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PREFACE

This monograph is a thoroughly revised version of my 1979 doc-~
torate thesis. I am particularly greatful for the criticism made by two
anonymous reviewers of the thesis; although I did not agree with the
majority of their comments, it was extremely useful for me to see where
my argumentation was either not clear enough or not convincing
enough. It has been these portions of the original thesis where my
revision has been most intensive.

Since I was majoring in Indo-European linguistics at the Univer-
sity of Freiburg i.Br., my original interest was directed toward the
work done by W. P. Lehmann on word order typology and its applica-
tion to Indo-European studies; hence my emphasis on this author. My
comments, however, are applicable not only to Lehmann and Indo-
European linguistics but even more so to word order typology in gen-
eral linguistics. For this reason the book should be of interest to a
much wider audience. Eventhough I was concerned in pointing out
some severe shortcomings in current theories on and methodologies of
word order typology, a number of proposals for further research have
been made. Although there are many areas of disagreement between
Lehmann and myself, I would like to express my thanks to him for
directing our attention to syntax--a most neglected area of investiga-
tion in Indo-European linguistics--and for emphasizing the use of
modern syntactic theories for this purpose.

I would now like to take this opportunity to thank a number of
people for their help and support. First and foremost, my sincer
thanks go to my teacher Professor Oswald Szemerényi who guided my

studies not only in Indo-European linguistics but also in general lin-
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Preface

guistics. -He always emphasized that I should never merely accept
claims made by others when there is a possibility of checking these
claims myself; my thesis arose out of one such claim that he had asked
me to check. Throughout the writing of the thesis he had given me
numerous suggestions which have helped me considerably. With Michael
Back, a fellow student at Freiburg, I had discussed almost daily
various aspect of my work; his extremely critical approach to my
theories helped me to see my own mistakes and shortcomings. When

I could finally convince him I was then certain that I was on the right
path. I am also very thankful to Professor Ulrich Schneider and
Docent Ruprecht Geib for guiding my studies in Old and Middle Indic
philology at Freiburg. In the past three years at Bielefeld, I have
profited greatly from Professor Werner Kummer, with whom I am cur-
rently engaged in typological research. A special thanks must go to
Joel Erikson who first introduced me to Sanskrit and linguistics at

the University of Colorado in Boulder while I was still studying physics;
he was the one who originally suggested that I go to Germany to study
Indo-European and Sanskrit. Of course without the support of my
parents my studies in Freiburg would not have been possible; I will
always be greatful to them for giving me this opportunity to continue
my education. My dear wife Gunne deserves a special tack ska du

ha for all that she has done for me during the time I spent on the
preparation of my manuscript and away from my duties at home.

And finally, I would like to express my thanks to Professor E.F.K.
Koerner not only for accepting my book in his series but also for

all of the help and suggestions he gave me for the preparation of the
final manuscript.

Bielefeld, dJune 1983 Paul Kent Andersen
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ABBREVIATIONS

A Adjective

A Anustubh meter

Adv Advéx"b

AN Adjective + Noun

Ant Antonymical quality in comparative constructions
AP Adjective phrase

APS Adjective + Pivot + Standard in comparisons
AS Adjective + Standard in comparisons

ASP Adjective + Standard + Pivot in comparisons
At Atya§t.i meter

B Brhati

Comp Comparative adjective

Conj Conjunction

Fig. Etym. Figura Etymologica

G Genitive

G Gayatri meter

GN Genitive + Noun

IE Indo-European
Juxtaposition
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M Marker in comparative constructions

N Noun
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Neg Negative marker

NG Noun + Genitive

NP Noun phrase
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O Object
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S Subject
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1.0. WORD ORDER TYPOLOGY

The purpose of the present chapter is to make a few pertinent
remarks on linguistic typology in general and to give a brief histor-
ical account of some more important work on word order as a means
of classifying languages leading up to the current theory. After this
a comprehensive statement of word order typology, which will be the
central theme of the entire study, will be given. It should also be
added here that attention is focussed on the formal aspects of typo-
logy.

1.1. Typology as a method of classifying languages

Typology, as developed by the Prague School, has two basic
goals: (a) the classification of the languages of the world by means
of certain types and (b) the investigation and determination of certain
typical mechanisms of language.1 As a method of classifying languages,
typology competes with two other methods: the genetic method and the
areal method. Genetic classification is based on form-meaning corres-
pondences between different languages. Of the three methods the ge-
netic method
is the only one which is at once non-arbitrary, exhaustive, and
unique. By 'non-arbitrary' is here meant that there is no choice
of criteria leading to different and equally legitimate results.
This is because genetic classification reflects historical events
which must have occurred or not occurred. If the classification
is correct, it implies events which did occur. By 'exhaustive-
ness' of a classification is meant that all languages are put into
some class, and by 'uniqueness' that no language is put into more
than one class (Greemberg 1957:66).
Areal classification is based on effects of languages upon one another,

whether they are related or not. In contrast to the groups obtained
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from the other two methods the areal groups are necessarily geogra-
phically continuous. Areal classifications are arbitrary within limits
but are neither exhaustive nor unique. Typological classification is
based on '"criteria of sound without meaning, meaning without sound,
or both" (Greenberg 1957:66). Typological classifications are arbi-
trary, the classes of which are geographically discontinuous.2 In
summing up we can say that

the genetic method operates with kinship, the areal with affinity,
and the typological with isomorphism (Jakobson 1958:19).

The particular aspect of typological theory at issue here is word order.

1.2. Weil

Although word order had been the topic of investigation since
antiquity and especially in Europe in the 18th Century:,3 Weil's views
on word order as presented in his book De /‘ordre des mots dans les
langues anciennes comparées aux langues modernes (Paris 18414)4 will
serve as the starting point of this brief historical account. One of
the more important reasons for starting with Weil is the fact that he is
one of the very first scholars who was "in a position to look at a broad
range of languages, from French and English to Chinese and Turkish"
(Scaglione 1978:xii) and hence able to view word order not only lan-
guage. specifically but also generally. The following points are just
a few of the more important aspects of his theory which will be of in-
terest for the discussion of the current typological theory.

1.2.1. The basic principle of word order

At the very beginning Weil states his basic principle of word
order as follows:
. the order of words ought to reproduce the order of ideas;
these two orders ought to be identical (Weil 1978:21).5
He then proceeds to differentiate between the syntactic progression
{marche syntaxique) and the progression of ideas (marche des idées).
The syntactic progression is the language specific order of such syn-

tactic entities as "the being that acts, the action, the being that re-
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ceives the impuls of the action, that which is affected by it in the
most indirect manner, time, place of action, etc." (Weil 1978:25).
The progression of ideas, on the other hand, starts with that which
is known and moves on to that which is unknown.6 His principle
of word order, therefore, is this progression of ideas indepent of
syntax which, I believe, is illustrated quite convincingly by the fol-
lowing passage:

For example, the fact that Romulus founded the city of Rome, can
... be stated in several different ways, preserving all the while
the same syntax. Suppose that someone has related the story of
the birth of Romulus and the marvellous events that attach there-
to, he might add, Idem Romulus Romam condidit. While showing a
traveller the city of Rome, we might say to him, Hanc urbem con-—
didit Romulus. Speaking of the most celebrated foundings, after
mentioning the founding of Thebes by Cadmus, that of Athens by
Cecrops, we might add, Condidit Romam Romulus. The syntax is

the same in the three sentences; in all three the subject is
Romulus, the attibute [i.e. predicatelfounded, the direct object
Rome. Nevertheless, three different things are said in the three
sentences, because these elements, though remaining the same, are
distributed in a different manner in the introduction and the
principle part of the sentence. The point of departure, the ral-
lying point of the interlocutors, is Romulus the first time, Rome
the second, and the third time the idea of founding. And so the
information that is to be imparted to another, the goal of the
discourse, is different in the three forms of expression (Weil
1978:29-30).

From this passage we see that Weil proposes a theory of word order
based not on syntax but on pragmatics, i.e. word order for him is the
progression of ideas from the initial notion (/a notion initiale) to the
goal (Je but).”

In comparing the word order of Greek and Latin with that of the
modern European languages, Weil finds that in the older languages the
syntactic progression and the progression of ideas are different and
consequently refers to these as languages with a free construction.

In the modern languages, on the other hand, there is a tendency for
the syntactical progression to be identical to the progression of ideas,

and hence they are languages with a fixed construction.
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1.2.2. Classification of languages based on word order

In his investigation of word order Weil takes as his sample the
following four groups of languages: (i) the modern European lan-
guages French, German and English, (ii) the Classical languages
Greek and Latin, (iii) the Chinese language, and (iv) the Turkish
language. He then uses the following five parameters in his classifi-
cation of these languages:

(a) the position of adjective with reference to its substantive,

i.e. adjective + substantive or substantive + adjective,

(b) the position of governed substantive (/e substantif régi)
with reference to the governing substantive (/e substantif
qui régit), i.e. governed + governing or governing + gov-
erned,

(c) the relative order of the verb and its complement, i.e.
verb + complement or complement + verb,

(d) the use of prepositions or postpositions, and

(e) the relative order of the subordinate proposition and the
principle proposition. 8

The results of his investigation are summarized as follows:

. there are two [systems] which are diametrically opposed and
which furnish the extreme points between which languages may os-
cillate. It is, on the one hand, the order parallel to grammat-
ical decomposition and that which places the qualifying word af-
ter the word qualified (le complément aprés [sic]l le terme com-
plété); on.the other, the order which places first the governed
word, then the governing word, and which is the exact counter-
part of the analytical order (Weil 1978:56).

Consequently, Weil introduces the two terms ascending construction
and descending construction:

The complement follows the word or term on which it depends

(avidus gloriae); this is what we have named the descending con-

struction. The complement precedes the word on which it depends
(vini plenum); this is the ascending construction (Weil 1978:70).

1.2.3. Conclusions

Weil is one of the first to attempt a classification of a number of
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different languages based on word order. Although in his investiga-
tion of seven languages he does use five parameters, his results lead
to only two different classes of languages, i.e.: (a) those languages
which place the modifying (qualifying) word after the modified (qual-
ified) word, and (b) those languages which show the opposite order
modifying before modified.

1.3. P.W. Schmidt

Whereas Weil took only seven different languages as his sample
for the investigation of word order, P.W. Schmidt (1926) was by far
more ambitious by attempting to classify most of the known languages
of the world. Among the different grammatical parameters used by
him to classify these languages word order played the most important
r(’ile.9 In his investigation Schmidt set up - just as Weil did10 ~ five
different word order parameters:11

(a) the position of the genitive with reference to the noun which

it modifies,

(b) the position of the possessive personal pronoun,

(c) the position of the personal pronoun as subject,

(d) the position of the accusative with reference to the verb, and

(e) the position of the adjective with reference to the noun which

it modifies.
In contrast to Weil, Schmidt additionally sets up & hierarchy among
the parameters in such a way that the position of the genitive becomes
the most fundamental.12 Consequently, the following implicational rule
is formulated:

Steht der affixlose Genitiv v o r dem Substantiv, welches er niher

bestimmt, so ist die Sprache eine Suffixsprache eventuell mit Post-

positionen, steht der Genitiv n a ¢ h, so ist sie eine Priafix-

sprache eventuell mit Pridpositionen (Schmidt 1926:382).

In other words, Schmidt has formulated the following correlations:
(i) if the order genitive + noun, then suffixes as well as post-
.positions, and
(ii) if the order noun + genitive, then prefixes as well as pre-

positions.
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Further correlations noted by Schmidt are
(iii) if genitive + noun, then accusative + verb,

(iv) if noun + genitive, then verb + accusative,13

(v) if genitive + noun, then adjective + noun,14 and

(vi) if noun + genitive, then noun + adjective.
It is also interesting to note that Schmidt (1926:382-3) regards excep-
tions to his correlations as being the result of the change of language

from one type to another:

... wenn Abweichungen von dieser Regel erscheinen, etwa: Vorkommen
von Postpositionen mit Nachstellung des Genitivs, oder umgekehrt:
Vorkommen von Pripositionen mit Voranstellung des Genitivs, so
liegt ein Ubergangsstadium entweder im ersteren Falle von der
Prifigierung in die Suffigierung oder im zweiten Falle die umge-
kehrte Entwicklung vor.

1.4. Greenberg

The next - indeed most important - milestone in the investigation
of word order typology is Greenberg's contribution to the Dobbs Ferry
conference on language universals in 1961. The proceedings of this
conference were published under the editorship of Greenberg in 1963 -
the second edition from 1966 will be cited here - in which Greenberg

writes in his general introduction:

The usefulness of typologies ... may be illustrated from my own
paper on which a typology based on the order of elements in cer-
tain major constructions appears as a virtually indispensable
tool in the search for cross-linguistic regularities. ... It is
perhaps not overstating the case to say that one of the values

of this conference was the realization that typological classifi-
cation finds its sought—-for justification in the investigation of
universals (Greemberg [ed.] 1966:xii-xiii).

The general notion of universals at the conference was formulated by
Greenberg ([ed.]1966:xii) as follows:

There was general agreement that it was necessary and completely
legitimate to include as universals in addition to statements of
the simple type 'all languages have a given feature x', likewise
implicational relatioms, universal frequency distributioms, sta=-
tistically better than chance correlations, and other logic types
... From a purely logical point of view this might be summarized
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as follows. All statements of the form ... 'for all x, if x is

a language, then ...'. are permitted.
In other words, two different kinds of universals were proposed by
Greenberg, i.e. (a) the so-called statistical or absolute universals
('all languages have a given feature x')15 and (b) the so-called im-
plicational or relational universals ('if a language has x, then it will
have y').16 Greenberg used implicational universals for the most part
for the following two reasons:

First, the lowest—level laws as described in manuals of scientific

method take precisely this form. Second, what seem to be non-

implicational universals about language are in fact tacitly im-

plicational since they are implied by the definitional character-
istics of language (Greenberg 1966:73).

1.4.1. Word order universals

Greenberg's contribution to the conference - "Some universals of
grammar with particular reference to the order of meaningful elements”
- is divided into the following five sections.

(a) Introduction The reason for choosing questions concerning
morpheme and word order was "that previous experience suggested a
considerable measure of orderliness in this particular aspect of gram-
mar" (73). The primary data used in his investigation is taken from
a sample of 30 languages:

This sample was selected largely for convenience. In general, it
contains languages with which I had some previous acquaintance or
for which a reasonably adequate grammar was available to me. Its
biases are obvious, although an attempt was made to obtain as
wide a genetic and areal coverage as possible. This sample was
utilized for two chief purposes. First, it seemed likely that any
statement which held for all of these 30 languages had a fair
likelihood of complete or, at least, nearly complete universal
validity. Second, less reliably, it serves to give some notion
of the relative frequency of association of certain grammatical
traits (Greenberg 1966:75).

(b) The basic order typology Greenberg sets up his basic order

typology using the following three parameters:

(i) the existence of prepositions (Pr) or postpositions (Po),
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(ii) the relative order of subject (8), verb (V) and object (O)
in declarative main clauses with nominal subject and object.
Since the orders VOS, OSV and OVS "do not occur at all,
or at least are excessively rare" (76) one is left with the
three orders: I (VSO), II (SVO) and III (SOV), and
(iii) the position of qualifying adjectives (A) in relation to their
nouns (N): AN or NA,
Theoretically then, there are 12 different types which can be distin-
guished by these parameters; these are shown in table I in which the

30 languages are distributed (77):

TABLE I

[vsol [svo] [soV]
I I I
Po, AN 0 1 6
Po, NA 0 2 5
Pr, AN 0 4 0
Pr, NA 6 6 0

The most important criterion for setting up an implicational universal
is the occurrence of a zero in such a table. In taking another look
at table I, we can see that there is a zero entry under type I lan-
guages with Po; from this Greenberg deduces his universal 3:

(U3): vSO-Pr.
Likewise universals 4 and 17 follow directly from table I:

(U4): SOV-Po.

(U17): VSO-NA.
Another parameter not incorporated into this table is the position of the
genitive with respect to its governing noun: GN/NG. After an inves-
tigation of the 30 languages Greenberg is led to postulate the following
universals incorporating this parameter:

(U2): Pr-NG '8

Po-»GN.
(U5): SOV+NG-NA,
(c) Syntax In his section on syntax Greenberg investigates the

relationship between the order of specific syntactic constituents
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and the four parameters discussed under 'the basic order typology'.
In turning to the position of the question markers whose order is
fixed either by reference to some specific word or by position in the
sentence as a whole, Greenberg lists the distribution of the 12 lan-
guages (from the 30 lahguage sample) which have such particles as
follows (81):
TABLE II
I II III

Initial particle 5 0 0

Final particle 6 2 5
The fact that the two type II languages have Pr leads Greenberg to
his universal 9:

(U9): Pr=initial particles,
Po-final particles.

Some of his other universals involve

(i) the position of auxiliary with respect to the main verb using

the parameter I/II/III (U16),

(ii) the position of demonstratives with respect to their nouns

using the parameter NA/AN (U19),

(iii) the order of adjective, marker and standard in comparative

constructions using the parameter Pr/Po (U22), and

(iv) the order of common noun with respect to proper noun using

the parameter NG/GN (U23).
These examples show that Greenberg's implicational universals are based
on the four parameters listed above and not on only one.

(d) Morphology Greenberg's fourth section deals with the order
of inflectional categories and sets up universals 26 to 45, the majority
of which state relationships between various affixes for person, number
and gender. Only the following two universals relate these affixes to
'the basic order typology':

(U27): "If a language is exclusively suffixing, it is postpositional;

if it is exclusively prefixing, it is prepositional” (93).

(U41): "If in a language the verb follows both the nominal sub-

ject and nominal object as the dominant order, the lan-
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guage almost always has a case system (96).

(e) Conclusion: some general principles In the concluding sec-

tion Greenberg proposes two general principles which underlie a num-
ber of different universals and from which they may be deduced, i.e.
the notions of the dominance of a particular order over its alternative
and that of harmonic relations among distinct rules of order. In elu-
cidating these notions Greenberg recalls his universal 25:

(U 25): "If the pronominal object follows the verb, so does the

nominal object” (91).

From his data one can set up the following table to facilatate his ar-

gumentation (Op = pronominal object, On = nominal object):

Table III

I II Il
Op+V 2 2
V+0p 1
Both 0
Oon+vV 0
vV+On 3
Both 0

OO N O W

0
0
1
0
1

Since the nominal object may follow the verb whether the pronoun
object precedes or follows, while the nominal object may precede
the verb only if the pronoun precedes, we will say that VO is dom-—
inant over OV since OV only occurs under specified conditionms,
namely when the pronominal object likewise precedes, while VO is
not subject to such limitations. Further, the order noun object~
verb is harmonic with pronoun object-verb but is disharmonic with
verb-pronoun object since it does not occur with it (97).

Harmonic relations then are those which have the tendency to occur
together. The notion of dominance, however, is based on the logical
factor of a zero in the tetrachoric table:
Dominance and harmonic relations can be derived quite mechanically
from such a table with a single zero. The entry with zero is al-
ways the recessive one for each construction, and the two construc-
tions involved are disharmonic with each other (97).
Returning to the four parameters Greenberg sets up the following re-
lationships:
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(i) Pr, NG, VS, VO and NA are directly or indirectly harmonic
with each other.
(ii) Po, GN, SV, OV and AN are directly or indirectly harmonic
with each o‘cher.19
(iii) Pr is dominant over Po.
(iv) SV is dominant over VS.
(v) VO is dominant over OV.
(vi) NA is dominant over AN.20
It should be pointed out now that those parameters which are harmonic
are not all dependent on one parameter alone, but may instead be de-
pendent on one or more other parameters, i.e. there is no hierarchy
among the parameters.21 This fact enables Greenberg to account for
inconsistencies in various languages. As we have seen, the parameters
Po, GN, SV, OV and AN are harmonic and should be expected to oc-
cur together as in Turkish (and other languages of this very wide-
spread type); the general dominance of NA order, however, tends to
maké languages of the Basque type (i.e. III/Po/NA/GN) very nearly
as common as the Turkish type (100). It should also be pointed out

that Greenberg's universals are unidirectional: (U3) VSO-Pr does not
entail Pr-VSO.

1.5. VO/OV typology

In the early seventies a modified version of Greenberg's typology
was developed by Lehmann.22 Two important steps led to this new
typology:

(a) The subject was found to have little bearing on the word
order typology. This meant then that Greenberg's three
types VSO/SVO/SOV were reduced to VO/VO/OV, or simply
VO/OV.

(b) A hierarchy was imposed upon Greenberg's four parameters
in such a way that all orders in a language were dependent
upon the order of the verb and object.

Thus Greenberg's original 24 types differentiated by the four parame-
ters were suddenly reduced to only two types. Subsequently, lists of
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various characteristics for the two types were made which, for the
most part, were based on the universals of Greenberg:

(c) VO = Pr/NA/NG

(d) OV = Po/AN/GN ...
In other words, many of Greenberg's unrelated implicational universals
are now related to the one parameter, namely the order of verb and
object.

At the start exceptions to this new typology were found, e.g.
VO languages with Po etc. Accordingly, two qualifications to this new
typology were given to account for these exceptions: exceptions arise
(i) in languages undergoing typological change and/or (ii) in marked
patterns. This new typology was then applied to diachronic linguistics
and research was carried out to reveal the processes of language
change in terms of word order change. In the following sections this

new typology will be presented in detail.
1.6. Lehmann's explanatory syntax

In viewing syntax from an Indo-European standpoint, Lehmann
points out that syntactic research in this area had reached a certain
plateau of accomplishment and interest half a century ago. The atti-
tude of linguists toward syntax at that time was summed up by Hirt in
the following way:

In many instances we find no explanation in the area of syntax.
One assembles a series of facts but doesn't know what to do with
them (Lehmann 1975a:46).23

The stage is now set for a revival and improvement of Indo-European
syntax:

An explanatory syntax is now possible because of two recent devel-
opments in linguistics: the study of syntax for its underlying
patterns, which owes much of its impetus to the work of Noam
Chomsky (1965), and the typological framework for syntax, which is
based in great part on an important essay of Joseph Greenberg
(1966). While our data are taken from surface manifestations,
syntactic study is concerned with the abstract patterns underlying
these - in Ferdinand de Saussure's term with Zangue; in Chomsky's,
with a theory of competence. When studied for their underlying
patterns, the 'series of facts' that Hirt and his predecessors
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could not handle can be interrelated; a syntax can be produced
which describes a language by means of ordered rules. Such rules
are written in accordance with a framework of syntactic univer-
sals, which typological study has yielded (Lehmann 1974a:6).
We see then that Lehmann will set up a transformational grammar with
specific ordering constraints (based on the universals of Greenberg)
build into the phrase structure rules (see §1.6.2. below). For the

most part, however, his endeavors will proceed along the typological
avenue.

1.6.1. Means of syntax

In order to be explanatory a grammar must take into account the
various processes or means of syntax given by Bloomfield:24 modula-
tion (intonation), modification, selection and order (arrangement).

Selection, or determination of the entities to be used in any syn-

tactic construction, is one of the basic syntactic processes.
We refer to the proper relationships in syntactic sequences as

arrangement. ... The syntactic process of changing items in ac-
cordance with their surrounding is known as modification. Final-
ly, each of the ... sentences ... is accompanied by a basic pat-

tern of Zntonation (Lehmann 1972d:111).25

Lehmann now points out that selection has been dealt with exhaustively
in the past 100 years.26 "Work on modification, or sandhi, has been
almost entirely restricted to observation, when carried out at all. As
we scarcely need to be reminded, Sanskrit is the only language in
which observation has been systematically carried out" (Lehmann 1976c:
174).27 "Our least adequated discription is in the field of intonation"
(Lehmann 1974a:24). But the remaining process, i.e. order, is found
to be the most important:

The device known as arrangement or order is the most important
process of language. ... Arrangement owes its significance to the
linear structure of language. Its linearity requires that enti-
ties must be arranged in order (Lehmann 1978a:10).

Greenberg's universals and word order typology now provide a much

needed framework for research into this process of syntax.
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1.6.2. Placement principle

This section will deal with the syntactic means of order (arrange-
ment) and its place in a transformational grammar. The framework for
order, as we have seen, is provided by Greenberg (1966), specifically
by his four parameters (see §1.4.1. [bl). The subject, however,
which distinguishes type I (VSO) from type II (SVO) languages, is

found not to be fundamental to typology:28

. subjects are by no means primary elements in sentences. In-
cluding them among the primary elements, as in the attempt to
classify SVO and VSO languages as major types in the same way as
V0O and OV languages, has been a source of trouble for typologists
as well as for linguistic theorists in general (Lehmann 1973c:

51).29
The verb, on the other hand, is found to be most important for typol-
ogy:
The verb is distinguished as a central element in language - the
element fundamental in the ordering of the grammatical elements
and markers. How these elements and markers are arranged with
reference to the verb determines the typological structure of a
language (Lehmann 1973c:65).30
These views are supported by recent findings of neurological research
as well as other grammatical theories such as the dependency grammar
of Tesnieére and case grammar.31 Consequently Greenberg's parameter
I(VSO)/II(SVO)/III(SOV) can now be reduced to VO/VO/OV or simply
VO/OV. This step is very practical in that all of the parameters used
in the typology are now binary: NA/AN, NG/GN, Po/Pr and VO/OV,
In addition to this, because of the importance of the verb-object order
over all others, a hierarchy as well can be superimposed upon the four
parameters. The results of these two modifications on Greenberg's par-
ameters lead to a language typology (based on word order) which dif-
ferentiates two language types: OV languages and VO languages.
Furthermore, since the relative order of the verb and object is
the most fundamental aspect of this typology, all other orders (cf.
Greenberg's universals) are dependent upon this order. In 1971 Leh-

mann proposed a fundamental movement rule to show this connection be-
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tween the verb-object order and other orders:

.. a fundamental movement rule. By this rule syntactic elements
which are modifiers are placed on the converse side of the ele-
ments O and V. For example, in consistent VO languages, relative
constructions, descriptive adjectives and possessives follow 03
in OV languages they precede O (Lehmann 1971b:25).

Lehmann later renamed his principle - it became the principle of place-

ment for modifiers32 - and formulated it as the following phrase struc-

ture rule:

Obj. ..Mod
. #QVINT (N V# (for VO languages)
3Qv (NOPIy (yMody }

J
1 #(NMOd)(NOb])VQ# (for OV languages).

By this rule verbal modifiers - qualifiers (Q) - are placed before verbs
in VO languages and after in OV languages. Likewise nominal modifiers
(NMOd) are placed after nouns (NObj) in VO languages and before in
OV languages. This placement principle represents an important ad-
vance by linking many of Greenberg's random and independent univer-
sals to one parameter, i.e. OV/VO.

Whereas Lehmann simply states his placement principle derived
from a generalization of Greenberg's universals, Vennemann offers an

explanation of this principle33 in his principle of natural serialization:

The PRINCIPLE OF NATURAL SERTALIZATION had long been intuited by
linguists. ... It can be made explicit only in a theory of gram-
mar which represents semantics in an explicit way. It is itself
based on another principle proposed by R. Bartsch: the PRINCIPLE
OF NATURAL CONSTITUENT STRUCTURE. This principle says that ele-
ments belonging together in the hierarchy of semantic representa-—
tion tend to be lexicalized and serialized in the surface repre-
sentation in such a way that hierarchical dependencies are direct-
1y reflected: incategorical operator-operand relationships and
closeness of constituents to each other in the surface string.

The natural serialization principle comprises the natural consti-
tuent structure principle but says that furthermore, the operator-
operand relationship tends to be expressed by unidirectional ser-
ialization: {Operator {Operand}}tends to be serialized either as
[Operator [Operand]lthroughout, or as [[Operand] Operator] through-
out (Vennemann 1973:40-41).

Specifically then, the principle of natural serialization can be formulated
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as follows:

{Operator {Operand}} = [ [ Operator [Operand] ]} in OV lang.,,

1[I [ Operand] Operatorl) in VO lang.

In returning now to Lehmann's placement principle and keeping in
mind that his new explanatory syntax is based not only on Greenberg's
universals but also on generative grammar, this principle, which has
been formulated as a rule for use in a generative grammar, is placed

after six phrase structure rules and before the transformational rules.35
1.6.3. Typological characteristics

In table IV below, I will attempt to give a complete list of the

specific typological characteristics governed by the placement principle

and their relative orders for VO and OV languages.36
TABLE IV
CHARACTERISTIC TYPE
Syntax Vo ov
a Adpositions Pr + N N + Po
b  Comparisons A + M/P + St St + M/P + A
¢ C(omparative) M(arkers) CM + Adj Adj + CM
d Adv(erbials) V + Adv Adv + V
e Gapping Backward Forward
f Na(me), T(itle) T + Na Na + T
g F(amily) Na, Gi(ven) Na GiNa + FNa FNa + GiNa
h Teens: Nu(meral)7 TEN Nu + TEN TEN + Nu
i Dir(ectional), Te(mporal) Adv Dir + Te Te + Dir
i D(irect), Ind(irect) Obj D + Ind Ind + D
Nominal Modifiers
k  Rel(atives) N + Rel Rel + N
1 G (enitives) N +G G + N
m Adj(ectives) N + Adj Adj + N
n Det(erminers) N + Det Det + N
o Nu(merals) N + Nu Nu + N
p Num(ber) M(arker) N + NumM NumM + N
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Adv, Adj

Verbal Modifiers

Aux(iliaries),Main V(erb)
Mod(al verbs)

Int(entional verbs)

Morphology
Morphological Type
Morphological Type
Inter(rogatives)
Neg(atives)

Inter, Neg
Pot(entialities)
Caus(atives)
Refl(exives)
Decl(aratives)

Tem(pus)

Phonology
Syllable Type

Vowel Assimilation
Accent

Mora-Counting

Other Characteristics

Affixation

Assimilation

Complementary Clauses
Passivization

Pron(ouns)

Clefting

Sentence Introducing Particles

Number of Vowels

vo
Adj + Adv

Aux + Main V
Mod + Main V
Int + Main V

Inflectional
Isolating

Inter + V

Neg + V

Inter + Neg + V
Pot +V

Caus + V

Refl + V

Decl + V

V + Tem

Closed Syllable
Umlaut

Stress Accent

Prefixation
Anticipatory
Hypotaxis
Passives
Rich in Pron
Clefting
Sent.

Intr. Pcls.

17

ov
Adv + Adj

Main V + Aux
Main V + Mod
Main V + Int

Affixational
Agglutinating

+ Inter

+ Neg

+ Neg + Inter
+ Pot

+ Caus

+ Refl

+ Decl

Tem + V

< d g d <

Open Syllable
Vowel Harmony
Pitch Accent

Mora- Counting

Suffixation
Progressive

Parataxis

Small Set
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vo ov
qq Morphophonemic Modification Initial Final
rr Part(icipial Modifiers) @ ----———-—- Part
ss Q(uestions) Q ...V V +Q
tt Relative Pronouns for marking Pronouns = ---—------

relative constructions

uu Indicators of reflexive construc- Reflexive Pron Verb Markers

tions
vv Expression of verbal categories ----------———-- Suffixes
ww Surface declarative markers =  --————————--- Favored
xx Congruence markers Markers Lack of Markers
vy Postposed coordinating conj. = --——-—------—- Postp. conj?7

It is now reasonable to assume that some of these typological char-
acteristics are more important for the determination of the typological
patterning of specific languages than others.38 Accordingly, Lehmann
sets up a list of the five most important characteristic elements of syn-
tactic systems:

Other order relationships have been identified, but here I list

only the selected set, for two basic types of language:

VO 1. Prepositions; 2. Comparative adjective Pivot Standard (A P
St); 3. Noun Relative construction (N Rel); 4. Noun Adjective
(N A); 5. Noun Genitive (N G).

OV 1. Postpositions; 2. Standard Pivot Adjective (St P A); 3. Rel-
ative construction Noun (Rel N); 4. Adjective Noun (A N); 5.
Genitive Noun (G N).

We may regard the five constructions selected here, as well as the

VO/OV construction, as characteristic elements of syntactic sys—

tems. Languages must include them much as they must include phono-

logical elements like vowels, consonants, resonants or obstruents
(Lehmann 1972b:169-170) .39

1.6.4. Marked patterns

In setting up the typological word order patterns of specific lan-
guages we are primarially interested in finding the neutral or unmarked
orders:

Greenberg's statements on universals in the 'order of meaningful
elements' rightly put forward the notion of a 'dominant' order.
We are reminded that the idea of dominance is not based on the
more frequent occurrence of a given order: actually what is here
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introduced into the 'order typology' by the notion of dominance
is a stylistic criterion. For example, of the six mathematically
possible relative orders of nominal subject, verb, and nominal
object -~ SVO, SOV, VSO, VOS, QOSV and OVS -- all six occur in
Russian ... yet only the order SVO is stylistically neutral,
while all the 'recessive alternatives' are experienced by native
speakers and listeners as diverse emphatic shifts (Jakobson 1966:
268-269).
We notice now that languages very often reveal a number of competing
patterns; two qualifications to the placement principle must therefore
be made to maintain the theory. The first qualification is made for
marked patterns. Lehmann points out that certain elements in a sen-
tence can be emphasized or marked through a change in word order,
through special intonation or through the use of particles:
Elements in sentences can be emphasized, by marking; the chief de-
vice for such emphasis is intial position. Arrangement in this
position is brought about by stylistic rules applied after struc-—

tures have been generated by P rules and transformational rules
(Lehmann 1974a:219).

Marking too may be used for singling out various constituents, by

change of order or by intonation, with or without accompanying par-

ticles.

... A serpent I'm not. 40

I am not a serpent (Lehmann 1978b:173-174).

Some patterns, however, are not readily susceptible to rearrangement
for marking, such as comparatives, adpositions and the teen numerals;
"For this reason we ascribe great importance to constructions like the
comparative in determining the basic patterns of individual languages™"
(Lehmann 1974&1:22).41 Unfortunately, we learn little more than this

regarding marking.
1.6.5. Typological change

The second qualification to the placement principle is made for lan-
‘guages undergoing typological change. In such languages one finds
non-conforming features such as preposed adjectives in (SVO) English
which has developed from SOV Proto-Germanic. In other words, "when
languages show patterns other than those expected, we may assume that
they are undergoing change"(Lehmann 19730:55).42 The cause of this
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change may be due to external development (borrowing) or to internal

modification.
During the time of transition, these languages were neither OV nor
V0. I would like to lable languages at such stages ambivalent in
type. Moreover, as a general principle, we may propose that am-—
bivalent languages lack the syntactic framework for a standard
order of embedded constructions (Lehmann 1972c¢:989).

There are, accordingly, certain constructions which are typical for

such 'ambivalent' or inconsistent languages such as absolute construc-

'cions,44 definite adjec‘cives45 and verbal nouns.
It has further been proposed that in the typological change from

OV to VO datives are among the first elements to change their order:
Interrelationships between changes of patterns have also been hy-
pothesized on the basis of very little data to the effect that
datives may be among the first patterns to be shifted in OV lan-
guages, when postposed as a kind of afterthought. ... Such place-
ment of the dative, leading toward disruption of the OV structure,
signals a shift in basic word order; it would be followed in turn
by a change in other government constructions as well as in nom—

inalégodifying constructions like relative clauses (Lehmann 1978a:
42).

1.7. Summary

One of the earliest attempts at a language typology based on word
order was made by Weil (1844). Using seven different languages as his
sample, he was able to abstract five different parameters (i.e. AN/NA,
MN/NM, CV/VC, Pr/Po, SC:MC/MC:SC). The results of his investiga-
tion led to a classification of languages into two types: the one type
places the qualifying word after the word qualified and the other places
the qualifying word before the word qualified.

P.W. Schmidt extended his sample of languages to include most of
the known languages of the world. Likewise Schmidt set up five para-
meters, but in contrast to Weil, he realized the fundamental importance
of the position of the genitive. This led him as well to a classification
of languages into two types: the one placing genitives before the modi-
fied noun, the other after. Furthermore, he went one step further than

Weil by correlating certain other word order patterns to the two types:
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the order genitive + noun correlates with suffixes, postpositions, ac-
cusative + verb and adjective + noun; the order noun + genitive cor-
relates with prefixes, prepositions, verb + accusative and noun + ad-
jective.

To a certain extent Schmidt provides the basis for Greenberg's
investigation of word order which leads to a classification of languages
into 24 types according to four parameters: Pr/Po, VSO/SVO/SOV,
AN/NA and GN/NG. Although his sample consists of only 30 languages,
he does list the distribution of over 130 languages in an appendix.
Furthermore, he postulates 45 (implicational) universals which hold be-
tween certain word order patterns/elements.

Lehmann's word order typology is based directly on Greenberg's
universals. By reducing the one parameter concerning the order of
subject, verb and object (VSO/SVO/SOV) to a binary parameter, i.e.
either verb + object or object + verb, and setting up an hierarchy de-
pendent upon this parameter, Lehmann reduces Greenberg's 24 language
types to two types: VO and OV. He also takes many of Greenberg's
45 universals, which were not at all interrelated, and connects them
directly to his typology based on the order of verb and object. And
finally he accounts for exceptions to this typology through either typo-

logical change or the process of marking.

Endnotes

1. See Szemerenyi (1977:339ff.), Altman and Lehfeldt (1973:13ff.),
and Haarmann (1976:7ff.).

2. Cf. Greenberg (1957:66ff.), Robins (1973:passim, esp. 3), Ineich-
en (1979:90), and Mallinson and Blake (1981:3ff.).

3. Scaglione (1978:ix f.), cf. Scaglione (1972:74ff., 105ff.) and
Robins (1973:14).

4. The text cited here is the English translation (by Super [1887])
of the third edition (1879) which has now become available as a
reprint (1978).

5. Cf. also Weil (1978:21): 'I believe that with slight modifica-
tions the signs of our ideas are always presented in the order
of our ideas, and that the differences which have been cited are
for the most part only seeming differences.’



22

10.
1.
12.

13.
14.

17.
18,

19.
20.

21.
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Cf. Weil (1978:29f.)'... it was necessary to lean on something

present and known, in order to reach out to something less pre-
sent, nearer, or unknown. ... Syntax relates to the exterior,

to things; the succession of the words relates to the speaking

subject, to the mind of man. There are in the proposition two

different movements: an objective movement, which is expressed

by syntactic relations; and a subjective movement, which is ex-
pressed by the order of the words.' This foreshadows the Prague
school notion of functional sentence perspective, cf. §2.4.2.4.
below.

Under certain conditions the order can either be reversed, i.e.

the progression from goal to initial notion, or the initial can

be omitted, see Weil (1978:43f.). Cf. here Delancey's notion of
attention flow and his remarks on mechanisms for managing atten-
tion flow (1981:632).

Weil (1978:56).

See Schmidt (1926:381-496).

There is, however, no mention of Weil in Schmidt's book.
Schmidt (1926:381).

Schmidt (1926:381-384), cf. (384): 'Darin offenbart sich die
durchaus primidre Bedeutung der Genitivstellung und ihr unzer-
trennliches Eingewurzeltsein in das tiefste Sprachgefiihl einer
jeden Sprache.’

Schmidt (1926:384, 479ff.).

Schmidt thinks that originally the adjective was placed after
the noun with the preposed genitive and only later tended to be
placed before. This accounts for the many more exceptions found
here than by the position of the accusative, cf. Schmidt (1926:
484EE.).

Cf. universal 42 (Greenmberg [1966]:113): 'All languages have pro-
nominal categories involving at least three persons and two num-—
bers.'

For a discussion of these types of universals see Szemerényi
(1977:351££.).

Read: the order verb + subject + object implies prepositions.

Actually, from the table in question one can postulate either
Pr - NG or NG - Pr.

Greenberg (1966:100), cf. Bechert (1976:53).

Greenberg (1966:97ff.); N.B. nothing is said about the dominance
of GN.

Cf. Bean (1977:13); see however, Canale (1976:43).



22.

23.
24,

25.

26,
27.
28.

29.

30.

31.
32.
33.

34.

35.
36.
37.

Word Order Typology 23

A few years after Lehmann started investigating word order Venne-
mann directed his attention as well to this field, cf. Vennemann
(1973, 1974a-d, 1975); see also Antinucci (1977).

Cf. Hirt (1934:vi).

Bloomfield (1933:184), Lehmann (1973c:63; 1974a:24; 1977a:519).
N.B. Sapir recognizes six processes, see Sapir (1921:61),
Szemerényi (1971:109) and §2.1.1. below.

Cf. Lehmann (1974a:25): 'For an understanding of PIE syntax, the
role of each of these processes must be related. A sentence in
PIE is generated by selection of word classes and inflected sub-—
sets of these arranged in various patterns, which are subject to
sandhi changes and delimited by specific patterns of intonatiomn.'
See also Lehmann (1978a:9-12).

Cf. Lehmann (1974a:24).
See Tauli (1958:162-164).

Cf. the numerous papers on the notion subject in Li (19753).
Notice too that subject properties in a sentence will be distri-
buted among two noun phrases in Ergative languages, cf. Comrie
(1981:104). Regarding the generalization of Greemberg's three
word order types to two, cf. Comrie (1981:89ff.) and Thom (1973).
Dezsd (1982:128ff.) offers a different approach here.

Cf. Lehmann (1976b:448): 'And unfortunately the SVO structure of
the major languages of western civilization has led to an errone-
ous emphasis on the role of the subject in language.’

