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1 Constant figures 

 

Although these figures have over the years so stabilised they could be copied and 

pasted, from a sense of duty I have once more compiled the vital statistics of LT for the 

past 5-year period, my own last.  LT has continued not to see big changes as to how 

many submissions were received, were rejected, sent back for revisions and possible 

resubmission, or accepted, what they were about, and where they arrived from.  

Reassuring in some respects, in others our accounts give cause for reflection.  

 

// Table 1 here // 

 

 SUBMISSION as well as RESUBMISSION numbers have increased moderately from 

the preceding and previous five years;  but one must obviously allow for some 

fluctuation between years.  (ALT conferences continued not to be the boosts once hoped 

for.  Incidental items solicited on the occasion such as citations or obituaries are 

disregarded in Table 1.)  One might have expected a more powerful surge over the years 

as LT was becoming a fixture on the journals scene.  There are two possible 

explanations why this did not happen:  (i) conceivably, the typological enterprise, at the 

level where LT is operating, has been stagnating;  (ii) typology has been so successful 

and become so central to the field that nowadays most general journals in linguistics 

and beyond routinely publish what in the past would have had to seek shelter in 

specialist outlets.  That there is a point to the second seems to us undeniable, as we envy 
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our bandwagon-jumping competitors one gem after another.  (But we have also seen 

headline-grabbers of a typological slant especially in general science journals where our 

reaction was more one of incredulity than envy.)  

 The table above now explicitly distinguishes two categories of REJECTIONS:  

negative decisions made after outside reviewing and desk rejections made without.  

(Irrelevancies as sometimes randomly addressed to journals regardless of specialisation 

are discounted.)  The Editor and assigned Associate Editors are pre-screening every 

submission, and when there was a consensus on the board that a paper was so 

problematic in one way or another that no real benefit was to be expected from 

involving reviewers, authors were notified accordingly, with short explanations, and the 

procedure was abbreviated in everybody’s interest.  

 On first submission the chances of ACCEPTANCE have remained modest, 

hovering around 25%;  and even then acceptance was rarely unconditional.  However, 

re- and re-resubmissions have continued to fare much better, eventually raising our 

acceptance rate to around one third.  A tribute both to reviewers giving and persevering 

authors taking useful advice, we feel this is an outcome as encouraging for prospective 

writers as it is incentivising for intending readers. 

 Oscillating around two to four months, the average PROCESSING TIME for 

submissions was stagnant, too.  On the Editorial Board we would have been happy to 

speed up the decision-making;  but then, typological work is not always easy to find the 

right reviewers for (one wonders how they manage at Science, Nature, PLOS One, or 

the Royal Society Proceedings), and the kind of in-depth feedback ours have usually 

been providing often just was not to be had in a rush.  Whatever time was dawdled 

away at this stage was invariably recovered at the next:  once accepted, work would 

reach the reading public pronto, online (https://www.degruyter.com/view/j/lity – to 

remind you) as well as in print.  With an Invisible Hand always keeping aside just as 

much space in LT’s next issue as was required, no huge backlog ever accumulated nor 

was there a need for having page limit (around 500 pages) or issue numbers (3) 

increased to accommodate what was becoming available and deemed worth publishing.   

 TOPIC-wise, syntax and inflection, lumped because splitting would often be 

impossible, have continued to play first fiddle, accounting for over 120 submissions, of 

which some 40% have eventually been published.  Regrettably, phonology and 
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phonetics have lagged further behind than last time, with less than 20 submissions and a 

mere three successes.  (Perhaps two recent books, identically entitled Phonological 

typology, will act as stimulants in future, one a text and the other a collection 

assembling leading phonologists wont to do their typology in worlds other than 

(A)LT’s.)  On LT evidence, word formation, the lexicon, semantics, and discourse still 

await their overdue typological awakening, altogether contributing around 20 

submissions and under 10 articles published.  With calls for debates a contributing 

factor, methodology had its strongest showing yet, with some 30 published items that 

could variously be subsumed under this heading.  Also worth noting is that a diachronic 

dimension was conspicuous in more publications in LT than ever before.  

