
of them would suggest interdependency between the categories. Such interdepen-
dency could take two forms: the elaboration (or non-elaboration) of one category
could go hand in hand with that of another (possibilities (i) and (ii)), or it could be
inversely proportional to that of another ((iii) and (iv)).

It has variously been claimed — among others by Royen (1929: 549), Capell
(1965), and Klimov (1977) — that categories whose domains are different phrase
types, in particular nominal and verbal phrases, will not be equally elaborate but
will either be equally inelaborate or flourish alternatively. Accordingly, numerous
terms for case, number, gender, and perhaps further nominal categories should not
be found in languages rich in terms for tense, aspect, mood, diathesis, and perhaps
further verbal categories, nor vice versa.

For categories whose joint domain is the noun phrase, on the other hand, the elab-
oration of some categories has been claimed to encourage, rather than to discourage,
that of some others. :

Thus, Wilhelm Wundt (1904: 427—448) maintained that if there are more than
two numbers, with singular and plural accompanied by a dual and perhaps trial,
there will tend to be a contrast of inclusive and exclusive in the paradigm of personal
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pronouns as well as more distance distinctions than that between proximal and distal
with demonstratives and focal adverbs, and vice versa. Wundt was primarily think-
ing of pronominal inflection, but, aiming at a holistic typology of “concrete” and
“abstract” languages, he extended the correlation also to nominal number (as well as
to adverbial cases of nouns, among many other parameters). In the same vein, Wil-
helm Schmidt (1926) saw the presence of a dual and perhaps a trial, irrespective of
their pronominal or nominal domain, as largely coinciding with that of the inclusive-
exclusive contrast of 1st person pronouns; but he admitted that a dual was unaccom-
panied by inclusive-exclusive in his northern Primdrsprachenkreis. The correlation
Schmidt envisaged, thus, was not biconditional: inclusive-exclusive appeared to im-
ply dual, but not vice versa.” To Henri Frei (1944: 127), surveying demonstrative
systems, the correlation between the elaboration of distance with demonstratives and
pominal number in general seemed “assez net, malgré des exceptions”, and he also,
rather implausibly, hinted at a further correlation with numeral classifiers,

The evidence for such claims has at best been impressionistic. Their fate accord-
ingly has been either not to be taken note of or to be dismissed as far-flung or fantas-
tic, sprung from long obsolete preconceptions about concreteness and abstractness
in language and thinking. Although they are claims about how languages can differ,
they could seem reminiscent of the ravings of a Jacob Grimm who would not see
any real space for variation in categorial elaboration, and for whom all grammatical
categories — genders, numbers, persons, declensions, grades of comparison, tenses,
diatheses, basic vowels, and what not — were always triadic, or aimed to be.?

First impressions are often wide of the mark, but not always. In the case at hand,
more systematic comparisons across sizeable language samples do show some inter-
dependency, if only of a probabilistic kind, between the extents to which the noun-
phrase categories of number, person, and distance are elaborated. Contrary to earlier
assumptions, however, the mutual influences here can be discouraging as well as
encouraging. And what matters crucially are the domains of inflection.

As probes into reality I will draw on the samples of Forchheimer (1953), as
adapted by Ingram (1978), and Perkins (1980), consisting of 69 and 50 languages
respf:ctivelj,r,9 and above all on the sample of 205 languages listed in the Appendix
to this chapter. Forchheimer (1953) and Ingram (1978) were seeking cross-linguistic

eneralizations about the inflection of personal pronouns, especially for number.
Perkins’s (1980) interest was in deixis, and some further inflectional categories such
as number and gender, and in the possibility of correlating inflectional complexity
with cultural complexity. The focus of our own database (called DuDa) is on the
dual and its forms and uses, but some further inflectional categories as well as some
syntactic patterns are also taken into account in order to determine whether dual
variables co-vary with other variables. Having a dual, in the sense of any gram-
maticalized form or combination of forms for reference to two,'® was the criterion
for inclusion in this sample. Actually, no strong genetic biases ensue from this cri-
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terion, since there are only few higher-level families which were ruled out owing
to their current or historical lack of a dual: Northeast and Northwest Caucasian,
extinct Hurro-Urartean, Altaic other than Tungusic, Sinitic, Cushitic and Omotic
within Afroasiatic, some North-American Indian families including Salish, and iso-
lates such as Basque, Burushaski, and Korean and Japanese. Families with attested
duals not represented in the current DuDa sample include Mande, Kartvelian, Tun-
gusic, Dravidian, Algonquian, Oto-Manguean, as well as pidgins and creoles.'!
Despite all kinds of imperfections these three samples should be reasonably ade-
quate as a basis from which to draw conclusions about interdependencies between

the inflectional categories at issue.

3. Number and person

Neither dual nor inclusive-exclusive are typically present in minimal number and
person inflection.'? Considering them independently, such enrichments are not ex-
ceedingly rare, though.

In the Forchheimer-Ingram sample the languages which have a dual with per-
sonal pronouns and those which lack one are about equally numerous (35 and 34,
respectively). Perkins (1980: 169-170) gives figures for the dual only for bound
pronouns: of 35 languages with bound pronouns, eight inflect them for dual and 27
do not. Presumably, if information were available for the inflection of nouns, and
for the Perkins sample also of independent pronouns, the proportion of languages
with dual to those without would increase noticeably. According to a recent census
(Schellinger 1995a), at least one third, but possibly about half, of the languages of
the world are confirmed possessors of duals, in one domain or another.

As to inclusive and exclusive, 37 languages in the Forchheimer-Ingram sample
have this contrast and 32 lack it. The proportion is somewhat lower in the Perkins
sample: here fifteen languages distinguish inclusive and exclusive (for 1st person) in
independent personal pronouns and ten do so in bound pronouns, whereas 32 and 25
languages respectively do not.

Turning now to interrelations between these elaborations of number and person in-
flection, Perkins’s (1980: 169-170) data for bound pronouns suggest that if there is
no dual there will very likely be no inclusive-exclusive contrast either, and vice versa;
see Table 1 for the figures. Further, the proportion of dual languages to languages
without dual is higher for languages which distinguish inclusive-exclusive (4:6,
40 % : 60 %) than for languages which donot (4:21, 16 %: 84 %). The proportion of
languages with inclusive-exclusive to those without is likewise much higher for lan-
guages with dual (4 : 4, 50 % : 50 %) than for those without (6: 21, 22.2 % : 77.8 %).
From what Perkins (1980: 103, 119) summarily concludes about the correlation of
cultural complexity with the presence of inclusive-exclusive on the one hand and



Nominal or pronominal inflection 257

Table 1. Dual and inclusive-exclusive in bound pronouns; sample of Perkins (1980).
Note: In all tables percentages are given in parentheses; those calculated vertically
are in roman type and those calculated horizontally are in italic.

INCLUSIVE- DUAL

EXCLUSIVE + _ otal

+ 4 (500 6 (22.2) 10 (28.6)
(40.0) (60.0)

- 4 (50.0) 21 (71.8) 25 (71.4)
(16.0) (84.0)

total 8 27 35
(22.9) (77.1)

Table 2. Dual and inclusive-exclusive in independent personal pronouns; sample of Forch-
heimer {1953) and Ingram (1978).

INCLUSIVE- DUAL
EXCLUSIVE + — total
+ 26 (74.3) 11 (32.4) 37 (53.6)
(70.3} (29.7)
_ 9 (25.7) 23 (67.6) 32 (46.4)
(28.1) (71.9)
total 35 34 69
(50.7) (49.3)

of dual in independent pronouns on the other, it can be inferred that the results for
independent pronouns would be similar to those in Table 1.

The data of Forchheimer (1953) and Ingram (1978) for independent personal pro-
nouns, summarized in Table 2, point in the same direction. Here one need not even
resort to comparing proportions in languages with and without the respective number
and person terms in order to see that their elaborations are mutually conducive. What
Table 2 suggests is that if personal pronouns distinguish a dual they will very likely,
in 74.3 % of the languages in the sample, also distinguish inclusive and exclusive (of
1st person); and if they distinguish inclusive and exclusive they will very likely, in
70.3 % of the languages sampled, also distinguish a dual.