Cf. Lehmann (1972¢:980): 'The view that verbs provide the central
structure of sentences is supported by the well known subjectless
sentences of the Indo-European languages, e.g. Latin pluit "it is

raining" ...' See also Lehmann (1972£:267; 1975a:50).
Cf. Lehmann (1972£:273-274).
Lehmann (1973c:47ff.), see also Lehmann (1978a:19).

Cf. Vennemann (1974a:79): ’'My discussion is based on the word
order universals of Greenberg 1966, their application in Lehmann
1970 [1972e], 1972 [1971a], and their explanation in Vennemann
1972 [1973] and Bartsch and Vennemann 1972.' See also Antinucci
(1977:14££.) .

Vennemann (1973:41; 1974a:81; 1974c:347) and Bartsch and Vennemann
(1972:136).

Cf. Lehmann (1974a:11-~13).
For a different list of characteristics see Heine (1975:27ff.).

The references for these characteristics are L = Lehmann, L&R =
Lehmann and Ratanajoti and V = Vennemann:
a L 1971a:20; 1972¢:977,982; 1972f:267; 1973a:84, etc.
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1971:23; 1972¢:977,982; 1972f:267; 1973a:84, etc.
1974a:79; 1974b:9.

1974a:79; 1974b:8; 1974c:345.

1970b:298; 1973b:183; 1978b:194; L&R 1975:153.
1978a:17; L&R 1975:148.

1978a:17; L&R 1975:148.

1975a:55; 1977b:26; 1978a:17,19; L&R 1975:148.
1974a:79; 1974b:9.

1974a:79; 1974b:9.

1970a:288; 1971a:19; 1971b:25; 1972c¢:977; 1972f:267.
1971a:19; 1971b:25; 1972c:977; 1972f:267; 1973c:48.
1971a:19; 1971b:25; 1972¢:976; 1972f:267; 1973c:48.
1974a:82f.

1974a:79; 1974b:8.

1974a:79; 1974b:8.

1974a:79; 1974b:8; 1974c:345.

1973c: 60.

1971b:25.

1974a:79; 1974b:8.

1973c:47,64; 1977c:282.

1971b:25; 1973c:47,64.

1973c:passim; 1976b:447; 1978a:17; L&R 1975:149.
1971b:25-6; 1973c:passim; 1976b:447; 1978a:18.
1978a:46.

1971b:25-6; 1973c:passim.

NG MEsdorROQUDODZIE"RYDSRRHO DT

aa 1973c:passim.

bb 1973a:86; 1973c:passim; 1976b:447.
ce 1973c:passim.

dd 1973c:59-60.

ee 1973c:61.

ff 1973c:61-62.

gg 1973c:62.

hh 1973c: 62,

ii 1970b:300f.; 1971a:23; 1972¢:983; 1972e:241; 1973a:84.
ji 1978a:23; 1978b:217.
kk 1978b:195.

1 1977a:522-3; 1978a:22,
mm 1973c:64; 1978a:23.

nn 1978a:22.

00 1976¢:175; 1978c:417-8.
PP 1978b:221.

qq 1978a:11,23.

rr 1972f:272,

S8 1971b:26.

tt 1973c: 56.

uu 1973a:passim; 1973c:58.
vv 1973a:84,176.

XX 1974a:199; 1975a:56.,
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1974a:20.
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Cf. Auer and Kuhn (1977:12).

Cf. Lehmann (1976c:173):'"For diachronic syntactic study then we
identify a hierarchy of syntactic characteristics according to
retention. Among the most comnservative patterns are adpositioms,
numerals in the teens, and comparison. Archaic constructions are
also found in pronominal patterns and in derivational formations.'

See Lehmann (1974a:180; 1977a:520; 1978b:198-9) and Lehmann and
Ratanajoti (1975:150).

Cf. Lehmann (1972c¢:985; 1972e:243).
Cf. Lehmann (1973c:49).

Cf. Lehmann (1971a:20,23; 1972¢:989; 1973b:201; 1973c:56; 1975b:
155).

Cf. Lehmann (1972c:989; 1974a:22).
Cf. Lehmann (1970a:passim).
Cf. Lehmann (1974a:22-3).

Cf. Lehmann and Ratanajoti (1975:158-9): 'We may suggest that in
the change of an OV to a VO language the verbal modifiers and com-
plements are first affected, as seems true in the Indo-European
dialects.'



2.0. A CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF WORD ORDER TYPOLOGY

The purpose of this chapter is to analyze a few central aspects
of the typological theory developed by Lehmann. My comments, how-
ever, will apply not only to Lehmann's theory but also to the majority
of other typological theories based on word order. For the most part
I will concentrate on my own thoughts rather than spending a lot of
time merely summarizing the numerous works of others concerning these
topics. Although I will strive after a constructive criticism of the
theory and even propose a few ways of expanding upon the theory,
e.g. with respect to marking/function of word order, there will be a
number of components which will be shown to be in need of a reanal-

ysis, perhaps even withdrawn from the theory.
2.1. Word order as a typological criterion

In §1.6.1. above we have seen that word order is regarded as the
most important process of language by Lehmann. Consequently, in his
book Proto-Indo-European Syntax (1974a) and elsewhere word order
plays the central role - a position that has been recently criticized:

Syntax is now viewed as coterminous with word order, and word order

is reduced to the implicational consistency of the relative order-

ing of dyads (Watkins 1976:305).

Although I would not go so far as to say that word order is the most
important process of language, I do think that Lehmann's emphasis on
word order is warranted especially in light of the fact that it has not
been extensively dealt with in the handbooks and recent theories have
opened up new avenues of research. I think that it is only reasonable

to emphasize any new and previously neglected aspect of grammar even
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to the extent of overemphasis; we must therefore view Lehmann's po-
sition in the proper prespective: he is one of the very first Indo-
europeanists to investigate word order and related patterns in the
Indo-European languages and attempt to reconstruct these for Proto-
Indo-European. He also repeatedly refers to the four processes of
language recognized by Bloomfield, i.e. order, selection, modulation
and modification, all of which are interrelated:
A sentence in PIE is generated by selection of word classes and
inflected subsets of these arranged in various patterns, which
are subject to sandhi changes and delimited by specific patterns
of intonation (Lehmann 1974a:25).
It is now clear that Lehmann recognizes processes of language other
than word order, but he has chosen to concentrate on this one pro-

cess.
2.1.1. Word order as a process of language

Let us now take a look at these processes of language. Sapir, in
his discussion of ’typolog‘y,1 mentions various kinds of difficulties with

earlier typologies, the first of which is the point of view:

When it comes to the actual task of classification, we find that
we have no easy road to travel, Various classifications have been
suggested, and they all contain elements of value. Yet none
proves satisfactory. They do not so much enfold the known lan-
guages in their embrace as force them down into narrow, straight-—
backed seats. The difficulties have been of various kinds. First
and foremost, it has been difficult to choose a point of view. On
what basis shall we classify? A language shows us so many facets
that we may well be puzzeled. And is one point of view sufficient?
(Sapir 1921:122).

In this connection he adds:

More justifiable would be a classification according to the formal

processes most typically developed in the language (loc.cit.126).
These formal processes recognized by Sapir are (a) word order, (b)
composition, (e) affixation, including the use of prefixes, suffixes and
infixes, (d) internal moditication and (f) accentual differ‘ences.2 Al-

though his proposed typology is not based on word order it would be
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justifiable - according to him - to base a typology on word order.
A number of other scholars have also mentioned various processes

of language, among them:

(i) Paul Zum sprachlichen Ausdruck der Verbindung von Vorstel-
lungen gibt es folgende Mittel: 1. die Nebeneinanderstellung
der den Vorstellungen entsprechenden Worter an sich; 2. die Rei-
henfolge dieser Worter; 3. die Abstufung zwischen denselben in
Bezug auf die Energie der Hervorbringung, die stdrkere oder
schwichere Betonung ...; 4. die Modulation der Tonhdhe ...; 5.
das Tempo, welches mit der Energie und der TonhShe in engem Zu-
sammenhange zu stehen pflegt; 6. Verbindungswdrter wie Priposi-
tionen, Konjunktionen, Hilfszeitwdrter; 7. die flexivische Ab-
wandlung der Worter ... Aber auch 2-5 bestimmen sich nicht bloss
unmittelbar sondern sind einer traditionellen Ausbildung fidhig
(Paul $1920:123-124).

(ii) Bloomfield The meaningful arrangements of forms in a lan-
guage constitute its grammar. In general, there seem to be four
ways of arranging linguistic forms. (1) Order ... (2) Modulation
«.. (3) Phronetic modification ... [and] (4) Selection (Bloom~
field 1933:163ff.).

(iii) Jespersen Our task is ended. We have tried to give an
idea of the grammatical structure of the English language as it

is spoken and written in the beginning of the twentieth century,
with occasional glimpses of earlier stages. But it will be well
here to retrace our steps and to give a short synopsis of the var-
ious means used in English for grammatical purposes. < (i) un-
changed word, (ii) stress and tone, (iii) modifications of words
other than those caused by stress, (iv) endings, (v) separate
roots, (vi) grammatical ('empty') words, (vii) word order > (Jes-
persen 1933:374f£f.).

(iv) Fillmore This section will deal with some of the ways in
which deep structures of the type proposed in this essay are con—
verted into surface representation of sentences. The various
mechanisms involve selection of overt case forms (by suppletion,
affixation, addition of prepositions or postpositions), 'registra-
tion' of particular elements in the verb, subjectivalization, ob-
jectivalization, sequential ordering, and nominalizations (Fill-
more 1968:32).

We notice now that word order is generally accepted as a process of
language, but by no one of these authors is there a hierarchy set up

among the different processes. And I think that they would all agree

that the different processes are all essential aspects of the grammar.
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Turning now for a moment to the process of intonation, a recent
study by Seiler (1962) has pointed out some interesting connections
with word order.3 In taking German sentences Seiler has changed the
word order to produce acceptable sentences and investigated the in-
tonational patterns of these sentences. His results were (a) a change
in word order is always accompanied by a change in intonation, and
(b) with the same word order a variation in the intonational pattern
was also possible, but this resulted in a different construction. This
shows then that intonation is just as important a process as word
order, if not more important.

2.1.2. The geographical patterning of word order phenomena

In the preceding sections as well as in the literature on the whole,
word order has been viewed as a parameter of structural typology:
word order is used as a criterion of language classification according
to the structural typological method and not according to the genetic
nor the areal method - see §1.1. above. What I would now like to dis-
cuss is the possibility of using word order as a parameter of the areal
method. Recalling what has been said in §1.1. above, we should keep
in mind the fact that language classes determined by the structural
typological method are geographically discontinuous, whereas the classes
determined by the areal typological method are necessarily geographical-
ly continuous. In the recent studies by Bechert (1974),4 Masica (1974,
1976) and Heine (1975) it has been pointed out that word order defines
geographical boundaries: "It is surface order which patterns areally"
(Masica 1974:155). Before I enter into this discussion, I would like to
mention some criticism made by an anonymous reviewer of a previous
draft of the present book:

Weniger wichtig, aber stdrend, ist die wiederholt gestellte Frage,

ob bestimmte Merkmale 'rein typologische" seien. ... Es handelt

sich dabei um solche Merkmale, deren Verwendbarkeit fiir Zwecke der
arealen Sprachgruppierung sich aufdringt. Nur: typologische und
areale Sprachgruppierungen beruhen beide auf strukturellen Merk-
malen (+ evt. lexikalischen). Das Vorkommen oder Fehlen der Kate-

gorie "Artikel" kann fiir typologische ebenso wie fiir areale Zwecke
von Bedeutung sein. Kurz: ein Scheingefecht.
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Let us now turn to the facts. Bechert points out that if one
transfers the data given in Greenberg's APPENDIX II (Greenberg
(1966:108-109) onto a map of Europe and Northern Asia, one finds a
relatively full representation of the languages in this area - i.e. the
europdische Sprachbund. The two extreme geographical areas reveal
Greenberg's types 1 (VSO/Pr/NG/NA) and 23 (SOV/Po/GN/AN), with
intermediate areas revealing intermediate types:

1: VSO/Pr/NG/NA Celtic languages

9: SVO/Pr/NG/NA Romance languages, Albanian

10: SVO/Pr/NG/AN Icelandic, Dutch, German, Slavonic, Modern

Greek5

11: SVO/Pr/GN/AN Norwegian, Swedish, Danish

15: SVO/Po/GN/AN Finnish, Estonian

23: SOV/Po/GN/AN Finno-Ugric except Finnish group, Altaic,

Yukaghir, Paleo-Siberian, Korean, Ainu,

Japanese.
The important consequence that Bechert draws from this is the fact
that these languages (with the exception of a few "Verwerfungen™)
build a continuous chain from west to east in which the specific types
differ from their neighboring types in only one parameter. The ex-
planation for this geographical distribution of word order types is to
be found in the history of "Sprachbij\nden".6 Masica, in his two
studies on South Asian languages, gives excellent maps7 from which
the different geographical boundaries defined by the various word
order patterns can be seen. Heine as well gives data from the African
languages supporting this view.

I now argue that any one word order parameter, i.e. pre- vs post-
position, AN vs NA, ete., can be viewed as a structural feature of
language. These and other structural features can be used to classify
languages: genetic, areal as well as structural typological classifications
are a/l based upon these structural features. We cannot, however, say
a priori that a given feature can be used for only one method of clas-
sification and not another or even all three: any one single parameter

can be used as a distinctive feature of 2 language class based upon any
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of these methods. But I must now emphasize that this is not the point
that I am trying to make here.

My view is that the language specific patterning of all relevant
word order parameters determines geographical boundaries, and hence
the groups of languages based upon these structural features are to
be regarded as areal classes. Furthermore, this line of thought is not
merely a "Scheingefecht"”, but on the contrary, this will have repercus-
sions for our theory of word order: if, indeed, word order patterning
is to be viewed as structural typological in nature, we would expect
to find a hierarchy of word order features independent of any specific
language. This has not been found,8 and it is unlikely that one uni-
versal hierarchy will be found. If, on the other hand, we view word
order patterning as an areal criterion, then an investigation of a hier-
archy will be superfluous: actually we will not even need to "explain"
why certain patterns should occur with others because they are arbi-
trarily based. When viewed in this manner, the specific word order
patterns cease to be primary constituents of language, and can now
be regarded as variables which are readily changeable or borrowed.
This way of looking at word order patterns accounts for the facts in
a much more rational way than the current theories; it also points out
certain important generalizations which would otherwise be overlooked.
This will, however, render much of the current investigations into the
implicational universals based on word order as irrelevant - this topic
will be followed up in the next section.

Let me close this section by pointing out an interesting passage
in Mallinson and Blake (1981:444):

With language it is common to find that languages grow to become

similar to their neighbours. As a result it is difficult to ar-

rive at a hierarchical typology with a neat set of implicational
rgles. By and 1argez patterns or arrangements can change over
time or be borrowed independently of one another. However, if
the patterns are independently borrowable, which implies they are
an%traFily base@, Fhey are g?od candidates for typological.clas—
sification even if it is difficult to establish clearly defined
types. Any instability in patterns makes them a poor indicator

of genetic relationship and a semsitive indicator of the pres-
sures exerted on language.
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Although I agree with their premise, I do believe that they have drawn
the wrong conclusion: the word order patterns are good candidates
not for structural typological classification, but rather for areal classi-
fication. Perhaps the central point here lies in the fact that the pat-

terns are independently borrowable.
2.1.3. Explanation of the type and exceptions to the type

My aim here is not to enter into a discussion of "explanation in
linguistics” in general, but merely to point out some problems connected
with the explanation of the type and the exceptions to the type; we re-
call the fact that Lehmann refers to his theory as an explanatory syn-
tax. Starting with explaining the type, Mallinson and Blake (1981:393f.)
note three different ways in which this is carried out. The first
method establishes a general principle for the ordering of modifiers and
modifieds; in this connection we immedijately think of Lehmann's prin-
ciple of placement for modifiers and Vennemann's principle of natural
serialization. Mallinson and Blake regard this method as being descrip-
tive, but not explanatory. In the same vein Givon (1979:14f.) refers

to this method as nomenclature as explanation”:

One prevalent practice popularized by ... [linguists] is that of
"explaining"” via nomenclature. It involves the pointing out that
some phenomenon in language is "really XYZ" and therefore its be-
havior can be understood because "that's the way all XYZs behave."
There are two separate facets to this practice. First, if "Xyz"

is a class of phenomena, then indeed what is involved here is the
process of generalization, which is quite a respectable methodo-
logical preliminary in any investigation ... But by virtue of
pointing out that the phenomenon under study is really an Znstance
of the larger class "XYZ" one has not explained the behavior of

the phenomenon, but only related it to the behavior of other mem—
bers of the class. Now, if this is followed by explanation of the
behavior of the entire class "XYZ'", then indeed a reasonable metho-
dological progression has been followed. Quite often, however,
[linguists] "explained"” the behavior of "XYZ'"--either the individual
or the class--by positing an abstract principle which may be trans-
lated as "all XY¥Zs behave in a certain way." The tautological
nature of such a procedure is transparent.

We see then that the basic problem here lies in the fact that one per-

son's explanation is merely a description for another.
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The second method referred to by Mallinson and Blake establishes
some recurrent diachronic development. The examples given by them
show that the explanation of the existence of prepositions or postposi-
tions in a given language is to be explained by the diachronic develop-
ment of these elements. But again they remark that "the second is es-
sentially descriptive and promises to explain the word order type as an
accident of diachronic developments, themselves in need of explanation”
(loc. cit. 393). The third method combines diachronic developments
with difficulties in processing:

Our own feeling is that the word order type is the reflection of

recurrent diachronic developments and some pressures resulting from

potential processing difficulties. The alternative is to see the
modifier-modified principle as exerting a kind of analogical pres-
sure. We are suspicious of this because the items that would play

a part in the proposed analogy are not all alike in an obvious way.

It is not obvious, for instance, that S is a modifier of V as A

is a modifier of N. (loe. cit. 394).

To sum up, the "explanations" usually given for the type are for the
most part merely descriptions of the generalized facts. This, I believe,
is a fundamental problem with approaching word order phenomena by a
purely structural typological means; the areal approach - as pointed out
in the last section - would certainly not entail this problem.

The main objective in typological studies has been to set up gener-
alizations which correspond to the data found in a number of different
languages. In the case of word order typology, the majority of effort
has been directed towards establishing certain implicational universals:
although this had been started long before Greenberg - see e.g. §1.3.
above -, it reached its culmination in his work. One of the important
innovations made by Lehmann and others on Greenberg's original theory
was to interrelate the majority of word order patterns and to impose a
hierarchy upon them. From the very beginning exceptions were found -
not only by Lehmann and Greenberg, but already as far back as Schmidt.
The problem to be tackled now then is to "explain” these exceptions.
There seem to be basically two different approaches to this problem,

one proposed by Lehmann and another by Hawkins.
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In order to account for the patterns attested in the various lan-
guages Lehmann recognizes two areas for exceptions: exceptions can
occur (i) in marked patterns, and/or (ii) in languages undergoing ty-
pological change. Now for some scholars this argument may seem cir-
cular: a pattern is an exception because it is marked, and it is
marked because it is an exception, etc. The theory developed is thus
immune to exceptions and is therefore irrefutable. My personal view
on this matter is that a valid theory should indeed be refutable in
theory, for only in this case can we really determine whether it is cor-
rect or not; theories which are from their very inception irrefutable
cannot be tested and therefore cannot be shown to be correct or not.
In the remaining part of this book I will give Lehmann and the others
the benefit of the doubt and assume that certain aspects can be refuted:
specifically, if we can define marking and language change in such a
way that we can refute at least these parts independently of the rest
of the theory, we will improve upon the theory considerably without
dispensing with it entirely. This means then that if we want to pre-
serve the theory, we must specify in greater detail and in a non-
circular manner what is meant by typological change and marking. An
attempt at this is made further on below.

The second way of explaining the exceptions to the implicational
universals proposed by Greenberg is to refine the original universals
by developing new universals which do not have any exceptions. This
is the course taken by Hawkins (1979, 1980, 1982). We note that
Greenberg was well aware of the fact that the majority of his implica-
tional universals were not exceptionless; this can be seen by his use
of with overwhelmingly greater than chance frequency. Hawkins now
tries to refine these universals in such a way that there are no longer
exceptions. For example, of the SOV languages some exhibit AN while
others show NA, just as the various languages with AN show either
GN or NG. There are, however, no SOV languages with AN which
show at the same time NG. This fact leads him to the following ex-
ceptionless implicational universal:
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(I) If a language has SOV word order, and if the adjective pre-

cedes the noun, then the genitive precedes the noun, i.e.

SOV > (AN o GN) (Hawkins 1980:201).
As I see it, there is one problem with this last course. These refined
universals do not "explain" the facts any more than Greenberg did,
but merely describe the facts available at the present in a more com-
plicated way. They will need readjusting as soon as further excep-
tions are found. It is important to note here that of the 8,000 or so
living languages of the world and the countless languages of the past
and future, only a mere handfull of languages (100 to 200) have ac-
tually been investigated. In chapter four below I will even point out
some shortcomings with the investigation of these few languages. In
short, we cannot regard these refined implicational universals with any
certainty as beeing absolute; there is nothing more offered than a co-
herent description of the facts. I might add here that this process
of generalization is quite a respectable methodological preliminary in
our investigation (cf. Givén loc. cit.), but it should not be considered
as the final resting-place: the motivation for these still needs to be
found.

2.1.4. The function of word order

The majority of work done on word order typology is done with
only one of the original two aims (see §1.1. above) in view, i.e. the
classification of languages. Almost totally neglected, but I believe
much more rewarding, is the investigation and determination of certain
typical mechanisms of language. It is in this area where explanations
will be found and not, as we saw in the last section, in the mere
classification of languages with respect to word order phenomena. It
has, for example, already been pointed out by Sapir (1921:62) that

it is important to bear in mind that a linguistic phenomena cannot

be looked upon as illustrating a definite 'process' unless it has

an inherent functional value.
Although I will reserve my own ideas on the function of word order
until §2.4.ff. below, I would like to point out two very promissing
avenues of approaching this.
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The first approach is typical of the work done on language uni-
versals at the university of Cologne under the direction of Seiler.
The following passage from Christian Lehmann (1973:28f.) sums this
up in a very convinéing way:

Um zu Hypothesen iiber das Funktionieren menschlicher Sprachen
zu gelangen, geniigt es nicht, mdglichst viele Sprachen durchzu-
sehen in Bezug auf die Frage: gibt es dort das Phinomen P oder
nicht? Entscheidend ist vielmehr die Frage: welche Rolle spielt
P in einer Sprache, welche Stellung hat es in ihrem System?
<Solche Fragen stellt Ultan typischerweise dann, wenn es gilt,
Ausnahmen zu erkldren ...; aber das setzt natiirlich voraus, da8
man die RegelmdBigkeiten bereits erklirt hat.> Nur wenn man
solchen Problemen nachgeht, hat man Aussicht, die universalen
Implikationen zu erkldren. Wir miissen daher die genannten Phi-
nomene unter folgenden Gesichtspunkten betrachten:

Eine Wortstellung kann in einem gegebenen semantisch-syntaktischen

Rahmen

(14) das einzige zur Verfiigung stehende Ausdrucksmittel sein oder
neben anderen (segmentalen oder suprasegmentalen) zur Aus-
wahl stehen,

(15) selbstindig sein oder in Konkomitanz mit anderen Mitteln vor-
kommen,

(16) gewdShnlich (unmarkiert) oder ausgezeichnet (markiert) sein,

(17) bedeutungsunterscheidend (distinktiv) oder bedeutungslos
(redundant) sein,

(18) optional oder obligatorisch sein.

Another very useful approach is outlined by Hakulinen (1976:70,142):9

Types of word order

N\
acceptable not acceptable

accepfable in acceptable in deviant
normal language forms of language only

word ofder types fixed word order

that have alternative /‘T“‘*—-——_ﬂh . .
= £ S alternative altérmnative is

6/////*~\\\\\\\\\\\T is poetic ungrammatical
alternati¥es have alternatives have

different, functions same function

differenEE’Z;> A‘EEE?erence is
grammatical pragmatic

speéch thematic
functional
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2.1.5. Conclusions

To sum up the discussion so far, we can first point out the fact
that word order has been regarded as one important process of language
(along with others) as far back as Paul if not further. It has, how-
ever, only recently been investigated in great detail, much of which
was carried out by Lehmann. Although word order is not the most
important process of language, Lehmann's emphasis on this process is
warranted and should, therefore, be viewed in the proper perspective.
Furthermore, as Lehmann's theory now stands, it may entail a circular-
ity in its argumentation. This, I have proposed, can be remedied by
a comprehensive investigation and consequent noncircular definition of
marking and typological change which can then be tested independently
of the type. And finally, we find no conclusive explanation of the
type; we might mention, however, that this was not Greenberg's orig-

10 but it was his task to

inal task to explain the correlations found,
state the generalizations that he drew from the data. This is quite a
respectable methodological preliminary in the investigation of word
order, but nonetheless it remains only the preliminary step. I do be-
lieve that it is now our task to attempt to find explanations for these
correlations. My proposal here has been two-fold: first, many of the
problems could be eliminated if we were to view the patterning of all
relevant word order characteristics as an areal criterion; and secondly,
true explanations of the individual word order characteristics are to be

found in their function.
2.2. Typological characteristics

In §1.6.3. above I have attempted to give a list of all character-
istics attributed to the two language types OV and VO. The purpose
of this section is to show that through the examination of a few specif-
ic characteristics a reanalysis of all of these characteristics is now war-
ranted. I do not, however, propose that all of these are to be rejec-
ted - most are surely able to withstand é reanalysis. But if one or
more characteristics are found not to be directly connected with or de-

rivable from the order of verb and object, then they should not be
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used in subsequent studies as proof of one type or another or of the
change from one to the other type of language. Before starting, let
me emphasize one important aspect of my argumentation. Counterex-
amples cannot invalidate the theory; but my approach is not to simply
give counterexamples. What I attempt to do here is to determine what
the ultimate motivation is for these characteristics. If we find that the
motivation for characteristic X is not directly dependent upon the order
of verb and object, then this can indeed invalidate the theory, and it
is not to be regarded as simply stating counterexamples.

2.2.1. Negative and interrogative markers

According to the theory the negative marker is placed before
verbs in VO languages and after verbs in OV languages (see §1.6.3.
(w) and (x) above). The evidence from the early Indo-European dia-
lects, for example, suggests preverbal position for negative markers
in PIE,11 i.e. VO patterning. But PIE has been reconstructed as an
ov lang‘uag'e.12 How is the placement of negative markers to be ex-
plained then? To answer this question we will have to take a closer
look at negative markers in general. If we examine the specific mar-
kers for negation in different languages we find that some markers are
affixes as in Japanese and Hebrew,13 others are auxiliaries as in Fin-

nish,14 and still others are adverbs as in PIE.15

In fact we even find
negation expressed in a single language by means of a number of mor-
pho-syntactic elements, e.g. in German we find (a) the prefix un-
(un-méglich "im-possible"), (b) the adverb nicht ("no", "not"), (c)
the adjective keiner ('no one", "none"), (d) the interjection nein
("no!"), etc. We see then that what has been done by the generaliza-
tion resulting in this typological characteristic - and we may add a
number of others - is the subsumation of a number of morpho-syntac-
tic elements under one semantic category. Now in this particular case
the generalization is not warranted. Although affixes, auxiliaries and
some other elements, when used to express negation, do exhibit the
order proposed by the 'placement principle', the adverb (and other

elements) is not governed by this specific characteristic, but by an-
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other, i.e. §1.6.3.(d) above, cf.:

If in a language with dominant SOV order, there is no alternative
basie order, or only OSV as the alternative, then all adverbial
modifiers of the verb likewise precede the verb (Greenberg 1966:

80).1®
According to this last principle, adverbs are placed preverbally in OV
languages and postverbally in VO languages. This contradicts the pat-
terning proposed by the negation characteristic.

I would now like to propose two different solutions to this pro-
blem. The first, in effect, modifies but still preserves the theory;
it may suffice for the classification of languages along the current lines.
Here the negation characteristic would be eliminated from the list of
typological characteristics; the order of negation would merely follow
from the other characteristics involving the specific morpho-syntactic
element in question, i.e. adverb (cf. §1.6.3.(4d)), affix (ii), auxiliary
(r), adjective (m), etc. My ultimate proposal here is to replace some
(if not all) typological characteristics involving a semantic category (e.
g. negation, interrogative, reflexive, causative, etc.) by character-
istics involving the corresponding morpho-syntactic means of expres-
sing these semantic categories (e.g. adverb, auxiliary, pronoun, af-
fix, ete.). If this is not done, we will have not only a number of
competing characteristics for one and the same element, but also an
arbitrary mixture of syntax and semantics.

My second proposal follows the approach of the Cologne Univer-
sals Project (see the passages from Christian Lehmann in §2.1.4. above
and Seiler in §3.5. below). I would, accordingly, not ask whether
negation is expressed in the language or not (if yes then Neg+Verb
in VO and Verb+Neg in OV), but rather, what roéle does negation play
in the language, and what position does it occupy in the system. This
would then be followed up by erecting an Aristotelian bi-dimensional
system in which the semantic category of negation would be placed on
the 'categorical axis' and the various morpho-syntactic means of expres-
sing this category on the 'categorematic axis'. On this last axis we

will find a number of different elements, cf. e.g. Dezsd's remarks on
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interrogative sentences in Hungarian:

Interrogative sentences are characterized by peculiar accentuation
rule, apportioning stress to a nominal element, or to an inter-—
rogative pronoun, but very often to the verb (Dezsd 1982:130).
We would then analyze the interrelationships and functions of these
means. It is on this axis that word order will find its place along with

a number of other processes.
2.2.2. Tense markers

The problems pointed out in the last section concerning negation
are more evident when it comes to the semantic characteristic of tense
markers. The placement of these markers have already caused trouble
which has resulted in the postulation not of the expected order (i.e.
verb + modifier/qualifier in OV languages and modifier/qualifier + verb
in VO languages) but of the opposite order:

Tense markers in VO languages are often suffixed to verbs, much as

person, gender, and number markers are placed in part after verb

roots in Hebrew. ... The post-verbal placement of tense markers
is especially prominent in languages which place their subjects
before verbs (SVO) rather than after verbs(VSO). E.g., when the

IE languages were changing from OV to VO structure, tense came to

be marked by suffixes (Lehmann 1973c:59-60).

Since, however, a large number of exceptions have been found, it has
consequently been assumed that "expressions for tense follow idiosyn-
cratic patterns" (Lehmann 1974&:17).17
Keeping in mind what has been said about negative markers in §2.2.1.
above, let us now take a closer look at these markers. To express
tense different formal means are employed in the various languages,
three of which seem to be the most common:

(i) Affixation as in Turkish,18 Japanese,19 and PIE20 - here we
must also distinguish between prefixes (e.g. the Sanskrit
augment g- and reduplication) and suffixes (e.g. the Sanskrit
future suffix -sya-),

(ii) Auxiliaries as in English will go and other languages,21 and

(iii) Adverbs as in Old Indic present tense with the adverb puré
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to express the past ’cense.22

Accordingly, when the semantic category tense is expressed through an
auxiliary or through prefixes in VO languages and suffixes in OV lan-
guages, the formal means employed will appear preverbally in VO lan-
guages and postverbally in OV languages. If, on the other hand, ad-
verbs are employed for this expression, or even prefixes in OV lan-
guages and suffixes in VO languages, then the resulting order will
deviate from the order proposed. This means then that unless we can
predict a priori that a certain formal means will be used to express
the semantic category of tense - and I do not think that we can do
this - the order of elements here will have to follow from a number of
different elements, e.g. adverbs, prefix, suffix, auxiliary, ete. I

am, therefore, inclined to subtract this characteristic from the list.
2.2.3. Adpositions

One of the most important typological characteristics is that of the
existence of either pre- or postpositions; the term adposition is em-
ployed to cover both of these elements. In the first chapter we have
already noticed that this specific characteristic was used by Weil and
Schmidt for the classification of languages and by Greenberg as one of
the three parameters for his basic order typology. In the generaliza-
tions made by Lehmann, Vennemann and others, prepositions correlate
with VO (VX)patterning and postpositions with OV (XV) patterning.
The motivation for these correlations has been given by Lehmann
(1974a:15) as follows:

For typological purposes ... prepositional/postpositional construc-—

tions are to be regarded as verbal. In ... these constructions

a constituent governs another constituent in wmuch the same way

as a verb governs an object. Accordingly in their underlying

pattern of arrangement the ... constructions verb-object ... and

preposition (postposition)-object are identical.
In a recent article (Andersen 1979) I have shown that the existence of
pre- or postpositions does not directly correlate with VO and OV pat-
terning respectively. I would now like to reargue this position.

First of all, there are a number of preliminary problems that I
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would like to point out before entering into the discussion of the moti-
vation of adpositions. The first problem concerns not only adpositions
but also a number of other categories as well: there are a number of
cases where it is extremely difficult to determine what an adposition is
and specifically to distinguish adpositions from case endings - see Kahr
(1975:23ff.) for a relevant discussion. Secondly, there are some lan-
guages which do not possess this category:

Most Australian languages have neither prepositions nor postposi-

tions. Languages like Estonian and the Australian languages can

thus be judged irrelevant, rather than counterexamples, to gener-

alizations about prepositional versus postpositional languages
(Comrie 1981:85).

Thirdly, there are not only languages with either prepositions or post-
positions (or neither), but also languages with adpositions which can
be manifested as pre- or postpositions (e.g. Finnish kohti taivasta and
taivasta kohti 'towards the sky') as well as languages with pre- and
postpositions used in the same construction (e.g. German um Ulm herum
'‘around Ulm', or um Himmels willen 'for heaven's sake'). This then
means that odposition is not an exhaustive criterion for language clas-
sification along current lines, nor that we have here a binary criterion.
What we do, in fact, have is a criterion with various possibilities: (a)
+Po, (b) +Pr, (c) Po=Pr, (d) Pr+Po, (e) 9. Some languages may even
employ combinations of these possibilities.

Let us now take a closer look at the motivation of adpositions. It
is a well known fact that adpositions derive historically from a number
of other elements:23

(a) adpositions from nouns According to Tauli (1958:15f.):

Most pre~ and postpositions are former nouns with a concrete mean-

ing. Postpositions are most often former nouns, to a smaller ex-~

tent verbal nouns. ... The syntagm noun + postposition was former-

ly noun (determinant [attribute]) + noun (determinatum). E.g.

Finnish pojan kanssa 'with the boy', according to P. Ravila, meant
formerly '(als) der kamerad des knaben'.

This shows then that one possible origin of adpositions is a head noun
in a construction composed of a modifier plus head noun:
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poja-n kansa—ssa24 develops into poja-n kanssa
boy-GEN company-IN boy-GEN with
'in the company of the boy' 'with the boy'.

The nominal origin of these adpositions in Finnish is clearly indicated
by the fact that possessive suffixes - which are attached to nouns, e.g.
talo 'house', talo-ni 'house-my' = 'my house' - are also attached to these
adpositions: minu-n kanssa-ni

I-GEN with-my = 'with me'.

(b) adpositions from verbs Kahr (1975:33) points out two dif-
ferent possibilities here:

There are two basic types of verb-derived adpositions, those which

are derived from participles and those which develop directly from

serial-verb constructions.
Examples of participles (and verbal adjectives in general) are very com-
mon, attested in examples such as the English prepositions regarding,
concerning, following, etc. The development from verbs in serial-verb
constructions can be demonstirated by the following hypothetical con-
struction:

! give John receive book which gets reinterpreted as

I give John to book 'l give to John a book'.
To these two possibilities we can add at least a third: adpositions de-
rived from gerunds. Examples of this development are found in San-
skrit:

NP(ACC) + adaya 'having taken X' > 'with X',

NP(ACC) * uddiSya 'having shown X' > 'for X',

NP(ACC) + arabhya 'having begun X' > 'since X'.
Notice that this development from verb to adposition represents the
general direction, but there are some exceptions to this rule, cf. e.g.
English 'to down a beer’', 'to up and die', etc.

(¢) adpositions from adverbs The last common source of adpo-
sitions to be discussed here is an adverb. In Finnish there are a
number of adpositions taking NPs in the partitive case which occur

either as prepositions or postpositions:
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kohti taivasta = taivasta kohti
towards sky(PART) sky towards = 'towards the sky',
pdin kived = kived pdin

towards stone(PART) stone towards - 'towards the stone'.
In these examples the adposition (kohti/pdin) was originally an adverb
and the partitive was governed by the verb as a 'partitivus respectus’
(cf. Sadeniemi 1943:42; Hakulinen 1979:501,fn. 1056). This same devel-
opment is taking place in English as can be seen from the following ex-
amples:

(i) to kick the door down and to kick down the door,

(ii) three times over and over three times,

(ili) to see through g thing and to see g thing through,

(iv) His untimely death was a loss to music the world over.

Now the essential point of my argument is not merely to show that
adpositions develop from other elements (ecf. Mallinson and Blake 1981:
385), but that the relationship between word order patterning and ad-
positions is not straightforward.

(d) case I: modifier plus noun Given a construction modifier
plus noun (realized either as M+N in OV languages or N+M in VO lan-
guages) two different developments are possible and attested: (a) the
head noun can develop into the adposition resulting in Po in OV lan-
guages and Pr in VO languages, or (b) the modifier can develop into
the adposition resulting in Pr in OV languages and Po in VO languages.
Notice that these are not merely counterexamples to the theory: the
word order typology (we assume) correctly predicts the original order
of modifier and noun, what it cannot predict is whether or which of the
two elements will develop into the adposition.

For examples of this case let us first turn to Old Indic, a language
revealing OV patterning. Here we should expect to find only postposi-
tions in accordance to the typological theory; but already Delbriick
(1878:47; 1888:470 f.) pointed out a number of 'unechte Praepositionen’,
i.e. adpositions that appear as prepositions and not, as we should ex-

pect, as postpositions. It was the attestation of these prepositions
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(along with a few other patterns) which led Lehmann and Ratanajoti
(1975) to their conclusion that the later Brahmanic language was chang-
ing from OV patterning to VO patterning. In Andersen (1982a), how-
ever, it has been shown that there was no shift in the word order
patterning in Old Indic. The explanation of these prepositions along
with the OV patterning in Old Indic can be found in their origins:

Die unechten Praepositionen gehen dem Casus vorher. Es kommt dies

wohl daher, dass die meisten derselben die Bedeutung des Casus

viel stdrker und individueller modificieren, als die meisten echten
Praepositionen (Delbriick 1888:21).

In fact, a method had to be evolved for endowing the nouns in a
sentence with a substitue for case and this was very soon done by
grouping with them substantives which were themselves inflected.

From the time of the Rgveda, beside antdh (Av. antars, Lat. inter),

we find antara, which is the instrumental of dntara- (Av. antaro)

and has therefore originally the force of 'in the inner part'.

But antara goes with the accusative like antdr (which also admits

the locative) and accordingly cannot be said to govern the substan-

tive (Bloch 1965:158).2%°
We see then that Delbriick's 'unechte Praepositionen' have all generally
developed from the pattern modifier + noun which follows from the
theory for OV languages. It is, however, not the head noun that de-
velops into the adposition, but on the contrary, it is the modifier which
does so. As Bloch and Delbriick pointed out, these prepositions did not
originally govern the noun, but were used to modify the noun (or case).
Notice that these prepositions are employed in conjunction with NPs in
the accusative, ablative, locative and instrumental case, but not with
NPs in the genitive case. This clearly shows that these prepositions
have developed from modifying elements in an OV language which, ac-
cording to the theory, are preposed.

Another example of this development is found in Finnish which
originally had OV patterning throughout, but recently borrowed the
surface order SVO while still preserving the older OV patterning else-
where. In addition to numerous postpositions taking NPs in the genitive
case, cf.:

X(GEN) léhelld 'mear X', from /dhi 'meighboring',
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X(GEN) vieressd 'beside X', from vieri 'side',

X(GEN) kanssa 'with X', from kansa 'people' (originally 'company'),
and numerous other adpositions, which can be employed as either pre-
or postpositions (see case II below), there are a few adpositions taking
NPs in the partitive case which are employed as prepositions:

ilman X(PART) 'without X', from i/ma 'air',26

kohden X(PART) 'in the direction of X', from kohta 'poin‘c',27

ennen X(PART) 'before X', from ensi 'first'.28
These prepositions originally merely modified the NP in the partitive
case and hence are preposed in accordance with OV patterning. The
underlying development can be seen in the following pairs of examples:

soda-n  keske-lld = keske-lld sota-a

war-GEN middle-IN middle-IN war~-PART

'in the middle of the war',

vuode-n alu-ssa = alu-ssa vuot-ta

year-GEN beginning-IN beginning-IN year-PART

"in/at the beginning of the year‘.29
In both expressions we originally have the word order modifier +
modified: in the first examples the modified noun has developed into
a postposition (keskelld/alussa) taking a NP in the genitive (sodan/
vuoden); in the second examples it is the modifying noun originally
modifying a NP in the partitive case (sotaa/vuotia) which develops into
a preposition. This shows then that in a consistent OV language which
preposes nominal modifying elements, not only postpositions but also
prepositions can develop. The starting point or motivation in each
case is, however, the same: modifying + modified.