 GENRE-wise, this was another vintage period for independent articles and 

debates, and sadly for obituaries, too.  Other special features that had made occasional 

appearances in LT were lying relatively dormant this time round:  of target articles with 

peer commentary, typological profiles, family portraits, and area surveys, and “What 

exactly is ...?” we would have liked to have more, but the Invisible Hand would not 

come to the rescue here and balance supply and demand.  Because LT is a journal, not 

books, we continued not to fill issues with proceedings of the innumerable workshops, 

drawing the line at themed debates initiated by ourselves.  Volumes 16–20 carried 36 

book reviews and review articles, four up on 2007–11, but still leaving approximately 

98.7% of the typological or typologically-relevant book production uncovered.  Perhaps 

we should not really be lamenting the decline of this classic format of scholarly 

exchange, given the book’s loss of its old supremacy to periodicals and proceedings, in 

linguistics no less than in the sciences  Still, providing critical surveys of especially 

vibrant subareas of a field is a service for the community one would continue to expect 

from scholarly journals, and we regret the commissioning of survey review articles has 

not been higher on our agenda at LT.  (Alas, the few attempts we made came to naught.)     

 Going by INSTITUTIONAL PROVENANCE, (parts of) Greater Europe (welcome 

back, France and Russia!), Australia, and North America have continued to account for 

the vast majority of LT’s published papers.  (Ditto, incidentally, for their reviewers.)  

Outside the long-standing typological hotbeds, areal gaps have continued to yawn, some 

the size of continents.  In actual fact LT received more submissions than in earlier 

periods from outside, notably from the Middle East and South and South-East Asia, but 
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with far more than chance frequency their destiny was rejection, if not desk rejection.  If 

anything, it is getting ever more difficult to make it into the accept or even the revisions 

baskets when you lack training from or an affiliation with an institution of 

internationally recognised quality in your area of specialisation.  (Luckily, top 

backgrounds don’t insure against thumbs down, either.)  This problem is not entirely 

one of language, and is of course not confined to typology or linguistics:  international 

grant competitions are seeing the same dramatic imbalance (not to mention university 

rankings).  It would only be fair if international journals whose sole language of 

publication is English were to seek to redress it by enlisting published native-speaker 

authors as mentors for intending submitters struggling more than they did with 

vocabulary, grammar, style, and rhetorics of the lingua franca.  It is, however, a 

problem of greater proportions that ALT should really attend to all the more 

comprehensively, given the diversity focus of its mission. 

 

2 Thanksgiving 

 

No good submissions, no good journal.  Thank you all for submitting and giving us a 

choice, however painful it could be.  Apologies where we mis-chose.  On behalf of the 

Editorial Board(s) who sat in judgement (be thanked, fellow judges!), and also of all 

submitters regardless of the sentence, I would like to extend our thanks to those who 

advised us over the past five years:  poor judgement and poor feedback from reviewers, 

poor journals.  To finally reveal their identity to their wards, safely post festum: 
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Alexandra Aikhenvald 