In the DuDa sample of 205 languages, all of which have a dual in personal pro-
nouns (independent and/or bound), nouns, or elsewhere, 122 (59.5 %) distinguish
inclusive and exclusive in personal pronouns (independent and/or bound), and 83
(40.5 %) do not (Table 3) — which is a result intermediate between those of Perkins

and Forchheimer-Ingram.
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Table 3. Dual in different domains and inclusive-exclusive; DuDa sample,

DUAL by domains

INCLUSIVE-
EXCLUSIVE

nominal and only only only total
pronominal pronominal nominal verbal
+ 39 (51.3) 78 (71.6) 1 9.1 - 4 (444) 122(59.5)
(32.0) (63.9) (0.8) (3.3)
- 37(48.7) 31 (28.4) 10 (90.9) 5(55.6) 83(405)
(44.6) (37.3) (12.0) (6.0)
total 76 109 1 9 205
(37.1) (53.2) (54) (44)

What the breakdown of these last figures in Table 3 reveals is that the dependence
of person elaboration on that of number is even clearer when nominal and pronomi-
nal domains of the dual are kept apart. Of the 109 languages which have the dual only
in pronouns,'3 78 (71.6 %) distinguish inclusive and exclusive, a contrast only rele-
vant to personal pronouns, and 31 (28.4 %) do not; and these percentages resemble
those for the Forchheimer-Ingram sample rather closely, where nominal inflection
has been disregarded. Having a dual only with nouns, on the other hand, DiScourages
the distinction of inclusive and exclusive in personal pronouns: as many as ten of the
pertinent eleven languages (90.9 %) do not make this distinction. While there are,
thus, good statistical implications if the dual is limited either to pronouns or to nouns
— if only pronouns have a dual, they will very likely also have inclusive-exclusive; if
only nouns have a dual, personal pronouns are very likely to lack inclusive-exclusive
—little follows from the indiscriminate use of a dual with both pronouns and nouns.
Among such languages (76 in the 205-sample) the inclusive-exclusive contrast is
about as frequently present (39 times) as it is absent (37 times) — which may still
be slightly more than can be said for languages without dual, to judge from the
Forchheimer-Ingram and Perkins samples.'

From the nature of our own data it is impossible to determine whether inclusive-
exclusive implies anything about duals. Nonetheless, among dual languages which
do have inclusive-exclusive, the likeliest domains of the dual are, in this order, the
purely pronominal one (63.9 %), the nominal plus pronominal one (32.0 %), and,
trailing far behind, the purely verbal (3.3 %) and the purely nominal ones (0.8 %).
Among dual languages which lack inclusive-exclusive, the dual is most likely to be
found with both nouns and pronouns (44.6 %), followed by the purely pronominal
domain (37.3 %) and the purely nominal one (12.0 %), which does much better here.
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-24 languages in the 205-sample elaborate number even further by also inflect-
ing for trial. Trials are only found with personal pronouns and not with nouns, "
and it is in line with the previous results that the presence of a trial encourages the
inclusive-exclusive distinction in pronouns even more strongly: nineteen trial lan-
guages (79.2 %) have inclusive-exclusive and only five (20.8 %) lack it, whereas the
proportion is 103:78 (56.9 % : 43.1 %) for trial-less languages which have a dual
in some domain, and 66:30 (68.7 % : 31.3 %) for trial-less languages with a purely
pronominal dual. _

Eleven languages in the 205-sample have inflectional singulative, an elaboration
of number peculiar to nouns. Among these, six distinguish inclusive-exclusive in
pronouns and five do not, reversing the minimal preponderance obtained for dual
languages in general and thus lending further (though in itself minimal) support to
the hypothesis that number elaboration limited to nouns discourages person elabora-
tion in pronouns,

No such support derives from those languages in the dual sample which further
differentiate a paucal from a multal, which is mostly done only with nouns. In this
subset of twelve confirmed (plus several doubtful) cases, the pronominal distinc-
tion of inclusive and exclusive predominates massively (11: 1, with a better balance
among the doubtfuls), far more so than in the set of dual languages as a whole.

4. Number and distance

Demonstrative pronouns are akin to personal pronouns insofar as they may do what
3rd person personal pronouns do, viz. phorically or deictically refer to (by then)
definite referents other than speech-act participants; and often no separate personal
pronouns are available for these purposes to begin with. The cardinal paradigmatic
category of demonstratives, apart from number and perhaps gender and case, is spa-
tial deixis and notions metaphorically derived from it, and this too is often transpar-
ently related to deictic distinctions of speech-act roles (or “persons”) fundamental to
paradigms of personal pronouns. The range of variation in the deictic elaboration
of demonstrative paradigms, however, is much wider than that in personal pronoun
paradigms. And there do not seem to be great differences in this respect depending
on whether demonstratives are free or bound, independent or adnominal, nominal,
or adverbial. (Spatial deixis is of course also at home in domains other than demon-
strative pronouns, although only rarely in genuine noun inflection; but these will be
ignored here.)

Some languages have been claimed, not uncontroversially, to forgo spatial deic-
tic distinctions altogether, allowing themselves only a single, deictically neutral
demonstrative. Binary and ternary demonstrative systems differentiate the relative
proximity of referents to the deictic centre (usually the speaker) and/or locate them
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in relation to the speaker, the addressee, or others not participating in the speech
event (i.e., 3rd persons). More elaborate demonstrative systems involve parame-
ters such as present/absent, visible/invisible, above/below, in front/behind, left/right,
north/south/east/west, inside/outside, sitting/standing/moving (away from/towards);
they rarely distinguish distance as such beyond the three terms of proximal, me-
dial, and distal (such as far-away and not-so-far-away distal). Attributions of binary,
ternary, or richer demonstrative systems to particular languages have sometimes also
been controversial, owing to often massive diachronic and dialectal variation. An-
other reason for uncertainty is the frequent availability of a deictically neutral demon-
strative in addition especially to a proximal and a distal one, which makes it difficult
to decide whether a system is binary or ternary.

To judge from the wide-ranging surveys of demonstratives by Frei (1944), An-
derson & Keenan (1985), and Diessel (1999), ternary systems seem somewhat more
popular than binary ones, which in turn possibly outrank quaternary and all richer
systems lumped together, although perhaps only slightly. Charitably interpreted
in terms of notions of cultural complexity like those used by Perkins (1980) and
Schellinger (1995b), Frei’s hypothesis of an inverse correlation between degrees of
civilization and of spatial deictic elaboration is not, en gros, implausible.'®

For almost 20 % percent of the languages in the DuDa sample reliable information
about spatial and related deictic distinctions in demonstratives, here summarily re-
ferred to as distance, is missing. It is conceivable, though unlikely, that distributions
of distance degrees over dual domains in this substantial residue are such as to upset
the overall pattern; therefore, in order not to preclude any eventualities, percentages
have been calculated separately for the entire sample (Table 4) and for only those
languages where information on distance is available (Table 4').

It seems safe to conclude that among languages which have a dual binary and
ternary distance are about equally frequent, with more elaborate demonstrative sys-
tems being about half as frequent as either. This isa distribution which, presumably,
is not radically different from that likely to be found with languages in general, re-
gardless of whether or not they have a dual. On the assumption that a dual and elab-
orate deictic systems individually correlate negatively with cultural complexity, as
shown by Schellinger (1995b) and Perkins (1980), one might perhaps have expected
a more marked predominance of ternary, quaternary, and richer demonstratives in a
sample of dual languages; possibly, quaternary-plus demonstratives indeed are more
frequent than is their overall average.

It is again if the domains of dual inflection are differentiated that a more con-
spicuous pattern emerges, as seen in Tables 4 and 4'. If the dual is limited to
personal pronouns, ternary distance is almost twice as frequent as binary distance
(38.5%:22.0 % in Table 4, 49.4 % : 28.2 % in Table 4'), whereas it is the other way
round if the dual is limited to nouns (63.6 % binary:27.3 % ternary). Or, looked
at from the angle of distance in languages with a dual (horizontal percentages in
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DISTANCE
degrees

1I

I

IV+

total
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DUAL by domains

nominal and only only only total
pronominal pronominal nominal verbal
0 3 (2.8) 0 0 3 (1.5
(100.0)
28 (36.8) 24 (22.0) 7 (63.6) 3(33.3) 62(30.2)
(45.2) (38.7) (11.3) (4.8)
20(26.3) 42 (38.5) 3(27.3) 2222 67(32.7)
(29.8} (62.7) (4.5) (3.0)
18 (23.7) 16 (14.7) 1 (9.1) 3(33.3) 38(18.5)
(47.4) (42.1) {2.6) (7.9)
10(13.2) 24 (22.0) 0 1(11.1) 35(17.1H)
(28.6) (68.6) (2.9)
76 109 11 9 205
(37.1) (53.2) (5.4) (4.4)

Table 4'. Dual in different domains and distance in demonstratives; DuDa sample, with those
languages omitted where reliable information on distance degrees is missing.