(e) case ll: pre- and postpositions from adverbs As we have
already seen in (c¢) above, adverbs are a common source for adposi-
tions. We also have seen that adverbs are not governed by the same
principle which governs the pre- or postposition of modifying nominal
elements. They are very often free to be placed in various positions
within the sentence (with consequent shifts in meaning or emphasis):

according to the theory they can be placed anywhere before verbs in
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OV languages and after verbs in VO languages. My claim now is that
within a consistent OV or VO language which has this freedom in the
placement of adverbs, both pre- and postpositions can develop. As a
first example of this let us take a look at a number of adpositions in
Old Indic which have derived from PIE adverbs or preverbs (P).
These comprise the oldest layer of adpositions in Old Indie: 4nu,
antar, abhi, Gpa, pari, etc. Let us now recall the fact that in PIE
there was a tendency to place these adverbs or preverbs at the begin-
ning of main clauses and the verb (V) at the end (tmesis):

(i) #P...V#,
whereas the proclitic variant tended to be used in subordinate clauses:
" &y 30
(ii) #...PV#.

I assume that the preverb was originally governed by the verb because
its position in the sentence is dependent upon the verb: if the verb

is accented (in subordinate clauses), then the preverb is proclitic,
otherwise it is in initial position. Originally then, the preverb/adverb
modified the verb in PIE, and when an object was used in conjunction
with a verb together with its preverb it was governed by both:

(iii) O+(P+V): RV 3,39,5 - gé anugman "They followed the cows"
Subsequently, the preverb/adverb - especially when separated from the
verb - could have been felt to belong closer to the object (O) than to
the verb:

Was die Verbindung mit Casus angeht, so ldsst sich aus dem Sanskrit

besonders gut nachweisen, dass der Casus urspriinglich zu der mit

der Praeposition innerlich verbundenen Verbalform trat, und dass
erst allmihlich sich ein engeres Verhdltnis zwischen Casus und

Praeposition entwickelte (Delbriick 1888:432).

Hence these adverbs/preverbs develop into adpositions:
(iv) (P+0)+V: RV 1,113,13 - dnu dyun "every day",
(v) (O+P)+V: RV 3,35,8 - pathya énu "along the roads".

The construction in (iv) originated in #PO...V# and the one in (v)

31

in#...0OPV#. Thus we find both prepositions and postpositions in the
Rigveda - an OV language - not motivated directly by the "placement

principle”. Notice, however, that the later preferred order N+Po takes
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time to establish.32 The recent studies by Masica (1974, 1976) on the

areal patterning of word order phenomena in South Asia suggest that
the determining factor for the subsequent choice of postpositions over
prepositions may very well be due to influence from neighboring lan-
guages which have postpositions, thus supporting my claim that the
word order patterns should be regarded as areal criteria in language
classification. This development of adverbs (preverbs) in the IE dia-
lects is summarized by Szemerényi (1968:24) as follows:

Thus the so-called prepositions were at first, and partly even in

historical times, independent adverbs. The IE noun, with its

clear morphology, was quite capable of expressing the various re-
lations intended by the speaker. At the most, an adverb could

be added to define the meaning of the case-form more specifical-

ly. The accusative, e.g., could originally be used to denote

the goal, a use that in Latin survives with names of cities and

small islands (Romam, Cyprum) and with a few nouns (domum, rus).

But the meaning could be specified: <n urbem 'in the city —-— in-

to (it)', ad urbem 'to the city -- towards (it)', etc. Soomer

or later, however, the adverb became an integral part of the ex-—

pression, the position of the adverb became fixed -- usually

before the noun, hence the name preposition —— and the meaning

of the case form became weakened: in the new synchronous state

this meant that a preposition required a certain case~form of

the noun, the preposition governed the case.

Further examples of this development can be found in Finnish.
Here we find a number of adpositions occurring as either pre- or post-
positions which have developed from adverbs, cf. not only the examples
given in (c) above with kohti and pdin but also:

yli  tie-n = tie-n yli

over road- ACC road-ACC over ‘over the road’,

lapi piha-n = piha-n ldpi

through yard-ACC yard- ACC through 'through the yard'

(cf. Hakulinen 1979:501, fn. 1056).

Again we find pre- and postpositions derived from adverbs which were
free to be placed in various positions within the sentence - i.e. before
or after nouns occurring preverbally in OV languages and postverbally
in VO languages - in consistent languages.

Notice now that varying positions of adverbs quite often correlate
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with different meanings or shifts in emphasis and hence the difference
in meaning in the following pairs of examples:

English: to see a thing through - to see through a thing.

Old Indie: c’zsamudr‘ét 'bis zum Meer hin' - samudrédé 'vom

Meere her' (Delbriick 1888:452).
Old Indic: varam 5_ 'nach Belieben' - é_ varam 'besser als'
(Grassmann 1873:1217-1218).

To sum up, we can now draw the following conclusions. Concer-
ning the typological characteristics, one should differentiate between
primary constituents (such as nouns, adjectives, genitives, adverbs,
etc.) and secondary constituents (such as adpositions) which develop
diachronically and syntactically from the primary constituents. Now
the theory may correctly predict the word order in primary constitu-
ents, but it cannot predict whether secondary constituents will de~
velop nor the resulting word order if they do develop: the motivation
for the word order in the secondary constituents is to be found in the
order of primary constituents from which they originate. Therefore,
since it has been shown that the "placement principle" itself is re-
sponsible for both pre- and postpositions in some consitent languages,
I am inclinded to subtract adpositions from the list of characteristic
elements of typological systems. Adpositions can then be used in sup-
port of one or another typological patterning only if the original con-
struction from which they developed has been determined.

Before going onto our next characteristic I would like to point out
one severe problem with the reconstruction of adpositions in PIE. Re-
cently Friedrich (1976:469) has reconstructed prepositions for PIE with
the following argument:

This leaves us with a long-term drift from a frequency rule for

postposing in Vedic, to a htgher frequency in Classical Sanskrit

(but not an obligatory rule at all), to the strong (albeit not

rigid) postposing of the Modern Indic languages. The long-term

diachrony points toward a greater degree of preposing as we go
back toward PIE.
The fundamental flaw in Friedrich's argumentation should now be quite

evident: if we go back in time we do not - as Friedrich believes -
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reach a state where only prepositions are to be found - thus giving
evidence of VO patterning -, but on the contrary, we will reach a
state where an equilibrium between pre- and postpositions is to be
found, or specifically a state where PIE adverbs are relatively free to
be moved around within the sentence. It has been these PIE adverbs
which developed into the oldest layer of adpositions in the older IE
dialects.

2.2.4. Assimilation

It has been stated that if assimilation occurs in VO languages it
will be anticipatory (or regressive) - i.e. AB assimilates to BB - and
in OV languages it will be progressive - i.e. AB assimilates to AA.
In Pali, a Middle Indic language with OV patterning, we find both
kinds of assimilation:

(a) anticipatory assimilation

(i) attha- ("interest") from Old Indic artha-,
(ii) kakka- ("a precious stone”) from Old Indic karka-,
(iii) phassa- ("touch") from Old Indic sparsa-,
(iv) ayya- ("venerable") from Old Indic arya-, etc.
(b) progressive assimilation
(1) takka- ("whey") from Old Indic takra-,
(ii) missa- ("mixed") from Old Indic misra-,
(iii) assa- ("horse") from Old Indic asva-,
(iv) tassa ("his") from Old Indic tasya, ete.

Since Pali is an SOV language we should expect only progressive
assimilation but not both progressive and anticipatory assimilation.
The exceptions cannot be explained as due to a typological change -
the Indic languages have been consistent SOV languages sinces:tihe

And

these exceptions cannot be readily explained as being marked. What

earliest Old Indic texts and continue to be up to the present.

is then the answer to this problem?
Recent studies in Natural Phonology have shown that the sounds
of a language can be arranged hierarchically according to the degree

of sonority. It has also been shown that assimilation of consonants
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from different hierarchical levels progresses along the hierarchical
axis. For Pali the following hierarchy has been established:

stops > s >nasals >1 >v >y > r‘.34
The consonant lower on the hierarchy (toward r) assimilates in all
features to the consonant higher on the hierarchy (toward stops).
Now if the consonants are of equal rank in the hierarchy, the assimil-
ation is usually regressive (the first assimilates to the second). Gen-
erally it can be assumed that the sonority hierarchy is language spe-
cific, but in cases where the consonants are of equal rank the direc-
tion of assimilation is usually regressive regardless of the language
type. This fact has already been noted by Kent (1936:258):

An examination of many examples of assimilation and dissimilation

of consonants shows that the natural direction of the influence

is regressive; I have attributed this to the fact that the
thought of the speaker is ahead of his utterance, which tries to
overtake the thought, but only at the expense of confusion in the
order or the nature of the sounds uttered.

There are, now, some factors which can influence assimilation
processes, i.e. the position of stress and morpheme boundary. Notice
for example, that the final consonant of the Pali verbal prefix ud- as-
similates to the inital consonant of the verb root: ud + kanthati >
ukkap.thati "o long for" , ud + tarati > uttarati "to come out of
(water)". The initial consonant of the suffix -ta- of the past partici-
ple, on the other hand, assimilates in some cases - e.g. sudh + ta-
> suddha- "purified" - in other cases it is the final root consonant
which assimilates to it, e.g. ad + tg- > attg- "assumed". Another
problem which is not solved by the theory is reciprocal assimilation,
e.g. (Pali) labh + ta- > laddha- "attained", nis + kamati > nikkhamati
"to go forth from", etc.

The conclusion to be drawn here is that the direction of assimila-
tion is dependent upon factors other than the word order patterning
of the particular language in question. In other words, the typolog-
ical characteristic of assimilation should be subtracted from the list
of typological characteristics.
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2.2.5. Gapping

For some languages we have no difficulty in determining the word
order patterns; for others, however, the mere determination of VO or
OV for clauses has proved to be an evergreen problem. A case in
point is German with VO in main clauses but OV35 in subordinate
clauses. Recently Ross (1970) proposed a theory which would enable
one to determine the underlying word order of languages according to
the direction of gapping. When sentences with the same verb (V)
are conjoined, all but one of these verbs can be deleted leaving only
subjects (S) and objects(O) which are not repetitious. If it is the
first verb which is retained the process is termed forward gapping
(FG), if it is the last verb it is termed backward gapping (BG):

SVO + SVO + .., + SVO = SVO + SO + ... + SO (FG).

SOV + SOV + ... + 80V = SOV + 80 + ... *+ SO (FG).

SVO + SVO + .., + SVO = SO + SO + ... + SVO (BG).

SOV + SOV + ... + 80V = SO + 8O + ... + SOV (BG).
EXAMPLES
English: [ ate fish, Bill ate rice, and Harry ate roast beef.

= | ate fish, Bill rice, and Harry roast beef. 36

Japanese: Watakusi wa sakana o tabe, Biru wa gohan o tabeta.
I (Prt) fish (prt) eat, Bill(prt) rice (prt) ate
= Watakusi wa sakana o, Biru wa gohan o tabeta.
I (prt) fish (prt),Bill(prt)rice (prt) ate
'T ate fish, and Bill rice' - literally: 'I fish, and Bill
. , 37
rice ate'.
Ross then goes on to investigate the relationship between gapping and
word order which led to the following principle to be added to the
theory of grammar:
If a language has SOV order in deep structure, it is a VERB-FINAL
LANGUAGE: its grammar can contain no rule which moves verbs to the
left, nor any rule of the form ...

(...A. X 38
1 2 = 0 2+1) (Ross 1970:258).

Taking a look at German he notes that main (VO) clauses gap forward,
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subordinate (OV) clauses gap in both directions. Applying his prin-
ciple, he concludes that German is an underlying (S)VO language.

In Lehmann's theory this principle of gapping has been general-
ized to mean that OV languages gap backwards as in the Japanese
example above and VO languages forward as in the English example.39
Subsequently, the language of the éatapathabréhmana is shown to be
no longer an SOV language like the Rigveda but is on its way to
changing from SOV to SVO patterning because it exhibits only for-
ward gapping:

athaitad  barhir anusém asyati  paridhinsca (SB 2.6.1.47)

then that straw thereon he-lays paridhis-and

'"Then he lays the sacrificial straw thereon and also the paridhis'

(Lehmann and Ratanajoti 1975:153).

A closer examination of this language, however, reveals examples of
backward gapping:

katham nu tad aviram katham ajanam syad

how now this void of heroes how destitute of men can-be

'How can this [ place] be void of heroes, how can this be desti-

tue of men?' (SB 11.5.1.4.).

Similar contradictory patterns have led others40 to a reanalysis of the
gapping principle and it was subsequently withdrawn by Ross (1973:
419,fn. 16) himself:

See Ross (1970) for the argument, which had to do with the direc-

tionality of Gapping. Since I wrote this paper, a number of ex—

celent studies of gapping have appeared, and several investigators
have concluded independently that there are arguments showing that
the identification of forward and backward gapping, assumed with-
out proof in Ross (ibid.) and central to the conclusions reached
there, could not, in fact, be maintained. And all facts derived
from the original theory (which was that no OV language can ever
become VO) could be accounted for equally plausibly on alterna-
tive hypotheses.

Even though the theory has been withdrawn by Ross, it is still used

in proving and disproving statements on word order patterning, es-

pecially by Friedrich,41 Lehmann?? and Heine.‘]‘3 Gapping must there-

fore either be given up as a typological criterion, or studied in greater
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detail44 before it can be properly used in word order typology.

2.2.6. The penthouse principle

In the last section we saw that Ross attempted to determine the
underlying word order45 of various languages and especially German
by means of the principle of gapping. He was, however, forced to
withdraw this theory, but not without proposing a new theory, i.e.
the penthouse principle:

(1) The Penthouse Principle

More goes on upstairs than downstairs.

When we tear ourselves away, however reluctantly, from this
metaphor, and turn to Linguisties, defining upstairs as 'within
independent clauses”, and downstairs as "within subordinate
clauses", we can recast (1) slightly more prosaically as

(2) No syntactic process can apply only in subordinate clauses
(Ross 1973:397).

The main points of this new theory which will be of importance to us
are the following.

(38) Possible surface orderings of constituents

a. Some languages are strict OV [= Object(s) + Verb], or
verb-final, languages-e.g., Japanese (almost), Hidatsa
(almost). ...

b. Some languages are OV downstairs, but VO [Verb + Ob-—
ject(s)] upstairs-e.g., German.

c. Some languages are VO everywhere-e.g., English (almost).

d. No languages are OV upstairs and VO downstairs.

How can we explain the gap in (38) - the absence of type d
languages, which we might term Upside-Down German (UDG)?

The precognitive will already be inkling that it has some-
thing to do with the Penthouse Principle. The connection is
this: it would appear that VO order must be produced by some pro-
cess which obeys (2). If this is true, then (39) follows.

(39) The underlying order in German is OV, with the main clause

VO order being produced by an upstairs~only verb-fronting
rule.

If the underlying order in German were VO, as I concluded
the last time I looked at this evergreen question [Ross 1970],
then it could easily be changed into the impossible UDG by an
upstairs-only rule which made treetop clauses verb~final.



Critical Analysis of Word Order Typology 55

However, if all clauses in German were underlyingly OV, then
the observed surface order could be produced by an upstairs-only
rule that moved the verb in treetop clauses to second position.

(40) Conclusion: German is underlyingly OV.

If we stay with the problem of making UDG impossible via the
Penthouse Principle, then we see that (40) is just a corollary of
the more sweeping (41):

(41) Hypothesis: All languages are underlyingly OV (Zoc.cit.

407-408) .

Now my aim here is not to disprove the penthouse principle, but
rather to take a more critical look at the data used to solve the or-
iginal problem, i.e. the generally acknowledged fact that German has
SVO word order upstairs while SOV downstairs:

There are, however, examples of splits where no such ready solu-

tion is forthcoming. A classic example is from German, which

has the word order SVO in main clauses but SOV in subordinate
clauses:

Der Mann (NOMINATIVE) sah den Jungen (ACCUSATIVE)
'The man saw the boy.'

Ich weiB, daB der Mann den Jungen sah.

fI  know that the man the boy saw]

'T know that the man saw the boy.' (Comrie 1981:83).
In this last example from Comrie we find the following word order in
the subordinate clause:

Subordinate conjunction + SOV,

This is, however, not the end of the story but only the beginning.
If a subordinate conjunction, for example, is not present, we will find
the word order SVO in these subordinate clauses:
Er sagte, Hans liest das Buch (cf. Cole 1974:10).
'He said, Hans reads the book.'
Very often we will find the verb in the conjunctive in these cases:
Main clause: Er trinkt Wein. (8SVO)
Sub. clause: Er sagt, daB3 er Wein trinkt. (Conj. + SOV)
Sub. clause: Er sagt, er trinke Wein. (8SVO)
Furthermore, if the subordinate clause without a subordinate conjunc-

tion precedes the main clause, we find the word order VSO (cf. Cole
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loc. cit.):
Sind mehrere Objekte in einem Sat:z vorhanden,
are several objects in a sentence present,

so koénnen sie in verschiedener Reihenfolge stehen.

then can they in various orders stand

'If there are several objects present in a sentence, then they

can stand in various orders.'

Trinkt Fritz Wein, so schlidft er ein.

drinks Fritz wine, then sleeps he in

'If Fritz drinks wine, then he will fall asleep.'

We will even find VSO word order in contrary-to-fact subordinate
clauses:

Er tat so, als hdtte er von all dem nichts gewusst.

he did so as had he from all this nothing knew

'He did, as if he knew nothing of all this.’

It should now be clear that, contrary to the opinion of many typolo-
gists, German does indeed reveal a number of word order in subor-
dinate clauses:

(i) Subordinate conjunction + SOV,

(ii) S8VO, and

(iii) VSO.

In Ross' terminology we should therefore view German as being an
Upside-Down German language.

Of course the ultimate problem that we are faced with here is
whether word order belongs to the deep structure or to the surface
structure. For those who have viewed word order as a deep struc-
ture phenomenon, there seem to be two main difficulties. First of all,
Givon (1979:42) correctly points out that

One of the consequences of this abstract approach to "deep univer-

sals" which do not manifest in actual attested utterances, has

been a rash of papers on the typology of "underlying word-order."

In such a vein, Bach (1970) could claim that Amharic——one of the

most rigid SOV languages on record-—was really, "underlyingly" a

VSC language, among other things because of the historically fro-~

zen VSO order of the pronominal elements around the verb. Simi-
larly, McCawley (1970) could claim that English—-one of the very
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few relatively-rigid SVO languages on record--was really, "under-
lyingly," a VSO language. Similarly, German was at various times
claimed to be "underlyingly" an SOV language, with the SVO--V-
second syntax of the main clause transformationally derived, or
alternatively a V-second-SV0 language underlyingly, with the SOV,
historically frozen order in subordinate clauses transformation-
ally derived. 1In this fashion, syntactic typology, rather than
being a matter of fact, became a matter of economy, simplicity,
and various ingenious ''proofs.”
Secondly, if we follow the most current work in Extended-Standard-
Theory (cf. Chomsky 1982) we find that the difference between "deep
structure"” and "surface structure" is getting smaller and smaller all
the time. These new developments render much of the work on the
deep structure word order of the 1970's obsolete. The alternative
approach, and I might add the one that I adhere to, is that word

order is a surface structure phenomenon.

2.2.7. Conclusions

The preceding sections have, I hope, shown that all of the typo-
logical characteristics need to be reanalyzed. These characteristics
have been, no doubt, valuable for us, but they remain, as I pointed
out in §2.1.5. above, only the preliminary step in our investigation.
In our further investigation of these characteristics the following
points should be kept in mind.

First of all, there should be a distinction made between different
semantic categories such as negation, interrogation, reflexifization, re-
ciproci'cy,46 etc. and the specific formal means of expressing these
categories such as adverbs, suffixes, auxiliaries, etc. In making this
distinction we notice that the 'placement principle' is directly concerned
with the formal means and not the semantic categories. Accordingly,
the list of typological characteristics should be rewritten to include the
formal means but not the semantic categories.

Secondly, a further distinction should be made between primary
formal means such as genitives, adjectives, adverbs, etc. and second-
ary formal means such as adpositions which evolve from the primary
means. Again the 'placement principle' is directly concerned with the

primary formal means and only when the primary means from which the
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secondary means have developed are known can these secondary means
in specific cases be used for typological purposes. I might add, how-
ever, that even here we will still have numerous problems to solve re-
garding these primary formal means. These problems start with such
basic terms as subject, cf. among others the various papers on this
problem in Li (1976) and Mallinson and Blake (1981:121ff.) -- remem-
ber that Vennemann and Lehmann (in his earlier works) operate with-
out a subject (cf. §1.6.2. above). Mallinson and Blake (1981:123ff.)
have also pointed out some of the problems with the object. We even
find that some languages, such as Hixkaryana, do not possess the
grammatical category adjective, cf. §3.3.2. below for a further dis-
cussion of this category. Furthermore, should we really regard the
following two constructions as representing one formal category, i.e.
genitive: (a) the dog's tail, (b) the tail of a dog? Semantically they
are comparable, but morpho-syntactically they represent two different
construction types. These are just a few of the problems that will be
encountered in our further typological research of the typological
characteristics.

Thirdly, there are some primary formal means, suc¢h as adverbs,
which are not governed by the 'placement principle' to the same ex-
tent as the other primary means. Specifically in the case of adverbs,
they are placed before the verb in OV languages according to the
theory, but their exact position in the sentence is not prescribed.

In other words, they can occur sentence initially, preverbally or any-
where between. Perhaps we should make a distinction here between
the linear order of constituents and the placement of elements.

Finally, a reanalysis of the characteristics with the addition of
more data may show that the proposed order was prematurely arrived
at. In such a way the characteristics may either need to be modified
or eliminated. In this connection we have discussed assimilation and
gapping. We can also refer to a number of other studies including,
among others, Miller (1979) for teens (cf. §4.2.2. below), Bennett
(1979) for Greenberg's universal 23 concerning proper and common

nouns, Christian Lehmann (1873) for interrogative sentences, and
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concerning relative clauses not only Comrie (1981:131ff.) who shows
that there are indeed three basic types of relative constructions with
respective orders, but also Christian Lehmann's (1979) outstanding
contribution to our understanding of the relative clause. I would
also like to mention Christian Lehmann's (1974) work on Greenberg's
universal 14 concerning conditional clauses and his approach to such

universals.
2.3. Placement of modifiers

It is generally assumed that there are only two different possibil-
ities for the placement of modifying elements, i.e. either modifying +
modified or modified + modifying. But as far back as the middle of
the last century other possibilities have been recognized:

Every time that several words concur to express an idea we can

distinguish, by examining carefully the syntax, four or even

five different ways in which words can be arranged (Weil 1978:70).
The first two ways spoken of here are the ascending construction47
(i.e. modifying + modified) and the descending cons‘cruction48 (i.e.
modified + modifying) -- see §81.2.2. above. The other ways distin-
guished by Weil will be the topic of the following paragraphs.

2.3.1. Compound

We may add as a fifth form the cases where the words which are
used to express an idea are joined into a single word. It is
true that a compound is not properly speaking a fact of syntax;
and yet it is not wholly foreign to our subject, because the same
ideas which in one language are expressed by compound words are
sometimes rendered in another by groups of words (loe. cit.:70).

His example for this type is the following:
The poet-musician who irstructed a Greek chorus for their imposing
festivals was called YopoSu8donaroc . The idea is expressed
in the most perfect unity by a compound and continuous word (Zoc.
eilt.:71).

For Weil there are basically two different types of compounds:

one in which the determinative part precedes the part that is
determinéd or limited, (Twypdwog, ignivomus, beau-frére,
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Blumenkrone) and the other in which these relations are reversed
(d{Yaomig, créve-coeur, Taugenichts) (loe. cit.:72).
Today we would distinguish between more than just these two types
of compounds.49 But even here the connection of the various types
of compounds and their relationship to word order typology has been
discussed by Lehmann (1969; 1975b).

2.3.2. Enclavement

When the complement is followed by the word qualified and prece-
ded by a word which is indissolubly bound to it we shall call it
the order of enclavement or inlocked comnstruction (loe. eit.:70).

Weil gives the following example of this construction using the same
elements as in his example for compound:
If we wished to distinguish the two ideas which are fused in the
compound word, preserving at the same time the unity of the con-
ception, we should use the form of the enclave. 'It is not
necessary that we should put in the same rank him who bears the
expense of the representation and him who teaches the chorus.'
In Greek we should express this about as follows:
Tév €ig TAV Yopnylav Sanovdvia odn eig ThHV adINV
TAELY 8el 1ol xopol &iLbaoudiwt.
The complement ToU ¥opoD is enclosed between the substantive
S518a0ondAwL and its article (Zoe. eit.:71).
In other words, in the construction
BL Tol xopol SL6aoudiwt
the of the of chorus teacher
art. art. noun noun
DAT GEN GEN DAT
the modifying element (100 xopol - of the chorus) is placed within
the modified element (tT&HL Sidaoudiwe.- to the teacher) which is com-
posed of two members, i.e. the article (T®.) and the noun ( &1.8c0-
udAwL) . Thus this construction differs from the ascending construc-
tion, which in this case is exemplified by the following example:
'We can predict the success of a chorus, if we know the musical
talent of him who instructs it.'

IporéyoLg &v mde dywvielTar & xopde, el Tol xopod TdHV
Sibdonarov yvolng uovoiufic dnwe &xel (loc. eit.:71).



Critical Analysis of Word Order Typology 61

In this last example the genitive (1008 xopol - of the chorus) pre-

cedes the noun in the accusative with its article (tdv 8&u8douarov -

the teacher). The enclavement construction also differs from the de-

scending or analytical construction as exemplified by the following:

... to give an example of the descending or analytical construc-
tion, one might reply to the question: What is the chorodidas-
calus? by

"AAAS gavepdy  8TL ein &v & SLbdonarog Ttol yopol, O¢
adtd 1o Svoua dnrotl. (loe. cit.:71).

Here we find the opposite order, namely, noun with article followed

by the modifying genitive with its article.

2.3.3. Hyperbaton

When the complement is separated from the word next to which the
rules of syntax require it to be placed, by another word or by
several words which constitute part of another syntactic group,
we have what we may call the dispersed construction: let us how-
ever retain for it the name which it has always borne, namely,
hyperbaton (loc. c¢it.:70).%°

Using the same noun and modifying genitive as in the examples for

compound and enclavement above, Weil gives the following example of

hyperbaton:

If we wished to make very prominent one of two ideas and to pass
lightly over the other we should only have to separate more the
elements of the group by making use of the fifth construction,
namely the hyperbaton:

el Tdv 6L8douarov yvolng 1ol yopoD Snwg €xer mepl
wovoiuhe Isic!] (loe. cit.:71).

Here the genitive is separated from the preceding noun by the inter-

mediate verb yvoling.

2.3.4. Explanatory appositive

What distinguishes these five forms of expression from each other,
I make haste to add, is not simply the more or less close con-
nection between ideas placed in relation to each other; there are
slight shades of another kind. ... But we have not yet exhausted
all the constructions so remarkably varied which are at the dis-
posal of the Greek language. The ingenious use which this lan-
guage makes of the article gives it a sixth form, that of the
explanatory appositive, which, considered in relation to the con-



62 Word Order Typology and Comparative Constructions

nection of ideas, can be placed between numbers two (i.e. ascen—
ding construction) and three (i.e. enclavement). In this form
the article is repeated as & &uL8A&ouarog 6 Tol Yopol (loc.
ett.:71-72).

In the last example the article of the noun is repeated after the noun

and placed before the genitive with its article.
2.3.5. Seiler 1960

In the preceding paragraphs we have seen that a language like
Classical Greek distinguishes six types of arrangement between a mod-
ifier and its modifying element and not just two as is generally as-
sumed in current word order studies. But even within one arrange-
ment pattern an intonational shift as well may change meaning or em-
phasis as is shown in Seiler (1960).

By setting up the same arrangement bdse Hunde ('bad dogs')
but varying the intonational patterns four types can be distinguished:

(a) bése Hunde

(b) bbse Hunde

(c) bbse Hunde

(d) bébse Hunde.

The intonational pattern in (d) is used to signal that there are other
members of the same set (i.e. Hunde) which are not bdse. In other
words, bdse Hunde stands in opposition to nicht-bése Hunde such as

gute Hunde, tréue Hinde, sanfte Hunde, ete. ol

The pattern found
in type (a), on the other hand, is of a completely different nature.
In this case the members of the set are all entities which are bése
and characterized by those specific entities which are also Hunde.
Here bdse Hunde stands in opposition to bdse Nicht-Hunde, such as
bdse Katzen, bdse Tiere, bdse Ménschen, etc.52 The other two pat-
terns (b) and (c) are neutral with respect to the distinctions made
by the previous two types.

This study shows that even in a seemingly simple construction con-
sisting of a noun and a preposed adjective at least three distinct con-
structions can be differentiated through intonation. In other words,

in some languages the word order alone may not be sufficient for the
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correct analysis of certain constructions.
2.3.6., Conclusions

The preceding paragraphs indicate, on the one hand, that in
some languages there are more possibilities for the arrangement of
modified and modifying elements than merely modified + modifying or
modifying + modified, and, on the other hand, with the one order
adjective + noun different intonational patterns can lead to different
constructions. This means then that it may be oversimplifying mat-
ters considerably to say that languages have either the order GN/AN,
NG/NA or both. In some cases more possibilities are available, in
other cases, the order of genitive (or adjective) and noun is not suf-
ficient for the ultimate identification of the construction in question.
In this context 1 would also like to meation that Comrie (1981:137ff.)
differentiates three different types and respective orders for relative
clauses: (a) the prenominal type in which the relative clause pre-
cedes its head, (b) the postnominal type in which the relative clause
follows its head, and (c¢) the internal-head type in which the head
actually occurs inside the relative clause. Comrie (foc. cit.:91) also
points out another problem which belongs here, i.e., the failure to
distinguish modifiers which are expressed as separate words from those
which are expressed as affixes. As an example he mentions that in
many OV languages possessors (i.e. separate words) precede their

head nouns, whereas the possessive affixes are suffixed.
2.4. Marking

Let us now recall that Lehmann has made two qualifications to his
'placement principle', the first of which, i.e. marking, will be the
topic of this section. In §1.6.4. above we have already pointed out
the fact that Lehmann regards marking as being achieved through a
change in word order, a special intonation or the use of particles.
Prior to 197853 a change in word order for the purpose of marking
was equated by Lehmann with initial position, an idea going back to
Delbriick:
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Without discussing Delbrilick's further treatment of marked order,
we note that he in general identifies initial position as char-
acteristic of marked elements in the clause (Lehmann and Ratana-
joti 1975:152).5%"

Final position, however, has also been recognized as a marked posi-

tion by other linguists:
He (i.e. a speaker) will always tend to pronounce first what is
most actual to him; and, on the other hand, he may sometimes on
purpose — more or less consciously =~ hold back an idea so as to
produce a greater effect if its appearance is prepared in the
right way. There are thus two emphatic places, first and last
(Jespersen 1933:99).5%

In fact, Weil has even argued that a word can be emphasized (marked)

by a change in word order within the clause:
If it is necessary to strongly emphasize a word, place near it
another on which the sense does not require you to put any em-
phasis. Thus the emphatic word, even when placed neither at the
beginning nor at the end of the sentence, will have an advanta-
geous position, for the emphasis is enhanced by the repose of
emphasis that accompanies it (Weil 1978:101).

I would now like to enlarge upon this notion of marking and its re-

lation to word order in the following section.
2.4.1. Markedness

The notion of markedness was used for the first time in Prague
school phonology in the context of the problem of neutralization and
the archiphoneme.56 The following is an attempt by Jakobson at a
general over-all definition of this notion:

The general meaning of a marked category states the presence of

a certain property A; the general meaning of the corresponding

unmarked category states nothing about the presence of A and is

used chiefly but not exclusively to indicate the absence of A

(Jakobson 1957:5).°%7
Through subsequent research different characteristics of marked and
unmarked features have been found to exist. So, for example, Green-
berg (1966b:13-24) mentions the following characteristics of unmarked

phonological features:
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(a) the appearance in internally conditioned neutralizatiom,

(b) higher frequency, 58

(¢) simple as opposed to complex,

(d) greater variety of subphonemic variationm,

(e) its connection with the implied feature in universal im-
plicational statements of phonology, and

(£) its connection with a concept of basicness.

If we turn to morphology we can mention Zwicky (1978:130-137) who

distinguishes the following seven senses of morphological markedness:

(a) material markedness,
(b) semantic markedness,
(c) implicational markedness with three subsequent predictions:
(i) 1implicationally marked forms will tend to show fewer
irregularities than implicationally unmarked forms,
(ii) marked categories will tend to show more syncretism,
(iii1) marked categories will tend to show more defectivation,
more gaps or missing forms, than unmarked categories,
(d) abstract syntactic markedness — expressed as:
(i) inherent lexical marks,
(ii) marks of obligatory morphosyntactic categories,
(iii) marks established by agreement rules,
(iv) marks established by government rules,
(v) marks positioned by attachment rules,
(e) productive markedness,
(f) stylistic markedness, and
(g) statistical markedness.

For recent work on syntactic and pragmatic markedness we can men-
tion Givén (1979:67ff.). The most useful approach to markedness for
our purposes here, I believe, is offered by Enkvist (1977:9-11):

To begin with, a general taxonomy of the different uses of the
terms 'marked' and 'unmarked' member of an opposition might look
like this, if arranged from the more formal to the more impres-—
sionistic types of definition:

(i) Markedness as a concept correlated with the use of formal
markers in a description of a language. The marked member
of the opposition is the member which has a marking feature
which is absent from the unmarked member. Such marking
features may be
(a) phonological ...

(b) morphological ...
(¢) syntactical ...
(d) 1lexical®? ...

(ii) Markedness as a concept correlated with a distribution pat-

tern: a wide distribution suggests less marking, a restric-
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ted distribution more marking ...

(iii) Markedness as a concept correlated with objective frequency
counts: the least marked structure is that member of an
opposition which occurs most frequently in a suitably se-
lected corpus of text.

(iv) Markedness as an intuitive concept ...

The usefulness of this approach lies in the fact that it enables us to
choose a formally marked entity over all other types of marking -- es-

pecially number (iii) -- see my comments in §4.5. below.
2.4.2. Parameters affecting word order

In another paper (1976a:9-11) Enkvist addresses himself to the

relation between formal syntactic markers and word order:

As a general principle it might be assumed that languages making

more use of formal markings and congruence are freer to use word

order for tasks other than the expression of basic syntactic func-

tions such as the syntactic roles of constituents within the

clause or sentence. But these 'other tasks' ought to be speci-

fied rather than loosely dismissed as instances of free variationm,

vague 'stylistic effects' or the like.®® ...

In the light of such considerations, word order appears to be af-

fected by a number of different parameters:

- expression of modalities (statement, question, etc.)

- difference between clause types (main clause, subordinate
clauses)

- expression of basic syntactic functions such as subject, ob-
ject etc., and of the scope of operators and modifiers

- expression of thematic ordering (functional sentence perspec~
tive) determined by text strategy in terms of parameters such
as given and new

- expression of focus, motivated by propositional presupposi-=
tions; this is linked with emphasis and special structures
such as cleft

~ weight of constituents (the principle of end-weight), and

- expression of iconic cohesion.

An examination of the effect of these parameters on the word order

in a specific language will, therefore, lead to the distinction between
marked and unmarked order in the language in question. Such an
investigation of word order will necessarily entail an analysis of word
order not only in /solation but also in context. It is this specific area
where many problems are to be found in current word order studies:

glthough sentences in isolation may indeed give us the impression of
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a totally free word order, when viewed in their respective contexts
we find that the variations very often correlate to pragmatic func-
tions.62 In the following sections each of these parameters will in

turn be investigated.
2.4.2.1. Expression of modalities

The expression of different modalities (statements, questions,
imperatives, etc.) can affect word order or, alternatively, word order
can function in distinguishing statements from questions ete. It
should be noted that intonation as well may play a réle in such dis-
tinctions whether alone or in combination with either a change in
word order or the use of other syntactic elements. But for our pur-
poses here the phonological aspect will be left out of consideration.

Two common means of distinguishing statements from questions
are (a) word order inversion and (b) the use of special question par-
ticles.63 In English, for example, inversion can be used, whereas in
Finnish a question particle (-ko/-ké) can be used:64

(i) English: We are going home.

Finnish: Menemme kotiin.
(ii) English: Are we going home?
Finnish: Menemmeko kotiin?65
Consequently Finnish is able to use inversion (i.e. a change in word
order) where English must use an additional morphological element,
e.g. in differentiating definite from indefinite:
(iii) Finnish: Auto on kadulla.
English: The car is in the street.

(iv) Finnish: Kadulla on auto.

English: There is a car in the street. 66
In this connection it would be interesting to find out all possible for-
mal means used in making such distinctions and their connection to

basic word order patterns or other typological features.67

Turning back to the guestion of the basic word order pattern,
in accordance with Jakobson's definition we can now consider the word

order used in expressing statements as basic/unmarked in comparison
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to the order found in questions, if we consider this change in word
order as an additional formal element parallel to the usage of parti-

cles in other languages.
2.4.2.2. Difference between clause types

The next parameter mentioned by Enkvist is the effect of clause
types (i.e. main vs. subordinate clauses etc.) on the word order.
What Enkvist had in mind68 in proposing this parameter was the dif-
ference in the position of the negative adverb (inte 'mot') in Swedish
sentences such as:

(a) Elvira reser inte till Mexiko. (Main clause)

Elvira travels not to Mexico.

(b) Jag vet, att Elvira inte reser till Mexiko. (Subordinate)
I know that Elvira not travels to Mexico.69
In the first example, a main clause, inte is placed after the verb
(reser), whereas in the second example, a subordinate clause, inte
is placed before the verb.

This parameter is especially evident in German where main declar-
ative clauses show the basic sentence pattern subject + verb + object
(SVO), and subordinate clauses introduced by conjunctions very often
show the order subject + object + verb (SOV), cf. §2.2.6. above:

(e) Er trinkt Wein. (SVO)

He drinks wine.
(d) (Er sagte, daB} er Wein trinkt. (SOV)
(He said, that) he wine drinks.
In English, on the other hand, this specific distinction in word order
is not made in subordinate clauses.

According‘ly, one can consider the order found in main declara-
tive clauses in German as basic/unmarked and the order in subordi-
nate clauses -- when this differs from main clauses -- as marked
through a formal syntactic element, i.e. word order (and perhaps a
subordinate conjunction).

Let us now take a look at the following Finnish examples (cf.
Karlsson 1876:73):
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(e) (Me) Idhdemme Helsinkiin illalla.
we go Helsinki-to tonight
'We will go to Helsinki tonight.'
(f) Meké Iéhdemme Helsinkiin illalla?
'Are WE going to Helsinki tonight?'
(g) Ldhdemmekdé (me) Helsinkiin illalla?
'Are we going to Helsinki tonight?'
(h) Helsinkiinkd (me) Idhdemme illalla?
'Is it Helsinki that we are going to tonight?'
(i) Illallako (me) Iéhdemme Helsinkiin?
'Is is tonight that we are going to Helsinki?’
These examples show that in main interrogative clauses it is possible
to place any element at the beginning of the clause with the interrog-
ative suffix (-ko/-kd). But notice that in indirect (subordinate) in-
terrogative clauses this variation is no longer possible:
() En tiedd, ldhdemmeké Helsinkiin illalla.
NEG-18g know
'l don't know if we will go to Helsinki tonight.'
(k) *En tiedd, Helsinkiinké Iéhdemme illalla.
(1) *En tiedd, illallako Iéhdemme Helsinkiin.

Finnish thus supports the 'penthouse principle' (§2.2.6. above); the
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basic/unmarked word order is, accordingly, to be found in the sub-
ordinate clause here. But the data given above allows us to go one
step further: there are certain pragmatic features formally expressed
by (a change in) word order in main clauses which are not available
in subordinate clauses. It is this functional aspect of word order

here that I believe deserves to be investigated in more detail.
2.4.2.3. Expression of basic syntactic functions

Word order may distinguish between different functions of consti-
tuents within the clause and sentence; so that for instance in
English, a noun phrase preceding a transitive verb is usually
interpreted as a subject, a noun phrase following a transitive
verb as an object (Enkvist 1976a:8).

This parameter will most likely play a more important réle in those lan-
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guages which do not make an overt morphological distinction between
these constituents. So for example German, Latin, Sanskrit and other
languages which differentiate between the nominative and accusative
will not have to rely on this parameter:

(a) German: Den Hund schldgt der Junge.

the dog hits the boy

'It is the dog that the boy hits.’
But even in these languages one must fall back on word order for the
interpretation of sentences where the distinction might not be made,
e.g., in German where there is no distinction made for feminines and
neuters in the nominative and accusative:

(b) German: Die Tochter kliBte die Mutter.

the daughter kissed the mother

'The daughter kissed the mother.’
In this example there is no morphological distinction between the nom-
inative and accusative, both die Tochter and die Mutter can be inter-
preted as either nominative or accusative. Here the word order dis-
tinguishes between the two functions?1 We may, therefore, propose
that the nominative and accusative are distinguished through formal
morpho-syntactical elements, i.e. either case endings, particles, word
order or other means. Consequently, the order in sentences where
word order alone distinguishes between nominative and accusative is
to be taken as basic/unmarked.