Judith Aissen 

Gregory Anderson 

Peter Arkadiev 

Mark Aronson 

Matthew Baerman 

Laurie Bauer 

Balthasar Bickel 

Walter Bisang 

Barry Blake 

Juliette Blevins 

Jonathan Bobaljik 

Jürgen Bohnemeyer 

Geert Booij 

Philippe Bourdin 

Claire Bowern 

Walter Breu 

Isabelle Bril 

Dunstan Brown 

Vit Bubenik 

Niclas Burenhult 

Miriam Butt 

Will Chang 

Hilary Chappell 

Katja Chirkova 

Sandy Chung 

Bernard Comrie 

Thomas Conners 

Bert Cornillie 

Denis Creissels 

Sonia Cristofaro 

Michael Cysouw 

Östen Dahl 

Swintha Daniels 

Scott DeLancey 

Holger Diessel 

Sebastian Dom 

Mark Donohue 

Matthew Dryer 

Michael Dunn 

Anna Dybo 

Katalin É. Kiss 

Pattie Epps 

David Erschler 

Bethwyn Evans 

Nicholas Evans 

Dan Everett 

Martina Faller 

Simeon Floyd 

William Foley 

Diana Forker 

Bernard Fradin 

Andrew Garrett 

Inge Genee 

David Gil 

Spike Gildea 

Rob Goedemans 

Casper de Groot 

Valentin Gusev 

Carlos Gussenhoven 

Ferdinand de Haan 

Claude Hagège 

Geoffrey Haig 

Bill Hanks 
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Martin Haspelmath 

Marize Hattnher 

John Hawkins 

Jeffrey Heath 

Robert Henderson 

Kees Hengeveld 

Nikolaus Himmelmann 

Daniel Hole 

Gary Holton 

Helen de Hoop 

Harry van der Hulst 

Jim Hurford 

Sabine Iatridou 

Iraide Ibarretxe Antuñano 

Shlomo Izre’el 

Guillaume Jacques 

François Jacquesson  

Peter Jenks 

Julie Jiang 

Barış Kabak 

Jim Kari 

Olesya Khanina 

Andrej Kibrik 

Seppo Kittilä 

Harold Koch 

Christa König 

Ekkehard König 

Andrew Koontz-Garboden 

Leonid Kulikov 

Dennis Kurzon 

Johanna Laakso 

René Lacroix 

Aditi Lahiri 

Renée Lambert-Bretière 

Randy LaPolla 

Jenny Lee 

Aleksandr Letuchy 

Beth Levin 

Theodore Levin 

Roger Levy 

Frank Lichtenberk (†) 

Eva van Lier 

Henrik Liljegren 

Florian Lionnet 

Helena López Palma 

Robyn Loughnane 

William McGregor 

Monica Macaulay 

Andrej Malchukov 

Ranko Matasović 

Dejan Matić 

Caterina Mauri 

Irit Meir 

John Merrill 

Matti Miestamo 

Wiltrud Mihatsch 

Claire Moyse-Faurie 

Åshild Næss 

Nicole Nau 

John Newman 

Johanna Nichols 

Tatiana Nikitina 

Irina Nikolaeva 

Rachel Nordlinger 
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Derek Nurse 

Albert Ortmann 

Brigitte Pakendorf 

Enrique Palancar 

Andrew Pawley 

Doris Payne 

John Payne 

Tom Payne 

Vladimir Pericliev 

Pavlina Pešková 

David Peterson 

Carsten Peust 

Vladimir Plungian 

Shana Poplack 

Beatrice Primus 

Martha Ratliff 

Elizabeth Riddle 

Jan Rijkhoff 

Nik Rolle 

Malcolm Ross 

Geoffrey Sampson 

Lila San Roque 

Antoinette Schaper 

Russell Schuh 

Eva Schultze-Berndt 

Roger Schwarzschild 

Gregory Scontras 

Frank Seifart 

Guido Seiler 

Gunter Senft 

Naomi Lapidus Shin 

Andrey Shluinsky 

Paul Sidwell 

Bettina Spreng 

Leon Stassen 

Markus Steinbach 

Kristine Stenzel 

Nina Sumbatova 

Angela Terrill 

Yvonne Treis 

Peter Trudgill 

Matthias Urban 

Johan van der Auwera 

Robert Van Valin 

Martine Vanhove 

Mark van de Velde 

Saartje Verbeke 

Jean-Christophe Verstraete 

Ljuba Veselinova 

Beate Wagner-Nagy 

Bernhard Wälchli 

Steve Wechsler 

Jeroen van de Weijer 

Lindsay Whaley 

John Whitman 

Søren Wichmann 

Sherman Wilcox 

Astrid de Wit 

Anthony Woodbury 

Il-Il Yatziv-Malibert 

Ulrike Zeshan 

Niina Ning Zhang 

Fernando Zúñiga 
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 Our reviewers were primarily asked whether in their considered opinion a 