DISTANCE
degrees

11

II

IV+

total

DUAL by domains

nominal and only only only total
pronominal pronominal nominal verbal
0 3 (3.5 0 0 3 (1.8)
(100.0)
28 (42.4) 24 (28.2) 7 (63.6) 3(37.5) 62(36.5)
(45.2) (38.7) (11.3) (4.8) ‘
20 (30.3) 42 (49.4) 3(27.3) 2 (25.0) 67(39.4)
(29.8) (62.7) (4.5) (3.0)
18 (27.3) 16 (18.8) 1 O.1 3(37.5) 38(22.3)
(47.4) (42.1) (2.6) (7.9)
66 85 11 8 170
(38.8) (50.0) (6.5) (4.7)

Tables 4/4"): while it is overall far more likely that the domain of the dual is con-
fined to pronouns than to nouns (53.2/50.0 %:5.4/6.5 %), this likelihood is even
more strongly in favour of the exclusively pronominal domain if distance is ternary
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than if it is binary (62.7 % : 4.5 %, as opposed to 38.7 % :11.3 %). Quaternary and
richer distinctions of distance too are more common in the company of exclusively
pronominal (14.7/18.8 %) than of exclusively nominal duals (9.1%). If nouns as
well as pronouns have a dual, the distribution of binary, ternary, and richer distance
is more balanced (36.8/42.4 % :26.3/30.3 % : 23.7/27.3 %).

The elaboration of number only in personal pronouns is, thus, conducive to the
elaboration of distance in demonstrative pronouns (and vice versa), while the elabo-
ration of number only in nouns tends to inhibit that of distance in demonstratives. On
the slender evidence available, the richer decmonstrative systems appear 1o be rela-
tively most popular where rich number distinction is the sole responsibility of verbal
inflection. What does not quite fit into the pattern of Tables 4/4" is that the least
elaborate demonstrative systems, viz. the single-member ones (as purportedly found
in Bongu, Nengone, and North-East Aoban), should be concentrated in languages
distinguishing a dual in personal pronouns but not in nouns.

The presence of a trial, always confined to personal pronouns, does not increase
the likelihood of distance distinctions in demonstratives being more than two-way.
Of the 24 trial languages in the 205-sample, one has no distance contrast, seven
(29.2 %) have binary distance, seven (29.2 %) have ternary distance, four (16.7 %)
have more than ternary distance, and for five information is lacking. These are about
the same percentages as for the 181 languages with a dual but no trial: 1.1 % unary,
29.8 % binary, 33.7 % ternary, 18.2 % quaternary or richer, 17.1 % no information.

The distinction of a paucal from a multal, although it is more common with nouns
than with pronouns, does not curb distance elaboration: among the at least twelve
relevant languages in the DuDa sample, ternary and quaternary-plus distance are
about equally frequent as binary distance.

Of the eleven languages with a singulative, a number exclusive to nouns, as many
as six have ternary distance, but only one has binary distance (and another one
quaternary-plus), which runs counter to the tendency of the inflectional elaboration
of nouns impeding that of pronouns.

If distance elaboration in demonstrative pronouns is interdependent with number
elaboration in nouns or personal pronouns, what about number in demonstratives
itself? There is considerable evidence that independent demonstratives are likely to
inflect for number as such (see Diessel 1999: 25-28, 171-173), and that adnominal
demonstratives are equally keen to agree in number with their head nouns (Plank
1994). What is less certain (and this is currently also a gap in DuDa) is how likely
the number inflection of demonstratives is to include that for dual, and whether this is
influenced by limitations of the dual to personal pronouns or nouns. The indications
are that there are no such interdependencies. Among the eleven languages with an
exclusively nominal dual, demonstratives inflecting for dual are a minority: they
(_1_0 in Awa, Gadsup, Eastern Libyan Arabic, and Anatolian Arabic, but they don’t in
Onge, Hopi, Modern Irish, Maltese, Biblical Hebrew, and probably Biblical Aramaic
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and Akkadian. It should be borne in mind here that the majority of these languages
in fact limit their dual to semantic subclasses of nouns (which often include that of
natural pairs, or also the complementary class); and unless this subclass includes
animates (which it does only rarely) it is actually implausible for the dual to extend
also to demonstratives: demonstratives proper seem to be most frequently used with
animate reference.'” Among the 109 languages with a dual confined to personal
pronouns, duals on demonstratives seem more frequent, though only marginally so.
An impediment here is that about half of these languages limit their pronominal dual
to the 1st and/or 2nd person; but it would be the 3rd person which forms a natural
class with demonstratives.

Thus, it seems essentially only by virtue of the category of distance that demon-
strative pronouns are interdependent with personal pronouns in inflectional elabora-
tion. On the side of personal pronouns, another category which could conceivably
co-vary with distance in demonstratives and number and person in personal pronouns
themselves is formality or politeness; but relevant evidence has yet to be collected.
Within the limits of the present study, evidence is already in concerning distance and
person, as seen in the next section.

5, Person and distance

For languages with a dual the elaborations of the two pronominal categories of per-
son and distance tend to reinforce each other, as is to be expected after the previous
results and as is seen in Tables 5/5" and 6/6'.

If personal pronouns distinguish inclusive and exclusive forms, in all DuDa lan-
guages altogether, demonstrative pronouns are somewhat likelier to have ternary than
binary distance (38.5%:27.0% in Table 5, 46.1%:32.3 % in Table 5%), whereas
binary prevails over ternary distance (34.9/42.6 %:24.1/29.4 %) if the inclusive-
exclusive contrast is lacking. Considering only those 119 languages of the DuDa
sample which limit the dual to personal pronouns, given in Tables 6 and 6, those with
an inclusive-exclusive contrast now show an even higher ratio of ternary to binary
distance (42.2 % : 19.3 %, or, ignoring those languages with no reliable information
on distance, 52.2 % :23.9 %) than all dual languages altogether, while those among
them without inclusive-exclusive show about the same slight reverse predominance
of binary over ternary distance (30.6/40.7 % : 27.8/37.0 %). Of the eleven languages
which limit the dual to nouns, only one (Awa) distinguishes inclusive and exclu-
sive, and it also misbehaves by indulging in demonstrative distinction (quaternary-
plus). What slightly mars the overall correlation of person and distance elaborations
are the relatively higher frequencies of four or more distance degrees among lan-
guages without inclusive-exclusive (22.9/27.9 %, as compared to 15.6/18.6 % with
inclusive-exclusive in all duals, 16.7/22.2%: 15.7/19.4 % in pronominal-only du-



264  Frans Plank

Table 5. Inclusive-exclusive and distance in demonstratives, in dual languages regardless of
the domain of the dual; DuDa sample,

INCLUSIVE-EXCLUSIVE

DISTANCE

degrees + - total

I 3 (2.5) 0 3 (1.5)
(100.0)

I 33 (27.0) 29 (34.9) 62 (30.2)
(53.2) (46.8)

III 47 (38.5) 20 (24.1) 67 (32.7)
(70.1) (29.9)

IV+ 19  (15.6) 19 (22.9) 38 (18.5)
(50.0) {50.0) :

? 20 (164) 15 (8.1 35 (17.1H
(57.1) (42.9)

total 122 83 205
(59.5) (40.5)

Table 5'. Inclusive-exclusive and distance in demonstratives, in dual languages regardless
of the domain of the dual; DuDa sample, with languages omitted where reliable

information on distance degrees is missing.

INCLUSIVE-EXCLUSIVE

DISTANCE

degrees + - total

I 3 (2.9) 0 3 (1.8)
(100.0)

11 33 (32.3) 29 (42.6) 62 (36.5)
{53.2) (46.8)

1 47 (46.1) 20 (29.4) 67 (39.4)
(70.1) (29.9)

Iv+ 19 (18.6) 19 (7.9 38 (22.3)
(50.0) (50.0)

total 102 68 170
(60.0) (40.0)

als). Also, undifferentiated distance is in the DuDa sample confined to languages

with inclusive-exclusive.

Looked at from the angle of distance, languages with inclusive-exclusive out-
number those without more clearly if they have ternary distance (70.1 % :29.9 %)
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Table 6. Inclusive-exclusive and distance in demonstratives, in languages limiting the dual to
personal pronouns; DuDa sample.