Furthermore, we can point to numerous examples where a certain
word order is restricted to a specific grammatical category and hence
may also function (either independently or together with other ele-
ments) in distinguishing such categories. Dezs6 (1982:243) shows,
for example, that aspect and word order are related in Hungarian:’i’2

For the transition from type SOV to type SVO, for example, the

change in the nature of aspect in Finno-Ugric languages may have

played an important role. In Hungarian, which is at a transitory
stage of this change, the basic word order SOV cannot be used
w%th pérf§ctive Yerbs, s0 worq order SVO_must be'resorted.to,
since it is applicable both with perfective and imperfective

verbs. The role of aspect can also be observed in other languages
with two alternative types of word order, but it does not neces-
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sarily mean a relationship between a given aspect and a given
word order (for instance, perfective aspect and SV0O), but,
rather, it means that until the aspect gets morphologically
fixed, the word order also contributes to its expression.

2.4.2.4. Expression of thematic ordering

As scholars of the Prague school and many others have emphasized,
word order is also used to signal the arrangement of information
within the clause or sentence ('functional sentence perspective',
thematic order in terms of theme and rheme or topic and comment,
and focus) (Enkvist 1976a:10).

Just as in the preceding sections we have noticed that either a formal
element -- a word, particle, affix, etc. -~ or word order (or both)
were used for the expression of certain grammatical functions, so here
too we may note that there are some languages which mark thematic
elements through particles (i.e. separate words) and others which
must rely on word order. A necessary prerequisite, however, for in-
vestigations of thematic ordering is a stringent definition of terms such
as 'theme', 'rheme', 'topic', and 'comment'. The clearest and most
useful definition of these terms is, I believe, given by Enkvist (1976b:
63-64):

By topic I mean a constituent which (a) occurs at the very begin-
ning of the clause, being preceded only by connectives and con-
junctions; and which simultaneously (b) can be regarded as having
been moved up front from some other, less marked, position, and
(c) does not tolerate any other fronted constituent next to it-—
self (i.e., a clause can have only one topic). A comment is, cor-
respondingly, a clause-final constituent similarly moved into
clause-final position. A theme, on the contrary, is (if we de-~
fine it positionally) the first part of the clause up to, and
sometimes including, the verb ... The theme may consist of a
number of subthemes: thematic adverbials (or adverbial themes),
noun phrases, etc.; if there is a topic (that is, if the front-
most constituent is the result of topicalization, meaning the
kind of fronting movement specified above), the topic is part of
the theme. Topicalizations and commentizations merely move con-—
stituents about, without changing syntactic relations. Themati-
zations and rhematizations (that is, the operations leading to
choice of theme and rheme, respectively) may on the constrary
change syntactic relatioms: they include choice of subject (in-
cluding passivization), subject and object raising, extraposition,
tough movement, and other comparable operations. ... As to func-
tions: the theme-rheme and topic~comment systems adjust thematic
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perspectives, help to comnect the sentence with its textual and
situational environment, and serve text strategy. The theme is
usually 'what the sentence is about' and often contains old ('con-
textually bound') information. The rheme often contains new in-
formatior_l, .with the most important new element in final or com-
ment position.
Topics and comments are, accordingly, to be regarded as elements
which have been moved from ‘'less marked' positions within the clause
into initial (for topics) or final (for comments) position. Where there
has been such a change in word order the resulting word order is to
be viewed as exhibiting a marked pattern.

Let us now recall the passage (Weil 1978:29-30) cited in §1.2.1,
above. The neutral unmarked Latin word order used to express
'Romulus founded Rome' would be

(a) Romulus Romam condidit.

Romulus would 'then be the theme and Romam condidit the rheme.

Since this is an unmarked word order, we will not find a topic nor a
comment in this specific sentence. From the work by Li and Thompson
(1976) on 'subject prominent' and 'topic prominent' languages, we know
that some languages are primarily governed by syntactic considerations,
e.g. Latin -~ we don't need topics in every Latin sentence --, other
languages, e.g. Chinese, are primarily governed by pragmatic con-
siderations; hence in such languages most sentences (if not every)
must have a topic. Turning back to 'subject prominent' Latin, we see
that in Weil's first sentence

(b) Idem Romulus Romam condidit.

Romulus is topicalized, but since it is already in initial position it must
be additionally marked here by the deictic pronoun idem. Romam con-
didit remains the rheme. Weil's second example

(¢) Hanc urbem condidit Romulus.
has urbem ( = Romam) as the topic marked by hanc, and Romulus as
comment in final, postverbal position. Similarly, in the third example

(d) Condidit Romam Romulus.
condidit has been topicalized (without additional marking) and Romulus
is commentized.
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Let me exemplify these thematic terms on German sentences. Our
first example will be a neutral active sentence:

(e) Der Junge sieht den Hund. (8VO)

The boy sees the dog.
Here we see that der Junge was chosen as theme (=subject) of the
sentence and den Hund as rheme. If we would choose 'the dog' as
the theme, this would result in the choice of a passive cons’truction:73

(£) Der Hund wird von dem Jungen gesehen. (SVO)

The dog IS by the boy seen

'The dog is seen by the boy.'
Topicalization and commentization can now be applied to both of these
examples:

(g) Den Hund sieht der Junge. (OVS - topicalization)

(h) Von dem Jungen wird der Hund gesehen. (OVS - topic)
These examples show that theme and rheme result in various con-
structions, whereas topicalization and commentization do not change
constructions but merely move elements to the front or the back of
the sentence.

In the following example from Old Indic prose, we find a topic
(manave), which has been moved up front together with a topic mar-
ker (ha vai):

(i) SB 1,8,1,1: manave ha vai pratah udakam

Manu-to TOPIC in the morning water

a jahrur.

they brought

'In the morning they brought Manu water.'
The unmarked order would be:

an pr‘5taly manave udakam a jahrur.

In this sentence, which is the very beginning of an important myth
concerning Manu, Manu is topicalized, thus indicating that, although
he is not the theme of this specific sentence, he is the topic of the
entire passage.

For examples of commentization let us take a look at the early

Middle Indic inscriptions of A&soka. In Andersen (1980a) I have shown



74 Word Order Typology and Comparative Constructions

that the unmarked/basic word order in these inscriptions is SOV. We
find, however, numerous passages in which there are elements follow-
ing the verb, i.e. amplified sentences; these are all due to the pro-
cess of commentization, see Andersen (1982c) for details.

() RE VII A: ... lajane viharayatam ... nikhamisu. (SOV)

Kings pleasure-tours they used to set out
'The Kings used to set out on pleasure tours.'

(k) RE VHI C: se devEnampiye pivadasi laja ... nikhamitha
and King ASoka he set out
sambodhi. (SVO)

'And King Aéoka set out on a Sambodhi (tour).'
Example (j) exhibits the unmarked order SOV, whereas (k) shows the
marked SVO order, with a commentized object: sambodhi occurs for the
very first time in the text at this passage, and therefore it is com-
mentized in accordance with Enkvist's definition ' ... with the most
important new element in final or comment position' (Enkvist 1976b:64).

To sum up, we see that our task in investigations of word order

can be stated as follows:

The normal pattern must be identified, and thereupon the patterns

used for marking and other special processes, such as topicali-

zation (Lehmann 1978a:36).
This will, accordingly, lead to a distinction between marked and un-
marked pdtterns and, at the same time, involve a functional analysis
of word order.

2.4.2.5. Expression of focus

Focus is marked by special prominence through stress, intonation
and paralinguistic devices; by clefts; or by both clefts and spe-
cial prominence ... Focus mechanisms also mark new information,
or correct information that has been wrongly received (focussed
form—words such as articles or prepositions usually indicate cor-
rections, a focussed verb or focus-carrier do indicates asser-
tiveness or insistence). Such markings are indicated particular-
ly when there is new information in a part of the sentence (the
theme or front part of the rheme) which is usually reserved for
old information. That kind of emotive emphasis which gives spe-
cial prominence to individual constituents or sentence elements
also comes under focus (Enkvist 1976b:64).
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The following examples show how focus can be expressed in English:
(a) phonologically (through stress and intonation)
CHARLIE gave Jane the apple.
Charlie GAVE Jane the apple.
Charlie gave JANE the app/e.74
(b) syntactically (through cleft sentences)
It was Charlie who gave Jane the apple.
It was Jane who was given the apple by Charlie.
It was the apple that was given to Jane by Charlie.75
(c) both
IT WAS Charlie who gave Jane the apple.76
Consequently, when a change in word order (alone or with other de-
vices) is used to express focus, this order is to be regarded as a
marked order. When we turn our attention to older languages where
we have no spoken records, we find, on the one hand, that it is dif-
ficult (if not impossible) to determine the stress and intonation pat-
terns, on the other hand, we could expect to find focus expressed
syntactically or through particles:
It is difficult to make any positive statements about emphasis in
a dead language; there are however certain indications from which
we may safely draw conclusions (Weil 1978:88).
In the following passage from Old Indic prose we find two differ-
ent means employed to express focus:
(d) SB 6,1,2,11: se urdhvebhya eva pranebhyo devan
he upper-from pcl. vital airs-from gods
asrjata. ye <a>vaficah prands
he created which lower vital airs
tebhyo martyah prajha.
these-from mortal creatures
'From the upper vital airs he created the
gods, and it was the lower vital airs, from
which (he created) the mortal creatures.'77
The first sentence uses the focusing particle eva, the second, on the

other hand, uses a cleft sentence. The particle eva is, by the way,



76 Word Order Typology and Comparative Constructions

not restricted to any specific position within the sentence as can be

seen in the following examples:
(e) SB 1,6,3,10: tasmad u ha- enam indra eva jaghana.
therefore and him Indra FOCUS he slew

'And therefore it was Indra who slew him.'

) SB 6,2,1,3: tam u vai prajapatir anv- eva- ecchat.
him and TOPIC Prajapati after FOCUS he
searched

'And him Prajapati still searched after.'
In this last example eva even separates a preverb from the main verb.
The following example from ASoka shows one of the important
functions of focus:
(g) RE IV D-E: esa amne ca bahuvidhe dhammacalane
this other and manifold practice of morality
vadhite.  vadhiyisati ca- eva
promoted he will promote and FOCUS
dev5nampiye piyadaso laja dhammacalanam
King ASoka practice of morality
imam.

here

'This and manifold other practices of morality are

promoted. And King A&oka will ever (continue
to) promote the practice of morality here.’
In IV E the focussed verb vadhayisati indicates assertiveness, as
Enkvist pointed out. Notice that in these examples from Indic, a
fronted element can be the result of either topicalization or focus; in

each case, however, there will be a different pragmatic function.
2.4.2.6. Weight of constituents

The 'principle of end-weight' suggests that shorter elements pre-
cede longer, weightier elements. Various linguists have proposed dif-
ferent terms for this principle such as Beauzée 'the law of the grow-
ing members', Behaghel 'Gesetz der wachsenden Glieder', Jespersen
'the principle of relative weight', and Ross 'heavy noun phrase shift.’

78
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Beauzée (1767:1I,65), for example, formulated his principle in the fol-

lowing way:
De plusieurs Compléments qui tombent sur le méme mot, il faut
mettre le plus court le premier aprés le mot completd, puis le
plus court de ceux qui restent, & ainsi de suite jusqu'au plus
long de tous, qui doit étre le dernier. 'Par ce moyen, dit M.
de Gamaches (Dissert. sur les agrém. du langage Part. I. Edit.
de 1718), ceux qu'on met aux derniéres places ne se trouvent
éloignés du terme modifié que le moins qu'il est possible.'’?

The best known formulation of this principle is, however, Behaghel's
'Gesetz der wachsenden Glieder' (Behaghel 1909:139):

So bildet sich unbewuBt in den Sprachen ein eigenartiges rhyth-

misches Gefiihl, die Neigung, vom kiirzeren zum ldngeren Glied

iiberzugehen; so entwickelt sich das, was ich, um einen ganz knap-
pen Ausdruck zu gewinnen, als das Gesetz der wachsenden Glieder
bezeichnen méchte.

Numerous examples of this principle can be found in languages
around the world, but let me start with a remark by Comrie (1981:84)
concerning the order of adjectives in English:

Although adjectives and relative clauses are similar conceptually,

and indeed hard to separate from one another in some languages

(e.g. Malay), in many languages they differ in word order: English

is AN but NRel, for instance. In English, moreover, many heavy

adjectival phrases have the same order as relative clauses, as in
people fluent in three languages. This suggests that in charac-
terizing languages as AN or NA, preference should be given to the
order of simple adjectives than to that of more complex adjectival
phrases.
We also know that in French an adjective may be placed before or after
its noun; just one of the principles governing this placement is word
order: monosyllabic adjectives precede polysyllabic nouns, whereas
polysyllabic adjectives follow monosyllabic nouns.81 Even in Panini's
grammar of the Sanskrit language (ca. 500 B.C.), it is stated (II,2,
34) that in dvandva compounds the member which has fewer vowels is
placed first; so for example gr7§ma—vasantau 'summer and spring’,
kanya-kumarau 'daughter and son', ete. For an example of the 'prin-
ciple of endweight' in Old Indic prose see §4.4.2.1, (c) below.
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The 'principle of end-weight' may, when employed, be responsible
for producing an otherwise non-conforming typological pattern which in
turn will be regarded as marked.

2.4.2.7. Expression of iconic cohesion

A further principle affecting word order is 'iconic cohesion',
that is, the repetition of patterns which leads to isomorphism
between different constituents of a clause or sentence, or be-
tween different units of a text (clauses, sentences, paragraphs,
etc.; in poetry, lines, stanzas etc.). As a stylistic device,
iconic cohesion is particularly common in artistic (for instance
'balanced') prose and in poetry. In metrically regular poetry
for instance, the needs of phonological iconicism (metre, alliter-
ation, rhyme, cadence) often interact with word order and lead
to the use of 'poetic' word order patterns not commonly used in
other kinds of communication (Enkvist 1976a:11).%2

An example of this parameter is noted by Watkins (1976:307):

Word order may serve a purely iconic function, as in the following
Umbrian example:

(1) Clauerniur dirsas herti Fratrus Atiersir ...

Clauerni dirvsans herti Frater Atiersiur ...
'The Clavernii are required to give to the Atiedian brothers ...
The Atiedian brothers are required to give to the Clavernii ...’

Maintaining the relative order of the Clavernii and the Atiedian
brothers, but switching the case marking of subject and indirect
object tells us just what the relative position of the two groups
was in the social hierarchy.
The following example of 'iconic cohesion' comes from 0Old Indic prose:
(a) SB 6,1,2,26: ... tena eso <a>gneh pita ...
thereby he Agni's father
... tena etasya- agnih pita ...
thereby his Agni father
'... thereby he is Agni's father ...
... thereby Agni is his father ...’
There is now another principle that should not be separated from 'icon-
ic cohesion', i.e. 'chiasmus'. Here we find a cross arrangement of
X . 83
symmetrical parts of discourse:
(b) English: A superman in physique,

But in intellect a fool.
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(c) Finnish: pienemmdt hevosen pdadtd
smaller horse's than head
pddtd ihmisen isommat (Kalevala XIV:319-320).
than head man's larger
'Smaller than a horse's head,
than the head of a man larger'
(d) Homeric Greek A T: 'A'cpsl",ﬁng e &vaE avdphdv
son of Atreus and lord of men
kot dlocg TAxLAAEDC
and heavenly Achilles
'the son of Atreus, the lord of men,
and the heavenly Achilles.'
In (d) we find the order noun + attribute followed by attribute + noun.
(e) 014 Indic: RV X,135,5d anudéyi yathabhavat
RV X,135,6a yathabhavat anudéyi
In those cases of 'iconic cohesion' and 'chiasmus' where one word order
is changed to conform to another order, the resulting order will be
regarded as being marked.

2.4.2.8. Pronominalization

To this list of parameters given by Enkvist I would like to add
one more, which may overlap with other parameters (e.g. end-weight,
expression of thematic ordering), but since it does play such an im-
portant réle in some languages it deserves to be emphasized here and
listed as a separate parameter. This is the process of pronominaliza-:
tion. A change in word order due to pronominalization is particularly
evident in English WH- movement and in French:

In many languages, the order of pronouns is different from that

of other noun phrases, so that in French, for instance, clitic
object pronouns precede the verb, whereas other objects follow:

Le gargon a vu la jeune fille.
'The boy has seen the girl.'

Le gargon l*a vue.
'The boy has seen her.'

However, it is known that unstressed constituents, such as clitic
pronouns, are often, cross-linguistically, subject to special
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positioning rules only loosely, if at all, relating to their
grammatical relation, so sentences with pronouns can be dis-—
counted in favour of those with full noun phrases (Comrie
1981:83).
Notice also that in German the order of direct and indirect object is
governed by this principle:
(a) Er gibt dem Johann das Buch. (SVOdOa)
'He gives John the book.'

(b) Er gibt es dem Johann. (SVoaOd)
'He gives it to John.!'

(¢) Er gibt ihm das Buch. (SVodOa)
'He gives him the book.'

(d) Er gibt es ihm. (SVoaod)

'He gives it to him.’

It is now a well known fact that there are various types of pro-
nouns: demonstrative, possessive, personal, interrogative, etc. In
some languages the choice of pronoun has morphological repercussions,
e.g. in Hungarian (Dezsd 1982:181):

Hungarian applies the objective conjugation when the object is
expressed by a demonstrative, a possessive or a personal pro-
noun, except where 1st and 2nd person pronouns are involved, for
instance: 4 fiu ldt engem., and A fiu 1dt téged. 'The boy sees
me., The boy sees you.' Objective conjugation, however, is used
in Hungarian in connection with certain kinds of interrogative,
indefinite, negative and general pronouns {such as pronouns with
-tk particle: melyik, valamelyik, semelyik etc.), which are gen-—
erally regarded as "indefinite" pronouns, and which are expres-
sive of a specific identification.

The point that should be emphasized here is that the order of
pronouns may differ from that of full nouns. This fact seems to be
overlooked by those who reconstruct VS patterning for languages
in which the verbal endings derive from earlier pronouns:

E.g., the fact that Proto-Indo~European, which is reconstructed
as an SXV language, has subject-verb agreement inflection for
person and number after the verb shows that at an earlier stage
of development that language was a VSX language, because only in
a basic VS arrangement can subject pronouns find their regular
position immediately after the verb so that they may first be-
come enclitics and then degenerate to suffixes in that position.
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As an inflection on the verb, these elements were carried on even
after the language had developed new subject pronouns and changed
word order (Vennemann 1974d:223-4).%%

By overlooking such facts, it is no wonder that Miller (1975) recon-

structs VSO, SVO and even SOV patterning for Proto-Indo-European.
2.4.3. Conclusion

Starting with a discussion of a number of parameters proposed
by Enkvist, which can affect word order, I have shown that, in ef-
fect, word order can function in making these distinctions. This is
surely neither an exhaustive account of the function of word order in
these terms, nor is this the only approach possible for the study of
the function of word order. But still, if this approach would be fol-
lowed, enlarged and improved upon, it would provide concrete means
of distinguishing marked from unmarked patterns. In this way, part
of the circularity of Lehmann's theory can be remedied.

These preceding paragraphs have in addition shown that word
order can function not only on the syntactic level but also on the
level of discourse. We know that many languages have been termed
'free word order 1anguages‘,85 but in the majority of cases this re-
fers only to its function on the syntactic level of grammar. Sanskrit,
for example, with its rich inflectional system must not rely on word
order for the expression of syntactic constituents to the same extent
as in English or Chinese.86 If we take a number of isolated sentences
from Sanskrit we do indeed find a great variation in the word order.
A closer examination of these sentences in their respective contexts,
however, does show us that the variant patterns have pragmatic func-
tions; this I have shown in Andersen (1980c). This restriction of in-
vestigating word order only to isolated sentences without any reference
to context is, I believe, the biggest problems most studies of word
order are faced with.

Finally, I would like to mention one more aspect of the function
of word order: the form and function of word order may differ in the

various forms of language. Holman (1376), for example, has shown
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that this is true in written language as opposed to spoken language.
In chapters four and five below we will see that the word order of
comparative constructions differs in prose texts from that of metrical,
poetic texts. Other distinctions can be drawn in standard language
vs. dialects, formal speech vs. casual speech, lento vs. allegro speech
etc. Accordingly, the function of word order must be investigated in

reference to these distinctions.
2.5. Word order change

The second qualification for Lehmann's 'placement principle' is
made for languages undergoing typological change in the course of
their historical development: i.e., inconsistent typological patterns may
be the result of typological change, manifested either as innovations
or as relics. Recently this assumption has been criticized by a num-
ber of scholars, e.g. Lightfoot (1979:156):5"

Thus a distinction is drawn between 'consistent' and 'transition-

al' languages, as if all languages are not in transition from

one stage to another.
I would, however, defend Lehmann's stand here. It is obvious to
almost everyone, including Lehmann,88 that languages are constantly
changing. But it is not at all obvious that all languages are constant-
ly in a state of drastic typological change. Lithuanian and Russian,
for example, although having undergone numerous changes in the
course of their respective developments, have preserved the rich case
system of PIE.- i.e. a typological aspect of grammar. English, on the
other hand, has in the course of its development virtually given up
this typological characteristic. Or, if we compare the historical de-
velopment of Indic and Italic languages, we see that in Indic, on the
one hand, the SOV pattern has been preserved from Vedic down to
Hindi, whereas the SOV pattern of Latin is no longer preserved in
SVO French. Here we see then that eventhough languages are chang-
ing, typological aspects need not be the focal point of all change.
Where the change does affect this part of the grammar - i.e. word

order, case system, etc. — we can indeed expect to find either in-
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novations or relics here, which will subsequently be inconsistent with
other typological patterns. Notice too that this explanation for incon-
sistencies has been proposed by Schmidt (1926:382-3), cf. §1.3.
above. This, I believe, is what Lehmann refers to. The problem
that we now face is how to tell whether a specific typological incon-
sistency is due to typological change or to some other cause (mar-
king). This problem must be solved in order to remedy the circular-
ity in Lehmann's argumentation: a pattern is inconsistent ( = relic/
innovation) because the language is in a state of typological change,
and the language is in a state of typological change because it reveals
typological inconsistencies.

In the past, two different aspects of word order change have been
discussed. The first concerns how languages change their word order
patterns; this is termed the transition aspect. At present two dif-
ferent proposals have been made here: sudden catastrophe and
chronic infection, cf. Aitchison (1979:45-6):

A catastrophe view assumes that there is a gradual build-up of

pressure within the language system, followed by a major up-

heaval which results in a new word order. In a chronic infec-

tion, on the other hand, one relatively insignificant change fol-

lows another with no definable crisis point.
Support for sudden catastrophe can be found in Thom (1973), in
Lightfoot's work on English modals (1974, 1979) and it is implied in
Vennemann's account of the shift from OV to VO in Indo-European
dialects. Chronic infection, on the other hand, is presupposed by
Hyman (1975) in his account of the shift from OV to VO in certain
Niger-Congo languages and it is envisaged not only in Ross (1973)
but also in Koch (1974).

The second aspect of word order change, and the one that has
attracted the most attention, concerns why languages change their
word order patterns; this is termed the causation aspect. Two areas
of sources for word order change have been pointed out by Lehmann
(cf. §1.6.5. above): (a) external development or borrowing and (b)
internal rnodification.89 Internal modification has subsequently been

divided into the following three subtypes: disambiguation, grammati-
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calization and afterthought.go Let us now take a closer look at these

sources for word order change.
2.5.1. Contact

Lehmann (1973b:201f.) points out that languages may change their
word order patterning under the influence of other languages, the
influence being exerted by multilingual speakers.91 This is the most
popular traditional explanation for word order change, being suppor-
ted by numerous examples, for the majority of which there is no
better explanation, cf. Sasse (1977:85):

Eine der beliebtesten traditionellen Erklirungen fiir Wortsetl-

lungsverinderung stiitzt sich auf die Beobachtung, daR die Folge

der Konstituenten ein verhdltnismifig leicht interferierbares
syntaktisches Phinomen ist, und fiihrt demmnach Wortstellungs-—
verdnderung grundsitzlich oder weitgehend auf Substrateinwirkung
und andere Formen von Sprachkontakt zuriick. Diese Auffassung
wurde jiingst von Lehmann in verschiedenen Publikationen neu
vertreten, und wie rezente Arbeiten {iber Wortstellungssprach-
biinde zeigen ... gibt es fiir viele Einzelfdlle kaum eine bessere

Erklérung.

The following are just a few examples of word order change due to
contact -- see Mallinson and Blake (1981:399). OV Akkadian, ac-
cording to Lehmann (1973b:201), deviates from other VO Semitic
languages because of contact with OV Sumerian. Similarly OV Amharic,
another Semitic language, had prolonged contact with OV Cushitic, see
Hyman (1975:115). And Sri Lankan Creole Portuguese has all of the
OV typological characteristics, the source of which is OV Tamil and

OV Sinhala.

It is now interesting to note the following remark made by Hyman
(1975:121):

As mentioned ... contact as a cause of syntactic change has re-

cileved considerable attention in the works of Lehmann. In all

of the other cited studies of word order change (Vennemann, Li

and Thompson, Givdn), it is either not mentioned, or is under-

estimated.
We must add, however, that Givén (1979:276, fn.9) does (now) recog-

nize this cause:
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So far, most of the strongest demonstrable instances of change

toward SOV (Ethiopian-Semitic, Akkadian, New-Guinea Austronesian)

seem to have been motivated by massive substratum contact.
Mallinson and Blake (1981:399) also point out another aspect to keep
in mind here:

Of course positing internal reasons for change does not mean
precluding contact as a partial explanation for some instances
of change.

The fact that word order patterns can be easily influenced by
contact with other languages now poses two questions. First, as was
already pointed out in §2.1.2., there seems to be no clear-cut distine-
tion between word order as a typological criterion and word order as
an areal criterion of language classification. And second, as Sapir
(1921:144) has pointed out:

Languages are in constant process of change, but it is only rea-

sonable to suppose that they tend to preserve longest what is

most fundamental in their structure.
The fact that word order patterns are not necessarily preserved lon-
gest questions the assumption that it is the most fundamental process
of language, see §1.6.1. above.

2.5.2. Disambiguation

This explanation of word order change is proposed by Vennemann
who sees a cyclic development in language development:

Languages develop cyclically from 'morphology with few grammatical-
ly functional word order rules' to 'word order with few morpho-
logical rules' and back again, with sound change being the causal
factor throughout: first sound change grinds off the morphology
and thus forces the grammar to respond by substituting word order
rules in order to counter the threat of ambiguity. Next sound
change degrades the positionally fixed independent function words
of the language into a new morphology, which makes the word order
rules redundant and leads to their loss. And so on indefinitely
(Vennemann 1973:25).

Vennemann summarizes his discussion of type changes by giving the
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following schema (Joc. cit.: 40):

VSO > FWO

o

SVO <« SOV

This schema is based on the idealization that a language develops
freely, without pressure from another language of different type.
An SOV language can only change to SVO, but not into a VSO lan-
guage nor into a free word order (FWO) language. It does so when
its case system weakens due to phonological change. An SVO lan-
guage may either develop a new case system, whereupon it may
change into an FWO language; or it may change into a VSO. A VSO
language may develop a case system and become an FWO language, or
it may change back into an SVO language by making a stylistic
nominal subject topicalization rule an obligatory S position rule.
An FWO language may only develop into an SOV language.

Disambiguation, then, is brought into Vennemann's theory to account
for the development from SOV to SVO patterning (1975:293):

As a substantive S$-0 marking system is eroded by phonological

change, word order syntax must react to compensate for the am-

biguities and perceptual complexities arising in a consistent

verb-final language.
In addition, Vennemann postulates an intermediate stage -- TVX (topic-
verb-X) -- in this development: SXV -»TVX » SVX (or in Lehmann's
terminology: SOV » TVO » SVO). This stage is characterized by a
verb-shift to follow the topic, usually the subject. The subsequent
type - SVO - develops from TVO by a limitation of the topic to sub-
ject.92

Although there is a correlation between SOV basic word order

and case marking -- cf. Greenberg's universal 41 (1966:96):

U 41: If in a language the verb follows both the nominal subject
and nominal object as the dominant order, the language al-
most always has a case system. ——

there are a number of problems with Vennemann's theory of disambi-
gua’cion.93 First, not only are there examples of languages which
tolerate exactly those ambiguous structures that were taken as the
cause for the development from SOV to SVO,94 but also ambiguity it-

self is tolerated in a large number of sentences in all languages as Li
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and Thompson (1974:212) have pointed out:

It is a matter of fact, well known to the students of syntax and
semantics, that structural homonymity and hence, syntactic ambi-~
guity, is found in a large number, if not a vast majority of sen-
tences in any language. The reason is an obvious one: although
ambiguity in itself may hinder communication, it is compensated
for in actual performance by the redundancy of language as an in-
formation carrier and other preceptual cues in the environment.
Furthermore, syntactic and semantic ambiguity serves an essential
function in literature, as well as humor and other artistic uses
of language.

Second, if a SOV language cannot distinguish subject and object cases,
moving the verb to post-topic position will not remedy the situation.95
Third, in many cases in the development from SOV to SVO patterning
the case morphology was weakened dafter the shift in the basic order
(from SOV to SVO).96 And finally, there are cases in which lan-
guages have shifted from SOV to SVO and at the same time increased

their case morphology, e.g. Finnish .97
2.5.3. Grammaticalization

This explanation of word order change has been proposed by Li
and Thompson (1974) who show that word order change can be the
result of the grammaticalization of a lexical item. In their case -- the
change in Chinese from SVO patterning to SOV -- it is the verb in
complex sentences (serial verb constructions) which becomes gramma-
ticalized (loc. cit.: 209-210):

A more significant and direct factor explaining the SVO - SOV
change is that the verb in an SVO language can develop into a
case marker thus collapsing SVO complex sentences into simple
SOV sentences. ... Hence, an important result obtained through
our study of Chinese word order change is that a change of word
order need not begin within the set of simple sentences. ... In
other words, one does not expect speakers of a language to move
the verb of a simple sentence from one position to another as a
process of historical word order change regardless of what has
happened to the morphology of the language. It is much more
reasonable to imagine, as the facts in Chinese bear out, that
simple sentences of a new word order arise from complex sentences
as a result of morphological change or lexical change. Such
sentences of the new word order co-exist with sentences of the
old word order and eventually replace the latter. Thus, in the
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case of Ancient Chinese, the simple sentences of SVO order re-
mained as SVO, while certain complex sentences became simple
sentences with SOV order:

SVOV - S case marking particle O V.,

Whereas Li and Thompson's theory is used to explain the change from
SVO patterning to SOV in Chinese, Hyman (1975) has proposed gram-
maticalization as providing the impetus for a change from SOV to SVO

in Niger-Congo. In both cases it is interesting to note that it is a

98

serial verb which becomes grammaticalized. This grammaticalization

is, however, not sufficient in and of itself to cause a shift from SVO
to SOV order as has been pointed out by Lord (1973).99

2.5.4. Afterthought

The notion of afterthought as the impetus for word order change
was proposed first by McKnight (1893:217):100

To the apparently finished sentence are added a number of explan-
atory details, afterthoughts, or some element, by reason of close
connection with the following clause, may be put after the verb.
To motives like these the analytic order probably owes it origin.

Afterthought was taken up again by Hyman (1974:121) for the explan-
ation of the word order shift from SOV to SVO:

[... afterthought] predicts that there will be intermediate stages
between SOV and SVO, i.e., the verb does not zap into second po-
sition in one step, as it were. Rather, the grammatical elements
between S and the V move out in accordance with the likelihood of
their serving as afterthoughts.

In his discussion of afterthought, Kohonen (1978:130) points out:

These considerations predict that there should be a scale of mo-
bility of sentence elements, which is connected with their close-
ness to the verb. What is involved here is again the notion of
valency adverbials and essential/peripheral comstituents. Thus
locatives, datives, benefactives and instrumentals are likely

to move out before the object, with pronoun objects retaining
the XV order longest.

Closely related to afterthought is Hetzron's (1975:376) proposed pre-
sentative movement:
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We may thus state that there exists a tendency in languages to

put into final position elements that the speaker wants to keep

available for further reference.

Afterthought thus pertains to the change in word order from SOV
patterning to SVO not merely by the postponement of the object in
one step and thus producing the required SVO pattern, but rather
the step-by-step removal of all intermediate constituents between S
and V and their subsequent grammaticalization in the postverbal posi-
tion. Evidence for this has been given for English by Kohonen (1978)
and Stockwell (1977) and for Niger-Congo by Hyman (1974).

I would now like to turn our attention to the Indic languages. In
Old Indic the basic word order pattern SOV has been recognized as
far back as Delbriick (1878). Since then there has been an evergreen
problem to be explained: in many sentences there are elements which
follow the verb. Delbrick (1878:51-56) called these elements Schleppe
and Lehmann and Ratanajoti (1975:152ff.) recently called them codas;
Gonda (1959:7ff.) has referred to such sentences as amplified senten-
ces. Although Lehmann and Ratanajoti (1975) do propose an explana-
tion for a change in word order from SOV to SVO in Old Indic similar
to afterthought in which datives are the first to be moved into final
position, the SVO pattern has not been grammaticalized. In Andersen
(1982c) I have examined early Middle Indic (AS&okan inscriptions) which
shows numerous examples of postverbal (commentized) elements, but
still a dominant SOV patterning. In any such amplified sentence in
these inscriptions we find only one postverbal constituent. There is
however virtually no restriction to the specific constituent that can be
commentized: subjects, direct and indirect objects, instrumentals,
locatives and other elements are found in the postverbal position. This
clearly shows that the postverbal placement of these constituents is
due to the process of commentization and that the basic pattern is SOV.
Thus there has not been a shift in order from SOV to SVO in Indic,
see §4.2.2. below and Andersen (1982a) for further details.

In my opinion, afterthought is in the majority of cases just a spe-



90 Word Order Typology and Comparative Constructions

cific instance of commentization. But if we recall Enkvist's definition
of commentization given in §2.4.2.4. above, we see that commentiza-
tion can move onl/y one sentence internal constituent into final position.
For afterthought to work, it seems to me that one major constituent
(e.g. locative, dative, instrument, etc.) must first be moved into
final position via commentization and then grammaticalized in this po-
sition (i.e. SOV + cons’cituent1 = basic order) before the next con-
stituent can subsequently be commentized and grammaticalized in this
final position (i.e. SOV + constituen'c1 + consti'cuen’c2 = basic order),
etc. This presupposes a specific sequence in the commentization of
these constituents, and if I am not mistaken, objects must be the very
first constituents to be moved, otherwise it would not be possible to

come up with the order SV + Object + locative + ete.
2.5.5. Conclusion
I disagree with Bean (1976:46) when she writes:

Lehmann had no theory of word order change in the sense that Li

and Thompson' reanalysis, Hyman's afterthought, and Vennemann's

principle of ambiguity avoidance ... constitute theories of change

which are applicable generally to language change situations.

He concentrates instead on the changes which have taken place in

Proto-Indo-European and the Indo-European dialects.
On the contrary, I think that Lehmann does have a general theory of
word order change which is superior to the other three theories men-
tioned by Bean (and above) by taking into account externallo1 as well
as internal causes and by not only committing himself to only one spe-
cific internal cause but also leaving open the possibility of a number
of different internal causes. He does, for example, suggest that the
principle of afterthought was the determining factor in the change of
SOV to SVO in Old Indic.102

Leaving aside borrowing, all three other proposed explanations103
for word order change have been shown to be neither necessary nor
sufficient. But just as in phonology there is no one specific condition/
explanation for all sound changes, so in word order studies one should

not assume that there is only one specific condition/explanation for
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word order change. All three theories discussed above may very well

explain word order changes for specific cases, but none can explain
the changes in all cases.104 It must, however, be noted that all
three theories do rely on the supposition that the surface verb-object

order serves as the focal point from which all other word order pat-
terns are derived.105 It does seem likely though, that word order
change can be due to internal sources other than the ones proposed
here. In this context I agree with Givén (1978:83) when he views
word order change in some cases as due to the reevaluation of more-
marked pragmatic variants in such a way that they are re-interpreted

as the neutral pattern:

There is a wealth of evidence suggesting that the major mechanism
for word-order change involves the "downward" reevaluation of
more marked pragmatic word orders involved in various topic-focus
operations, so that eventually they are re-interpreted as the
neutral pattern. The more-marked pragmatic variants turn out

to be overwhelmingly what Emonds ... calls root transformations,
which are limited primarily to main clauses, or to more asser—
tional clauses ... Therefore, since the mechanisms primarily
responsible for word-order inmovation are in operation mostly

in main-assertional clauses, obviously the syntax of these
clauses is going to reflect the more innovative word-order, while
the word-order of subordinate clauses is going to be more con-
servative.

I would like to conclude this section on word order change with
a quote from Weil (1978:69):

It appears then that the perfection of a language consists not in

following invariably an exclusive system of comstructiom, or in

adhering with immutable logic to the ultimate consequences of an

adopted principle; but, on the contrary, it consists in a judic-

ious improvement upon a too prominent and uniform characteristic,

by the admission of an opposite system and by balancing the short-
comings of one method over against the excellences of another.

2.6. Summary

In this chapter the major aspects of Lehmann's theory have been
discussed in detail. Although Lehmann's theory was taken as the
point of departure, my remarks are directed towards all current typo-

logical theories based on word order. In my opinion, since word order
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patterns cluster around geographically defined areas and are readily
influenced by the patterns found in neighboring languages, the pat-
terning of all relevant word order characteristics should be used as

a means of classifying languages according to the areal method. It
has also been shown that many of the word order patterns find their
motivation not in the order of verb and object but in other areas; thus
all characteristics should now be reanalyzed. Furthermore, the state-
ment that languages have either modifying + modified or modified +
modifying order represents an unwarranted oversimplification in many
cases. And finally, as the theories now stand, they entail a certain
degree of circularity especially in regards to the two qualifications
made to explain exceptions, i.e., marking and word order change.

If we define these two aspects non-circularly in such a way that they
will be able to be falsified in theory and develop concrete means for
the determination of markedness and typological change, then this cir-
cularity might be remedied.

In the remaining chapters other aspects of word order typology
and specifically the more practically orientated ones will be discussed;
the order of constituents within the comparative construction will serve
as the point of departure.
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following additional examples with purds "before”: purd no (RV
7,1,3) and nas purdh (RV 1,42,1); purd adhvaré (RV 6,15,7) and
stijaye purd (RV 4,15,4); purd dévan (RV 3,53,23) and rigatah
puré (RV 4,7,9).
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See Bloch (1965:157).
See Andersen (1979; 1982a) and §4.2.2. below.

See Hankamer and Aissen (1974:132); Rudes (1977:4) gives a table
of strength hierarchy for different consonants in English. For
assimilation in Pali see Junghare (1979:12; 126ff.).

Cf. §2.2.6. below for more on German word order.
See Ross (1970:250).
See Ross (1970:251).

See Tai (1973:668), cf. however Bach (1971:156) and Masica (1974:
158).

See Lehmann (1973b:56; 1974a:33).
E.g. Maling (1972), Pak (1973) and Subbarao (1972).
See Friedrich (1975:22; 1976:213f.).

See Lehmann (1978b:194) and Lehmann and Ratanajoti (1975:153);
cf. Lehmann (1978a:20; 1978c:412).

Heine (1976:12-13;17).

More recent work on gapping can be found in Pulte (1971), Walter
(1976), Neijt (1979) and Mallinson and Blake (1981:Chapter four).

Underlying in the sense of deep structure word order and not basic
word order.

Cf. Watkins (1976:309): "The middle voice is a semantic category;
reflexivization, passivization etc. are syntactic categories
which could be expressed formally by the middle voice."

See Weil (1978:62): "It is evident from these facts that the
ascending construction binds more closely the ideas that have
been put into relation with one another and that the descending
construction tends more to detach them from one another."

See Weil (1978:67): '"Briefly expressed, the chief characteristic
of the ascending construction is to make prominent the unity of
the thought, that of the descending construction is to show clear-
ly all its parts."

For a very useful survey see Salus (1965).

Cf. Weil (1978:15): "In fact the technical term Ayperbaton is
inveriably used by Plato in the same sense which has attached

‘to it ever since."

See Seiler (1960:19).
Seiler (1960:21).

The first mention of a position other than initial for marking
is found at Lehmann (1978a:22; 1978b:174-175), cf. Crews (1977:
140).
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See also Delbriick (1878:13): "Diese traditionelle Wortstellung
wird durchkreuzt von der occasionellen Wortstellung, welche in
der bewegteren Erzzhlung und der begrifflichen Erdrterung hiufig
ist. Das Grundgesetz desselben ist: Jeder Satztheil, der dem
Sinne nach stirker betont sein soll, riickt nach vorn."

See Delbriick (1888:25): '"Namentlich mSchte ich nicht entscheiden,
ob vielleicht ein Wort auch dadurch ausgezeichnet werden kann,
dass es an die letzte Stelle des Satzes tritt.", and Behaghel
(1909:138): "Man wird also gerne das ans Ende riicken, was man
wegen seiner Wichtigkeit dem Gedichtnis des Hdrers besonders ein-
prigen mochte, oder das jenige, was wegen seines grdBeren Umfang
an sich nicht so leicht vom Gedichtnis aufgenomen wird."”