submission is relevant and of good quality.  Most of them would also comment on 

further questions, and especially relevant and good in our opinion are these:  Is a 

submission well-written?  Clearly understandable, for the specialist and for the general 

typologist/linguist reader?  As detailed as necessary and as concise as possible?  Does a 

submission have something novel to say?  Something exciting?  Something potentially 

important?  Does it have a minimum viable readership?  What is its expected decay rate, 

shorter or longer than the usual useful life for typological publications?  (But what is 

“usual”?  20 years?  Find out by re-reading LT 1(1) 1997.)      

 Thanking our invariably fair, thorough, constructive, and (more or less) prompt 

past advisers, I also take this opportunity of reminding everybody asked to take on this 

role in future of the categorical imperative of peer-reviewing:  Review for others as you 

would have others review for you (Mark A. McPeek et al., The golden rule of 

reviewing, The American Naturalist 173. E155–E158, 2009).  Demonstrations of 

reciprocal altruism in vampire bats have remained controversial, but it is undeniably 

beneficial in the symbiosis of cleaner fish and their hosts, and the spirit is therefore 

warmly recommended to peer reviewers, too. 

     

3 Open end 

 

In the running of LT we have been guided by the conviction that conventional academic 

journals continue to have a role to play:  (i) they provide a platform for exchange in a 

scholarly community of shared interests, and indeed help to define a community, 

through disseminating topical quality research and through initiating focused debate on 

questions of communal concern;  (ii) through pre-screening potential reading or 

browsing matter for relevance, quality, and significance, they suggest priorities to those 

active in the field and deluged with information;  (iii) they encourage quality and set 

standards by example. 

 At LT we were privileged to have the support we had from the typological 

community.  It is for producers and consumers of typological goods to judge whether 

we have done our job well as we hand over the baton, wishing the new crew the same 
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engagement and loyalty.1  We hope we have done our bit over the years to ensure a 

bright future for this voice of typology. 

 These are not easy times for academic journals.  Perhaps the loudest questions 

that are currently being voiced are about “openness”:  the openness and transparency of 

the research culture a journal embodies on the one hand, the openness of access to the 

research results it publishes on the other. 

 LT seems to us to have a creditable record in open practices such as seeing to it 

that data and research materials are made available in publications themselves or in 

supplementary online materials or in encouraging and publishing replication and 

extension studies.  But there is more to be done along these lines;  for inspiration peruse 

Richard D. Morey et al., The peer reviewers’ openness initiative: Incentivizing open 

research practices through peer review, Royal Society Open Science 3, 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsos.150547, and Brian A. Nosek et al., Transparency and 

openness promotion (TOP) guidelines, https://osf.io/9f6gx/, last updated 2016-10-06. 

 Open Access (OA) has become an even more contentious issue.  Would you 

know which colour LT is?  I believe it is Green – which is defined as:  both preprint and 

postprint can be archived by the author in institutional repositories, though not the 

publisher’s PDF, without or with as-short-as-possible an embargo.  Couldn’t we be 

Gold?  To the extent that such questions are ones of business models – Who pays, the 

producer or the consumer? – the intensity with which they have been discussed could 

seem exaggerated, especially since ultimately in fields like ours it is the taxpayer who 

foots the bill on both models (and apparently has far more to pay for OA).  But authors’ 

rights and rewards are of course also part of the equation, and this has to be sorted out 

responsibly between all parties concerned.  It is to be hoped that, once the OA storms 

have blown over and the evangelists and bureaucrats have calmed down again, 

everybody will be doing the jobs for which they are respectively experts:  scholars will 

research and write up their findings (or also non-findings, in the TOP spirit) and 

publishers will publish and disseminate them, on conditions which are mutually 

                                                
1 In an ALT Survey of 2013, between 60 and 65% of respondents agreed that LT 
reflects their interests and the field of typology well.  Profuse apologies to the other 35 
or 40% – but why didn’t you submit more of what you would have preferred to read? 
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beneficial and which are also acceptable to readers and the taxpayers who are asked for 

their share in the funding of these doings.   