DISTANCE INCLUSIVE-EXCLUSIVE

degrees + - total

I 3 (3.6) 0 3 (2.5)
(100.0}

4 ) 16  (19.3) 11 (30.6) 27 (22.7)
(59.3} (40.7)

I 35 (42.2) 10 (27.8) 45 (37.8)
(77.8) (22.2)

IV+ 13 (15.7) 6 (16.7) 19 (16.0)
(68.4) (31.6)

? 16 (19.3) 9 (25.0) 25 (21.0)
(64.0) (36.0)

total 83 36 119
(69.7) (30.3)

Table 6'.  Inclusive-exclusive and distance in demonstratives, in languages limiting the dual

to personal pronouns; DuDa sample, with languages omitted where reliable infor-
mation on distance degrees is missing,

DISTANCE
degrees

I

11
II
IV+

total

INCLUSIVE-EXCLUSIVE

+

3 @9
(100.0)

16 (23.9)
(59.3)

35 (522)
(77.7)

13 (19.4)
(68.4)

67
(71.3)

0

11
(40.7)

10
(22.2)

(31.6)
27
(28.7)

(40.7)
(37.0)

(22.2)

total
3 32

27 (28.7)
45 (47.9)
19 (20.2)

94

than if they have binary distance (53.2 % :46.8 %); and in the subset of languages
which limit the dual to personal pronouns these differences are even bigger (ternary:
77.8%:22.2 %, binary: 59.3 % :40.7%). This trend is again reversed by languages
with undifferentiated distance, all three of which have an inclusive-exclusive con-
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trast. In languages with more than three-way distance, inclusive-exclusive contrasts
are rather less frequent (50.0 %) across the entire dual sample; however, among those
quaternary-plus distance languages which limit the dual to personal pronouns, they
are about as frequent (68.4 %) as might be expected on the assumption that the likeli-
hood of person elaboration increases steadily the more degrees of distance are being

distinguished.

6. Pronominal and nominal languages

To summarize, there is evidence, rather than only flights of fancy, to suggest that the
extents are interdependent to which the inflectional categories of number, person,
and distance are elaborated. In two respects these interdependencies are less global
than has sometimes been conjectured.

First, they are not equally valid for all terms of these categories. Among number
terms it is apparently the dual which is most conducive to person and distance elabo-
ration; and for distance it is the difference between binary and ternary systems which
correlates best with number and person elaboration.

Second and most importantly, such interdependencies are relative to domains of
inflection. The elaboration of number in both personal pronouns and nouns presum-
ably does not massively increase the likelihood of person distinguishing inclusive
and exclusive and of distance being ternary. Elaborating number only in personal
pronouns, on the other hand, does favour inclusive-exclusive in personal pronouns
and ternary distance in demonstrative pronouns, while the elaboration of number
only in nouns significantly discourages the distinction of such terms in pronomi-
nal inflection. Being both pronominal categories, person and distance (especially if
ternary) tend to be elaborated in unison.

These interdependencies are all mere tendencies; none are categorical. They are
therefore unlikely to be explicable by hard and fast principles of grammar. Still,
there is an overarching theme of universal grammar which one might have hoped to
be able to tumn to in order to make sense especially of differences between domains,
As often observed, there is a general preference for pronominal rather than nommal
inflection: if nouns inflect, pronouns and especially personal ones will inflect too.!
This asymmetry may have functional reasons or also diachronic ones, with pronouns
often serving as the analogical or grammaticalized sources of noun inflection (see
below). Whatever its reasons, while this gencralization seems largely valid for all
relevant inflectional CATEGORIES, some TERMS of some categories may, however,
show opposite possibilities or indeed predilections. Thus, local cases, unlike gram-
matical and some other adverbial cases, would generally seem to favour nouns (es-
pecially ones denoting localities) over personal pronouns. ' And, as seen above, the
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dual number sometimes favours nouns too,”® even though it generally favours per-
sonal pronouns, being limited to them to the exclusion of nouns in 119 languages in
our 205-sample, with only eleven languages limiting it to nouns.

In the light of this general inflectional privilege of pronouns, it is languages which,
more unusually, elaborate the inflection of nouns at the expense of that of pronouns
that command special attention.

The unorthodox preference for nominal inflection could of course be an idiosyn-
crasy of a few random languages which do not share anything else, structurally or
otherwise, thus defying any gencral explanation.

However, there are indications that this peculiarity tends to run in families. Of the
eleven relevant languages in the DuDa sample no less than six are Semitic (Akka-
dian, Biblical Hebrew, Biblical Aramaic, Eastern Libyan Arabic, Anatolian Arabic,
Maltese) and two are from the Papuan Kainantu family (Gadsup, Awa). However, the
remaining three languages (Modern Irish, Onge, Hopi) are unrelated to these as well
as among each other, which precludes an exclusively genetic account of the prefer-
ence for nominal inflection as a somewhat unusual shared heritage.ﬂ But then, even
if the incidence of an unusual phenomenon could be circumscribed genetically, there
would still be a crucial question waiting to be answered: How come generations of
learners have been continuing to acquire something so unusual, rather than to re-
structure their grammars along more conventional lines, as has happened elsewhere
in the families concerned?

To the extent that exclusively nominal duals and what comes with them show areal
concentrations, being primarily found in North Africa and the Near East and in the
Eastern Highlands of New Guinea, these follow from the genetic affiliations of the
languages concerned (Semitic, Kainantu). As with the dual in general, when history
matters, it is in terms of inheritance (and increasing cultural complexity) rather than
borrowing. There do not seem to be linguistic neighbourhoods where duals would
perforce wax or wane once languages with whatever categorial endowments have
moved there. Being in contact with a language with or without a dual (of one kind or
another) is an insignificant factor by comparison to being genetically derived from a
language with or without dual (and to being the language of a community of a certain
level of cultural complexity).22

Apart from certain genetic (and cultural) predispositions, it is only structural cor-
relates which are left as possible pointers to an explanation of the preference for
elaborating nominal inflection more than that of pronouns. Four such correlates
emerge from DuDa, the first three to do with the domains, uses, and forms of the
dual itself.23

First, as briefly alluded to above, limiting the dual to nouns to the exclusion of
personal pronouns greatly favours its further limitation to subsets of nouns, and in

articular to that of natural pairs or also that of standard units for counting and mea-
suring (Tables 7 and 8). Limiting the dual to personal pronouns likewise favours its
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Table 7. Use of the dual with all or only some nouns, in those languages where it is used with
nouns; DuDa sample.

DUAL by domains

DUAL
with nouns )
nominal and only total
pronominal nominal
all 52 (68.4) 5 (45.5) 37 (65.5)
(91.2) {8.8)
some 20 (26.3) 6 (54.5) 26 (29.9)
(76.9) (23.1)
? 4 (5.3 0 4 (4.6)
(100.0)
total 76 I 87
(87.4) (12.6)

Table 8. Use of the dual with subsets of nouns, in those languages where it is not used with
all nouns; DuDa sample. (It is possible for single languages to limit the dual to more

than one subset of nouns.)

DUAL by domains

DUAL
with nouns nominal and only total
pronominal nominal

animates 16 (66.7) 2 (22.2) 18 (54.5)
(88.9) (11.1)

pairs 6 (25.0) 4 (44.4) 10 (30.3)
(60.0) (40.0)

non-pairs 2 (8.3) 0 2 (6.1)
(100.0)

measures 0 3 (33.3) 3 9.
(100.0}

total 24 9 33
(72.7) (27.3)

further limitation to 1st and/or 2nd person, although this remains a minority pattern
(Table 9). Second, when reference is being made to two the use of a dual with words
possessing one may be obligatory or only optional, with plural, paucal, a number-
neutral basic form, or even singular as alternatives. If the dual is limited to personal
pronouns, the likelihood is great that it will be used obligatorily, whereas exclusively
nominal duals are almost as frequently optional as obligatory (Table 10). Third,
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Table 9. Use of the dual with all or only some personal pronouns, in those languages where it
is used with pronouns; DuDa sample.

DUAL DUAL by domains
with nouns nominal and only total
pronominal nominal

all 68 (89.5) 68  (624) 136 (73.5)
(50.0) (50.0}

some 8 (10.5) 41 (37.6) 49 (26.5)
(16.3) (83.7)

total 76 109 185
41.1) (58.9)

Table 10. Obligatory or optional use of dual depending on domain; DuDa sample.