See Szemerényi (1973:64): '"The terms marked and unmarked, coined,
it would appear, by Trubetzkoy in 1930 [See Trubetzkoy's letter

of 31.7.1930 quoted by JAKOBSON 1971:734f., and cp. Jakobson's

use of the terms ibid. 125f., etc. ...] were meant to characterize
the two members of a privative opposition as possessing or not pos-—
sessing a mark, a phonological feature that was the only one to
distinguish them'; see also Greenberg (1966b:13).

Cf. Greenberg (1966b:25).
Cf. Hockett (1955:166-167).
See Szemerényi (1973:67-68).

Enkvist also uses the term 'textual fit" to refer to the degree
of adaption that integrates a sentence into its context, i.e.,
as a textual marking feature; see also Masica (1974:157f.).

For ideas along similar lines, cf. Weil (1978:53).

See Andersen (1980a; 1980c; 1982¢c) for a discussion of pragmatic/
discourse functions of word order in Indic.

See Greenberg's universals 9-12 (1966:80-83).

In Finnish inversion can also be used along with the particle, cf.
the following endnote.

The order kotiimkd menemme 'lIs it home that we are going?' is also
grammatical, but entails the focusing of kotiin.

The constructions expressed in these last examples are the locative
and existential respectively, cf. Andersen (1982c:18f.).

See Weil (1978:59), Baker (1970), Bach (1971) and Tai (1973:664).
Personal communication.
Cf. Hyltenstam (1976:86). For English see Green (1976).

Finnish subordinate clauses must have either verb-initial word
order followed by the enclitic interrogative particle, or WH- words
initially; there is, however, still a variation in word order pos-—
sible in the remaining part of the clause for the expression of
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definiteness and indefiniteness: wvoitko sanoa onko auto kadulla?
'Can you tell (me), if the car is in the street?', voitko sanoa
onko kadulla auto? 'Can you tell (me), if there is a car in the
street?', voitko sanoa missd linjaauto on? 'Can you tell (me),
where the bus is?', voitko sanoa missd on linjaauto? 'Can you tell
(me), where there is a bus?’

It should be added here that the intonation pattern may as well be
of assistance for the correct interpretation.

Hopper and Thompson (1980) show that aspect, definiteness of ob-

ject and a number of other grammatical categories are closely re-
lated. I might add that word order can play an important role in
distinguishing these categories. See Mallinson and Blake (1981:161).

For more recent work on passives, see Andersen (1983; Forthcoming
a; b).

See Enkvist (1975:74).

See Enkvist (1975:75); cf. Givon (1979:78) for an example from
Sherpa.

See Enkvist (1975:76; 1976a:10).
Cf. Oertel (1926:29£ff.).

Cf. Scaglione (1978:ix); see also Enkvist (1976a:11) and Delbriick
(1878:37-38).

Cf. Weil (1978:89). Weil (1978:92-93) thought that this principle
should be reversed and reformulated as: '"Of several complements
relating to the same word give the most concise form to that which
immediately follows the modified word, and, as you go on, give to
the modifying terms a fuller and more extended form."

Cf. also Behaghel (1909:138): 'Man wird also gerne das ans Ende
riicken, was man wegen seiner Wichtigkeit dem Gedichtnis des Horers
besonders einprigen mdchte, oder dasjenige, was wegen seines
groReren Umfangs an sich nicht so leicht vom Gedichtnis aufgenommen
wird."

Cf. Haarmann (1976:143).
See also Weil (1978:42).
Cf. Weil (1978:43).

See also Miller (1975:33).

For some examples of the use of 'free word order' see Comrie (1981:
32, Mallinson and Blake (1981:181) and Steel (1978:605), but see
Mallinson and Blake's (1981:170) remarks on Steel's definition.

See Staal (1967) for an in-depth investigation of free word order
in Sanskrit. The following passage sums up his approach in a nut-
shell: "On closer inspection the gap between Indian and Western
approaches appears to be narrow. This is not to say that the
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divergence is merely a matter of language and presentation. The
two approaches, although to some extent complementary, are basi-
cally different. They agree however in that, on the whole, word
order has no grammatical significance" (60). On page 28, Staal
cites a passage from Patanjali, in which Staal interprets him as
stating that word order is free (yathestam). yathestam means,
however, 'according to wish' and not 'free'; depending upon what
the speaker has in mind, a different order can be used. Accor-
dingly, I would translate the examples given in this passage on
page 28 as: aqghara patram ‘fetch a bowl' and patram ahara 'fetch
the bowl.' In addition, I would say that if Staal's theory of
grammar cannot explain the variation in Sanskrit sentences, a
possible alternative reason for this could be that the grammar
itself is not capable of doing this, rather than the categorical
conclusion of free word order.

See also Watkins (1976:306).

Lehmann's (1973b:1) very first sentence in his book on historical
linguistics starts with "Languages change constantly,...”

See Sasse (1977:123ff.).

See Hyman (1975:115ff.), Aitchison (1979:45) and Mallinson and
Blake (1981:398ff.).

See Lehmann (1973c:57), Hyman (1975), Bach (1970), Hetzron (1975:
377), Givon (1971:§2.2.), Sasse (1977:121ff.), Mallinson and Blake
(1981:398f.); see also §2.1.1. above. Cf. Lehmann (1978c:401).

See Vennemann (1974c:361) and Kohonen (1978:28-29).

See Mallinson and Blake (1981:399ff.).

Cf. Leinonen (1977:49), Sasse (1977:94ff.) and Hyman (1975:117).
Cf. Klein (1975:54) and Bean (1977:51).

Cf. Hyman (1975:117), Leinonen (1977:49) and Sasse (1977:126).
Cf. Hyman (1975:117) and Itkonen (1978:56).

See also Givon (1975) and other works mentioned there especially
for African languages; see also Sasse (1977:104ff.).

Cf. Lord (1973), Bean (1977:39) and Sasse (1977:117).

See also Bean (1977:28f.), Leinonen (1977:49) and Hyman (1975:
119ff.). McKnight views this type of word order change as being
due primarily to increasing communicative needs. But as Koch
(1974) points out perceptual ease is not the governing factor in
language change, cf. Bean (1977:36).

Vennemann also takes external and internal causes into account,
see Vennemann (1974c:351-352), but see Itkonen (1978:56).

I am, however, of a different opinion with respect to the change
in Indic, see §4.2.2. below and Andersen (1979a; 1980a; 1982a).
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See however Mallinson and Blake (1981:398): "It is not accurate
to say that contact, grammaticalization and afterthought or ex-—
pressivity shifts are explanations for word order change. For
instance, contact with another language may result in the borrow-
ing of a pattern, but we are still left with the question of why
one particular pattern was borrowed rather than another, why the
borrowing took place at one time rather than another, why one
language was a donor rather than a recipient and so on. We pre-
fer to speak of ways in which basic word order changes. Disam-
biguation is intended as an explanatory principle but it does not
seem to be a sufficient one, as we shall see."”

Cf. Sasse (1977:93): "Wenn SOV nicht die universell beliebteste
Wortstellung ist, dann gibt es keinen Grund mehr, nach einem uni-
versellen Faktor zu suchen, der ihre Erhaltung verbietet; SOV-
Sprachen konnen vielmehr aus beliebigen Motiven ihren Wortstel-
lungstyp wechseln, und man wird sich in jedem Einzelfall von neu-
em darum bemilhen miissen, diese Motive ausfindig zu machen."

Cf. Lehmann (1972f:271-272): "... we would expect a change in the
order of verbs to affect the other constructions."



3.0. WORD ORDER WITHIN COMPARATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS

This chapter represents an investigation into one of the most im-
portant typological characteristics, namely, the word order within the
comparative construction. As Puhvel (1973:145) points out:

'Comparison' in the general sense, even if we specify 'grammatical

comparison', is a vast topic involving both syntax and morphology

(leaving alone semantics and symbolic logic) and encompassing ex-—

pressions and constructions for sameness and identity, extreme-—

ness and superlativity, in addition to measured relativity.
Since comparison is such a vast topic it will be of utmost importance
to clearly define comparison as it will be used here.

Comparison can involve a number of parameters, the two most im-
portant being the number of entities compared and the number of qual-
ities or properties used. Although it is possible to use one entitiy and
two (or more) qualities - cf. The table is longer than (it is) wide. - or
more than two entities and one quality - cf. John is the tallest boy in
the class. -, in this investigation we will concentrate on comparisons
involving only two entities and one quality or property: John is taller
than Mary. In this connection it is relevant to note the following fact:
our comparative construction does not express the actual process of
comparison, but rather the result of such a comparison.l Consequent-
ly, there are only two basic results which can be expressed, i.e., (a)
identity or similarity and (b) difference. If the result shows that the
two entities in question do not differ with respect to the quality or
property, we are dealing with a comparison of equality: John is as
tall as Mary. 1If, on the other hand, the two entities do indeed dif-
fer, then the result will be termed a comparison of inequality: John

is taller than Mary. Furthermore, the result of comparison can be ex-
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pressed implicitly as in John is (just) as tall | John is taller or explic-
itly as in John is as tall as Mary / John is taller than Mary. In the
following investigation the terms comparison and comparative construc-
tion will be employed to denote an explicit comparison of inequality:

X is larger than Y.

It is also of interest to point out that by considering (i) the num-
ber of entities, (ii) the number of qualities, (iii) the result as being
equality or inequality and (iv) the mode of expression, i.e. implicitor
explicit, as the primary parameters of comparative constructions we can
dispense with the traditional degrees of comparison, cf. Ultan (1972:
120):

(1) Positive: John is tall.

(2) Equative: John is as tall as George.

(3) Comparative: John is taller than George.

(4) Superlative: John is the tallest of the boys.

The difference between the positive and the equative lies in the mode
of expression: the positive - if we choose to interpret it as a compar-
ative form - is an implicit comparison, whereas the equative is an expli-
cit comparison. Furthermore, the comparative involves only two enti-

ties, the superlative more than two.2

3.1. Current views

Before entering into our investigation let us first recall some cur-
rent views on word order within comparative constructions. The start-
ing point will be the discussion of comparison by Greenberg and his
Universal 22:

One other topic concerning the adjective to be considered is that
of comparisons, specifically that of superiority as expressed, for
example in English, by sentences of the type 'X is larger than Y.'
A minority of the world's languages have, like English, an inflec—
ted comparative form of the adjective. More frequently a separate
word modifies the adjective, as in English, 'X is more beautiful
than Y', but in many languages this is optional or does not exist
at all. On the other hand, there is always some element which ex-
presses the comparison as such, whether word or affix, correspond-
ing to English 'than', and obviously both the adjective and the
item with which comparison is made must be considered, as in Eng-
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lish larg(er) than Y. These will be called adjective, marker of
comparison, and standard of comparison. The two common orders
are: adjective, marker, standard (as in English); or the opposite
order: standard, marker, adjective. These two alternatives are
related to the basic order typology, as shown by table 8. A num-
ber of languages are not entered in this table because they util-
ize a verb with general meaning 'to surpass'. This is particular-—
ly common in Africa (e.g., Yoruba): 'X is large, surpasses Y'.
Loritja, an Australian language which has 'X is large, Y is
small', is likewise not entered.

Table 8

I 11 111

Adjective - Marker - Standard 59 0
Standard - Marker - Adjective 0 1 9
Both 0 1 0
Pr Po

Adjective - Marker - Standard 13 1
Standard - Marker - Adjective 0 10
Both 0 1

Universal 22. 1If in comparisons of superiority the only or-
der, or one of the alternative orders, is standard-marker-—
adjective, then the language is postpositional. With over-—
whelmingly more than chance frequency if the only order is
adjective-marker-standard, the language is prepositional
(Greenberg 1966:88-89).

In Lehmann's VO/OV typological theory this universal is generalized to:

VO languages exhibit the word order adjective-marker-standard, i.e.
A-M-St or just AS, while OV languages show the order standard-
marker-adjective, i.e. St-M-A or just SA. To illustrate this Lehmann

(1972c:977) gives the following examples from OV Hindi and VO Span-

ish:

Hindi: Kuttaa billii see baRaa hai.
dog cat from  large is
Subject Standard Marker Adjective Verb
"The dog is larger than the cat."
Spanish: E/ perro es mas grande que el gato.
The dog is more large than the cat
Subject Verb Adjective Mar‘:;ker Standard

"The dog is larger tha the cat.”

The first example from Hindi shows the basic sentence pattern (S)OV
with the order Standard (billii) before Adjective (baRaa), i.e., SA,
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while the opposite order AS (mas grande ... el gato) is found in the
(S)VO Spanish example.

3.1.1. Importance of the comparative construction

As we have already seen in the last chapter two qualifications to
the 'placement principle' have been made: exceptions can be the result
of (a) marked patterns, or (b) typological change. The importance of
the order of elements within the comparative construction for the ty-
pological theory of Lehmann can now be deduced from the following
passages:

The most secure of these [conmstructions] is the comparative; it
is never changed for poetic effect ... (Lehmann 1973b:56).

Others [i.e., typological patterns] are rearranged with difficulty,
such as comparatives; it is unlikely that an English poet would
produce an OV comparative construction such as the oaks house

from high to express the oaks are higher than the house. Still
other characteristic patterns can be rearranged relatively read-
ily, such as the shift of a postposition to preposition order, as
was common in Classical Sanskrit and Greek. For this reason we
ascribe great importance to constructions like the comparative in
determining the basic patterns of individual languages (Lehmann
1974a:22).

One of the patterns most resistant to change is that for compar-—
ison of inequality (Lehmann 1976c:172).4
In fact,‘.the comparative construction has been regarded as being so
central to word order typology that the typological patterning of an
individual language can be determined alone by the order of elements

within this construction:

. the typological approach permits predictions for these pat=
terns. If for example a certain type of comparative construction
is found in a language, the prediction can be made that the lan-
guage is OV or VO; one needs little more, for example, than evi-
dence of the pattern in the Japanese sentence ... <sentence with
a comparative comstruction> ... to conclude that it is an OV
language (Lehmann 1978c:429-430).

Using this principle that the word order within the comparative con-
struction reveals the word order patterning of an individual language

and extending this to the reconstruction of earlier linguistic states,
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it has also been shown that PIE was an OV language:

Though ... it has long been believed that in IE the object pre-
ceded the verb, the fluid word order of Latin, Greek and Sanskrit
caused a lingering doubt. Lehmann has reargued the case on the
basis of the order of comparative constructions in the earlier
Vedic Sanskrit and Hittite ... (Adams 1976:71).
If, however, two different patterns for the comparative construction
are indeed found in a single language, it is said to be an indication
that the language is in the process of shifting from one language type
to another:
In such languages [i.e. languages undergoing typological change]
two contrasting patterns of characteristic constructions may be
attested, as in Latin with VO comparatives like major quam tu and

OV comparatives like teé major 'bigger than you' (Lehmann and
Ratanajoti 1975:150-151).3

3.1.2. Motivation for the word order within comparative construc-
tions

The 'placement principle' states that in OV languages adjectives
are placed before their nouns (AN: modifier + modified), while in VO
languages the opposite order holds true, i.e. NA. In the comparative
construction, which is also composed of a noun (standard) and an ad-
jective, the opposite order is found:

OV - AN, GN, Po, SA,

VO - NA, NG, Pr, AS.

The motivation for this order (SA/AS), then, cannot be the same as
the motivation for noun and adjective (AN/NA). It is generally as-
sumed that the comparative construction and the verb-object order
are similarly motivated:

In a comparison, any 'topic' is measured against a 'standard' and

the measurement is frequently expressed as a state. In many lan-

guages expressions indicating states are made with adjective-like
elements having verbal characteristics. ... It is accordingly
reasonable to expect that the order of comparative constructions

should parallel that of verb:object constructions in any given
language, as we indeed find (Lehmann 1972¢:983).
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Since the standard is, semantically, a specifier of the transitive
adjective, and since, syntactically, the result of the connection
between the comparative transitive adjective and the standard
noun phrase is an adjective rather than a noun phrase, we have to
consider the standard as the operator and the comparative as the
operand. The situation is analogous to that between object noun
phrases %?dtransitive verbs (Bartsch and Vennemann 1972:138,

fn. 46).

This motivation is extended to encompass the prepositional construc-

tion as well:

For typological purposes the comparative construction and pre-
positional/postpositional constructions are to be regarded as ver-—
bal. 1In each of these constructions a constituent governs another
constituent in much the same way as a verb governs an object. Ac-—
cordingly in their underlying pattern of arrangement the three
constructions verb-object, adjective-pivot-standard and prepo-
sttion (postposition)—object are identical (Lehmann 1974a:15).7

3.1.3. Marker and pivot

Above we have noted that Greenberg recognized three elements

within the comparative construction: (a) adjective, (b) standard and

(e¢) marker. Instead of the term marker, Lehmann uses the term pivot

which can be expressed by either a case ending, or a separate parti-

cle:

In 01d Nors sdlo fegra 'sun (than) fairer' the noun ending -0
functions as pivot. ... 1In other languages the nominal ending
may be an ablative, such as Turkish-den or the appropriate end-
ings in Sanskrit and Latin. The pivot may also be a separate
particle, as in Japanese yori 'from' (Lehmann 1972b:170).

The term marker is still retained by Lehmann to refer to comparative

suffixes added to the adjective, e.g. -er in Iar‘ger‘:8

... and the adjective is marked with a 'comparative suffix'
(Lehmann 1972b:170).

... the standard ... in the ablative ... before the adjective
with the comparative suffix (Lehmann 1972¢:985) .9

In the reconstruction of the comparative construction, the most impor-

tant aspect is ‘the order of elements and not the etymology of the spe-

cific elements used:
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For in syntactic constructions the primary interest should be
directed at the syntactic constituents rather than the etymology
of the lexical material used to indicate them (Lehmann 1972a:327).

... for reconstructions of the Proto-Germanic comparative con-
struction it is not essential to determine whether the pivot was
the etymon of Gothic pana, OHG dana, or another particle, or a
particular morphological ending, such as that of the dative.
Rather, we must determine whether both patterns were found in
the language (Lehmann 1972b:171).

Friedrich, on the other hand, uses the two terms marker and pivot in
a completely different way:

To begin with, Lehmann and his followers, unlike Greenberg, usu-
ally ignore the marker (e.g., English 'than') as a variable, and
sometimes overvalue the pivot with the consequence that every-
thing comes to hinge on the relative order of the Standard and
Adjective (Friedrich 1975:27).

Although Friedrich is right in pointing out the overemphasis of order
in Lehmann's reconstruction (and subsequent neglect of the etymologies
of the specific elements used),10 it is not clear how Friedrich's pivot

is related to the comparative construction. He has, by the way, over-
looked the exact usage of marker by Greenberg:

Greenberg's marker, incidentally, refers only to a 'separate
word' such as English 'than', and does not include case endings
even where, as in Greek, they function as markers (Friedrich
1975:17).

Greenberg (1966:88) states explicitly that the marker can be expressed
by either a word or an affix:
On the other hand, there is always some element which expresses
the comparison as such, whether word or affix, corresponding to
English 'than'.
The use of pivot (P) by Friedrich can be seen from the following pas-
sage:
A typical example of a three place PSA comparison is (Y 334):
8¢ ... oel ... dlAtepog, 'who is dearer than you'. The

patterns for Homeric Greek three place constructions can be sum~
marized as follows:
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(1) PsaA 29 (II) PSA 5 (III) Asp 3
PAS 26 PAS 6 APS 3 ...
The patterns just stated above are .difficult to relate to some of
the other patterns, in terms of current theory. Oneof Greenberg's
universals (#22), for example, calls for SPA or APS as either the
only order or the main order, but neither of these conditions
holds for Homeric Greek (Friedrich 1975:16-17).
Additional examples for pivots in Homer are given by Friedrich (Joc.
cit, fn.8):
(i) SPA: matpdg &8¢ ducivwv
"He (is) better than his father.”

(ii) ASP: ddooovag ... (phiuwv ... tnmoug
"horses faster than hawks".

'. Fa .
(iii) PA: TO ... AwtTtepov ual dpelvwv (sic!)
"that is better and better".

(iv) AP: dpsiwv ... EYD
better than I",
It seems to me that Friedrich uses the term pivot in the sense of the
A-member of a construction of the form A is larger than B, i.e., pivot
refers to the first entity, while the standard refers to the second.

To sum up, Greenberg originally recognized three different ele-
ments for the investigation of the word order within comparative con-
structions: (a) an adjective, (b) a standard and (c) a marker. Leh-
mann, although introducing an additional element pivot, concentrated
on the order of the adjective and standard in his theory. To compli-
cate matters, Friedrich lays emphasis on his pivot, which seems to cor-
relate to the first entity (A) in comparisons of the form A is bigger
than B. This last viewpoint will be discussed in the next section.

3.1.4. The comparative construction as a constituent

Let us now take a look at the following examples:
(a) John is a good boy.

(b) John is in town.

(e) John is Fred's son.

(d) John is tall.

(e) John is taller than Harry.
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Through substitution and other ‘tes’csl1 we can show that the under-
lined portions of the above examples are constituents: a predicate
noun phrase (NP) in (a), a prepositional phrase (PP) in (b), a NP
composed of a genitive and a noun in (c¢), a predicate adjective in (d)
and an adjective phrase (AP) in (e). Now, in discussing the word
order within these constituents we can say that (a) reveals the order
adjective + noun, (b) exhibits a preposition and not a postposition,
(c) the order genitive + noun, etc. Notice now that the subject John
has absolutly nothing to do with the word order of these first three
predicate constituents. Turning to (e) we see that the order of ele-
ments within the AP is adjective + than + standard. Bringing the
subject John into consideration here as the pivot in the way Friedrich
does is just as absurd as it would be to consider the subject along
with the other elements in the other examples above: (a) would then
show the order pivot ... + adjective + noun, etc. In other words, we
should be interested in the order of elements within a constituent - in
this case an AP - and the subject certainly does not belong to this
constituent.

It therefore seems to me that Friedrich has brought into the ar-
gument an element which, strictly speaking, does not belong there.
Subsequently he neglects a very important element of the comparative
construction, i.e., the mar‘ker'.12 In this way he has distorted the
true picture of the comparative construction and suggested that our
research should be directed in another direction which, if followed,
would lead us astray:

A basic source of confusion has been the focus on the two vari-

ables of adjective and standard. ... If we include the variables

of Pivot and Marker, as would Greemberg ... What we obviously
need is a fullscale comparative study of comparison in all the
stocks, taking Pivot and Marker fully into account and relating
the results to what is known typologically and in terms of the

logic of comparison (Friedrich 1977:467).

To sum up then, the pivot - as proposed by Friedrich - does not be-
long to the comparative construction and hence renders his examples

from Homer as irrelevant for our discussion.
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3.2. Jensen 1934

The previous paragraphs have shown that Greenberg's marker
can be expressed through a variety of different means: in Latin te
maior the marker is the ablative case ending whereas in maior quam
tu it is the particle quam. These two expressions do not, however,
completely exhaust the possible means of expressing a comparison of
inequality in the languages of the world. In Greek, for example, a
comparison can be expressed through the verb mepleinL "to be better
than, superior to another, surpass™:

... & ... nepl Spévag gupevolr &AAwv (Homer N 631)

you sur- in reason -pass others

". .. you surpass the others through (your) understanding.”

The question which naturally arrises now is what are the different
means used in the languages of the world to express a comparison of
inequality? Jensen addressed himself to this question in his article
"Der steigernde Vergleich und sein sprachlicher Ausdruck" (Jensen
1934).13 After initial remarks about comparison in general, Jensen
proceeds to give a psychologically motivated sequence14 of the differ-
ent means found in the languages of the world. This sequence will be
the topic of the next sections. I might add here that the only other
in-depth study of comparative constructions across languages that I am
aware of - i.e. Ultan (1972) - has not been used for the following
reasons. While Ultan's main interest was directed towards semantic
features, we will be primarily interested in morpho-syntactic features
of comparative constructions. Furthermore, Ultan differentiates be-
tween standard and degree markers; this I cannot agree with for

reasons which will become evident later on.15
3.2.1. A is big, B is small

This construction type is effected by mere antithetic juxtaposition
of two antonymical qualities: big - small.
Dakota: de §iCa, he waste.

this bad that good = "This is worse than that.” 16
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3.2.2. A is big, B is not (big)

This type is basically the same as the previous type, the differ-
ence being that the antonymical quality (small) is subsumed under a
negative form, i.e., not (big).

Mosquito: Jan almuk, Sammuel almuk apia.

John old Sammuel old not

"John is older than Sammuel."l’7

3.2.3. A and B, A is big

In this construction type two entities are first given, and then
one is singled out to be equated with the quality. In a way it is re-
lated to the previous type, the difference being that the negative form
is not given but is to be understood.

Nyandya: madzi ni cakudia komo cakudia.

water and food good food

"Food is better than water."18

3.2.4. A is big compared with B

Whereas in the previous three types the comparative construction
has been expressed through the juxtaposition of two clauses, this type
incorporates both clauses into one in which the comparison is explicitly
expressed through an element with various meanings: "by, beside,
with reference to, compared with, ete."

Nuba: Osman Ali-n dbgor irjenun

Osman Ali-by is rich

"Osman is richer than Ali."19

3.2.5. A is big from B

The next step in the psychological development of comparative
constructions - according to Jensen - is the usage of either preposi-
tions (/postpositions) or a case marker with the meaning "from". This
type is perhaps the most widely used construction found.

Hindi: yih ghar us ghar se bara hai.

this house that house from big is
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"This house is bigger than that house."zo

3.2.6. A surpasses B in size

This is the first type which uses an element explicitly containing
the idea of being more, surpassing through either a preposition (/post-
position) meaning "above" or a verb meaning "to surpass".

Preposition - Latin: super omnes beatus.

above all happy .
"happier than all (others)."21
Verb - Greek: &yd nepl ... e€lur 9edv (Homer © 27)
I above am gods

"I surpass the gods."22

3.2.7. A is more big with respect to B

The next stage in the development is effected by the addition of
an adverb meaning "more".
Italian: piu grande di me.

French: il est plus grand que son frére. 23
3.2.8. A is bigger than B

The last stage in the development of the comparative construction
is effected by the use of a special comparative form of the adjective.
Although this phenomenon is widely used in most Indo-European lan-
guages, outside Indo-European it is rather uncommon, being found
only in parts of Finno-Ugric, certain Caucasian languages and a few
o‘chers.24 Jdensen differentiates three construction types which have a
comparative adjective at their disposal.

3.2.8.1. Prepositional (/postpositional) construction

In this construction the B-member is connected to the adjective
(bigger) by means of preposition (or postposition).
Modern Greek: TI'idpyng elvai upeyardtepog &nd . o6 I'idvvn
George is bigger from John

"George is bigger than John."25
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3.2.8.2. Case construction

The connection between the B-member and the adjective in this
type is expressed through the case ending.
Latin: te maior

you-from bigger = "bigger than you".
3.2.8.3. Particle construction

In this type a separate lexeme is used to connect the standard to
the adjective.
Latin: maior quam tu

"bigger than you'.
3.2.9. The various types of comparative constructions

To sum up, Jensen has distinguished the following psychologically
motivated sequence of comparative constructions:

¢)) A is big, B is small [+J, +Ant]

(ii) A is big, B is not (big) [+3, +Neg]

(ili) A and B, A is big [+J, -Neg, -Ant]
(iv) A is big compared with B [-J, +Ad]

(v) A is big from B [-3, +"FROM"]
(vi) A surpasses B in size [-d, +Verb]

(vii) A is more big with respect to B [-J, +Adv]

(viii) A is bigger than B [-J, +Comp]
(J - juxtaposition, Ant - antonymical quality, Neg - negative,
Ad - adposition, Comp - comparative adjective).

3.3. A reanalysis

In the following sections Jensen's sequence will be reanalyzed
with special emphasis devoted to the morpho-syntactic characteristics.
Let us first restate the various construction types noted above with
respect to the prominent morpho-syntactic features:

(i-iii) A is big, B is small/not (big) [+J, -Comp]

(iv) A is big by/with/from B [-J, +Ad, -Comp]

(v) A is big B-from '[—J, +Case, -Comp]
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(vi) A surpasses B in size [-3, +Verb, -Comp]
(vii) A is more big from B [-J, +Adv, -Comp]
(viii-1) A is bigger from B [-J, +Ad, +Comp]
(viii-2) A is bigger B-from {-J, +Case, +Comp]
(viii-3) A is bigger than B [-J, +Pel, +Comp]

Here we see that the distinctive feature of (i) to (iil) is the juxtaposi-
tion [ +J] of two distinct clauses; in the remaining construction types
the entire construction is incorporated into one clause {-J]. Since com-
parative forms of adjectives are not found throughout the world, the
construction types (i) to (vil) can be characterized by the lack of such
comparative forms [-Comp]; consequently, types (viii-1) to (viii-3)
will be characterized by the employment of comparative forms [ +Comp].
Furthermore, the standard is connected to the adjective by means of
either an adposition [ +Ad] (i.e. preposition or postposition) as in
types (iv) and (viii-1), a case ending [ +Case] as in types (v) and
(viii-2), an adverb [+Adv] as in type (vii), or a particle [ +Pecl] as

in type (viii-3). We also find the employment of a verb [ +Verb] in

type (vi). Let us now take a closer look at these features.
3.3.1. The comparative adjective

As we have already noticed above only a very few languages have
special comparative forms for adjectives at their disposal. The differ-
ence, however, between constructions with comparative adjectives and
those employing positive adjectives is morphological and not syntac-
tical. We notice then at one that the following pairs of types differ
with respect to a morphological element (i.e. the comparative suffix)
but not syntactically:

(a) Juxtaposition

(i) Without a comparative adjective - Hittite
nu-wa-za zi-ig LUGAL.GAL.
am-mu-ug-ma-wa-za LUGAL.GAL.TUR.®Y (KBo VI29I11)
"And you (are) a great king,
I (am) but a small king." 28

"You are a greater king than I am."



(b)

(c)
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(ii)

With a comparative adjective - Classical Sanskrit
Sreyan mrtyur na nirjayah

"Better (is) death, not defeat."27

Adposition

(1)

(ii)

Case

Without a comparative adjective - Hindi
mohan se  bara

Mohan from big = "bigger than Mohan".
With a comparative adjective - Modern Greek
peyardtepog and . td I'idvvn

bigger from John = '"bigger than John".

€3]

(ii)

Without a comparative adjective - Hittite

anzel Tl-anni UL SA BELU.NI Tl-tar nakki.

our life-DAT not GEN lord-our life important
"The life of our lord is not more important than our
life" (KUB XXXI 42 II 18f.).28

With a comparative adjective - Latin

melius morte (Plautus: Rud. 675)

better death-from. = '"better than death".

Notice also that comparative forms of adjectives can be expressed syn-

thetically as in bigger, larger, etc., or analytically as in more beauti-
ful, pia grande, plus grand, etc. This means then that the feature
[ +Adv] is, in fact, an allomorph of the feature [ +Comp]. Keeping

these facts in mind, we can now state more generally the various con-

struction types as follows:

(a)
(b)
()
(d)
(e)

3.3.2.

Juxtaposition: A is big(ger), B is small / not (big),
Adpositional: A is big(ger) FROM B,

Case: A is big(ger) B-FROM,

Particle: A is bigger THAN B, and

Verbal: A SURPASSES B (in size).

The adjective

The adjective is that element within the construction which ex-

presses the quality or property used in comparison. This seems sim-
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ple encugh, but, in fact, things are much more complicated than this.
Take for example the following examples of comparative constructions
from Hixkaryana given by Derbyshire (1979:67):

kawohra  naha Waraka. kaw naha Kaywerye.

tall-neg. he—is Waraka. tall he-is Kaywerye.

'Waraka is not as tall as Kaywerye' or 'Kaywerye is taller than
Waraka'

ohxe naha meku. ohxe nyhe naha yayht.
good he-is monkey. good more he-is tapir.
'Monkey is good, tapir is better, ...'

kratcatza  yoho naha tukusu.
grasshopper bigger—than it-is hummingbird
'The hummingbird is bigger than the grasshopper’.
At first sight there does not seem to be anything wrong with these
examples. Notice, however, the fact that this language does not pos-
sess the grammatical category adjective:
Adjectives and adjective phrases do not occur, Adjective-like
words are treated as adverbs (loc. cit.:42)29
If the language does not have adjectives,does this mean that it cannot
express a comparison of inequality? Certainly not. What this does
mean is that the language will use other grammatical categories for the
expression of the quality or property involved in comparison. I would,
therefore, rather gloss the examples above in the following way:
(i) Tallness-NEG he-is Waraka. Tallness he-is Kaywerye.
(ii) Goodness it-is monkey. Goodness more it-is tapir.
(iii) Grasshopper over30 it-is hummingbird.
In this connection let us recall what Givon has to say about the cat-
egory adjective:
To summarize briefly, a universal phenomenon seems to exist where-
by the lexical categories VERB, ADJECTIVE, and NOUN occupy differ-
ent areas of a continuum, and the scalar property of that contin-
uum seems to be time-stability. ... Given the facts summarized
above, it is, of course, no accident that the lexical class AD-
JECTIVE has remained problematic, exhibiting even within the same

language some 'more noun-like' properties and some 'more verb-
like'ones (Givdn 1979:14).
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We see then that comparative constructions may employ a number of
different grammatical categories for the expression of the quality or
property. In the first two examples from Hixkaryana above nouns
are used - cf. John is more of a man than George (Ultan 1972:120).
The third example shows the use of an adverb with the meaning "over".
Furthermore, it is no surprise to find expressions of comparison em-
ploying verbs with the general meaning "to surpass", as Greenberg
has already noted (1966:88). For this reason I would strongly ob-
ject to the elimination of such verbal constructions in a general ty-
pological discussion of comparative constructions; the same also ap-
plies to the juxtapositional or paratactical construction.

It therefore seems more useful to recognize at least two different
construction types for the expression of comparison depending upon
the grammatical category used to express the quality or property:

(a) a nominal construction employing either a noun or, more commonly,
an adjective for the quality or property and (b) a verbal construction
which uses a verb for this expression.

3.3.3. Link

In the literature mention has been made quite often of the follow-
ing two constructions in Latin:
(a) maior quam tu, and
(b) te maior.
The only difference usually attributed to these examples is a variation
in word order: in (a) we find the adjective before the standard and
in (b) the standard before the adjective. This situation is attested in
a number of other languages, cf. the next two examples from Finnish:
(e) pitempi kuin sind.
"taller than you".
(d) sinu-a pitempi.
you-from taller = T'taller than you".
Unfortunately, there are a number of problems with this usual explan-
ation. First of all, in both Latin and Finnish we also find the opposite

order for the second examples (b) and (d) attested in the literature:
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(b') melius mort-e (Plautus: Rud. 675)
better death-from = "better than death".
(d') pienemmdt hevosen pc’id—vtd (Kalevala 14,319)
smaller horse's head-from = "smaller than a horse's head".
This means then that word order is not a distinguishing feature for
these constructions.

I would now like to introduce the term /ink as the morpho-syntac-
tic means of connecting the standard to the adjective. This, I believe,
is the basic distinguishing feature of the two construction types men-
tioned above. Specifically, in the constructions (a) to (e) given at the
end of §3.3.1. above the link will be:

(i) juxtaposition in construction (a),

(ii) the adposition in construction (b),

(iii) the case ending in construction (c¢), and

(iv) the particle in construction (d).

For a discussion of the link in the verbal construction (e) see §3.4.4.
below.

3.3.4. Marker

Let us now turn to the marker. I will now define the marker as
that specific element which distinguishes a comparison of inequality
from a comparison of equality. It is, therefore, that element which
expresses the specific result of inequality as opposed to the only other
result possible, namely, that of equality. In the juxtapositonal con-
struction the marker is either the negative element NOT or the ant-
onymical quality SMALL. For the next two constructions the marker
will be identical to the links already mentioned, i.e. the adposition and
the case ending respectively. Notice, now, that in a construction like
the following from Hindi the postposition se "from" is the sole marker
and at the same time the link.

Hindi: Mohan se bara

Mohan from big = "bigger than Mohan".
In those languages which have comparative forms of adjectives at their

disposal, the comparative morpheme will represent an additional marker
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in these constructions. In other words, the Latin construction te

maior (or maior te) contains the following elements:

(a) the adjective mag-(nus) for the expression of the quality or

property,
(b) the standard tu,
(c) the ablative case ending -e as the link, thus characterizing

this construction as a case construction, and

(d) the two markers: (i) the ablative case ending and (ii) the

comparative suffix -ior; these two elements thus distinguish

this construction from a comparison of equality.

What is now the marker in the particle construction? We know

already that the particle is the link, but is it also that element which

distinguishes this construction from a comparison of equality? Let us

take a look at a few examples:

Latin:

tam magnus quam tu.
as Dbig as you
maior quam tu.

bigger as you = 'bigger than you".

German: so grof3 wie Johann.

as big as John

gréBer wie Johann.

bigger as John = '"bigger than John".31

Finnish: yhtd pitkd kuin sind.

as big as you
pitempi kuin sind.

bigger as you = '"bigger than you".

Old Indic: samanam agnimarutam bhavati yac ca-agnistome.

same Agnimaruta becomes as Agnistoma-in
"The Agnimaruta becomes the same as in the Agni-

stoma" (AB 4,30,15).

tasmad  urdbhah purusasya bhuyamsah prana

therefore upper man's more-numerous Prér}as
yac ca-avancah ’

as lower
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"Therefore, the upper Pre_n'las of a man are more numer-
ous than the lower" (AB 3,29,6).
French: aussi bon que .
as good as
meilleur que ...
better as ... = '"better than ...".
These examples show that the particle does not distinguish comparisons
of inequality (in the second examples) from comparisons of equality (in
the first examples); hence the particle, although being the link, is not
a marker. Generalizing from examples found in a number of languages,
I would now say that the sole marker in the particle construction is
the comparative morpheme of the adjective: 1 have found only examples
with such comparative adjectives. For an historical account of this

fact in the Indo-European languages see Andersen (1980b).
3.3.5. Types of comparative constructions

It is now obvious that there are a number of different morpho-
syntactic means of expressing an explicit comparison of inequality em-
ployed in the languages of the world. These construction types can
be classified according to the link used to connect the standard to the
expression of the quality or property:

(a) Juxtaposition: A is big, B is small / not (big).

(b) Adpositional: A is big(ger) FROM B.

(¢) Case: A is big(ger) B-FROM.

(d) Particle: A is bigger THAN B.

In addition to these nominal construction types in which the quality
is expressed by a noun or adjective, many languages employ a verb
for this expression:

(e) Verbal: A SURPASSES B.

We now see that in a language like Latin with the constructions
maior quam tu and te maior (or maior te) there is not simply two dif-
ferent orders represented but actually two different construction
types, i.e., particle and case respectively. Taking a look at other
languages we find that many languages employ various constructions
for the expression of comparison and hence the word order of the
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comparative construction is strictly not applicable, since there are a
variety of constructions employed and not just one construction. Once
a language uses diverse constructions the way is open for a semantic
differentiation to go hand-in-hand with the morpho-syntactic variation.
An example for this is found in Latin where there is not only a dif-
ference between the two constructions maior quam tu and te maijor in
the morpho-syntax, but also, according to Panagl (1973:373), in the
semantics: the case construction exhibits presupposition, the particle
construction, on the other hand, does not. I.e., quis me est fortuna-
tior? (case construction) presupposes fortunatus sum, while pater est
maior quam filius (particle construction) does not presuppose filius
magnus est. Accordingly, it might prove advantageous for the seman-
tic investigation of comparison to first (or at least additionally) dis-
tinguish between the various morpho-syntactic means of expressing
these constructions.

3.3.6. Secondary construction types

So far we have discussed a number of construction types used
for the expression of comparison; these I will term primary construc-
tion types. Moreover, we find in some languages secondary construc-
tions, i.e., constructions which have developed from primary construc-
tions, but which no longer preserve the primary morpho-syntactic
features. For an example of such a secondary construction let us turn
to Old Indic. One very common means of expressing comparison is the
ablative case construction:

(a) manaso javiyan (RV 1,118,1)

thought-ABL swifter = "swifter than thought".
In such case constructions we find the following features: an adjective,
a standard, the ablative case:"2 as the link as well as both the link and
the comparative morpheme as the two markers. Keeping this construec-
tion in mind let us now take a look at another common means of ex-
pressing comparison, i.e., the verbal construction:

(b) abhi yb6 visva bhivana babhuiva (RV 1V,16,5)

above who all(AccPl) beings(AccPl) he became
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"who surpassed all beings™.
Here we find the quality expressed by the verb bhu- "to become"”, the
marker is the preverb abhi "above", and together they build the com-
plex verb abhibhii- "to surpass" - the preverb is not required to stand
next to the verb in this stage of the language. The standard in this
construction is placed in the accusative case; for more details on the
verbal construction see §3.4.4. below. Both constructions (a) and (b)
are productive in Old Indic as primary constructions.