 (This is the occasion to acknowledge our productive partnership with De 

Gruyter Mouton:  a big thank you to Anke Beck, Uri Tadmor, Monika Wendland, and 

colleagues, as well as to DeGM’s typesetters and printers.  Not to forget Wolfgang 

Schellinger, eagle-eyed editorial assistant and member of the team from Day One.) 

 Other than about the interests of authors and society, Open Access is about 

reading;  but how is LT being read?  Not doing reader research, we can only guess.2  

Citation and impact research is done for us by others, whose business line is counting, 

not reading, and the figures they are returning seem disappointingly low, though for our 

field not unusually so:  0.455 was our impact factor for 2015, and for more of this go to 

https://www.degruyter.com/view/j/lity.  When asked, mostly by younger authors 

seeking employment or promotion, I always recommend that they ignore such 

bibliometrics and instead urge their evaluators to sign up at DORA (San Francisco 

Declaration on Research Assessment, http://www.ascb.org/dora/) if in favour of 

individual work being judged in its own right, not vicariously through the prestige or 

otherwise of an outlet.  But who ARE our readers?  How many of them are there?  65% 

of the ALT membership?  Anybody beyond?  What do they read of what is on offer?  

All or some, selected on which grounds?  When do they read it, hot off the press or 

years after?  Do they read what they read through, or do they only skim titles and 

abstracts?  Our publishers maintain a hitlist of the 20 currently most downloaded 

papers, but I have never been sure what to make of it.  Other than downloads, has LT in 

20 years produced canonical articles or even classics, anything worthy of inclusion in an 

old-style reader of highlights in typology?  I am signing off now, but I would be curious 

if you have suggestions. 

 The existence and well-being of a journal fundamentally depends on the answers 

reader behaviour gives to such questions.  Scholarship does not perforce NEED journals.  

You can have an idea, make a discovery, defend an analysis, develop an argument and 

discuss it with friends and colleagues, correspond about it, privately or in your blog, 

                                                
2 I must acknowledge Gordon Craig’s ‘Communication in geology’ (Scottish Journal of 
Geology 5. 305–321, 1969), a sobering read many years ago and lasting inspiration in 
this respect. 
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report it at scholarly meetings, write it up and put it on your own internet platform.  The 

hearing you thus get in your discipline may be of a magnitude most journal publications 

cannot hope to rival:  only think of the audiences conference presentations sometimes 

attract even in our own modest typological circles.  You may get acknowledged and 

even receive formal recognition – except, unless you are published, the record you are 

on is that of individual or collective memory.  The way we scholars are, creatures of 

yesterday’s habit, we would much rather see our precious words preserved in black and 

white.  But the last word on whether circulation in cold print, or eternal storage in one 

or another repository, is called for is really the reader’s. 

 Though a somewhat unfathomed quantity, my final salute is to our readership of 

20 years that, perhaps, found in LT what it was seeking, and sometimes perhaps what it 

had not dreamt off. 
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Table 1. Submissions and verdicts, 1 October 2011 – 31 October 2016 

______________________________________________________________________ 

   First submissions (Re-)Resubmissions 
______________________________________________________________________ 

DESK REJECTION  41  – 

REJECTION  62  7 

REVISIONS  47  6 

ACCEPTANCE  56  32 

pending   3  1 

total   209  46a 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 

a  The original submissions of 13 of these resubmissions, and 11 of the 32 successful 
ones, date from the 2006–11 period. 

 

 