DUAL use DUAL by domains
nominal and only only only total
pronominal pronominal nominal verbal
obligatory 22 (28.6) 66 (61.1) 5(45.4) 5(55.6) 98(47.8)
(22.4) (67.3) (5.1) (5.1)
optional 32(41.5) 11 (10.2) 4 (36.4) 2(222) 49239
(65.3) (224) (8.2} (4.1)
? 23(29.9) 31 (28.7) 2(18.2) 2(22.2) 58(28.3)
(39.7) (534) (3.4) (34)
total 77 108 11 9 205
(37.6) (52.7) (5.4} . (44)

while the general tendency is for actual dual and plural exponents to be formally
independent of each other, there are instances of exponents of dual being based on
those for plural as well as the other way round. However, plural forms based on
dual forms are only found with personal pronouns (most frequently if languages
lack a nominal dual) but not with nouns; and dual forms based on plural forms are
not found with nouns either in languages which lack a pronominal dual (Table 11).
On all three counts, languages with a pronoun-only dual do not differ greatly from
languages whose dual is in both domains, which confirms that it is languages with
noun-only duals that are special.24

There is a fourth structural correlate which on the face of it is rather enigmatic:
basic word order in clauses. Yet it may hold the most important clue to what is
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Table 11. Formal relationship between dual and plural marking of nouns and independent
personal pronouns, relative to domain limitations; DuDa sample. (Languages are
counted multiply if different pronouns or forms of pronouns behave differently with
respect to the criterion at issue. Bound personal pronouns show a similar pattern as

independent ones.)

DUAL and of nouns of nouns of pronouns of pronouns
PLURAL forms if there is no if there is no

pronominal dual nominal dual
independent 77 OL7) 11 (100) 127  (65.8) 65 (58.0)
DU based on PL 7 (8.3) 0 (0) 33 (7D 20 (179
PL based on DU 0 (0.0) 0 (1)) 33 (17.1) 27  (24.1)
total 84 {1 193 112

behind the elaboration of the inflection of nouns rather than pronouns — or perhaps
rather the under-elaboration of pronominal inflection relative to that of nouns.

As all large-scale word-order surveys suggest,? the most common basic order of
S(ubject), O(bject), and V(erb) is SOV, favoured by well over 40 % of the languages
of the world, followed by SVO (around 30 %),%® and with VSO some way behind
in third position (around 10 %). On the evidence of DuDa, which also includes in-
formation about basic word order (allowing for single languages to have more than
one basic order or also free order, although this distinction is sometimes difficult to
draw in practice), dual languages as such are not a particularly nonconformist lot. As
shown in the right-hand column of Table 12, the ranking of basic word orders among
dual languages is about the same as that among languages in general, with SVO per-
haps somewhat disfavoured. The subset of languages which have both pronominal
and nominal duals is not strikingly different either. Once more, what does make a
real difference is whether the dual is limited to either personal pronouns or nouns.
If its domain is exclusively pronominal, SVO is almost level with SOV (32.5% :
37.6 %), with VSO (9.4 %) far behind and with VOS (5.1 %) doing relatively well
for an otherwise extremely marginal order. If the dual is exclusively nominal, on
the other hand, SOV is as predominant as ever (46.1 %), but VSO now comes sec-
ond best at not such a great distance (30.8 %), and SVO is conspicuously infrequent
(23.1%).

Obviously, absolute numbers are small for the nouns-only group, and percentages
can change correspondingly fast. For instance, replacing a single VSO language in
the DuDa sample by an SVO one (say, Biblical Hebrew by Israeli Hebrew) would
reverse the VSO-SVO ranking. Still, the unusually good showing of VSO relative
to SVO, by comparison with languages of any other dual domains, is unlikely to be
an artefact of sampling and small numbers. Among nouns-only languages, there are
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Tuble 12. Dual in different domains and basic word order; DuDa sample, with single lan-
guages showing up more than once when they have more than one basic word order.

BASIC DUAL by domains

WORD 4 ominal and only only only total

ORDER pronominal pronominal nominal verbal

SOV 39 (48.1) 44(37.6) 6 (46.1) 6 (50.0) 95(42.6)
(41.1) (46.3) (6.3) (6.3)

SYO 16 (19.7) 38(32.5) 3(23.0) 4(333) 61(27.3)
(26.2) (62.3) (4.9) (6.6)

VSO 5 (6.2) 1t 949 4 (30.8) 1 (83) 21 (94)
(23.8) (524) (19.0) (4.8)

VOS 1 (1.2) 6 (5.1) 0 0 7 (3.1)
(14.3) (85.7)

ovsS 1 (1.2) 3 (2.6) 0 1 (8.3) 5 (2.2)
(20.0) (60.0) (20.0)

osv 1 (1.2) 2 (17D 0 0 3 (1.3)
(33.3) (66.6)

free 9 (11.1) 3 (2.6) 0 0 12 (5.9
(75.0) (25.0)

? 9(11.1) 10 (8.5) 0 0 19 (8.5)
(47.4) (52.6)

total 81 117 13 12 223
(36.3) (52.5) (5.8) (5.4)

not so many SVO candidates that could have made it into the DuDa sample instead
of their VSO relatives. And for this minority group, basic word orders, of which all
three major ones are actually instantiated, are not neatly distributed along genetic
lines either: SOV is found in Semitic (Akkadian, Biblical Aramaic), Kainantu (Awa,
Gadsup), as well as in Onge and Hopi; VSO is mostly found in Semitic (Biblical
Aramaic, Biblical Hebrew, Eastern Libyan Arabic), but also in Modern Irish; and
only SVO is only found in one family, Semitic (Eastern Libyan Arabic, Anatolian
Arabic, Maltese).

By comparison with languages with nominal and pronominal duals, free word
order is underrepresented with both limitations of duals (11.1 % vs. 2.6 % pronouns-
only and even nil nouns-only).” Permitting themselves alternative basic orders,
if not complete freedom, is somewhat more common among pronouns-only lan-
guages in DuDa: there are five such languages with co-existing SVO and VSO
(SVO being universally a most popular partner of basic VS0%), and one each with
SVO/VOS, SVO/SOV, SOV/VOS, VSO/VOS; nouns-and-pronouns languages com-
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bine SOV/SVO five times and SOV/OSV once; there are two nouns-only languages
with co-existing VSO/SOV (Biblical Aramaic) and VSO/SVO (Eastern Libyan Ara-
bic); and two verbs-only languages with co-existing SOV/SVO/QVS and SOV/OSV,

The connection, however tenuous, with the preference or dispreference for VSO
relative to SVO as basic word order adds typological substance to the distinction
between languages which preferably elaborate only nominal or only pronominal in-
flection. Basic word order is after all assumed to be tied up with much else. Perhaps,
among the direct correlates of basic word orders, there are ones that throw light on
the mystery of the link with domain limitations of the dual and its own inflectional
correlates.

Several studies (including Steele 1978, Bybee 1985, Hawkins & Gilligan 1988,
Nichols 1992, Siewierska & Bakker 1996) have suggested correlations between ba-
sic word order and (affixally or clitically) bound verbal morphology. Among much
that is controversial, what seems beyond doubt is, first, that verbal agreement or
cross-reference licenses free or at least flexible word order of core arguments: for
obvious functional reasons (Avoid relational ambiguity but do so economically?),
free/flexible word order strongly implies verbal agreement/cross-reference marking
of at least the subject but very likely also of object(s). Second, of word order types
not classified as free, verb-mediality (especially SVO, but also QVS) most strongly
discourages verbal agreement/cross-reference, and verb-initiality (espectally VSO)
encourages it most strongly, with verb-finality (most commonly SOV) somewhat
undecided.?® A functional motivation that has been suggested (by Nichols 1992:
108-109) for the link between verb-initiality and verbal marking is that the rela-
tional frame of a clause is best established right at its beginning — and this is what
agreement/cross-reference marking on (initial) verbs does; when the verb comes last

or also second, relations are better clarified earlier, by rigid order or case marking on

NPs themselves.30

One of the correlates of elaborate verbal agreement/cross-reference, which typi-
cally identifies arguments in terms of speech-act role (person), number, distance or
other deictic qualities, gender/class, and/or grammatical relation, in turn is that these
arguments themselves tend to be omissible if they do not add content to the bound
verbal marking - i.e., if they are personal (or also demonstrative) pronouns. Thus,
simplifying greatly, free basic word order and verb-initiality are licensed by verbal
agreement/cross-reference, which also licenses or indeed encourages pro-drop.