This language also has the possibility of deriving an adjective
from a verb (with or without its preverb). Accordingly, from abhi +
bhti~- "o surpass", one can derive quite easily the deverbal adjective
thibhlil— "surpassing, superior":

(¢) tvém indra-abhibhur asi  visva jatany

you Indra superior you are all(AccPl) living beings(AccPl)

bjasa (RV X,153,5).

strength-with

"You, O Indra, are superior to all living beings in strength".
In this example we find a construction in which the quality is expres-
sed by means of an adjective, the marker, however, is the preverb of
the original verbal construction, and the standard is placed in the ac-
cusative case in accordance with the verbal construction from which
this construction is derived. The real problem arises when we further
derive a comparative form from the adjective abhibhf:—, i.e., abhibhil—

tara- "(more) superior":

(d) visvah  prtana abhibhiitaram naram
all(AccPl) hostile army(AccPl) superior-COMP(AceSg)man
(AccSg)

"the man who is superior to all hostile armies"
(RV VIII,97,10).

In this last example we have a comparative adjective with a standard
placed in the accusative case. This construction cannot be considered
as a primary construction because - recalling what we said at the be-
ginning of this section - the standard appears in the ablative case
along with comparative adjectives in the case construction. What we

in fact have here is a nominal construction - by virtue of the compar-
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ative adjective - with a verbal construction link, i.e., the accusative
case for the standard. Such secondary constructions cannot be read-
ily explained nor investigated as instances of primary construction
types given in the previous sections. For further examples of other
secondary constructions in Old Indic see Andersen (1981).

We will, therefore, need to distinguish primary and secondary
constructions in our investigation of comparison. For our purpose
here, i.e. word order within comparative constructions, we will con-

centrate on the primary constructions.
3.4. Motivation for the word order in comparative constructions

Up until now we have seen that there is not just one comparative
construction within which the order of elements can be investigated,
but, on the contrary, there are numerous construction types available
to the languages of the world. My contention now is that these con-
struction types must be independently investigated for word order, i.
e., the motivation for the order of elements differs from construction
type to construction type. Let us now take a closer look at these
construction types; the juxtapositional construction will not be dis-
cussed primarily because Greenberg does not include it in his inves-
tigation. The verbal construction, although being excluded as well

by Greenberg, will be discussed in some detail in §3.4.4. below.
3.4.1. Case construction

The first nominal construction to be investigated is the case con-
struction of the form A is big(ger) B-FROM. Such a construction is
composed of the following elements: a standard, an adjective, a link
and one or more markers. We will start by taking into account the
standard, the adjective and the case ending - the link and one of the
two possible markers - which will, theoretically, reveal the two possible
orders:

(a) adjective + standard + case ending (= maior te)

(b) standard + case ending + adjective (= te maior).

In Latin, Finnish, Old Indic and numerous other languages both of
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these orders are attested. This in itself falsifies the original assump-
tion made by Greenberg that only two orders are possible, i.e., ad-
jective + marker + standard and standard + marker + adjective, since
these languages attest the order adjective + standard + marker. If we
would take the comparative morpheme of the adjective - where em-
ployed - into consideration as well, we would end up with even more
word order possibilities not accounted for by the original assumption,
e.g., standard + marker7 + adjective + markerz.

Our case construction can now be analyzed as an adjective phrase
(AP) composed of an adjective and a complement noun phrase (NP).
These APs can be further qualified or quantified, e.g. John is two
inches taller than Fred., etc. Notice that there are constraints on the
employment of APs in some languages. In Finnish, for example, such
comparative APs can be employed not only predicatively as in (i) but
also attributively as in (ii):

(i) Hédn on Matti-a pitempi.
he is Matti-PARTITIVE ‘taller = "He is taller than Matti."
(ii) Matti-a pidemmdt miehet eivdt pddse

Matti-PARTITIVE taller(NomPl) man(NomPl) NEG-3P]1 get
ilmovoimi-in
Air Force-ILLATIVE
"Men, who are taller than Matti, are not allowed into the
Air Force" (cf. Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979:141).
The corresponding APs in other languages, on the other hand, can
only be used predicatively, as can been seen from the English trans-
lation.

In this connection there is an important fact that should be real-
ized: this underlying morpho-syntactic means of expressing the com-
parative construction , i.e. an AP involving an adjective and a com-
plement NP, is not used exclusively for the expression of a comparison
of inequality, but it is also used for a number of other expressions.
If we turn to Finnish, for example, we find not only the comparative
construction
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(a) pitempi sinu-a
bigger you-PARTITIVE = "bigger than you”,
but also a number of other constructions involving an adjective and
its complement, cf. Tarvainen (1977: 76-77):
(b) tietoinen asia-sta
aware thing-ELATIVE = "aware of a thing"
(e¢) perehtynyt asia-an
acquainted thing-ILLATIVE = "acquainted with a thing"
(d) kokenut tyd-ssd
experienced work-INESSIVE = "experienced in work"
(e) uskollinen ystdvd-lleen
faithful friend-ALLATIVE = "faithful to a friend".

In German this type of construction is likewise quite productive:

(f) der Ruhe bedirftig

the rest (GENITIVE) needy = "in need of rest"
(g) einem Mann treu

one man (DATIVE) faithful = "faithful to one man"
(h) mir zehn Mark schuldig

me (DATIVE) ten mark (ACCUSATIVE) owing
"owing me ten marks".
This construction is, however, no longer used for expressing compar-
ison which may have looked like
i)  F*mir grdfBier
me (DATIVE) bigger = "bigger than I",
which corresponds to the English construction
(i) superior to me,
where to me represents the dative case. Earlier stages of German did
use this type of construction for comparison (see Lehmann 1972¢) and
remnants are still found, for example, in Goethe:
(k) Jedem Gift, das ich erprobet, schlimmer ist dein eignes noch
(cf. Ziemer 1884:75,260; Jensen 1934:123).
"Every poison (DATIVE), that I tasted, worse is your own
still", i.e.: "Your own poison is still worse than that one,
that I tasted."
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Here the standard (Jedem Gift "every poison”) is placed in the dative
case and represents the construction proposed in (i) above. In even
earlier stages of the language this type of comparative construction was
more productive (Hiemskringla 608,1):
(1) "Hon var hverri konu fridari.
she was than any other woman more beautiful” (Lehmann
1972a:323).
In this example the standard in the dative case (konu) precedes the
adjective (fridari). Notice also that the basic sentence pattern is SVO.
Let us now take a look at Homeric Greek where we find the fol-
lowing examples:
(m) % 285 Zuol 9lra

to me dear = "dear to me"
(n) Y 334 oed &lAtepog

you-GEN déarer = "dearer than you"
(0) T 250 Jedr gvarlynLog

to god resembling = "resembling a god".

In these examples we find the same order of elements as in the Ger-
manic examples above: standard/complement NP before adjective. If
we now turn to an OV language, e.g. Old Indic, we find the opposite
order:

(p) RV V,51,4c priya indraya

dear Indra-DATIVE = "dear to Indra"
(a) SB X,6,1,6 bahih prajaya pasiubhir
abounding descendants-INSTR cattle-INSTR
"abounding in descendants (and) cattle".
As will be shown in chapter four, the underlying word order in the
case construction in the Rigveda (and Old Indic in general) is adjec-
tive + standard. The same order is found in adjective phrases com-
posed of adjectives and complement NPs,

Note, now, that in constructions where a positive adjective is
used and not a comparative adjective (e.g. Hittite, Tocharian, etc.)
the two constructions - adjective plus standard and adjective plus com-
plement NP - will be identical in all respects.
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To sum up, for the purpose of word order we must investigate
all of the morpho-syntactic constructions in the particular language of
the same underlying type and set up different (implicational) word or-
der universals accordingly. In other words, we should replace Green-
berg's one universal (#22) and all subsequent implicational universals
concerning comparative constructions by a number of other universals,
one of which would encompass adjectives and their complements as well
as their respective word orders. In addition to this the motivation for
the word order within the case construction is completely different from
that of the other constructions - as will be shown in the next sections
- and hence warrants a reanalysis of comparative constructions in all
languages which must differentiate construction types. This prelimi-
nary investigation has, by the way, turned up some evidence for the
following correlations:

VO languages (e.g. Germanic) show the order complement NP +

adjective, and

OV languages (e.g. Old Indic) show the order adjective + compli-

ment NP.

3.4.2. Adpositional construction

The next construction type to be discussed is the adpositional
construction of the type found in the following examples:
(a) Modern Greek upevaAltepog &no I'tdvvn
bigger from George
"bigger than George".
(b) Hindi mohan se bara
Mohan from big = "bigger than Mohan".
(c) Japanese akiko yori okii
Akiko from big = "bigger than Akiko".
Although we may want to consider the adpositional construction as a
variant of the case construction, there are a number of reasons for
treating these constructions separately in this investigation of the
word order. The most important reason is the fact that the motivation

for the word order of standard and adjective with a case ending used
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as the link, on the one hand, and the variant type with an adposition
used as the link, on the other hand, are -different. While the word
order of the case construction may be dependent upon the order of
verb and object, in Andersen (1979a) it has been shown that the ex-
istence and subsequent usage of prepositions or postpositions is not
dependent upon the order of verb and object, cf. Baldi (1980) and
§2.2.3. above.

In the examples of the adpositional construction given above we
find the standard linked to the adjective by means of an adposition in
which a total of four different orders are possible:

(1) preposition + standard + adjective,

(2) standard + postposition + adjective,

(3) adjective + preposition + standard, and

(4) adjective + standard + postposition.

The order (3) is found in example (a) above, the order (2) in exam-
ples (b) and (c¢) above and the order (1) in the following example
from Modern Persian:

(d) Persian an pesar az in doxtar bozorgtar ast.

that boy from this girl bigger is

"That boy is bigger than this girl" (cf. Lambton

1967:21).
I have not found any examples with the order (4) above. Notice that
this last example from the Persian has the basic word order SOV along
with a preposition (gz "from"). Here it should be noted that the se-
vere problems faced with the existence of either prepositions or post-
positions motivated by the word order typology have already been
pointed out. It should also be added that this type of construction is
used for a number of different constructions and not exclusively for
comparison, just as we have seen in our discussion of the case con-
struction above. In German, for example, we find, in addition to the
type of construction found in the examples of the case construction
and adjective phrases quoted in the last section, adjective phrases in
which the complement is a prepositional phrase (PP):
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(e) zu dieser Aufgabe fdhig
to this task capable = 'capable of this task".
English also exhibits this type of construction not only for the expres-
sion of comparison, e.g. inferior to John. / superior to him, but also
for non-comparative constructions: dear to me, etc.

The important aspects of the adpositional construction that we
should, therefore, keep in mind are (a) this construction type is not
exclusively used for the expression of comparison of inequality, and
(b) the motivation for the existence of either a preposition or a post-
position in such constructions is not dependent upon the word order
typology as we pointed out above.

3.4.3. Particle construction

The last nominal construction type to be considered is the parti-
cle construction. Let us first take a look at the particle. In the
Indo-European languages a variety of particles are employed in this
construction, the classification of which has provoked some interest.
Ziemer (1884:145ff.) divided the Indo-European particles into the fol-
lowing three groups:

(a) Separative particles: Skt. na, Gr. i, Goth. pau, etc.,

(b) Comparative particles: Gr. &g, Lat. quam, Eng. than,

Germ. als, etc., and
(e) Separative-comparative particles: Mod.Gr. nap &T., Lat.
prae quam, etc.
Forty years later Small (1924:36) set up only two groups:

(a) Separative/Adversative particles, and

(b) Syntactic particles,
which is essentially the same classification given by Gallis (1947:23).
Recently Puhvel (1973:151) has proposed the following classification:

(a) Negative particles: "NOT" as in Indic and Slavie,

(b) Disjunctive particles: "OR" in Greek and Slavic, and

(c) Assimilatory and Associative particles: particles which have

both meanings "AS" and "THAN" as in Western Indo-Euro-

pean.
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If we shift our attention now from the semantics of these particles to
the historical development and the syntactical function, we find as the
common denominator for these particles a conjunction used to connect
two clauses:
All the IE languages have ... another ... means of expressing com—
parison with the help of adverbs and conjunctions. These parti-
cles did not in themselves originally contain the idea of compar-
ison, which later became definitely associated with them. At

first they probably connected two separate statements, ... (Small
1924:30).

The first method [of comparison, i.e. particle construction] makes

use of conjunctive particles to connect the first clause, contain-

ing the first object being compared and the comparative form of an
adjective or adverb, with a second clause, containing the object

or condition with which comparison is made (Small 1929:14).
Strictly speaking, the so called negative particles like the Classical
Sanskrit ng and Slavic neZe are not conjunctions, and therefore, re-
present paratactical constructions of the type: A is big, B is not (big).
Outside Indo-European languages we also find that the true particles
used in the comparative construction are likewise original conjunctions,
e.g. Finnish kuin "as, than" (ef. Hakulinen 1979:74).

On the basis of data collected from a number of different lan-
guages I have deduced the following generalizations: the particle con-
struction is found only in those languages which use a comparative
form of the adjective; the particle itself represents an original conjunc-
tion whose function it was to connect two clauses, one containing the
comparative form of the adjective and the next clause containing the
standard along with the positive form of the adjective. If we now as-
sume that the particle in the particle construction was a conjunction
which had the function of connecting two clauses, the starting point
for our investigation of the word order of this construction will be the
following construction in which the first object is the adjective and the
second subject (or object) is the standard:

Sl,V O1 (= adjective) + conjunction + 82 (= standard), VZ’OZ'

1’
This pattern is found in sentences of the type The table is longer
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than the rug is wide. Notice that the two qualities being measured in
this example (i.e. long and wide) are different in both clauses; this
is true only in a small number of cases. Generally, the qualities are
the same and subsequently one, i.e. the unmarked positive, is liable
to deletion:33 I am bigger than you are (big). The deletion process
can also affect the verb if it is the same (with respect to tense but
not necessarily with respect to person and number) in both clauses:
I am bigger than you (are)., but | am bigger than you were (at my
age). This is the stage of development taken as typical for this con-
struction by Greenberg, Vennemann, Lehmann and others in their dis-
cussions of word order. In this pattern one finds the entire first
clause, followed by the conjunction and in turn by the subject (or ob-
ject) of the second clause:

Sl’Vl’Ol (adjective) + conjunction (particle) + S2 (standard).
Now, if the language in question reveals VSO patterning, the order of
elements in the particle construction will be:

V1 + S1 + O1 (adjective) + conjunction (particle) + S2 (standard).

In other words, our syntagma will be composed of the elements in the

following order:

adjective (01) + particle (conjunction) + standard (82/02).

Likewise SVO and SOV languages will show the following orders:

SVO - (Sl+V1) + O1 (adjective) + conjunction + 82 (standard).
SOV - (Sl) + O1 (adjective) + (Vl) + conjunction + S2 (standard).

We see then that the order of elements within the particle construction
is - regardless of the specific word order patterning - always:
adjective + particle + standard.

This order is found among others in the following languages:

(1) SVO English - bigger than you.

(2) SVO German - gréBer als du (there is still some discussion
as to the word order patterning of German,
some believe it to be SVO, others SOV).

(3) SOV Latin - maior quam tu (this construction is found in the
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oldest Latin texts which were still SOV).
(4) SOV Finnish - pitempi kuin sind (although Finnish has bor-
rowed the surface order SVO, the placement
of modifiers and other typological character-
istics still reflect the historically older SOV
patterning).
(5) SOV Pali - seyyo yance jivitam (in Andersen (1980a) it has
been shown that the word order patterning of
Middle Indic was SOV).

Before concluding our discussion of the particle construction let
us add a few remarks on the construction in English. Our starting
point will be a construction containing two clauses joined by a conjunc-
tion, e.g. You are taller, then | am tall (than is, historically speak-
ing, a variant of the conjunction then). As we have seen above, por-
tions of the second clause are liable to deletion. Once this deletion has
taken place we end up with the first clause plus the original conjunc-
tion followed by a NP. Constructions like bigger than me then indicate
that the particle (originally a conjunction) followed by a NP has been
reinterpreted as a preposition followed by a NP. Once this stage has
been reached the original conjunction/particle becomes one of a number
of prepositions in the language, and hence the vacillation in English:
different from/to/than ..., etc. In this way an original particle con-
struction (which is still in use in English) has developed into a pre-
positional construction, whereby the particle - in a particle construction
it was only a link but not a marker - becomes a second marker.

To sum up our discussion of the particle construction we can say
that this type of comparative construction is realized in those languages
which have such a construction at their disposal with the word order
adjective + particle + standard regardless of the particular word order
patterning of the language in question. A closer investigation also
shows the fact that the syntactic construction underlying this type of
comparative construction is also not exclusively limited to the expres-
sion of comparisons of inequality: John went to the store, then home.,

The light turned orange, then red,. etc.
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3.4.4. Verbal constructions

Jensen makes the remark that the verbal construction is widely
used in languages of the Naturvélker: "Die zweite Art [i.e. verbal
construction] ist besonders in der Sprachen der Naturvélker sehr ver-
breitet" (Jensen 1934:120). Subsequently, he gives only examples
from these languages. This construction is, however, by no means
restricted to these languages, nor unknown to the Indo-European lan-
guages as the following examples show.

(1) English - He surpassed all his contemporaries in skill.

(2) German - Er Ubertrifft ihn an Kérperkraft.

(3) Homeric Greek - é€y®d mepleipl dedv (cf. © 27)

"I surpass gods".
(4) Old Indic - sé- it  agnir agnimr  a&ti-  astu anyan.
this only Agni the Agnis above should-be others
"Only this Agni should surpass the other Agnis".
(RV VII,1,14c).
The distinguishing feature of the verbal construction is the employment
of a verb for the quality or property. The standard appears as the
object of the verb, thus leaving us with the investigation of the mar-
ker.

Recalling what we have said above in §3.3.2. concerning the
NOUN-ADJECTIVE-VERB continuum, it should come as no surprise to
find in some languages verbal comparative constructions which struc-
turally parallel nominal constructions with the only difference being
the expression of the quality: in nominal constructions a noun or ad-
jective is used, in verbal constructions a verb. For example, parallel
to a (nominal) adpositional construction of the form A js /arge(r) FROM
B we find expressions in some languages of the form A to-be-large
FROM B with the verb to-be-large expressing the quality:

(5) Susu - Afriki fura fotetaa be

Africa to-be-hot Europe from
"Africa is hotter than Europe" (cf. Friedlinder 1974:
62).



132 Word Order Typology and Comparative Constructions

Or, as another example, parallel to a case construction of the form A
is big(ger) B-FROM we find a verbal construction A to-be-big B-FROM:
(6) Eskimo - nano tugtu-mit angivoq.

bear reindeer-FROM is-large

"The bear is bigger than the reindeer” (cf. Mey

1976:163).
In these two examples the quality is expressed by the verbs fura "to-
be-hot" and angivoqg "to-be-large", the standard is the object of the
verb appearing either with an adposition (be "from") or case ending
(-mit ABLATIVE "from") as the sole marker of comparison. Although
1 have not collected any examples, it is theoretically possible that we
could find a verbal construction parallel to the juxtaposition construc-
tion, i.e. something like A to-be-large, B to-be-small. It should be
pointed out in passing that in a verbal construction the only difference
between a comparative construction and a superlative construction is
the numerus of the standard: comparative - John to-be-large boy-
FROM, superlative - John to-be-large boys~-FROM.

Another type of verbal construction is found in constructions of
the German type Er Gbertrifft ihn (lit.: he over-hits him, i.e. "He
surpasses him"). In such constructions we find a preverb plus verb
instead of a verb plus either adposition or oblique case ending as in
(5) and (6) above respectively. Let us now turn to a language where
this type of construction is quite productive, namely, Old Indic. In
this language the verb as- "to be" can be used without a preverb as
a possible means of expressing a comparison of equality. We notice,
however, that when used with a preverb, e.g. ati "over", the result-
ing complex verb ati + as- "to surpass" becomes a comparative verb
in a comparison of inequality, cf. (4) above where astu is the 3rd-
singular-present-imperative-active of as~. This shows, then, that the
preverb not only increases the valence of the verb - gs- is an intran-
sitive verb meaning "to be, to exist", ati + as- is a transitive verb
meaning "to surpass" (lit.: "to be over") - but it is also that specific
element which distinguishes a verbal comparison of inequality from a

comparison of equality, and hence it is the marker in this comparative



Word Order within Comparative Constructions 133

construction.

Such verbal constructions can now be further qualified by an
instrumental NP:

(7)  visvani sénty abhy. dstu mahn-&

all(AccPl) present(AccPl) he shall surpass greatness-INSTR

"He shall surpass all present in greatness" (RV 1I,28,1).
We might want to consider the type of construction exemplified by (4)
above with ati + as- (and adhi + bhu-, abhi + bhu-, ete.) as an im-
plicit comparison - implicit because the specific gquality in question is
not expréssed and not because the standard is not expressed. We
find, however, that such implicit constructions can be turned into ex-
plicit constructions by the addition of instrumental NPs as in (7).
The majority of verbal comparative constructions in Old Indic employ
verbs other than as- "to be" and bhu- "to become" together with the
preverbs ati "over", adhi "above", abhi "over", etc. and therefore
are explicit comparative constructions, cf. ati + jiv- "to over-live",
i.e. "to outlive":

(8) n& hé samvatsarém yajamano <é>tijived

not indeed year(AccSg) sacrificer he may outlive

"(For if he were to pour it out during the chanting) the

sacrificer would not outlive the year" (5B 4,2,4,6).
This type of construction is very productive not only in Old Indic but
also in other Indo-European languages including English, ef. the nu-
merous comparative verbs with the preverb out-: to outdo, to outdraw,
to outfight, to outgrow, to outrun, etc.

Constructions with verbs of the type to surpass, however, differ
from those of the type fo outdo in an important aspect: we cannot
analyze such verbs as being composed of a preverb plus a verb. What
we, in fact, have here is a verb which has been derived from an ad-
verb, i.e. Latin supero "to surpass" is derived from the adverb super
"above", likewise the Finnish verb ylittdd "to surpass" is derived from
the adverb y/i "above, over". These constructions may also be con-
sidered as implicit comparisons because an explicit quality or property
is not expressed.
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Three different types of verbal comparative constructions have
now been discussed, i.e. (a) constructions with nominal markers -
adpositions, case endings, etc. - and a verb instead of an adjective
or noun, (b) constructions with a preverb as marker along with a
verb as the expression of the quality and the standard as object, and
(¢) constructions in which the verb is derived from an adverb along
with the standard as object. Let us now turn to the word order in
these constructions.

In all verbal constructions the order of the standard and the ex-
pression of the quality or property is identical to the order of verb
and object, the only exception being constructions like (7) above where
the quality is expressed by an additional instrumental NP. If we bring
the marker into consideration we will end up with patterns which are
not accounted for by any typological theory, i.e., in the German Er
Ubertrifft ihn we find the order marker + quality + standard. And
again we see that the underlying construction employed here is not
restricted to the expression of comparison.

To sum up, the motivation for the word order here is not the
same as that for the nominal constructions. Therefore, we see again
the necessity for separate investigations of the word order within the
specific construction types used in expressing comparison. And final-
ly, verbal:constructions should not be eliminated from general inves-
tigations into comparative constructions as Greenberg and others have
done.

3.5. Conclusions

It is now clear that Greenberg's universal 22 and all subsequent
typological theories regarding the order of elements within comparative
constructions are not valid for a number of reasons. First, comparison
was so vaguely defined that several diverse construction types have
been subsumed under the one heading. These construction types must
be separately investigated because the motivation for their respective
word orders is different. In the case of the particle construction the
word order adjective + particle + standard seems to be universal re-
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gardless of the specific word order patterning. Furthermore, since
the existence of prepositions or postpositions is not dependent upon
the word order patterning, we cannot postulate a universal of word
order for this construction type. In addition to this we have also
seen that the syntactic structures used to express the comparison of
inequality are not restricted to this specific expression but are gener-
ally used in the languages for a number of other expressions. There-
fore, any universal concerning comparison of inequality must be taken
as part of a more general universal regarding a number of different
syntactic structures, e.g., adjective plus complement constructions,
etc. Finally, there is no justifiable reason for exciuding the verbal
and juxtapositional constructions from a general discussion of compar-
ison.

If we were to change our priorities in such a way that word order
would be subordinate to comparison of inequality, there is at least one
way in which a typology of comparative constructions could be persued
in a much more rewarding fashion: I am thinking here about the re-
cent theory of universals propagated by Seiler (1973;1978) and his
Universals Project.

Since we know that there are many kinds of variations, of squishes,
of implicational relationships, and of hierarchies, we need first
an ordering principle in order to interpret them adequately. The
best I could think of is the Aristotelian bi-dimensional system of
categories vs. categorems ... On the categorial dimension or axis
we are concerned with the 'What?': What is contained and expres-
sed in a language - categories, relations, meanings, systematicity,
etc. On the categorematic axis we are concerned with the 'How?':
How do properties cluster in a given language or in a group of lan-
guages — as representations of categories, implicational relation-
ships, incompatibilities, etc. (Seiler 1978:15).

If we choose to follow this line of thought, we would propose to place
comparison of inequality on the 'categorical axis' and then list the var-
ious underlying constructions available across languages to express this
grammatical category, e.g., juxtaposition of two clauses, adjective
phrase, compound verb constructions, etc. Since all these underlying
constructions are used for the expression of other categories, they re-

present an inventory of the possible syntactic structures to choose from,
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Some of these, then, may be specified in more detail, e.g., APs could
be divided into those structures with a PP or a NP as complement. At
this stage in our differentiation word order can be taken into consider-
ation: NP + Adjective, Adjective + NP, etc. For an attempt at such
an alternative universal of comparative constructions see Andersen
(19824d).

Furthermore, we have analyzed the comparative construction with
the following results. Semantically, our construction is composed of
(a) the quality or property used in the actual process of comparison,
(b) the standard of comparison and (c) the result of the comparison -
in this case it is inequality; this we have termed the marker which is
that specific element which differentiates a comparison of inequality
from a comparison of equality. On the morpho-syntactic level of gram-
mar we will find respective expressions for these semantic categories:
(a') an element along the NOUN-ADJECTIVE-VERB continuum for the
expression of the quality or property, (b') a NP for the standard and
(c') one, or possibly two markers. In addition to these elements we
will find a morpho-syntactical means of connecting the standard to the
expression of the quality or property: this we have termed the link.

Now since there has not been any distinction made between the
different types of comparative constructions in previous discussions on
word order, most of the results already obtained are extremely difficult
to evaluate. What is now needed, then, is a reanalysis of the word
order of comparative constructions in as many different languages as
possible taking into account the fact that the various construction
types have different motivations for their respective word orders. Let
me illustrate this need for a reanalysis on one example. It is generally
assumed that in Latin one word order - maior quam tu - has replaced
another word order - te maior - in the development of this language,
thus indicating a typological shift from an (S)OV language to an (S)VO
language. As I have already shown, the word order for the particle
construction is adjective + particle + standard regardless of the word
order patterning. Thus the particle construction can give us no infor-

mation regarding the word order patterning in Latin at any stage -
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notice that the particle construction is attested in the earliest Latin
texts. Furthermore, in the older stages of Latin one finds not only
the word order te maior but also maior te for the case construction.
These orders are of primary importance for the typological theory and
the shift from SOV to SVO. What has not been done as yet is to de-
termine which of these two orders has been replaced by the other.
For a further discussion of Latin see chapter five below. We might
add here the fact that a differentiation of morpho-syntactic construc-
tion types may very well have semantic repercussions: it has been
shown, for example, that in Latin the case construction exhibits pre-
supposition while the particle construction does not.

Finally, this investigation has led to additional conclusions con-
cerning the current views on word order within comparative construc-
tions: (a) The word order of the comparative construction is indeed
liable to marking and is thus no longer to be regarded as one of the
most important typological characteristics (see §3.1.1. above). In fact,
we can find examples even of the particle construction which show a
marked word order: Satan than whom none higher sat, thus spoke;34
Whatever the reason, the crew cut has won the endorsement of Gen-
tlemen's Quarterly, than which can a haircut do better? (from the
Daily Mail, Friday, October 8,1982, page 4). (b) In the investiga-
tion of the word order of comparative constrcutions for the purpose
of reconstruction, the etymons of the link and marker are of utmost
importance, since only through a correct interpretation of these com-
ponents can the specific construction type in question be determined
(ef. §3.1.3. above, and Andersen (1980b)). (c¢) The word order
patterning of a specific language cannot be determined alone by the
order of elements in a comparative construction (see §3.1.1. above):
cf. Modern Persian with marker (=preposition) + standard + adjective
in the comparative construction, but SOV with prepositions.

Since it has been shown that a reanalysis of the word order in
comparative constructions is now needed, the next chapter will repre-
sent an in-depth investigation of the word order of the case construc-

tion in a specific language, namely, Old Indic. This should serve as
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a model and at the same time serve to point out certain problems con-

nected with such a reanalysis.
Endnotes

1. Cf. Small (1929:11): '"The positive degree is really a relative
expression based ultimately upon an active comparison; for no
adjective or adverb in the language is quite absolute. We say
that an object is bitter, soft, high, etc. only after having
mentally placed it beside various other similar objects one at a
time and deciding that it is more or less intense in quality than
each one in turn. A %Zigh fence, a sweet apple, etc. are at bot-
tom comparisons, but only the result appears and not the process.”

2, This is particularly evident in verbal constructions in which only
the number of the standard NP differentiates 'comparatives' from
'superlatives': John outran his friend; John outran his friends.
Cf. §3.4.4. below.

3. Lehmann (1972¢:977).

Cf. Lehmann (1972b:171; 1972c:985; 1972e:241; 1973b:90) and
Friedrich (1975:27).

Cf. Lehmann (1972b:172).

See also Lehmann (1972c:988): "We would also expect to find a
similar consistency of patterning for verbal constructions, among
them comparatives which Delbriick already equated with verbs." A
slightly different approach is offered at Lehmann (1972c¢:988):
"When we examine how comparative constructions are produced, we
note that an adjectival sentence containing a standard is embed-
ded in another sentence with the same adjective"; cf. also Leh~
mann (1972¢:989; 1978a:17).

7. Cf. Lehmann (1976b:447).

8. Notice that not all -er suffixes are comparatives; e.g. in outer
and upper these are merely locative suffixes eventhough they are
usually termed comparative — cf. Andersen (Forthcoming b).

9. Cf. Lehmann (1972c¢:988-9): "When comparison is explicit, the
standard is marked by a pivot, often one of ablative value' and
Lehmann (1972a:329): " ... in comparison, the marker of compari-
son precedes the standard."

10. See Andersen (1980b).
11. See Radford (1981: chapter two; esp. 69).

12. I am referring here to his patterns PSA, SPA, etc. given in §3.1.
3. above.

13. In the following paragraphs I will be concerned mainly with Jen-
sen (1934), but I will incorporate into this discussion some as=-
pects of the following works: Ziemer (1884), Panagl (1973) and
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15.

16.

19.

20.

21.
22,
23.
24,
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Puhvel (1973).

Cf. Jensen (1934:113): "Wenn ich im Folgenden versuche, eine An-
zahl solcher Vorstufen, von der einfachsten, anschaulichsten zu
den abstraktesten fortschreitend, aufzuweisen, so soll damit zu-
ndchst nicht eine historische, sondern eine psychologische Ent-
wicklungsreihe gegeben werde."

See Andersen (1982d). 1In this connection I would also like to
refer to the comprehensive studies of comparison by Reiter (1979)
and Hellan (1981).

See Jensen (1934:116-117), Panagl (1973:361) and Puhvel (1973:

146): 'ars longa, vita brevis est, meaning that art is longer

than the lifetime allotted to mastering it."” Cf. Ziemer (1884:
10). This construction is also common in Australian languages,
see Mallinson and Blake (1981:382).

See Jensen (1934:117), Puhvel (1973:146), Ziemer (1884:10).

Panagl (1973:361) recognizes only one type encompassing our
types 1 and 2: 'x ist groB, y ist klein/nicht groB." According
to Puhvel (1973:146) "Such a construction is not unknown in old-
line Indo-European, e.g. Sanskrit varam hi mrtyur ndkirtih 'good
is death, not dishonor', i.e. 'better death than dishonor' or
death before dishonor'." waram , however, means 'select, choic-
est, best, best, etc.' and as far as I can determine never 'good'.
Theoretically then, this example is of a type 'A is bigger, B is
not.' Notice too, that the specific construction referred to by
Puhvel with na, although quite frequent in Classical Sanskrit, is
not found in 0ld Indic proper, see Andersen (1981: 182 fn.1,2;
Forthcoming c:§3.1.7). This general type of construction is found
in the Rigveda, but only with m@ 'not'; na, on the other hand, is
a marker of a comparison of equality in the Rigveda: RV 9,97,78
simhd nd bhimd 'terrible as (nd) a lion', cf. Sayana:'simho na
simho iva. "

See Jensen (1934:117), Ziemer (1884:17) and Panagl (1973:361):

'x und y, groB ist y.' Cf. Fris (1950:180).

See Jensen (1934:118), Puhvel (1973:146-147) and Panagl (1973:
361): 'x bei/iiber/vor y ist gros’.

See Jensen (1934:118): '"... eine Ausdrucksweise, die vielleicht
die verbreiteste iiberhaupt ist'", and Panagl (1973:361). Puhvel
(1973:146) regards this and the following type as the same: "A
is X with reference (or: starting from, from the vantage of)B."

See Jensen (1934:119-120), Puhvel (1973:147) and Panagl (1973:361).
Cf. Ziemer (1884:11).
See Jensen (1934:120-121) and Panagl (1973:361).

See Jensen (1934:113). Jensen, it seems, has overlooked the us-—
age of comparative adjectives in parts of Finno-Ugric, e.g. Fin-
nish pitkd 'long', pitempi 'longer'. Cf. Puhvel (1973:146),
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25.
26.
27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.
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Fris (1950:170), Berg (1958:202), Ziemer (1884:129-138) and Beke
(1928:222f.). Friedrich (1926:186,fn.2) makes reference to a
comparative in Arabic as the only example in Semitic, and Beke
(1928:222,fn.1) mentions the Turkish comparative suffix =-rak.

Cf. Jensen (1934:122) and Schwyzer and Debrummer (1950:99).
Cf. §3.2.2. above and Andersen (1980b:226).

Cf. §3.2.2. above and §3.4.3. below. See also Andersen (1981:
174f.) for various other types of the paratactical comparative
construction in 0ld Indic.

Cf. Puhvel (1973:146), Melchert (1977:215), Friedrich (1960:127)
and Andersen (1980b:226). See Ziemer (1884:137) for an example
from Greenlandic with an ablative and a positive adjective.

Cf. Derbyshire (1979:26): ''There is no construction of the adjec~
tive clause (relative clause) type. There are various means used
to obtain the same effect as such a clause: simple nominalization;
placing NPs together in a paratactic relationship, with intona-

tional break ...", and the following endnote.

See Derbyshire (1979:31): ''Subordinate clauses expressing degree,
such as comparative and equative, take the form of derived nom~
inals followed by certan postpositions: wyaro 'like', yoho
'above' "

This comparative constructions with wie is found quite often in
many dialects, subsequently, it has even found its way into the
Duden grammar, cf. Grebe (1966:233).

There is one example of the instrumental case in the Rigveda:
RV 10,76,5.

If the particle construction always uses a comparative adjective
as I have assumed (and shown the motivation for) in Andersen
(1980b:22)), then the sentences would contain a comparative and

a positive adjective. Only the unmarked positive adjective would
be subject to deletion and not the marked comparative. For this
reason 'gapping' is not applicable here.

Cf. Jensen (1934:123, fn.2).



4.0. WORD ORDER OF THE COMPARATIVE CONSTRUCTION IN
THE RIGVEDA

Recent typological studies on word order draw their data from
a wide range of languages. But since the majority of scholars do not
have firsthand knowledge of the hundred or so languages referred to,
we are all forced to rely on grammars and other secondhand sources
to cull our examples from. Although it was not until the mid-1960s at
the earliest that the impact of Greenberg's 1966 paper (first read at a
conference in 1961) was to be felt in linguistics and encorporated into
the writing of grammars, the majority of works on specific languages
used for typological purposes still predate this important contribution
to our understanding of word order. My contention now is that the
data taken from pre-1965 (or, more realistically, 1970) grammars and
other sources in which - and this generally holds true - word order
played no central rble are, to a great extent, unreliable: examples for
constructions were usually given, but not for the specific word orders
in question. The present chapter investigates one case in point: re-
lying on the grammars and other pertinent literature on Old Indic and
especially the Rigveda it is assumed without exception that the order
of elements within the comparative construction is stondard + (marker
+ ) adjective. The construction type in question here is the case con-
struction since there are no examples of either the particle construc-
tion nor the prepositional construction in the Rigveda. In keeping
with Greenberg and subsequent theorists we will not bring the juxta-
positional nor the verbal construction into this investiga’tion.1 In or-
der to enable others to confirm or disconfirm the results reached here,
a complete list of all examples found in the Rigveda and used in this
investigation are listed in APPENDIX I below.
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4.1. Results of earlier investigations

Let us once more recall what the current theory has to say about
the word order within the comparative construction. Since Greenberg's
remarks on comparison (1966:88-89) it has been assumed that one lan-
guage type shows one order in this construction and the other language
type another. Specifically, the general consensus is that VO languages
exhibit the order adjective + marker/pivot + standard (AS) and OV lan-
guages the order standard + marker/pivot + adjective (SA). In addi-
tion to this the comparative construction is not liable to marking, which
has as a consequence that if two orders are found in a language (cf.
Latin: maior quam tu and te maior) one must say that the language is
in a state of typological change.

In an earlier investigation of the word order of the Rigveda, Leh-
mann has shown that this language has postpositions as well as prepo-
sed adjectives, genitives and relative clauses,2 thus indicating OV pat-
terning. Together with Ratanajoti, Lehmann continued his research by
investigating the next stage in the development of the Indic languages,
i.e. the Bréhmar_las. Their conclusion was that this later language
showed the beginning of a shift from the OV patterning (of the Rig-
veda) to VO patterning. In accordance with the current theory, one
would expect to find the order SA for comparative constructions in the
Rigveda - since it is an OV language - and this has indeed been found
to be the case, cf

(62) ghr‘tat svad/yo (RV VIII, 24, 20d),

(47 gaurad védiyan (RV VII, 98 1c),

(4) tvad anyd (RV I,57,4c).

But the order AS was found as well:

(15) sudarsataro divatargt (RV I,127,5b).6
The explanation for the contradictory patterns found in the Rigveda
was given by Lehmann (1973c:55) as follows:

In the Rigveda we find comparative constructions like those in OV

type languages, as well as those of the VO type which came to pre-

dominate in later Sanskrit and most of the other IE dialects. In
the OV pattern, a standard may precede the adjective ... or, es-—
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pecially in later portions of the Rigveda, a standard may follow
the adjective.

In other words, as long as the Rigveda was an OV language the order
in comparative constructions was SA, but as soon as the language start-
ed changing its patterning from OV to VO the order AS appeared.

The assumption that the Rigveda reveals a SA word order in this
comparative construction is unanimously accepted and/or supported.

Perhaps the first to address himself to this problem in the Rigveda was
Grace (1971:370-371):

Latin and Vedic have two comparative constructions, one employing
a conjunction and showing the Type II order:

maior quam eqo

bigger than I

and another employing the ablative and showing the Type III order:
me maior
than me bigger

Proto-Indo-European probably had the order standard - marker
- adjective.
Since the particle construction - Grace's first example - is not attested
in the Rigveda (see Andersen 1980b), this passage supports the claim
that the word order in the case construction was SA. 1In her investiga-
tion of the fifth Mandala of the Rigveda, Miehle (1974:425) gives sup-
port to the conclusion reached by Lehmann:

Unfortunately there is only one clear example of a comparative
construction in the archaic hymns of the Fifth Mandala (R. 5.61.

6), which does in fact show the OV word-order: Standard-Pivot-Ad-
ject ...

Since the order in the Rigveda provides one of the cornerstones for
the reconstruction of the PIE word order, supporters of an OV pattern-—
ing for PIE must also accept the SA order for Old Indic, cf.:

Though, for instance, it has long been believed that in IE the ob-
ject preceded the verb, the fluid word order of Latin, Greek and
Classical Sanskrit caused a lingering doubt. Lehmann has reargued
the case on the basis of the order of comparative constructions

in the earliest Vedic Sanskrit ... (Adams 1976:71).

It does not matter in this context that owing to other typological
and comparative considerations we can assume that the PIE comparative
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construction was probably Standard+Adj.+*—ye/os (:te maior)

and that a motivation for the rise of the construction with a
pivot can be found along the lines sketched by Andersen (Ramat

1980:12).

Even Friedrich, who argues for VO patterning in PIE, must concede
the SA order (i.e. OV patterning) for this construction in Vedic:

Vedic Sanskrit also has SA order ... In both Hittite and Sanskrit

the SA order is formed with the standard in the ablative case ...

In sum, the two eastern stocks in question had SA order (Fried-

rich 1975:27).

To sum up, there seems to be absolutely no doubt that the word
order within the comparative construction in the Rigveda was SA.
This conclusion, however, is based upon only a very few examples,
the majority of which have been taken from grammars and do not re-
present an in-depth investigation of the word order of this construc-
tion from the texts themselves: three of the four examples given
above ((62), (47) and (15)) are taken from Delbriick (1888) and are,
by the way, the only examples given there from the Rigveda:

Comparative constructions, with the pattern standard ('ghee')-

pivot (ablative)-comparative ('sweeter') (Delbriick 1888:113):
[example (62)] ... (Lehmann 1974a:31).