Determining whether a language is pro-drop is notoriously difficult because the
omissibility of independent pronouns is not a question of all or nothing: they may
or may not be omissible in a given language depending on all kinds of morphologi-
cal, syntactic, and pragmatic circumstances; when they are in principle omissible in
given circumstances, they may be omitted or retained with varying degrees of fre-
quency rather than categorically; and personal pronouns of different kinds (e.g., Ist
and 2nd person vs. 3rd; expletive vs. full; definite vs. indefinite) may differ in their
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dropping propensities. On the understanding, however vague and gross, that a lan-
guage counts as resolutely pro-drop if the normal expression of basic, not strongly
context-bound declarative main clauses with finite verbs is lacking independent def-
inite subject pronouns for all three persons, whose addition would add special em-
phasis, the cross-linguistic evidence would indeed seem to justify making this link:
resolute pro-drop needs to be licensed by verbal agreement/cross-reference marking,
but although it is encouraged it is not enforced by it.*'

Now, if the chances are that independent pronouns will not be used a great deal to
begin with, why go to the trouble of providing such low-frequency words with elab-
orate inflection? On the above reasoning, then, languages with verbal agreement/
cross-reference, and concomitantly with free or verb-initial basic order and resolute
pro-drop, are the ones that can most easily afford not to have elaborate pronoun
inflection, although they might still indulge, in acknowledgment of the general in-
flectional privilege of pronouns. To the extent that demonstratives perform functions
similar to those of (3rd person) personal pronouns, they ought to show similar drop-
ping behaviour; but it remains to be seen whether distance (in-)elaboration indeed
also correlates with (in-)frequency of use.

The supporting evidence that we can cite at least for personal pronouns is that of
the 205 languages in the DuDa sample, twenty have VSO as the basic order or as
one basic order, and as many as four of them (20 %) limit the dual to nouns — which
is a lot by comparison with all 205 DuDa languages, of which only 5.4 % have a
purely nominal dual. Indulging languages are still a majority even among the VSO
subset, though: twelve (60 %) have purely pronominal and four (20 %) pronominal
and nominal duals - as compared to 53.2 % and 37.1 %, respectively, for all dual
languages.

And, not wasting their number inflections on words rarely used, all of the four
VSO languages in the 205-sample with a purely nominal dual (Biblical Aramaic,
Biblical Hebrew, Eastern Libyan Arabic, Modemn Irish®?), are resolutely pro-drop.
So are all the nominal-dual-only languages with other basic orders, including SVO
(Maltese, Anatolian Arabic, Eastern Libyan Arabic: all relatively recent converts to
SVO from earlier VSO).

It should be noted that the argument invoking pro-drop is simply that ANY in-
flections of independent pronouns would be underemployed; it is not that verbal
agreement/cross-reference marking would render the SAME inflectional distinctions
on independent pronouns superfluous. In actual fact, at least duals are far more fre-
quently distinguished on independent pronouns than on bound (i.e., cross-referen-
cing) pronouns or in (non-pronominal) verb agrecment 3 Of the 204 languages in
DuDa which have independent personal pronouns, 185 (90.1 %) inflect these for
dual, while of the 144 languages with bound personal pronouns, only 68 (47.2 %)
have a dual for them; only Western Desert has a dual for bound but not for inde-
pendent pronouns. Of the 135 languages where verbs agree in number with subject
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and/or object, with the agreement markers being of a non-pronominal nature about
half of the time, only 83 (61.5 %) have dual agreement.

It is, thus, one option for languages with inflection, instead of letting independent
pronouns exercise their prerogatives in all matters inflectional, to afford a nominal
dual but not to elaborate pronominal number and person (and distance) beyond the
minimum, on condition that such pronominal inflection would be underemployed
owing to pro-drop. Although functional motives have been mentioned for some
links in this chain of interdependencies, the rationale of this pro-nominal, or anti-
pronominal, option is probably at heart diachronic.

In barest outline, an overall long-term diachronic scenario would have inflectional
elaboration begin with independent personal (and probably demonstrative) pronouns.
Either by analogy or by pronouns being actually added to nouns, the same inflections
would then be extended to nouns. Within limits, especially those of “minor” num-
bers, nouns themselves, or at least subsets of them, would also be able to indepen-
dently procure themselves inflections by grammaticalizing suitable words (such as
numerals, quantifiers, or collective nouns). In the right syntactic circumstances in-
dependent pronouns would eventually get grammaticalized as verbal cross-reference
and agreement markers, licensing the dropping of independent pronouns. Utilized as
agreement/cross-reference markers, inflections would be prone to neutralization and
eventual obliteration. With such bound verbal marking falling into decay, sufficiently
expressive inflection would be re-innovated on independent pronouns (of whatever
provenance: newly grammaticalized from nouns, reactivated relics, or borrowed);
and so on.

A dual in nominal inflection but inelaborate pronominal inflection (no dual, no
inclusive-exclusive, binary distance) would be what could be expected of languages
caught at that stage of this scenario where older-generation pronouns-turned-bound-
morphology are looking forward to be complemented by a new generation of elabo-
rately inflected independent pronouns, and nouns hold on to a dual and perhaps other

minor numbers.

7. Ach, Europa ...: Verkehrte Welt

In comparison to the world of (dual) languages at large Europe is anomalous, espe-
cially if circumscribed as generously as in EUROTYP. Singling out the parameters
which were claimed to be interdependent in the previous sections, Table 13 provides
profiles for all European languages currently boasting a dual, and some extinct ones
representing (sub-)families where a dual has been lost. Of these languages, nine were
in the 205-sample on which the claims had been based that nominal and pronominal
inflection can be elaborated selectively, getting the western quarter of Eurasia a rea-
sonably fair hearing: Maltese (Afroasiatic), Ancient Greek, Slovene, Upper Sorbian,
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Lithuanian, Gothic, Old English, Modern Irish (all Indo-European), and Northern
Saami (Uralic“).

Perhaps the most striking generalization to emerge is that not only are both a dual
and an inclusive-exclusive distinction rather unpopular in Greater Europe, but they
in fact mutually exclude each other, regardless of dual domains,

The only European (or EUROTYP) languages where an inclusive-exclusive dis-
tinction is attested are located in the Caucasus: Abkhaz (Northwest Caucasian),
Chechen, Ingush, Bats (North-Central Caucasian), Avar, the Andic group, about half
of the Lezgic group (Northeast Caucasian), and Svan (South Caucasian). Occasional
rumours to the contrary and with the single exception of the Khevsurian dialect of
Georgian, Caucasian families have no dual in pronouns or anywhere else, and never
had one, so far as one can tell. Reassuringly, they tend to have ternary or richer
distance distinctions with demonstratives; and not disconcertingly either, basic word
order is SOV or sometimes also SVO. With some exceptions (in Northeast and North-
Central Caucasian), verbs inflect for person, or class, or person and class, or person
and number, or number and class, or person and number and class.

The languages with a dual are listed in Table 13, arranged by dual domains: none
has inclusive-exclusive; and ironically, those with an exclusively nominal dual fairly
consistently come with ternary distance while those with an exclusively pronom-
inal dual favour binary distance. Reassuringly, SVO does only moderately well
and verb-initiality finds no favour at all among pronominal-dual languages, while
verb-initiality outranks SVO and indeed SOV among nominal-dual languages. Verbs
agree without exception, as a rule for person and number (sometimes including for
dual), while pro-drop is somewhat erratic. '

Radical though the differences are between our world findings (Sections 3-6) and
our European findings (Section 7), they arguably give only little cause for typologi-
cal concern. Typology is about structural affinities between logically unrelated traits.
Therefore, on the assumption that genetic and/or areal homogeneity does not guar-
antee structural homogeneity — in other words, that genetically or areally related
languages can nonetheless differ on any single variable permitted by universal gram-
mar to vary — a collection of languages with a genetic or areal bias does not a priori
disqualify as a reasonable typological sample: it may happen to encompass all the
structural variation that is to be found under the sun. Still, concerning the structural
traits at issue here, there are good reasons for typologists interested in determining
whether they show or do not show co-variation to stake their money on the world
rather than Europe.

First, European duals hail from only four families, and are indeed confined to sub-
groups of them: Uralic (Saami and Samoyedic), Indo-European (Celtic, Germanic,
Baltic, Slavonic, Hellenic), Afroasiatic (Semitic), and South Caucasian. In genetic
terms, whatever they are worth, this is hardly a representative sample; potentially,
frequency results on this basis could easily be overturned by casting one’s net wider.
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Moreover, duals appear to be historically quite stable.>> Thus, the relatively long
time span between their innovation and loss is bound to increase the STRUCTURAL
homogeneity found in any sample biased in favour of a few families whose ancestor
innovated or did not innovate a dual.

Second, European inclusive-exclusive distinctions all hail from one area: the Cau-
casus. In general, Europe is an area, or an ensemble of sub-areas, rife with diffu-
sion. While the dual appears to be relatively immune to areal influences, inclusive-
exclusive is a prized borrowing, and thus historically potentially rather unstable: its
worldwide distribution accordingly makes more areal than genetic sense. If a world-
wide and areally reasonably balanced sample nonetheless points to STRUCTURAL
affinities of inclusive-exclusive, a single area will not turn the tables.

Third, Europe is relative homogeneous in those respects of cultural complexity
which demonstrably correlate with the elaboration of inflectional categories such
as number, person, and distance. Should there be STRUCTURAL affinities of these
categories, they can only be discerned if a sample is culturally better stratified — as
that of the 205 DuDa languages appears to be.

If the interdependencies in the elaboration of categories fall out as stages in the
long-term development of pronominal and nominal inflection and their syntactic cor-
relates as sketched above, the view over EUROTYP Europe is genetically, areally,
and culturally too limited to afford a full panorama of how structural affinities re-
assert themselves in the transmission and reorganization of grammars as cultures

evolve and communities are in contact.

Appendix: The sample of languages with a dual (n=205)

The genetic classification is eclectic, and sometimes not even strictly genetic;
t marks extinct languages, and } marks languages having lost their dual at a later

stage.

KHOISAN (2) Tiro
CENTRAL NILO-SAHARAN (3)
Koranna CHARI-NILE
Nama Nyimang
NIGER-KORDOFANIAN (6) Acholi
BENUE-CONGO Kunama
Babungo/Ngo AFROASIATIC (11)
Kikuyu EGYPTIAN
Kirundi tAncient Egyptian
Luganda CHADIC
KORDOFANIAN Margi

Moro Mofu-Gudur



Ron
SEMITIC
tAkkadian
Biblical Aramaic
Biblical Hebrew
tUgaritic

Anatolian Arabic (Daragdzii)

Eastern Libyan Arabic
Maltese
INDO-EUROPEAN (8)
INDO-IRANIAN
fSanskrit
HELLENIC
tAncient Greek
GERMANIC
1Gothic
10OIld English
CELTIC
Modern Irish
BALTIC
Lithuanian
SLAVIC
Slovene
Upper Sorbian
URALIC (5)
FINNIC
Northern Saami (Ruija)
UGRIC
Vogul/Mansi
SAMOYEDIC
Enets/Yenisei Samoyed
Tavgy/Nganasan
Selkup/Ostyak Samoyed
CHUKCHI-KAMCHATKAN (2)
KORYAK-ALYUTOR
Kerek
Koryak
SINO-TIBETAN (5)
TIBETIC
Lower Kanauri
Limbu
BURMIC
Ao
Chingpaw
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Lahu
KAM-TAI (1)
Lu
MIAO-YAO (1)
Miao
AUSTROASIATIC (6)
MON-KHMER
Sedang
MUNDA
Santali
Mundari
Juang
Kharia
Remo
AUSTRONESIAN (47)
MALAYO-POLYNESIAN: WESTERN
Yapese
Casiguran Dumagat
Agla
Pangasinan
Palawano
Maranao
Western Bukidnon Manobo
Bolaang Mongondow
Sangir
Muna
Kelabit
Melanau
Enggano
MALAYO-POLYNESIAN: CENTRAL-EASTERN
Larike
Manam
Kaliai-Kove
Yabem
Kilivila
Tigak
West Nakanai
Loniu
Sie
Lenakel
Cemuhi/Touho
Ajie/Houailou
Jaai
Nengone
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Mokilese
Ponapean
Arosi
Kwaio
North-East Aoban
Lonwoiwol
Southeast Ambrym
Port-Sandwich
North Efate
Fijian
Rotuman
Niuean
Tongan
Tokelauan
West Futuna-Aniwa
Tikopia
Luangiua
Kapingamarangi
Maori
Hawaiian
ANDAMANESE (1)
Onge
“PAPUAN" (34)
NORTHERN HALMAHERA
West Mikian
BIRD’S HEAD
Tehit
KUTUBUAN
Fasu
YAREBAN
Yareba
MAILUAN
Magi
KOIARIAN
Mountain Koiari
BINANDEREAN
Korafe
Guhu-Samane
KAINANTU
Auyana
Usarufa Auyana
Awa
Tairora
Gadsup

GOROKAN
Fore
Hua Kamano
Gende
CHIMBU
Chimbu
ENGAN
Kewa
MADANG
Amele
Bongu
Siroi
TORRICELLI
Alubin Mountain Arapesh
Mountain Arapesh
RAM
Autuw
NDU
Abelam
Boiken
Manambu
Ngala
KALAM
Kobon
HUON
Kite
BOUGAINVILLE
Konua
NEW BRITAIN
Baining
Taulil
YELE-SOLOMONS
Yele

AUSTRALIAN (38)

PAMA-NYUNGAN
Ritharngu
Dhuwal
Wik-Munkan

1Gog-Nar
Gugadj
Gugu-Yalanji
Guugu Yimidhirr
Anguthimri
Ngawun



Yidiny
Nyawaygi
Gumbaynggir
Ngiyambaa
Baagandji
Pitta-Pitta
Diyari
Kalkatungu
Alyawarra
Watmatjari
Djaru
Yinyjibarnrdi
Wadjeri
Western Desert
Warlpiri
Ngadjunmaja
TANGKIC
Yukulta
GUNWINYGUAN
Gunwinggu
Ngalakan
{Ngandi
MARAN
tWarndarang
DALY
Ngangikurrunggurr/Tyemeri
Malak-Malak
Tyeraity
{Pungupungu
Maramanandji
Marithiel
WORORAN
Ungarinjin
UNCLASSIFIED
Mangarayi
ESKIMO-ALEUT (2)
Aleut
Naukan Yupik
NA-DENE (1)
ATHAPASKAN-EYAK
Beaver
MACRO-SIOUAN (1)
Lakhota
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HOKAN (3)
Southeastern Pomo
tChumash
Washo
PENUTIAN (4)
Mountain Maidu
Wintu
tValley Yokuts
Zuni
UTO-AZTECAN (5)
Panamint Shoshoni
Ute
Northern Paiute
Hopi
Tiibatulabal
YUKIAN (1)
Wappo
GE-PANO-CARIB (12)
MACRO-CARIB
Yagua
Ocaina
Murui Witoto
Galibi/Carib
Apalai
Macushi
Hixkaryana
Makiritare/Ye'cuana
MACRO-PANOQAN
Kadiweu
Tacana
MACRO-GE-BORORO
Xavante
Canela-Kraho
ANDEAN-EQUATORIAL (5)
ANDEAN
Auca
Yamana/Yahgan
EQUATORIAL
Purupuri
Guahibo
Trumai
ISOLATES (1}
Nivkh/Gilyak
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Notes

10.

11.

Or precisely 53, if you are so gullible as to believe the stories sometimes told about
Tabasaran (Comrie & Polinsky 1998, cf. also Kibrik, in this volume). See Plank (1986)
for a survey of variation in the size of case paradigms, and how it is constrained in terms
of the agglutination/flexion typology.

On patterns of inflectional synonymy and homonymy as embedded in morphological
typology see, among others, Plank (1986, 1991, 1999).

Languages relatively rich in inflection are portrayed in Kibrik’s and Moravcsik’s chapters
in this volume, and Moravcsik's emphasis is on how such abundance squares with general
constraints on inflectional systems.

Is source is EUROTYP Working Paper VII/2 of May 1990, maturing over the years and
benefiting from questions and suggestions upon numerous oral presentations. Detailed
comments from Georg Bossong and Bernard Comrie helped in the final revisions.

Or, far less likely and always limited to certain words, singular and dual; or also unit
(with reference to one or two) and augmented,

Or indeed only two persons, if pronouns for 3rd person are demonstratives rather than
personal pronouns proper and are therefore discounted, or if 2nd and 3rd remain system-
atically undistinguished.

Actually, the relevant map (No. XI), drawn on Schmidt’s instructions, did show several
areas with inclusive-exclusive but without dual: notably northern and central East Asia
and parts of central and eastern North America. Also, there were several dual areas
without inclusive-exclusive outside the territory of the northern Primdrsprachenkreis:
the Arabic peninsula, north-western India, parts of Australia, and all of southern South
America.

See H. Schmidt (1992: 15-17). An early critic of such mystical triadism was Sallwiirk
(1868), who argued that all grammatical categories are originally (and most naturally)
dyadic, but permit of gradual multiplication of terms by “determination” of basic terms
(thus, with a plural “determined” as ‘plurality limited to two’, a dual is bon from a
plural). Determinations of different categories seemed to Sallwiirk not only logically but
also empirically independent of each other. This is indeed the question.