Delbriick in his unsurpassed Altindische Syntax cites examples from
these earliest [Rigvedic] texts. His Archaic example [(62)]
His Strophic example [(47)]... (Lehmann 1972c:985).

In the OV pattern, a standard may precede the adjective, as in
[(62)] ... or, especially in later portions of the Rigveda, a
standard may follow the adjective as in [(15)] ... (Delbriick 1888:
113,188-96). (Lehmann 1973c:55).
At the two passages in question - Delbriick (1888:113 and 196)- refer-
ence is made only to the comparative construction and not to the word
order within these constructions. The only remaining example, i.e.
(4), is the very first passage for anyd with the ablative in the meaning
"another than ..." given by Grassmann (1873:68); three of the seven
passages referred to here show AS. What we have here, then, is a

prime example of the situation referred to in the introductory part of
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this chapter: data has been culled from pre-1965 grammars and the
results obtained are taken for granted as reflecting the correct order

in question.

4.2. Preliminary remarks to an investigation of the word order

within the comparative construction in the Rigveda

Before starting with an investigation of the word order within the
comparative construction in the Rigveda a few preliminary remarks
need to be made which will, on the one hand, show the necessity of a
reanalysis of the data, and, on the other hand, facilitate my argumen-
tation.

4.2.1. Chronology of the Rigveda

As we have seen in §4.1. above, the examples of comparative con-
structions in the Rigveda have been grouped into o/der examples show-
ing the order SA and younger examples showing the order AS. The
criterion by which the examples have been relatively dated is to be
found in Arnold (1905), cf. the following statements:

E.V. Arnold Vedic Metre in its Historical Development ... presents

the data on the basis of which he determines various structures of
hymns in the Rigveda (Lehmann 1972¢:993,fn.8).

The relative construction in this study have been culled from
poems of the Fifth Mandala of the Rig-Veda, which for metrical
and linguistical reasons has been divided into the following
chronological strata: archaic, strophic, normal, cretic and popu-
lar (Arnold: 1905,256-277). (Miehle 1974:408-409).
Now, taking another look at the examples for comparison already given
and referring to Arnold, one finds that the one example for the order
AS ((15) RV I,127,5b) , which was assumed to be from a relatively
young portion of the Rigveda, in fact, belongs to the oldest.7 Accord-

ingly, the following distribution of the four examples can be established:

(15) RV 1,127,5b: AS - archaic,
(64) RV VIII, 24,204; SA - archaic,®
(47) RV VII, 98, lc: SA - strophic,” and

(4) RV 1,57, de: SA - strophic.'?
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Thus the four examples give evidence that the oldest layer of the Rig-
veda shows both orders for comparison, while the later layer shows
only the pattern SA. Since this is at variance with the conclusions
reached by Lehmann, namely, that only in the later stages of the Rig-
veda does the order AS occur, a reanalysis of the comparative con-
structions in the Rigveda is now warranted. It must be added here,
though, that Arnold (1905) is by no means the only work done on the
chronology of the Rigveda, nor the last word on the subject. I will,
however, not enter into a discussion on the relative chronology of the

Rigveda here. 11

4.2.2. Reanalysis of Lehmann and Ratanajoti 1975

We have already seen in §4.1. above that Lehmann and Ratanajoti
have proposed a typological shift from OV patterning to VO in the
Brahmanas:

In summary, the verbal modifier constructions and constructions

involving compound sentences [i.e. gapping] in the SB are in ac~

cordance with the VO pattern. Nominal modifiers on the other
hand are for the most part OV, as are the government construc-—
tions, though newly developed adpositions are VO, as Delbriick
pointed out (1878:47). The constructions involving a standard
are largely OV, apart from the order of ghe teens.

When we compare the patterns of the SB with those in later

Classical Sanskrit, we find there a further development towards

VO patterning (Lehmann and Ratanajoti 1975:157).

Summing up, we see that Lehmann and Ratanajoti regard the following
typological characteristics in the §B as evidence for VO patterning:

(a) newly developed prepositions,

(b) preposed interrogative markers,

(c) preposed negative markers,

(d) the order in teens,

(e) gapping patterns, and

(f) the occurance of postverbal datives.

All other typological characteristics show OV patterning.
In Andersen (1982a) it has been shown that these six patterns

do net, in fact, give sufficient evidence for VO patterning. The new-
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ly developed prepositions have developed either from a primary pattern
modifier + modified, or from adverbs which occurred preverbally; both
of these origins reveal an underlying OV pattern (see Andersen (1979)
and §2.2.3. above for more details). The interrogative and negative
markers in Old Indic are expressed by adverbs and hence are placed
before the verb in accordance with OV patterning (§2.2.1. above).
The arguments regarding the order of elements within the teens as
representing VO patterning are not consistent: the specific order
referred to here - ékadasa- ("one-ten'", i.e. "eleven'") - is found not
only in the later Brahmanic texts but also in the earliest Old Indic
texts as well as in Avesta, and it has even been reconstructed for
OV PIE (cf. Miller (1979) for additional remarks on the patterns in the
teen). Finding only examples of one type of gapping in the SB, Leh-
mann and Ratanajoti conclude that this gives additional evidence for
VO patterning. But not only is the other type of gapping attested 12
(cf. SB 11,5,1,4), gapping itself has been denounced as an indicator
of typological patterning by its initiator Ross (1973:419, fn.16). Final-
ly, although postverbal elements have given rise to a typological shift
from OV patterning to VO in a number of languages throughout the
world (see §2.5.4. above), this has not been generalized in the later
stages of Indic and therefore has not given rise to a typological shift
here. On the contrary, in Andersen (1980a) it has been shown that
the postverbal placement not only of datives but also of various other
elements is used for the expression of certain pragmatic categories
such as comment - see Andersen (1982c) for more on postverbal ele-
ments.13

In summary, the word order patterns as stated by Lehmann and
Ratanajoti (1975) cannot be used to support the claim that the SB was
in a state of typological change from OV to VO. This explanation for
these pattern, which were assumed to indicate VO patterning, has the
advantage over Lehmann and Ratanajoti's assumption of a typological
shift from OV to VO and back again to OV in Modern Indic: the two

separate motivations for these shifts - first from OV to VO in Old Indic
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(within an OV geographical area!) and second from VO to OV in post-
Middle Indic - will not be needed. The fact that there was no typo-
logical shift in Indic is further supported by recent investigations

of Early Middle Indic, see Andersen (1980a; 1982c and Forthcoming a).
4.2.3. Marking and the comparative construction

In the previous section I have shown that the contradictory pat-
terns found in the Rigveda cannot be attributed to typological change.
Recalling that exceptions to word order patterns in languages arise (a)
in languages undergoing typological change, or (b) in marked patterns,
the contradictory patterns for the comparative construction found in
§4.1. above must indicate that one pattern is marked and the other
unmarked. Notice, however, that the comparative construction has
been assumed to be particularly resistent to marking:

Among the patterns discussed ... some are susceptible to rear—

rangement for marking, such as the basic sentence pattern and the

position of adjectives and genitives with regard to their nouns.

Others are rearranged with difficulty, such as comparatives; it

is unlikely that an English poet would produce an OV comparative

construction such as the oaks house from high to express the oaks
are higher than the house ... For this reason we ascribe great
importance to constructions like the comparative in determining
the basic patterns of individual languages (Lehmann 1974a:22).
Let us now take a look at two examples of comparison in the Rigveda:

(8) ndé tvad anyd ... (RV 1,84,19%)

(68) nanyés tvac ... (= nd-anyés tvad) (RV VIII,78,4c).

The construction in both cases is the same with the exception of the
order of elements standard and adjective. But this difference has the
effect of producing four syllables in the first example (8), but only
three in the second (68). Keeping in mind that the Rigveda is a met-
rical text, one is immediately led to ask whether the meter can affect
the order to be used in such constructions, i.e., where four syllables
are needed the order found in (8) is chosen, and where only three
are necessary, the opposite order is chosen. The conclusion which
suggests itself here is that the order of constituents in the compara-

tive construction is liable to metrical marking in the Rigveda.
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4.2.4, Meter in the Rigveda

Under these circumstances a metrical analysis of the comparative
constructions in the Rigveda becomes imperative. But before starting
this analysis a few pertinent remarks should be made concerning the
meter in the Rigveda. First, by way of introduction, I would like to
quote Macdonell who gives a very clear synopsis of the principles gov-

erning Vedic meter:

The main principle governing Vedic metre ... is measurement by
number of syllables. The metrical unit here is not the foot in
the sense of Greek prosody, but the foot (pada) or quarter in the
sense of the verse or line which is a constituent of the stanza.
Such verses consist of eight, eleven, twelve, or (much less com-
monly) five syllables. The verse is further more or less regu-
lated by a quantitative rhythm (unaffected by the musical accent)
in which short and long syllables alternate. Nearly all metres
have a general iambic rhythm inasmuch as they show a preference
for the even syllables (second, fourth, and so on) in a verse
being long rather than short. In every metre the rhythm of the
latter part of the verse (the last four or five syllables), cal-
led the cadence, is more rigidly regulated than that of the ear-
lier part. Verses of eleven and twelve syllables are character-
ized not only by their cadence, but by a caesure after the fourth
or the fifth syllable, while verses of five and eight syllables
have no such metrical pause (Macdonell 1916:436).

With the exception of only a very few examples the comparative con-
struction is contained within one pada. For this reason the pada will
serve as the focal point of the following investigation. For easy refer-
ence, I will now give a synopsis of the verses and stanzas employed in
the examples from the Rigveda.
I. Verses:
A. Eight syllables: DY ju-ul
B. Eleven syllables: (a) |2-2-,vu-}-uv-¥], or
(b) |2-2-2 pu}-v-Y|
C. Twelve syllables: (a) |2-2-,uu-|-v-vY], or

(b) il—)—\—“’—\—))uu|-—u—u“—)|
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1I. Stanzas - the separate verses are labled with letters for easy

reference:
A. Gayatrl (G): 8 8 / 8.
ab ¢
B. Anusthubh (A): 88/ 8 8.
ab cd
C. Pankti (P): 88/ 8 8 8.
ab cde
D. Tristhubh (T): 11 11 / 11 11.
’ a b c d
E. Virat (Vi): 11 11 / 11.
) a b c
F. Jagati (J): 12 12 / 12 12.
a b c d
G. Usnih (Us): 8 8 / 12.
e ab c
H. B}'haﬁ (B): 88 /12 8.
ab cd
I. Atyasti (At): 12 128 / 8 8 / 12 8.
a be de fg
J. Pragatha (Pr): (K) 812/ 8/ 12 8 / 12 8.
a b c de fg
(B) 88/ 128/ 12 8/ 12 8.
ab cd ef gh

4.2.4.1. Metrical restoration

The text used in the following investigation will be the samhita
text. At times, however, this text will need to be amended;14 for ex-
ample, the pada (21) - a Tristhubh - is given as follow in the samhita:

(21) nésatyc_l kUha cit santav aryé.

Now a Tristhubh pada should have eleven syilables whereas (21) has
only ten. The text here will, accordingly, need to be amended in the
following way: néaasatya kiha cit santa aryd. In other words, nésaty&
will need to be read as containing four syllables, i.e. nc’msaty&,15 and
séntav aryd must be read as sdnta ar‘yc'J.16 In general, the restored

text will be quoted in this investigation, but in APPENDIX I the original

samhita text will be quoted first with the restored forms noted in paren-



Comparative Constructions in the Rigveda 151

thesis. Arnold's metrical commentary17 proves to be extremely useful
in these matters.

4.3. Investigation of the comparative constructions in the Rigveda

An accurate account of the word order of the comparative con-
structions in the Rigveda can only be given when a// examples have
been collected and evaluated; in the recent literature a total of five
or six examples have been cited in support of the current views. I
have therefore collected all of the examples from the Rigveda - a total
of 106 - which exhibit both the AS and the SA order. The fact that
both orders are indeed found (i.e. contradictory typological patterns)
indicates - according to the typological theory - either a typological
shift in patterning or marking. Since I have shown that the language
is not in a state of typological change, I will assume that one order
represents the dominant - or unmarked - order and the other order
the marked one. Because the Rigveda is a metrical text, it seems
reasonable that the meter should have some effect on the choice of
word order - as was shown in §4.2.3. above. I have, accordingly,
devised the following method for determining the marked and unmarked
orders.

First, the following four types of examples must be distinguished:

(a) Examples showing the order SA in which the opposite order

AS does not conform to the metrical pattern.
(b) Examples showing the order AS in which the opposite order
SA does not conform to the metrical pattern.
(c) Examples showing the order SA in which the opposite order
AS is consistent with the metrical pattern.
(d) Examples showing the order AS in which the opposite order
SA is consistent with the metrical pattern.
Since there is no choice available in the examples of the first two
types (a) and (b), they cannot possibly give us any indication of the
underlying order. We must, therefore, concentrate our efforts on the
last two types (c¢) and (d). If we find examples of one type, but not

of the other, this should reveal the unmarked, underlying word order.
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In other words, if we find a number of examples whose opposite order
is consistent with the metrical requirements, and assuming that the
construction is not marked in any other way, then the choice of the
order found in the text is not dependent upon the meter thus indicat-
ing the unmarked prose order. For this investigation an additional
type will also need to be set up which contains examples exhibiting a

particular type of marked pattern, i.e., figura etymologica.
4.3.1. Type |

A total of 42 examples of comparative constructions in the Rigveda
show the order SA whose opposite order (AS) does not conform to the
metrical requirements. An example of this type is the following Gaya-
tri verse:

(35) pumsd bhavati vasyasi

| = - vvulv - v -
It should be noted now that "in all metres the rhythm of the latter
part of the verse is much more rigidly defined than that of the earlier
part" (Arnold 1905:9).18 For this example, then, the last four sylla-
bles should coincide with the requirements of the Gayatri meter, while
the first four syllables need not - as one can see. Now, the only
word order which will produce the closing rhythm u-u¥ is the order
found in the text; no other order will conform to this pattern:

* ... bhavati. Y

uu-=.
* ... pumso. = ——.

Another example is the Tristhubh verse

(34) dué yad im bibhrtod matir anyé.

ju-v=-,VvuUu- -v- -

Here the order standard (matir) plus adjective (anyé) produces the
closing rhythm —v-2 , while the opposite order anyé matiur would pro-
duce the rhythm ---Y which is metrically unacceptable. Still another
example has already been mentioned in §4.2.3. above, i.e.

(8) ng tvad anybd maghavann asti marQité
whose opposite order (found in (68)) produces a verse with one sylla-

ble less than required. Accordingly, all of the examples in APPENDIX
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I listed as belonging to type I have been similarly investigated with
the result that only the SA order found in the text conforms to the

requirements of the meter.
4.3.2. Type Il

The 17 type 1I examples represent those comparative constructions
with the order AS in which the opposite order (SA) does not conform
to the metrical requirements. One example has already been mentioned
in §4.2.3. above, namely:

(68) na-anyas tvac chura vEghc’ltah.

In this example we find the order adjective (anyéas) plus standard
(tvad) whose opposite order - which, by the way, is found in (8) -
produces one syllable more than is needed for the verse, i.e.: né tvad
anyas ... Still another example is the Atyasti verse

(158) naktam yadh sudarsataro divatarad.

- - - v - vu|l- v-v-].
We see here that only when divaterad (Ju-u-|) is in p@da-final posi-
tion is the metrical requirement for the cadence fulfilled, while all

others produce faulty patterns:

* ... sudarsataro. = U-vU-.

* ... suddrsataro yah. = U-UU-U.
* .. suddrsataro naktam. = U-LU--U.
* ... yb&h ngktam. = --u,

* ... naktam yah. = —-v.

This means then that only the order found in the text fulfills the met-
rical requirements for the cadence of this verse. All other examples

in APPENDIX I which are attributed to type II have been examined with
similar results.

4.3.3. Type 1]

There are 12 examples of comparative constructions with the order
SA in which the order AS also conforms to the metrical pattern.

(a) tvdd Three of these type III examples employ the pronoun
tvad (tudd) as the standard:
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(28) yas tvad dhota pflrvo agne yajiyan.
(31) né tvad dhota purvo agne yéjiyan.
D néki_s tuad r‘athl;taro.
For the first two examples there is only one other alternative order
which will be in concord with the meter: *yas/na hota pﬁrvo yajiyan
tvad agne. For the third example the other alternative is *rathitaro
nakis tuad. Theoretically then, the Rishi had two different word or-
ders to choose from, and in all three cases he chose one of these two
orders. The question that now arises is why was one order chosen
over the other? In this case, the meter has no influence on the choice
of word order since both orders are metrically acceptable. As will be
shown in the next section there are also a number of type IV examples
in the Rigveda, i.e., examples with the order AS which also permit
the order SA as an alternative. If one order for the comparative
construction is unmarked then all of the other orders must, according-
ly, be marked. The immediate problem now is to find an indication
that either the type IIl examples are marked or the type IV examples.
In returning to the three examples (7), (28) and (31) we notice that
the standard in each case is the pronoun tvad. Let us now take a
closer look at this pronoun. tvad occurs 47 times in the Rigveda:
(i) 17 times in padg-initial position,
(ii) 14 times in second position - after nahi, nakis, na, yas,
vocative, vi and mé),
(iii) 7 times in the third position - after 4dha ha, nakis + voc-
ative, mahisiva, vica, ng rté and vocative + né),
(iv) 9 times in later positions: six of these examples are com-
parative constructions where no other order will fulfill the
metrical requirements, i.e. (26), (40), (58), (68) and (94).
tvad occurs twice in one pada at RV V,25,7 and RV 1V,11,
3 (not in a comparative construction). In the last example
(RV X,18,13) there is again no other order possible (and
again this is not in a comparative construction).
This indicated then that tvad is usually placed early in the pada -

either at the very beginning, in second or in third position after other
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elements which as well usually occur early in the pada. Only in those
cases where no other word order is possible is fvdd placed later in
the pada. Thus these three examples exhibit a pattern which is mar-
ked through the process I have called pronominalization, see §2.4.2.
8. above.

(b) gsmad The next example is (33) in which the standard is

the enclitic pronoun asmad:

(33) éd asmad anyd ajanista tavyan.

Here the order *... anyé asmad ... produces a pattern which is met-
rically identical to (33). The choice made between the two orders
here was in keeping with the rule of placing enclitic elements in sec-
ond position.

(c) G varam The next three type III examples are

(1) yas te sakhibhya & varam.

(24) kuvit tiskbhya 3 varam.

(70) deviant sakhibhya a véram.

For these examples the following order complies to the meter as well:

*yas te véram sakhibhya a.

*kuvit varam tisfbhya a.

*devan véram sGkhibhya é.

Let me now call to our attention the following fact: vdram occurs a
total of 14 times in the Rigveda with a:

(i) six times as a varam (always as the end of the pada) with
the meaning "better than" + Ablative ((1), (24), (70) and
(80)), or "according to wish" (RV I1,119,3d and RV IX,68,
2d),

(ii) eight. times as varam a (never at the end of the pada) with
the meaning "according to wish" (Grassmann: "nach Belie-
ben").

In other words, only the order Ablative + é varam # expresses the com-
parative "better than X". For this reason the alternatives to (1), (24)
and (70) given above are not true alternatives which means then that
the three examples should be added to type I.

(d) cit The next type III examples ((2), (18) and (95)) all
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show the order # standard + cit + adjective ... Since cit is an en-
clitic emphasizing particle these examples exhibit a marked word order
pattern through the process of focus (see §2.4.2.5. above), i.e.,
they are marked by means of the use of a focussing particle together
with a change in word order which places the standard at the begin-
ning of the pada.

(e) adjective + noun Another type III example is

(41) sutdh soémo asutad indra vésyan.
Again an alternative order fulfills the metrical requirements just as
well: *sutbé vdsyan asutad indra somah. If we take a look at the
distribution of suté- and soma- in the Rigveda, we find 26 occur-
rences of both words in the same pada. The order séma- + suté-
occurs 16 times - only three times in contact position. The other
order sutd- + séma- occurs 10 times, which are either in contact posi-
tion or separated by either an unaccented vocative (twice) or a main
(unaccented) verb. This indicates a tendency to place the two words
either next to each other with the order sutd- + soma- (i.e. adjec-
tive + noun) or in the opposite order séoma- + ... + sutd- with ac-
centuated words separating them. In other words, if we generalize
the evidence here, the Rigveda - which is an OV language - shows
a tendency to have the unmarked order adjective + noun and a marked
order (for the expression of apposition) noun + ... + adjective. This
may have been reason enough to choose the order found in (41) over
its alternative.

(f) end-weight The last type III example is

(47) gaurad védiyam avapénam indro.
Here the order védiyan gauréd ... coincides with the metrical require-
ments. One aspect which may have led to the choice of the former
order is the principle of end-weight, see §2.4.2.6. above.

We see then that the type III examples generally show some type
of marking.

4.3.4. Type IV

There are 15 examples of comparative constructions showing the
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order adjective + standard whose opposite order fulfills the metrical
requirements just as well.

(a) anyadm asmad The first two examples are (16) and (67):

(16) anyam asmad ririseh kam cit adrivo.

(67) anyam asmad bhiyél iyam.
The order # asmad anyédm ... would be metrically identical to the
order found in (16) and (87). In addition to this, asmad occurs eight
times in pada-initial position in the Rigveda (I1,60,3b; I,134,2b; VII,
34,1b; VIII,8,8b; VIII,67,15¢; X,5,1b; X,45,1b; and X,54,3b). In
these two examples there seems to be no reason for choosing the order
found in the text over the alternative order other than the preserva-
tion of an underlying order adjective + standard for comparative con-
structions. Similar to the previous two examples is the situation in
the next three:

(27) <é>nydm te asmdn ni vapantu sénah.

(36) utd-anyé asméd yajate vi ca—évaly.

(51) gébhir yéd im anyé asmén.
Here <a>nydm/anyé/anyé and asmdén /asmdd/asman could exchange their
positions and still be metrically identical. And again there seems to
be no other reason for the choice here than the underlying adjective +
standard order for comparison.

(b) adjective + noun The next type IV example is

(69) visva jatani avarani asmat.
The alternative order *asmdad iaténi Gvarani vi$va also suits the met-
rical requirements ; asméd occurs in pada-initial position in the Rig-
veda at I,171,4a; I,182,8¢c; and X,98,12c. Here as well, there seems
to be no immediate reason for the choice made other than the preser-
vation of the order adjective + standard for comparative constructions.

(e) mét (77) is the next type IV example:

(77) anyéna mat pramiudah kalpayasva.
The order # mat anyéna ... also fulfills the metrical requirements.
Although mét does not occur in pddo-initial position in the Rigveda, it
does occur in this position at TB 2,8,8,4d. According to the principle

of end-weight (see §2.4.2.6. above) the alternative order would even
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be better than the chosen order, but was not chosen most likely in
order to preserve the order adjective + standard in comparative con-
structions.

(d) Another type IV example is found in (102):

(102) anyém krnusva-itéh pantham.

The order *pc’mtha(n itah krpu§va—anyém also shows an acceptable
metrical pattern. And again the order in the text was chosen in
order to preserve the unmarked order adjective + standard for com-
parison.

(e) two padas The last examples for type IV are (10), (54),
(57) and (67).

(54) kim anyé pari Gsate /| <a>smdt stémebhir asvina //.

In this example the comparative construction spreads out over two
padas. Since it would be possible here for anyé and asmadt to ex-
change position without changing the metrical pattern, the order
chosen indicates that the order adjective + standard was preferable
to the opposite order. A similar situation is found in the other three
examples listed here.

To sum up, these type IV examples, whose opposite order (i.e.
standard + adjective) fulfills the metrical requirements just as well,
indicate that the order chosen was not dependent upon the meter - in
contrast to the examples of type I and type II above. In addition,
these examples do not show signs of marking as was the case for the
type III examples above. This indicates then that the unmarked order

for comparative constructions in the Rigveda is adjective + standard.
4.3.5. Type V

All examples of type V comparative constructions are proverbial
expressions, for the most part displaying figura etymologica. The
reason for separating these expressions from the other comparative
constructions will become evident in chapter five below.

(a) ... tavasas taviyan # The first four examples ((37), (39)

(48) and (88)) all close their padas with the comparative construction
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tavésas taviyan #. The opposite order ... taviyan tavasas # does
not fulfill the metrical requirements (i.e. ... —u-24),

(b) ... manaso jdvivan # The next five examples ((12), (13),

(19), (74) and (96)) all have the comparison ... manaso javiyan #
at the end of their padas, and - as in the previous four examples -
the opposite order ... jGviydn manasas # does not agree with the met-
rical requirements. Examples (20) - ... manaso yb6 javiyan# - and
(82) - ... ménaso javiyasa # - represent slight modifications of this
pattern; they are latter examples19 and their opposite orders do not
concur with the metrical pattern.

(c) end-weight Four examples displaying figura etymologica
show the order standard + adjective:

(11) # svadéh svédfyab .

(42) # durad daviyo ...

(43) # urdr vériyo ...

(99) # svadoh svédfyab ...
When compared with examples (103) and (104) -

(103) Gttara-it uttarabhyah.

(104) adhara sa-aGdharabhyah. -
which show the opposite order (i.e. adjective + standard), one notices
that although in some of these cases the opposite order fits the met-
rical pattern, all examples show the order shorter word (bisyllabic
standards in the first three cases and trisyllabic adjectives in the
last two cases) followed by a /longer word (trisyllabic adjectives in the
first three examples and pentasyllabic standards in the last two ex-
amples). A possible explanation for the choice of word order in these
examples is, accordingly, the principle of end-weight.

(d) cit The last three examples (71), (72) and (106) show the
order # standard + cit + adjective and hence indicate a marked pattern
through the process of focus.

4.3.6. Results

The results of this investigation can be summarized as follows:

(a) The meter has an influence on the word order with compar-
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parative constructions in the Rigveda.

(b) Only in those cases where both orders fulfill the metrical
requirements can the unmarked order for comparison be determined.
Although there are examples for both type III and type IV, i.e. ex-
amples where the opposite order is also metrically permissible, there
are other reasons for regarding the order found in the type III ex-
amples as indicative of marked patterns. For the type IV examples
there is no reason for choosing one order over the other order - in
the majority of cases both orders are metrically identical - other than
the preservation of the unmarked, underlying order adjective + stand-

ard for comparative constructions.
4.4. Support

Since the results of the preceding investigation are at variance

with the opinio communis additional support will now be given.
4.4.1. Internal support

Although the most important support for the word order within
comparative constructions in Old Indic should come from Old Indic
prose because the word order here is not influenced by the meter,
there is some internal evidence in the Rigveda itself which supports
an unmarked adjective + standard word order for comparison.

(a) cit This enclitic particle is used to add special emphasis to
the word it is attached to, or, in other words, it is used to mark a
syntagma through the process of focus (see §2.4.2.5. above). Ac-
cordingly, there are 22 examples in the Rigveda with the order # stand-
ard + cit + (...) adjective ... while there is only one example with the
order # adjective + cit + standard. This fact indicates that the order
standard + cit + adjective is to be regarded as marked, whereas the
order adjective + standard unmarked, thus supporting the results of
the preceding investigation.

(b) Meter Some cases of type IV comparatives ((52) and (55))
show the order adjective + standard whose opposite order (i.e. SA)

conforms to the metrical requirements better that the order found in
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the text. In other words, the order SA is metrically preferable to
the order AS which was nevertheless chosen in order to preserve

this underlying order for comparative constructions.
4.4.2. External support - word order in the Brahmanas
I am in agreement with Nagy (1974:162-163) when he writes:

Since poetic forms may blur current phrases in the natural lan-

guage, we may best ascertain the Indic trends in word-order from

prose, such as that of the Brahmanas.
Since there was no typological shift from (S)OV to (8)VO in Old In-
dic - as was shown in §4.2.2. above - the word order for comparison
found in the prose portions of the Vedas and Brahmanas should be
regarded as the unmarked word order in Old Indic in general. If the
results of an investigation of Old Indic prose should be at variance
with the proposed word order for the Rigveda, precedence should be
given to the word order found in the prose texts.

Although a detailed investigation of the entire Old Indic prose
was not possible, I have been able to collect - from the texts them-
selves - 59 examples of comparison in the prose portions of the Vedas
and Brahmanas which are listed in APPENDIX II. One notices immedi-
ately that both order for comparison are found, although they cannot
be affected by the meter (as was the case for the Rigveda). Our
task now is to determine whether one of these orders can be shown
to be marked (whereas the other is not) or whether both orders can-
be shown to be unmarked.

4.4.2.1. The data

59 examples of comparative constructions have been found in the
texts of the prose portions of the AV and TS along with additional
examples from the éB, AB and AA.

(a) pronouns A total of six examples of comparison ((21), (22),
(23), (38), (39) and (51)) were found in which the standard was tvad.
In all of these examples the order was tvad plus adjective. Similarly,

all examples of comparison in which the standard was mad ((34) and
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(54)), tasmat (3) and yasmat (7) exhibit the order SA as well.
Furthermore, seven examples ((5), (6), (45), (46), (47), (49) and
(50)) with the pronoun asmat as standard show the order SA, while
two examples with asmat show the opposite order:

(12) paras asmat lokat, and

(44) Sreyamsas $reyamsas haiva asmat.

In the first of these two examples (12) asmat modifies lokat, i.e. the
standard is not merely asmat but the entire ablative NP asmat lokat,
whereas in all other examples asmat is an anaphoric pronoun and
stands alone as the standard. The second example (44) is to be re-
garded as exhibiting a marked pattern through focussing of the ad-
jective by means of a change in word order and the addition of an
emphasizing particle haiva. Furthermore, there are four examples with
the anaphoric pronoun atas as the standard, two showing the order
SA ((29) and (48)) and two showing the marked order adjective + vai
(= emphasizing particle) + standard ((31) and (32)). The last three
examples employ the pronouns asmat ((9) and (15)) and etasmat (43)
revealing the order AS.

(b) emphasizing particles 1T have noted eight examples of com-
parison ((13), (24), (25), (26), (31), (32), (33) and (44)) with the
order adjective + emphasizing particle + standard which exhibit, ac-
cordingly, marked patterns through the process focus.

(¢) end-weight In one passage the order SA seems to exhibit
a marked pattern due to the principle of end-weight, i.e. §B 14,4,2,
15 (= (55)-(59)). At this passage we have altogether five comparative
constructions, four of which show the order AS, the last construction,
however, the opposite order:

(55) preyas putrat,

(57) preyas vittat,

(58) preyas anyasmat,

(56) anyam atmanas,

(59) sarvasmat antarataram.
In this case the principle of end-weight (see. §2.4.2.6. above) may

very well be responsible for the choice of the word order.
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(d) stylistically marked pattern One SA example may be affec-

ted by stylistic principles, namely (11):
(11) juhvad eva-gjuhvato vasiyan.

(e) varying patterns The only remaing examples of SA order

does not seem to be marked in any way:

(16) brahma khalu vai ksatrat purvam;

(f) AS examples The 21 remaining examples of comparison all
show the order AS without any sign of marking.

4.4.2.2. Results

The data given in the preceding section clearly indicate an un-
marked order adjective + standard together with a marked order stand-
ard + adjective. Concerning the marked patterns one notices that the
first and second person pronouns regularly stand before the compar-
ative adjective, as does the anaphoric pronoun atas as well as the pro-
nouns tasmat and yasmat. The pattern exhibited by (11) - when com-
pared to RV X,117,7c (97) and RV VI, 41,4a (41), see section §4.3.
3.d above - points towards a marked (stylistic) pattern as well. The
principle of end-weight has an effect on the word order in (59). Al-
though the examples of adjective + emphasizing particle + standard are
to be regarded as exhibiting marked patterns, it is evident - especially
in light of the fact that 21 examples of unmarked patterns show the
order AS - that before the adjective was moved up front it was still
placed before the standard, i.e.

(i) unmarked: adjective + standard,

(ii) marked: adjective + emphasizing particle + standard.

Only one problematic example remains, i.e. (16); a possible explanation
for this could be as follows. In the next chapter it will be shown

(see §5.1. below) that the word order in the Upanisads is changing
towards an unmarked SA order. This tendency increases in Middle
Indic where, at the later stages, the change is complete. Returning
to (16) and comparing it with (17) one sees that the tendency which
was to be completed in Middle Indic had already started at this early
stage.
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To sum up, the examples of comparison in the prose portions of
the Vedas along with the Brz—ihmar_las and the AA show an unmarked
order adjective + standard and under certain conditions a marked or-
der standard + adjective, thus supporting the order proposed for the

Rigveda above.

4.4.2.3. Comparison of the order in the Rigveda with the order

in later Old Indic Prose texts

The results of the investigation of comparative constructions in
the prose portions of the Vedas and Brahmanas support the conclusion
reached in $4.3.6. above for the Rigveda, namely, that the unmarked
order for comparison in Old Indic is AS. Returning to §4.3.3. (i.e.
the type IIl examples in the Rigveda) one finds additional support
for the view that these examples are indeed marked.

(a) The second person pronoun tvad is generally placed early
in the clause in Old Indic which thus overrides the order AS for com-
parative constructions. In this connection it is interesting to note
that of the 26 examples of comparative constructions in Homer with
the second person pronoun as the standard, 22 examples show the
order SA and only four AS (see §5.2.4. below).

(b) Examples such as (41) - as I have already pointed out in
§4.4.2.2. above - do show a stylistic pattern attested in a number of
other - even prose - examples.

(¢) The principle of end-weight as well may override the order

in comparative constructions, thus indicating that (47) was marked.
4.5. Remarks on the notion of marking

I would now like to add some remarks on the notion of marking.
In the preceding sections it has been shown that the unmarked order
of constituents within the comparative construction in Old Indic was
AS. Now, if one were to take a superficial look at the examples of
comparative constructions in the Rigveda, one would notice that the
order SA is more frequent than the opposite order AS. Those who
regard marking as a purely statistical notion - i.e. an entity which

is more frequent is unmarked with respect to another entity which oc-
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curs less frequentlyzo - would immediately conclude that the unmarked
order here is SA. We see, then, that a frequency based determination
of marking here leads to completely different results than the deter-
mination of marking based on formal concepts. Because of the specif-
ic nature of this and similar texts it is conceivable that the poet could
employ marked patterns more frequently than the corresponding un-
marked patterns. In this connection I would like to emphasize again
the hierarchical distribution of the different notions of markedness
proposed by Enkvist (§2.4.1. above) which makes it evident that our
primary concern in matters of marking is a formal distinction between

marked and unmarked patterns especially in older literary texts.
4.6. Conclusions to chapter four

In the preliminary remarks to this investigation of the word order
of the comparative constructions in the Rigveda it has been shown
that:

(i) There was no typological shift from (S)OV patterning to

(S)VO in Old Indic, as was assumed by Lehmann and Ratana-
joti (1975).

(ii) The meter does have an effect on the word order of compar-
ative constructions in the Rigveda, the fact of which casts
some doubt on the assumption that the word order in com-
parative constructions are rearranged for marking only with
difficulty.

Since both orders for comparison are found in the Rigveda, this in-
vestigation attempted to determine whether one of the word orders could
be regarded as exhibiting a marked pattern while the other an un-
marked pattern. The results were

(iii) Although the examples given in the grammars21 suggest an
unmarked word order SA, the investigation of all examples
found in the text itself indicates that the opposite order AS
is the unmarked word order for comparative constructions
in the Rigveda.

A further investigation of 59 examples of comparative constructions in
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the prose ‘portions of the Vedas and Br@hmanas confirms the results
reached in the investigation of the Rigveda. It should be added here
that a purely statistically based determination of an unmarked word
order in such poetic texts as the Rigveda is not reliable.

This investigation has also shown that grammars and secondary
literature predating the impact of Greenberg's original work are quite
unreliable in matters concerning word order. For the most part, ex-
amples are given for specific constructions without reference to word
order. Let me now single out one more typical example of this short-
coming. In her investigation of word order variation, Steel (1978)
bases her data on a large number of grammars; of the 52 mentioned
in her references 40 predate 1970 and only 12 have been published
after 1970. The fact that her investigation of particular languages
is not as thorough as we should expect can be seen in the following
remark made by Mallinson and Blake (1981:170):

[Steel] establishes this by pointing out that Classical Aztec,

Karok, Achi, Wiyot, Tuscarora, Garadjari and Maleceet~Passamoquoddy

have free word order but no case marking. In fact Garadjari has

case marking and this is clearly indicated in her source, Capell
1962.
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Seebold (1972:284) with references.

See Arnold (1905:137).
Arnold (1905: Chapter XI).
See also Macdonell (1916:436).

According to Arnold, examples (19) and (74) belong to the archaic
period of the Rigveda, (12) and (13) to the normal and (96) to
the cretic. Example (20) belongs to the strophic period and (82)
to the cretic.

Cf. e.g., Heine (1976:19).

It is infortunate that many in-depth investigations of word order
and language typology in general are carried out on grammars and
other secondary literature rather than on the languages/texts
themselves; cf. Friedrich (1975:15): "The sample of 93 compara-
tive constructions is drawn from all the forms cited in Chantraine
... But the main source was the lists of irregular comparatives
in the grammars ..."; but see §5.2.5. below. Notice too that
Lehmann (1972c:985; 1973c:55) refers to Delbriick (1888). This is
true not only in Indo-European linguistics but in language typology
in general, but I am also well aware of the fact that the majority
of us do not have first hand knowledge of the numerous languages
referred to, and hence it may not be possible to remidy this pro-
blem.



5.0. DIACHRONIC ASPECTS OF THE WORD ORDER WITHIN
COMPARATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS

Since there has been a recent revival of interest in historical
linguistics I would like to discuss some historical aspects of word or-
der typology using the comparative construction as a point of depar-
ture. This chapter will, therefore, be concerned with some diachronic
aspects of the word order within comparative constructions. The first
half will be a continuation of the preceding chapter in which a syn-
chronic investigation of this construction in the oldest stages of Old
Indic was undertaken and will trace the subsequent development of
this syntagma into Middle and Modern Indic. The second half will be
concerned with the problems of reconstructing the word order of this
construction in PIE.

5.1. Development of the word order of comparison in Indic

In the preceding chapter it has been shown that the underlying
or unmarked word order of comparative constructions in the oldest
Indic texts was AS which existed side-by-side with a marked order SA.
The purpose of the following sections is to continue this investigation
in Indic, whereby data from the Upanisads, Middle Indic texts as well

as Modern Indic (especially Hindi) will be used.
5.1.1. Upanisads

The Upanisads represent a later period of Old Indic situated be-
tween the Bréhmar}as and Middle Indic, and hence they can be consid-
ered the next stage in the development of Indic. A total of 96 exam-
ples from this period, which are listed in APPENDIX III, were culled

from ten different Upanisads.
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5.1.1.1. Data

In the Upanisads both word orders for the comparative construc-
tion were found, 21 examples of the order AS and 75 examples of SA.

(a) anya- All 13 examples with the adjective anya- or its de-
rivatives anyatra, anyatha, etc. exhibit the order AS.1

(b) pronouns The standard appears as a pronoun in 14 exam-
ples, only three of which show the order SA ((1) itas, (5) tasmat
and (9) asmat) - here the adjective is anya-. All other examples
show the order SA, cf:

(47) tatas jyayan (SA: pronoun + adjective), but

(48) jyayan prthivyas (AS: adjective + noun).

(¢) para- para- appears as the adjective in 18 examples of
which only two show the order AS:

(22) parena nakat.

(42) paras trikalat

(d) bhUyas All 44 examples with bhuyas as adjective show the
word order SA, e.g.:

(55) namnas bhuyas.

(e) proverbial expressions All nine examples displaying figura
etymologica ((11), (12), (23), (24), (28), (29), (30), (40) and (41))
show the order SA, e.g.:

(12) mahatas mahiyan.
The remaining two proverbial expressions exhibit both orders:

(2) manasas javiyas.

(6) aniyan ... anupramanat.

(f) jyayan The remaining four examples have jyayan as their
adjective and show the word order AS:

(50) jyayan divas.
5.1.1.2. Comparison with the Br&hmat_vas

When we compare these examples from the Upanisads with those
from the Brahmanas (in §4.4.2.1. above), we find the following tend-
encies:
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(a) Although in the Brahmanas some pronouns showed the tend-
ency to appear before their adjectives in comparative constructions
and others after, in the Upani§ads there seems to be the tendency
for all pronouns to appear before their adjectives in these construe-
tions.

(b) In the Bréhmar}as all examples of bhuyas as adjective ((25),
(26), (31), (32), (35) and (40)) stood before their standards, in the
Upanisads, on the other hand, the opposite order is found in all 44
cases.

(¢) para- usually stood before its standard in the Brahmanas
((12) and (37)) the only exception being (48) with the anaphoric pro-
noun atas as standard, but in the Upanisads the opposite order seems
to be the usual one.

(d) The examples with anya- as adjective show the word order
AS in all periods of Old Indic.2

(e) Although no examples of figura etymologica were found in
the Brahmanas, all examples in the Upanisads show the word order
SA. In the Rigveda only two of a total of 13 such examples show the
order SA, while in the remaining examples the same order is found as

in the Upanisads.
5.1.1.3. Results and conclusions

The examples of comparison from the Upanisads show both orders.
In comparing these examples with those from the Brahmanas, one sees
that there has been a shift in word order. Not only are there many
more examples of SA which cannot be easily explained as exhibiting
a marked pattern, but the order of comparisons with bhuyas and para
has changed as well. This indicates, then, that there is a change in
the word order of comparative constructions going on in the later per-
iod of Old Indic literature. In the next sections the order in Middle
Indic will be discussed.