Ingram actually claims the sample is 71 languages strong, but only 67 are listed in his
appendix, and two further person systems are unattributed.

This is glossing over all kinds of difficulties in recognizing “true” duals. Clearly, a few
fossilized forms on some nouns do not count, neither do (for present purposes) certain bi-
nary conjunctions, disjunctions, complementizers, or interrogatives (‘both-and’, ‘either-
or’, “whether-or’, ‘which-of-two’). More problematic are 1st person inclusive pronouns
which can be regarded as referentially duals (which is what has usually been done here)
but also as “unit” forms in unit-augmented paradigms. Further, when combinations with
the numeral ‘two’ or a quantifier ‘both’ or a quantity noun such as ‘couple’ are only in-
cipiently grammaticalized, it is sometimes hard to draw a line beyond which they are to
count as duals.

This is only an interim sample for a comprehensive study of the dual in preparation.
Further languages will eventually be added to the database (especially American Indian



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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ones, so far underrepresented) and some languages from lower-level families currently
overrepresented (e.g., Ndu and Kainantu; also, Alubin Mountain Arapesh and Mountain
Arapesh appear to be one and the same language or indeed dialect) will be omitted, unless
there is relevant structural diversity within the family concerned. Also, information on
several languages in the current database, as extracted from reference grammars and spe-
cialist studies on number (see Schellinger 1996 and our dual monograph in preparation
for full bibliographic documentation), is still incomplete. However, we do not expect our
results to change drastically upon further improvements of the database: overall, they
have remained remarkably stable ever since the DuDa sample grew beyond some 100
languages.

1 am grateful to Thomas Dettling, Willi Geuder, Katefina Hladk4, Stefanie von Mende

and especially Wolfgang Schellinger for valuable assistance in collecting, storing, anci
processing data for DuDa.

However, there are languages where at least some classes of words inflect for dual but
not for plural. See Plank (1986) for a preliminary survey of the domains of dual marking

updating Humboldt (1830) and in turn updated in Plank (1996), on the more systemati(;
evidence of DuDa.

In Tables 3-6, “only pronominal”, “only nominal”, and “nominal and pronominal” do
not exclude that a language in addition has a verbal dual; but only a very few languages
actually have one. Verbal duals, as defined here, are pure number markers, rather than
cumulative person and number markers, and are not controlled by agreement or cross-
reference. Verbal agreement/cross-reference duals per se are not included in the current
calculations; they imply pronominal duals, or indeed are bound pronouns, in which case
they are counted as such.

In Map No. XI of the atlas accompanying Schmidt (1926), the areal distribution of the
dual is indeed differentiated by domatns, but there is disappointingly little overlap of the
right kind. In particular, there are extensive areas with a purely pronominal dual which
do not overlap with inclusive-exclusive areas; and the inclusive-exclusive areas are not
markedly more hospitable to purely pronominal duals than to pronominal-plus-nominal
ones, if they have any duals at all. At least the only home of the purely nominal dual on
Schmidt’s map, ranging from the Nile valley to Mesopotamia, is off-limits to inclusive-
exclusive. -

Conceivably, such richer number distinction on nouns could be effectuated by means of
pronouns inflecting for trial added to them (‘book-they.TRIAL').

Perkins seems to have been unaware of Frei (1944), still one of the most thorough surveys
of spatial deictics.

As opposed to demonstratives-cum-classifiers, which are of course less choosy.

When, in the same vein, verb inflection is held to be universally preferred over nominal
inflection, this is derivative of the pronominal preference insofar as verb inflection (for
agreement or cross-reference) is normally grammaticalized from pronouns,

This accounts for the Caucasus, an area that is exceptional insofar as languages of all
families prefer nominal to pronominal inflection: much of this nominal inflection is of a
local nature (see further Kibrik, in this volume).

See further Plank (1996), and also Corbett (1996) for “minor™ numbers in general.

11
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21.

22.

23.
24.

25.

26.

27.

28.
29.

30,
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Irish might in fact also be claimed for the majority family here, on the strength of the oft-
alleged profound prehistorical influences of Semitic upon Celtic. But then the nominal
dual of Modern Irish is rather precarious anyhow: it consists in the dative singular (dis-
tinct from nominative singular only for certain feminine declensions) being used when
a noun combines with the numeral ‘two’, with an agreeing attributive adjective being
plural, though. A further language, genetically certainly unrelated to any of the others,
could have been included in this minority group on the grounds of a lack of a dual on
independent personal pronouns while nouns impeccably have one: Western Desert (Pin-
tupi dialect) of the Pama-Nyungan family within Australian. However, Western Desert
has a dual on bound persanal pronouns, reversing the general preference for independent
pronouns to be inflectionally more elaborate than bound ones. Therefore, Western Desert
is here always classified as having both a nominal and a pronominal dual. And it does
part company with the nouns-only group on two characteristic counts: it distinguishes
inclusive-exclusive, and distance is ternary.

This is a summary of what has been shown in greater detail in Plank & Schellinger
(1998). To some extent this agrees with the finding of Nichols (1992: 123) that pro-
nouns and pronominal categories tend to be consevative in families. Only the inclusive-
exclusive opposition is (macro-)areally distributed according to Nichols; unlike Nichols,
we also find inclusive-exclusive correlating with structural traits, though.

See Plank (1996) for details on these variables.

Actually, the percentages for obligatory and optional use of the dual in Table 10 are sim-
ilar for “only nominal” and “nominal and pronominal”. However, in languages under the
latter rubric nouns and pronouns may behave differently, with pronouns tending towards
obligatory and nouns towards optional uses of their duals.

For discussion see Tomlin (1986: 18-22), whose own sample of 1063 languages is the
most extensive to date (and even includes a celebrated American Indian forgery: Taensa).
Matthew Dryer’s vastly superior database appears to confirm these trends, as can be
inferred from many of Dryer’s publications based on it. However, Dryer (e.g., 1989}
also makes the important point that calculating percentages of individual languages, no
matter how numerous, can be misleading if the outcome is strongly influenced by genetic
groupings with nurnerous members. Especially the relatively good showing of SVO can,
thus, to some extent be attributed to the large Bantoid and Oceanic genera, Nonetheless,
when counting in terms of genera, at a time depth of about 3,500 to 4,000 years, SVOis

still second at around 26 % according to Dryer (1989).
This category usually subsumes Verb-Second languages, despite their similarity in many

respects to OV languages.

And many languages here counted as “free” have elsewhere occasionally been classified
as “basically” (though not rigidly) SOV or SVO. Conversely, however, some of our (not-
so-rigid) SOV languages, especially from Australia, have elsewhere been classified as
“free”,

As is amply shown in many contributions to Downing & Noonan (1995).

Conflicting with the received wisdom, Foster & Hofling (1987) find such verbal marking
equally well represented in all major types, including SVO.

As Siewierska & Bakker (1996: 136-139) point out, this leaves the relatively high inci-
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dence of verbal agreement/cross-reference in verb-final languages unexplained. Not so
convincingly, they suggest that what needs to be functionally explained is not that verbs
agree but that they don’t.

If different but equally basic clause or verb types with and without agreement/cross-
reference marking co-exist in a single language (as they do in modern Celtic and Semitic),
then the expectation would be that pros drop or do not drop accordingly. See, e.g., Ken-
stowicz (1989) and McCloskey & Hale (1984) for relevant discussion, The claim by
Jaeggli & Safir (1989: 29-31) that pro-drop implies verbal paradigms which are “mor-
phologically uniform”, insofar as either all inflectional forms have overt exponents (as in
Italian) or there are none to begin with (as in Chinese; English verbal inflection is non-
uniform: non-zero for 3rd person singular, zero otherwise), is too liberal: non-inflected
verbs may license the dropping of pronouns of 3rd person, but not normally of 1st and
2nd.

In Irish analytic verb forms are gaining ground on synthetic ones, and pro-drop is cor-
respondingly receding. But so is the (purely nominal) dual, without a form of its own
and with only some feminine nominal declensions having a dative singular distinct from
nominative available for this purpose.

Inclusive-exclusive seems about equally at home with independent and bound pronouns.
Provided Uralic is a valid family and Saami is part of it.

In fact, given that it should not take more than three generations to grammaticalize a
category, at least incipiently, and three more to abandon it again (as has been suggested
for the dual of Attic Greek by Wackernagel (1950: 79) and for that of Icelandic by
Gudmundsson (1972; Chapter 4)), the life cycles of duals are often remarkably long,
being re-learnt by generation after generation. Their innovation probably takes the least
time — so little that it is not often caught by observers with a temporally limited view.
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