5.1.2. Middle Indic

For many scholars the next stage in the development of the Indic



Diachronic Aspects of Comparative Constructions 171

languages after the Upanisads (and the Vedangas) is represented
by Classical Sanskrit. In fact, we are almost led to believe that the
development in Indic progressed from Old Indic (represented by the
Vedic, Brahmanic and Upanisadic literature) to Classical Sanskrit and
from there to the Modern Indic dialects:
When we compare the patterns of the $B with those in later Clas-
sical Sanskrit, we find there a further development towards VO
patterning. ... Classical Sanskrit then is comparable to early
01d English in development from OV to VO structure, but it is
somewhat more archaic. ... Since, however, Classical Sanskrit is
attested from a period older than even the Beowulf, one might
assume that the Indic languages may well have continued to de-
velope towards VO patterning as English has domne.
Yet the Sinhalese examples ... may serve to indicate that the
Indic languages not only failed to develop towards VO structure
but that instead they have returned to the OV pattern. This de-
velopment presents numerous opportunities for syntactic research
(Lehmann and Ratanajoti 1975: 157-158).
I might add, in passing, that a number of scholars view Classical San-
skrit as a part of, if not synonymous with, Old Indic:
Such a construction is not unknown in old-line Indo—European,e.
g. Sanskrit varam hi mrtyur nakirtih 'good is death, not dis-
honor', i.e. 'better death than dishonor' or 'death before dis-
honor'. ... Similar constructions linger on in other old forms
of Indo-European, e.g. Sanskrit Maghavato 'pi bhagyavantam 'for—
tunate even from (the vantage of) Indra' (Puhvel 1973:146-147).
This view is further illustrated unequivocally by Klaiman (1978) in her
division of Indic into (a) Old Indo-Aryan (Classical Sanskrit), (b)
Middle Indo-Aryan (Prakrit) and (¢) New Indo-Aryan (Hindi). Al-
though the specific constructions referred to in these passages are at-
tested in the Classical Sanskrit literature, none of them can realistical-
ly be attributed to Old Indic. Puhvel's first construction is attested
for the very first time in Classical Sanskrit literature - at least 400-
500 years after the Middle Indic texts of Asoka, cf. Andersen (1981
and Forthcoming c). His second construction, I might concede, is
attested in the later Upanig,ads, but is more usual in the Classical
Sanskrit literature - certainly not in the Vedas and Brahmanas. The

same holds true for Klaiman's examples with the difference that the
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one construction supposedly not attested in Old Indo-Aryan is attested
in the Vedas.

My own view on this matter coincides with Bloch (1965:14) who
sees a quite different development from Old Indic to the Middle Indic
dialects and from these into the Modern Indic dialects with Classical
Sanskrit taking no essential part in this development:

It follows from what has been said above that this language [i.

e. Classical Sanskrit] too is not material, which can be utilised

by the linguist directly. It has for him the convience of

demonstrating in a Sanskrit form the changes experienced by the
old language, but one must consider it as Middle Indian trans-
formed. It is no accident that a number of verses are found in
the Mahabharata, which correspond with strophes occurring in the

Buddist canon, more closely even than the Avesta with the Veda.

They are two versions of one language, the evolution of which is

masked in classical Sanskrit and its tendencies reflected more

exactly by Middle Indian.
I have, therefore, concentrated my efforts on the Middle Indic dialects
in this investigation of the development of the word order in compara-

tive constructions.
5.1.2.1. Data

A total of 52 examples of comparative constructions were culled
from the following texts: AsSokan Inscriptions (three examples), the
Prakrit portions of the Sakuntalda (Sak) of Kalidasa (two examples)
and Pali (47 examples). Nine examples exhibited the word order AS
while 43 examples the order SA.

(a) ASoka In the oldest Middle Indic texts of the ASokan In-
scriptions both orders are still found; on the basis of only three ex-
amples. it is very difficult to determine the unmarked or underlying
word order. Two examples of the order SA both have pronouns as
their standards (imena, tato), while the remaining examples shows the
order AS with the progression from four syllables (for the adjective)
to seven syllables (for the standard).

(b) §¢_7£ Both examples from the Prakrit show the order SA; the
standard is in both of these cases a pronoun, but this is not sufficient

to give any conclusive evidence for an unmarked word order for these
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dialects.
(¢c) The 47 examples of comparison from Pali, however, suffice
to indicate an unmarked word order SA; the marked order AS ocecurs

eight times and there only in verse.
5.1.2.2. Conclusions

The examples from Pali clearly show that in Middle Indic the un-
marked word order for comparison is SA, and hence the shift in word
order from AS in Old Indic to SA is complete. Even anya, which
regularly stood before the standard in Old Indic and even in the Upa-
nisads, is placed after the standard in Pali, c¢f. (16). The examples
(19) to (25) show, moreover, that there is a difference in word order

between prose and poetic (metrical) texts.
5.1.38. Modern Indic

In Modern Indic the case construction of Old and Middle Indic is
replaced by a postpositional construction, the order of adjective and
standard remaining the same as in Pali. This gives us the following

order of constituents: standard + postposition + adiective.3
5.1.4. Summary of the Indic development

To sum up the preceding investigation, it can now be said that
in the oldest Indic texts the unmarked word order of comparison was
AS which occurred side-by-side with a marked word order SA. This
marked pattern extended a growing pressure on the unmarked pattern
in later Old Indic texts and finally became the unmarked word order of
this construction in Middle Indic. This word order is still the rule
in Modern Indic; the case construction, however, has been replaced
by the postpositional construction. Furthermore, it should be empha-
sized that the word order patterning of the Indic languages has not
changed, i.e. Old Indic, Middle Indic as well as Modern Indic all ex-
hibit (S)OV patterning. In other words, although the word order pat-
terning of the Indic languages has not changed, the order of elements
within comparative constructions has done so.

I would now like to briefly discuss the question as to why the
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word order of comparison should have changed, and how this change
was carried out. To answer the first question, there seems to be no
internal motivation for the change in Old Indic, i.e. the word order
patterning and especially the placement of modifying and modified el-
ements is quite stable. Following Lehmann's views on word order
change, I am led to seek the motivation for this word order change

in some external factor, i.e. borrowing from surrounding languages:
this finds support in the studies by Masica (1974 and 1976). In other
words, it seems likely that as the speakers of the Indo-European lan-
guage migrated into the Indian subcontinent their language conformed
to the neighboring languages in most of the (word order) typological
patterns: OV, postpositions, modifier + modified, etc. The only
major pattern which did not conform was the order in comparative con-
structions; this was consequently changed to conform to the pattern
SA present in the neighboring languages.

As to how this change was carried out I would like to suggest
the following. In the oldest texts where the unmarked order was AS,
if the standard was tvdd (second person pronoun) or an anaphoric
pronoun it was placed early in the clause regardless of its function or
connection with other elements. In later texts all pronouns regularly
came to stand before the adjective. At first some frequently used sub-
stantives followed suit, and soon afterwards all standards were placed
before the adjective. In other words, it seems likely that the marked
position of pronouns within the comparative construction precipitated

the subsequent change in word order of the comparative construction.

5.2. Reconstruction of the word order within comparative con-
structions in PIE

The next problem to be discussed is the reconstruction of the
word order of comparison in PIE. The main emphasis here will be to
point out some problems which arise from previous statements about
the reconstructed order and on suggesting certain solutions. I will

not attempt, at this time, to actually reconstruct the order in question.
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5.2.1. Results of previous reconstructions

The word order patterning of PIE has been reconstructed by
Lehmann as OV with which I am in agreement; I have many objec-
tions to the alternative reconstructions proposed by Friedrich (1975
and 1976), Miller (1975) and others, but I will not enter into a dis-
cussion of these matters here. Since PIE has been reconstructed as
an OV language, which, according to the typological theory, should
have the word order SA for comparative constructions, many linguistis
have almost been forced into postulating such an order for comparison
in PIE, cf., e.g., the following argument:

Latin and Vedic have two comparative constructions, one employing

a conjunction and showing the Type II order: maior quam ego
bigger than I

and another employing the ablative and showing the Type III order:
me maior
than me bigger
Hittite usually has the Type III construction ... Proto-Indo~-
European probably had the order standard — marker - adjective.
This order is to be expected ... (Grace 1971:370-371). %

As can be seen, it is assumed that the word order of comparative con-

structions in PIE was SA in accordance with OV patterning.
5.2.2. Problems with earlier reconstructions

I would now like to point out some severe problems with the pre-
vious reconstructions. First, due to the facts that Vedic does not
have both comparative constructions as was suggested by Grace, and
both (0ld) Latin and Vedic exhibit both orders for the case construec-
tion, i.e. me maior as well as maior me, the statement quoted in the
preceding paragraph is rendered useless for the purpose of reconstruc-
tion (see Andersen 1981 and Forthcoming c). Secondly, I disagree
with Lehmann when he says that for reconstructions of comparison it
is not essential to determine the etymology of the Pivot, but rather,
we must determine the order of standard and adjective, see §3.1.3.
above. Only when we know what type of comparative construction was
used in PIE can we then go on and attempt to reconstruct the word

order of that specific construction. In this respect it is generally as-
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sumed that both the particle construction and the case construction
for comparison were features of PIE. In Andersen (1980b), however,
it has been shown that only the case construction, and not the par-
ticle construction, can be reconstructed for PIE. Thirdly, the re-
construction of the word order of the case construction in PIE must
rely on the data collected and evaluated from the Indo-European dia-
lects. And Old Indic which, according to the communis opinio, shows
the order SA for comparison is just one of the important dialects.
However, a reanalysis of the word order in this language in chapter
four above has shown that the opposite order is indeed the unmarked
order in Old Indic. The immediate consequence of this fact should be
a reanalysis of the data from the other dialects. During this reanalysis
the following points should be kept in mind:

(a) The most reliable texts for word order purposes are prose.

(b) In dealing with metrical texts it should be borne in mind
that the meter may very well have an influence on the choice of word
order pattern.

(c) The examples collected for comparison should be divided into
the different construction types - particle, case, etc. - and then eval-
uated accordingly.

In the following sections 1 will discuss the word order of compar-
ison in the following four languages: Hittite, Latin, Homeric Greek
and Old Indie. This should suffice to show up the severe problems
encountered in the reconstruction of the word order of this construc-

tion.
5.2.3. Hittite

The nominal construction type found in Hittite is the case con-
struction employing a positive form of the adjective.5 There are two
variations of this construction, one using the dative-locative case for
the standard as in (i) below, and another using a prepositional phrase
with ANA "by, for" as in (ii) below.
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(i) namma-kan anzél TI-anni UL SA BELU-N!
moreover-PCL of-us life(DAT /LOC) not GEN lord-our
TI-tar nakki. (KUB XXXI 42 II 18f.)
life important
"Moreover, (if) the life of our lord is not more important
than our life ..." (Lehmann 1974a:34).
(ii) ANA ERINVES_ k4 ERINYES_yA mekki (KUB XIX 29 IV 18).
by Troops-your troops-mine large
"My troops are larger than your troops."6
In these examples we find the following order of constituents: stand-
ard + subject + adjective. The following passage from Old Hittite has
often been cited as containing a number of comparative constructions,
one of which preserving an archaic use of the ablative (i.e. kapruaz)
as the comparative case; this is the same usage we find in other
Indo-European dialects (KUB XLIIT 53 I 19f.):
(19) essari-sett-a essari GAL-/i
SAG.DU.SU ANA SAG.DU-S[U GAL-/i ...]
(20) [kaplru-set-asta kapruaz GAL-/i
mieli-sset-a (23) [milelias GAL-/i
iskis-{(s)et-asta iskisi GAL-/i
(24) [paitanlas-sis-asta paltani sallis ...
"His stature is larger than (ordinary) stature. His head is larger
than (an ordinary) head. ... His throat (?) is larger than (an
ordinary) throat etc..." (Melchert 1977:215).7
There are, however, certain difficulties associated with this passage.
It is true that we would like to find an ablative in this function es-
pecially since this has been reconstructed for PIE,8 but as Neu has
pointed ou’t9 this ablative (i.e. kapruaz) is not present in an earlier
variant of this text and is to be regarded here as a later addition.
Furthermore, it is also possible to render these constructions literally
(without a comparison) as: "His stature is larger for a stature, his
head is big for a head, etc."lo In this connection we notice that the
order of elements here differs from the order found in the two com-

parative constructions above:
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here - subject + standard + adjective,

above - standard + subject + adjective.
Could this difference in word order signal a difference in correct in-
terpretation, i.e. the order dative/locative + subject + adjective is
used for comparison, the order subject + dative/locative + adjective
for other dative constructions such as "his stature is large for a sta-
ture", etc. where no comparison in the usual sense is intended?

Regardless of the ultimate interpretation of the passage from Old
Hittite, all comparative constructions found in Hittite show the same
order of constituents in comparative constructions, namely SA. This
brings us now to a crucial problem: both Hittite and Old Indic reveal
OV patterning, but they also reveal two different orders for the com-
parative (case) construction, i.e.:

Hittite - standard + adjective,

Old Indic - adjective + standard.
The Hittite data clearly show the order SA for comparative construc-
tions; what the data do not show is if this order is the marked or un-
marked order or still whether this order has been influenced by neigh-
boring languages. Until these questions can be answered we will not
be able to reconstruct the order of comparative constructions in PIE
with certainty.

5.2.4. Latin

According to Lehmann Latin represents an intermediate stage in
the development from an OV PIE to VO Romance, i.e. the patterning
of Latin is considered as being in transition from an older OV to a
newer VO. As a result of this change two different orders for com-
parison are found in Latin:

In ... languages [undergoing typological change] two contrasting

patterns of characteristic constructions may be attested, as in

Latin with VO comparatives like major quam tu and OV comparatives

like te major 'bigger than you' (Lehmann and Ratanajoti 1975:150-
151).

From this and other statements, such as
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. it is unlikely that an English poet would produce an OV com-
parative construction such as the oaks house from high to express
oaks are higher than the house (Lehmann 1974a:22),

one could easily infer that the particle construction with the order
adjective + particle + standard is thought to be the typical construc-
tion for VO languages and the case construction with the order stand-
ard + case ending + adjective for OV languages.

In support of Lehmann's theory Adams (1977:83) has recently
discussed the word order of Latin and added the following remarks
on the order of comparative constructions:

In the earliest period the position of the limiting element (the

ablative of comparison) was before the comparative adjective (e.

g. filio maZor). Already by the time of Plautus the ablatival

element was shifting position, and the quam-construction, which

was replacing the ablative of comparison, regularly came after
the comparative.

Taking an objective look at the examples for comparison in Latin and

expecially in the older stages of the language,11

the following aspects
can be identified:

(a) Both construction types are found, i.e. the particle construc-
tion and the case (ablative) construction.

(b) The order of elements in the particle construction is compar-
ative adjective + particle (quam, atque) + standard at all stages of the
lang‘uage.12

(¢) The examples of the case construction reveal both orders:
standard + ablative ending + adjective and adjective + standard +
ablative ending.

The order of elements within the particle construction - as I have al-
ready pointed out in §3.4.3. above - is not dependent upon the word
order patterning and therefore must be separated from the examples
of the case construction in investigations of word order. Our immed-
jate problem, then, is to determine the order of elements in the case
construction; since both orders do occur, we must try to determine
whether one order can be regarded as marked (and the other not),

or whether both orders freely occur.
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In his chapter on the ablative of comparison,13 Bennett was pri-
marily interested in the difference between the case construction and
the particle construction. He found that the case construction with
the ablative is used instead of the particle construction in seven dis-
tinet types of expression. Adams (1977:83-84) notices that in some
of these expressions one order of elements is usual, in other expres-
sions the other:

In Plautus there are some significant variations of practice.

In certain types of expressions which are likely to be old and

therefore to retain the original order, the ablative precedes

the comparative. In another type of expression which can be

shown to be more recent the ablative comes after the comparative.
The ablative precedes the comparative in the following con-

texts: (1) 1In negative expressions ... (2) 1In rhetorical ques-
tions which imply a mnegative answer ... (3) In proverbial ex-
pressions.

Although the distinction in order made by Adams does reflect the gen-
eral tendencies there are some exceptions in the order for all three
expression types.14 Problematic, however, is his distinction between
"certain types of expressions which are likely to be old and therefore
to retain the original order” (Adams 1977:83) and all other types which
are, supposedly, newer and show the opposite order. Does this mean
then that the Indo-European speakers only used comparative construc-
tions for the three types given (i.e. in negative expressions, rhetor-
ical questions, and figurae etymologicae)? I should not think so. An-
other possible explanation for the two word orders found in Old Latin
is that one represents a marked patterns whereas the other an un-
marked. Even though in expressions with plus, minus and amplius
used with numerical expressions "the appositional expression was pro-
bably earlier than the ablatival” (Adams 1977:85), the order chosen

in the oldest texts for this type of construction was generally adjec-
tive + ablative. Furthermore, a distinction is made between those
proverbial expressions which display fig. etym. with the order stan-
dard + adjective and those which do not display fig. etym. and conse-
quently show the order adjective + standard. These examples of fig.

etym. may, however, be interpreted as showing a marked pa'c‘cern15
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just as many of the examples of negative expressions with pronouns
as standards do.16 Another aspect which has not been considered
is to what extent (if any) metrical constraints may have an effect on
the order especially in such works as those of Plautus and others.

In conclusion, a reevaluation of the data for the word order of
comparative constructions in Old Latin is warranted. This reevalu-
ation should take into consideration the following: (i) Many of the
examples already given are from texts in which metrical constraints
may have an influence on the choice of the word order pattern. (ii)
A distinction between a formally marked order and an unmarked order
should be attempted. (iii) Other investigations have shown excep-
tions to the generally accepted assumption that OV languages have an

unmarked standard + adjective order for comparisons.
5.2.5. Greek

An investigation of the word order of comparative constructions
in Homer'17 is given by Friedrich (1975:15-17), who collected a total
of 72 examples of comparative constructions, 37 of which show the
order SA and 35 the order AS. He concludes that "the equal fre-
quency of AS and SA ... indicates an underlying SVO structure”
(Friedrich 1975:17). There was, however, no distinction made between
the different construction types, nor any attempt made at determining
a marked and unmarked order. And since his examples are nowhere
listed, a reevaluation of those examples is not possible.

In a preliminary investigation of the Iliad on my own part 75 ex-
amples of comparative constructions have been found. After collecting
these examples from the Iliad I compared my examples with those given.
by Mdrland (1948b). Since our results did not differ substantially - I
had found only eight constructions more than Mdrland - I have not
investigated the Odyssey but assume that the 56 examples from it listed
by Mdrland represent the majority of examples which could have been
found. A total of 131 examples of comparison have therefore been
found in the two‘ Homeric poems. The passages where these examples

are to be found will be listed below. The 45 examples of the particle
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construction - all of which exhibit the order adjective + particle +
standard - are separated from the examples of the case construction.
These are subsequently divided into those 32 examples which show
the order AS and those 54 which have the opposite order SA. In
each group the passages found by Mdrland will be listed first followed
by those additional ones found by myself. For the case construction
all passages which are underlined have the second person singular
pronoun as the standard.

(a) Particle construction

1,260; 1I,453; II1,42; IV,277; V,531; VIII,190; X,556; XI,162;

X1,395; XIII,638; XIV,81; XIV,468; XV,512; XV,563; XVI,302;

XVI,688; XXI,486; XXII,374; XXIII,315; XXIII,552.

1,165; 1,322; 4,819; 6,39; 6,183; 8,148; 8,154; 8,188; 9,6; 10,

395; 12,110; 12,209; 16,216; 17,18; 17,417; 18,162; 19,168; 20,

317; 21,155; 24,369.

1,117; X,404; XI,13; XVII,78; XVII,331.

(b) Case construction - adjective + standard

1,186; I1,259; II,129; III,193; VII,358; IX,104; XII,232; XIII,819;

XVII,446; XVIII, 109; XVIII,610; XIX,217; XXI,190; XXI,191;

XXI1,264; XXII,106; XXIII,311; XXIII, 588,

4,606; 8,138; 9,28; 9,34; 11,427; 14,56; 15,343; 15,533; 18,130;

18,196; 19,244; 23,103.

V,411; v,898,

(e¢) Case construction - standard + adjective

I,114; 1,249; 1,404; II,201; II,239; II,248; III,11; III,365; III,

430; IV,324; IV,405; V,173; VI,479; VII,111; VII,114; VII, 358 (!);

VII,457; VIII,483; IX,60; X,124; X,352; X,437; XIV,107; XV,139;

XV,165; XV,181; XV,509; XV,569; XV,641; XVI,709; XVI, 722;

XVII,168; XVIII,333; XX,334; XX,434; XXI,107; XXIII,247;

XXIII,439; XXIII,789; XXIV,94.

2,180; 5,170; 5,211; 6,182; 8,211; 8,585; 14,176; 18,334; 20,201;

20,376; 21,134; 21,372; 22,374.

1V,400.
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I have now attempted to determine the influence of the meter on
these examples of the case construction in order to find out whether
one or the other order can be viewed as marked. Unfortunately, I
have not come to any conclusive resutls. A few aspects do, however,
deserve to be pointed out here. First, there are 26 examples of com-
parison with the second person pronoun as the standard; 22 of these
examples show the order SA and only four examples AS. Comparing
this with the results of the investigation of the comparative construc-
tions in Old Indic - see chapter four - I am inclined to regard 22 of
the 54 examples for SA (i.e. 40%) as being marked in the same way
as the respective Old Indic examples.18 Secondly, I disagree with
Friedrich (1975:16) when he writes:

There is no evidence ... that metrics constrains or determines
the relative frequencies of these different subtypes of compar-
ative.

I think that the following two examples will be sufficient to cast some
doubt on Friedrich's claim:
XVIII 109 - (moAd) yAuulwv pérLtog (nato-—)
sweeter honey-from
"sweeter than honey".
I 249 - (yAooong) uHEALTOC YAUKLWY (peev)
The same words are used in both of these examples producing identical
metrical patterns - (-)uv-uvu- - in each case. In the first example
the opposite order - ToAD uEALTOC YAUMiLwv - produces an unaccep-
table metrical pattern (v)uvvu-vv-. In other words, with the original
order the last syllable in moAd is positionally long (vowel plus two
consonants) whereas with the opposite order it is no longer a long
syllable. The second example, on the other hand, produces the same
pattern even when the order is reversed, because the last syllable
in the previous word is naturally long. This shows then that the
meter has had an influence on the choice of order in the first exam-
ple. It also shows that the second example - since the choice is not
influenced by the meter - reveals the underlying order for this con-

struction. The construction is, however, an example of fig. etym.
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and corresponds to the same - but for that very reason marked - ex-
amples in Old Indic and Latin.

To sum up, the unmarked order of the comparative construction
in Greek has not been determined. There is some evidence for the
underlying order SA for fig. etym. , i.e. a type of construction which
has been shown to represent a marked pattern in Old Indic and pro-
bably in Latin as well. Further research is, indeed, needed which
should take meter into consideration as far as Homer is concerned.
The most valuable data, however, would come from Mycenaean if fu-

ture finds should turn up some comparative constructions.
5.2.6. Old Indic

In the Rigveda no examples of the particle construction have been
found. The case construction shows an unmarked AS order and a
marked SA order. The neighboring languages have had an influence
on the order which was subsequently changed to the unmarked order
SA in the later stages of the language. This indicates, then, that
the original order in pre-Indic was AS.

5.2.7. PIE

At present the word order of the case construction cannot be re-
constructed with certainty. Preliminary investigations here do give
some evidence for an unmarked order AS and for certain types of
marked constructions a marked order SA. But more research is needed
which will have to distinguish between the particle construction and
the case construction and take meter into consideration. If future re-
search does lead to a reconstruction of an unmarked order AS, it can-
not be used to prove or support the theory that PIE was not an OV
language, but will have an effect on the typological theory itself. In
this connection I would like to add that I support Lehmann's recon-
struction of OV patterning for PIE, but this is independent of the
question of the word order in comparative constructions as was shown

in chapter three above.19
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5.3. Conclusions

In this chapter two different diachronic aspects of the word order
of comparative constructions have been discussed. The first part in-
vestigated the development of the comparative construction in the Indic
languages. Here it has been shown that although the word order pat-
terning of the Indic languages has not changed the word order of the
comparative construction did change from AS to SA already in Middle
Indic. This word order is preserved even today although the case
construction has been replaced by a postpositional construction. It
also seems evident that the neighboring languages had an effect on
the word order of this construction; in other words the change in
word order here is due to borrowing.

The second part of this chapter dealt with the reconstruction of
the word order within comparative constructions in PIE. The main em-
phasis here was directed at pointing out some problems with earlier re-
constructions. Specifically, no attempt has been made to determine
whether there is a marked and unmarked word order in the dialects,
no attempt has been made to differentiate between the various con-
struction types, and metrical influence on word order has likewise been
neglected. Since these problems have not been considered before, a
reexamination of this reconstruction is now warranted. There is, in
this connection, some evidence for the reconstruction of an unmarked
AS as well as a marked SA word order for the (ablative) case con-

struction in PIE.
Endnotes

1. Cf. examples 1,3,4,5,6,8,9,10,11,26,33,53 and 54 in Appendix IIT
below.

2. Cf. Delbriick (1878:47).

3. See Masica (1976:24f.; 35f.), Bloch (1965:184f.) and Vermeer
(1969:80f.). Examples from Hindi can be found on pages 101,109,
113, 116 and 125 above.

4. See also Ramat (1980:12) quoted on pages 143-4 above.
5. See Friedrich (1926:185; 1960:127) and Kammenhuber (1969:257).
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6. With the exception of the examples from Old Hittite discussed
further on and paratactical constructions (see Andersen 1980b:
226), 1 have been unable to find other examples of comparative
constructions in Hittite texts.

7. See Sommer and Falkenstein (1938:219f.).
8. See Andersen (1980b).

9. Personal communication.

10. This was suggested to me by Szemerényi.

11. Many examples can be found in Bemnett (1966:292ff.), Mérland
(1948a; 1950) and W5lfflin (1889).

12. Adams (1977:85, fn.39) does mention one exception to this.
13. Bennett (1966:292ff.).

14. See ibid.: 293-295.

15. See §5.1.1.2.(e) above.

16. See §4.4.2.3.(a) above.

17. To my knowledge no comparative constructions have been found in
the Mycenaean texts.

18. See §4.3.3.(a) above.
19. See §3.4. - §3.4.4. above.



6.0. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In the course of our discussion of current work on word order
typology I have pointed out various theorectical and methodological pro-
blems. Let us now review these problems and my own proposals for
their solutions.

The first theorectical problem that I discussed concerned the basic
goals of typology. At the very beginning two different goals were re-
cognized: (a) the classification of languages and (b) the investigation
and determination of certain typical mechanisms of language. Now for
the most part, word order typology in the past ten years has been con-
cerned with only the first goal, i.e., with the classification of lan-
guages. Consequently, the second goal has virtually been totally ne-
glected with a few notable exceptions. At the present there are three
generally recognized methods of classifying languages: (a) the genetic
method, (b) the areal method and (e¢) the structural typological method.
Throughout our discussion I have repeatedly pointed out that the
various word order patterns are not only independently borrowable but
they also define geographic areas; hence they should be used in con-
nection with the areal method and not, as is generally the case, with
the structural method. Furthermore, I have also pointed out many
times that word order functions in grammar, and consequently the in-
vestigation of its typical functions in connection with the second origin-
al goal of typology begs attention. My proposal here would be the fol-
lowing. First, since word order does have specific functions in gram-
mar, it should be irvestigated for its use in the determination of cer-
tain typical mechanisms of language. We will find that word order in

one language functions in the same way as other features of grammar
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do in other languages. It might therefore prove advantageous to view
word order not as the pivot point of such investigations but along with
numerous other features. This is envisaged among others in the typo-
logical model developed by Seiler. Secondly, as a criterion for the
classification of language, certain word order patterns can be used
independently as structural features for all three methods of classifica-
tion. The particular patterning of all relevant word order character-
istics define geographical areas and are independently borrowable and
hence should be used for the areal method.

The next theorectical problem concerns the various word order
patterns or characteristics themselves. Of the more than forty char-
acteristics referred to in the literature, a small number are of primary
importance for the current typological theories. Among these, the word
order in comparative constructions and the existence of either prepo-
sitions or postpositions are perhaps the most important. But in our
discussion of these patterns it has been shown that there is no direct
connection of these to the basic order of verb and object. This thus
shows the necessity of a reanalysis of all other word order patterns.
When viewed in the proper scientific perspective, the investigation into
the motivation for these word order patterns should naturally follow
from the statement of such correlation; in other words, in the inves-
tigation of typological characteristics our preliminary step is to collect
the various correlations found in the languages at our disposal. Once
this necessary but still preliminary step has been accomplished, it is
then time to determine the motivation for these correlations. By merely
stating that they are typical for certain language types, nothing has
been explained. Again my proposal would be to investigate the motiva-
tions for these patterns in terms of the theoretical position word order
plays in typology, i.e., as a criterion for areal classification or as one
typical mechanism of language.

Since word order has been studied for its use in classifying lan-
guages in terms of the structural typological method and since the ex-

planation of the various patterns have been found in the general nature
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of the specific language types, all exceptions have had to be explained.
For the most part, these exceptions have been explained in terms of
either marking or typological change. Both of these explanations in the
current work on word order typology entail a certain amount of circu-
larity. If we were to view word order patterns in terms of the areal
method of classifying languages, the majority of explanations would not
be needed. Furthermore, marked patterns should also be investigated
in relation to their respective functions; this would of course be a
natural approach when viewing word order in terms of the second orig-
inal goal of typology.

The final theorectical problem concerns the limitation of the inves-
tigation of word order to syntax. specifically to isolated sentences. By
concentrating on isolated sentences we exclude from the very onset
relevant discourse features and functions. In many languages, for
example, there is great variation attested for word order in isolated
sentences; thus, according to the current theories, these languages
have free word order. In the majority of these cases, however, we
notice that the variations in word order are directly related to certain
discourse features and hence function on this level of grammar. Any
analysis of word order restricted to syntax and excluding discourse
and possibly other areas of grammar will therefore be incomplete.

The biggest methodological problem facing word order typology
has to do with the dependency on the availability and reliability of
data. Since we do not have first-hand information on the various lan-
guages used in our investigations (in the sense of native speaker in-
tuition), we must rely on other sources, typically grammars. Mallinson
and Blake (1981:12-14) have pointed out that grammars and other
second-hand sources can be unreliable. In my investigations I have
not only made this same claim but I have also backed it up with a
concrete example: relying on the grammars and other sources of Old
Indic, it is assumed without exception that the basic, unmarked word
order in comparative constructions in the earlier stages of this language

is standard + adjective. But an analysis of the texts themselves shows
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quite clearly that the opposite order is indeed the basic order. My
contention has been that grammars predating the empact of Greenberg's
original study are generally unreliable. But unfortunately, we are not
able to check all data in the various languages in such detail, and
hence there is no ready solution to this problem.

The other methodological problem I would like to mention here is
associated with the use of typology for language reconstruction. In
theory, I think that this is useful for reconstruction, but only when
definitely clear features of the structural typological method are em-
ployed. Many of the word order patterns have been shown to be
features not of this method but rather of the areal method and hence

cannot be used with certainty for reconstruction.

In conclusion, for the light that word order shows on a better
understanding of the profound unity underlying languages, the initial
step has been taken. The work of Lehmann and others, when viewed
in their proper perspective are of great use. Remember that in Indoc-
European linguistics syntax has made virtually no progress in almost
an entire century. This is particularly sad in view of the tremendous
progress in general linguistics in this area since 1957. Lehmann is one
of the first Indo~-Europeanists to use modern syntactic theories to such
a great extent in investigating the various Indo-European languages.
And again the theories developed by him for Indo-European linguistics
have found their way into general linguistics as was the general direc-
tion a century ago. We may not agree with everything that Lehmann
has written, but he does deserve to be credited with the directing of
the attention of Indo-Europeanists to syntax. Now, in collecting the
various correlations related to word order patterning the preliminary
step in our ultimate typological investigation has been made. It is
therefore time to go on to the next step, i.e., the investigation into
the motivation for these correlations in terms of the function of word
order as a typical mechanism of grammar not only in syntax proper but

also in discourse.



APPENDICES

To enable others to confirm or refute the results reached in the
previous investigation, all examples of comparative constructions used
from Old and Middle Indic will be given here along with my own trans-
lations or glosses.

(a) APPENDIX |1 In Appendix I the examples from the Rigveda
are listed. The examples are numbered from 1 to 106 in the first
column with the passage given in the second column. In the third
column reference is made to the meter - see §4.2.4. above - and in
the fourth to the five types distinguished in §4.3. above.

(b) Appendix Il The examples used in §4.4.2. from the Old
Indic prose texts are listed in appendix II. The texts used were
Atharvaveda (AV), Taittirfya Samhita (TS), Aitareya Br'ahma(m (AB) -
the examples were taken from Delbriick (1888:113) and Verpoorten
(1977) -, Tc_rp_dya Brahmapa (Tand) - Delbriick (1888:113) -, Aijtareya
Aranyaka (AA) and Satapatha Brahmana (SB).

(¢) Appendix 1ll Here the examples from the Upanisads used in
§5.1.1. are listed. The texts were JSa, Kagha (Ka), Kaivalya (Kaiv),
Kausitaki Brahmana (KausBr), Kena, Maitri, Mandukya (Mand),
Svetasvatara (Svet), Taittiriya (Tait), and Chandogya (Chan) Upani-
sads.

(d) Appendix 1V The examples used in §5.1.2.1. from Middle
Indic are given in this appendix. The first three examples are taken
from the rock inscriptions of ASoka and are cited from Schneider (1978:
104-118). The next two examples I have found in the AbhijfianaSakun-
talam (Sak) of Kaliddsa. The remaining examples are from the Pali
canon (D = Dighanikaya, M = Majjhimanikaya, S = Samyuttanikaya,
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A = Ahguttaranikaya, J = Jataka, Sn = Suttanipata, Thig = Therigatha).
The edition used was that of the Nalanda-Devanagari-Pali Series, the
references correspond to the numbering of the Roman (= Pali Text
Society) edition. Those examples marked with (M) are taken from

metrical texts.



Nr. Passage

1. 1,4,4c

2. 1,10,9d
3. 1,34,10c
4. 1,57,4c
5. 1,60,2

APPENDIX I
RIGVEDA

yas te  sakhibhya G varam
who your than friends better

"Who is better than your friends".

krsva yujas cid antaram
let than companion even closer
"Let (this praise of mine) come closer than

even a companion."

yuvor hi pf/r‘varp savita- usaso ratham
your for earlier Savitar than dawn chariot
"For Savitar (sends) your chariot before (lit.
earlier than) dawn."

nahf tvad anyd girvano

for not than you other O lover of praise

girah saghat

praise shall take upon himself

"For no one other than you, O lover of praise,

shall take (our) praise upon himself."

divas cid plflrvo ni-asadi hota
than day even earlier takes his seat priest
"The priest takes his seat before the break of

dawn (lit. earlier than even the day)."
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6. 1,74,8b G 1 <a>bhi purvasmad aparah
towards than the former later
"(He goes) forth after the first (one) (lit.

later than the former)."

7. 1,84,6a A 3 nékis tvad rathitaro
no one than you better charioteer

"No one is a better charioteer than you."

8. 1,84,19 B 1 né tvad anyb maghavann asti marg’ité
not than you other O Maghavan is comforter

"There is no other comforter than you, O

Maghavan."
9. 1,109,1c T 2 na- anyé yuvat pramatir  asti mahyam
not other than both providence is for me

of you
"For me there is no other providence than
both of you."

10. 1,109,2ab T 4 asravam hi  bhuridavattara vam /

I have heard for more munificent of you both

vijamatur uta va gha sy(_llét //
than son-in-law and or surely than brother
in~law
11. 1,114,6b J 5 svddéh  svadiyo rud<a>raya vérdhanam

than sweet sweeter for Rudra strengthening

"sweeter than sweet, strengthening for Rudra."

12. 1,117,2a T 5 yb vam aévina manaso javiyan
which yours O A&vins than thought swifter
"Your (chariot) which is swifter than thought,
O ASvins."



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

1,118,1c

1,123,2a

1,127,5b

1,129,10f

1,140,11b

I,173,5¢

I,181,3c

At 2

At 4
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yo mértyasya méanaso javiyan
which mortal's  than thought swifter

"which is swifter than mortal's thought".

pﬁ:rv& visvasmad bhivanad abodhi
earlier than entire than world woke

"She woke earlier than the entire world."

néktam yéh sudérsataro divatarad
at night who more conspicuous than by day

"who is more conspicuous at night than by day".

anyam asmad  ririseh kém cid adrivo

other than us hurt who even O one armed
with thunderbolts

"Hurt (someone) other than us, O one armed
with thunderbolts."

pr‘iyéd u cin  ménmanah préyo
than dear and even than prayer dearer
astu te

may be to you

"™ay (this) be dearer to you than even a
dear prayer."

praticas  cid  ybdhiyan* visanvan

than (one) even superior borne by

turned in battle stallions

"Borne by stallions (he is) superior in battle
even than (those) turned towards (him)."

* read -6- as two short syllables.

vfFsnah  sthatara manaso javiyan
of great O charioteers than thought swifter
"O you two charioteers of the great (chariot)
(which is) swifter than thought."
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20. 1,183,1a T 5 tam yufijatham manaso yo javiyan
the yoke . than thought which swifter
"Yoke the (chariot) which is swifter than
thought.”

21. 1,184,1cd T 1 nésaty& kitha cid santav aryo /
(naasatya) (sénta)

O Nasatyas where even being than godless
divé néapata sudastaraya (sudéast-}) //

heaven's grandsons for him who is more
liberal

"0 Nasatyas, wherever you are, Heavens's
grandsons, for him who is more liberal than

the godless.™

22. 1,185,9c T 1 bhuri cid aryah sudéstarc‘zya (-&a-)

much even than godless to him who is more
liberal

"(Give) to him who is more liberal than the

godless alsc much."

23. 1I1,3,3b T 1 devén yaksi manusat pflrvo adya

Gods you should than human earlier to-day
serve

"(Agni) you should serve the Gods before
the mortals (lit. earlier than the human) to day."

24. 11,5,5¢ A 3 kuvit tisrbhya a varam
whether than three better
"Is (he) not (lit. whether) better than three?"

25. 1I,23,16d J 2 b{’*haspate nd paréh sém<a>no viduh
O Brhaspati not more than Saman they. know
"O Brhaspati, they do not know more than
(their) Sanam."



26.

27.

28.

29,

30.

31.

32.

I1,33,10d

11,33,11d

IIT,17,5a

111,36,6¢

1V,30,1a

V,3,5a

V,31,2c
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né va bjiyo rud<a>ra tvéd asti
not truly mightier O Rudra than you is
"Truly there is no (one) mightier than you
O Rudra.”

<a>nydm te asman ni vapantu sénah

other your than us let them missiles
suppress

"Let your missiles suppress (someone) other
than us."

yas tvad dhéta purvo agne  yajiyan

who than you priest earlier O Agni worshipping
more

"The priest who is before (lit. earlier than)

you, O Agni, (who) worshipps more..."

&tas cid Indrah sadaso variyan
than this even Inrah than assembly vaster

"Indra is vaster than even this assembly."

nakir indra tvad uttaro
nobody O Indra than you superior

"Nobody is superior to you, O Indra."”

néd tvad dhota pflrvo agne  yajiyan

not than you priest earlier O Agni worshipping
) more

"There is no priest before (lit. earlier than)

you, O Agni, (who) worshipps more..."

nahf tvad indra vasyo anyad asti
for not than you O Indra better other is
"For there is no one else better than you,
O Indra."
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33. Vv,32,3d T 3 ad asmad anyé ajanista tavyan
then than him other had been born stronger

"Then another had been born stronger than him."

34. V,47,5¢ T 1 dvé (dué) y4d Tm bibhrt6  matur anyé
two that him they two than others
carry mother (dual)

"..., that two carry him, two other than

(his) mother."

35. V,61,6b G 1 pumsd bhavati vasyasi
than man becomes better

"(She) develops into something better than a
man."

36. V,77,2¢ T 4 utéd- anybd asméd yajate vi ca évab
and other than us worships il- and luminated

"And another than us worships when it has
lit up.”

37. VI, 18,4c T 5 wugram ugrasya tavasas taviyo
strong of the strong than mighty more mighty

"Strength (will come) to the strong, more
mighty than the mighty."

38. VI,19,13b T 1 3atroh satror  Gttara it syama (siama)
than foe than foe higher indeed may we be
"May we indeed be superior to every foe."

.

39. VI, 20,3a T 5 turvann bjiyan tavésas taviyan
excelling more powerful than moghty more mighty

"excelling (as the) more powerful (one), more
mighty than the mighty."

40. VI,21,104 T 2 ng tvavam anybé amrta tvad asti
not like you other O Immortal than you is

"Other than you. O Immortal one, there is no
one like you."



41.

42.

43.

44.

45,

46.

47.

VI,41,4a

VI,47,29d

VI, 75,18¢c

VII,1,4a

VII, 32,19

VII,95,4d

VII,98,1c

Vi

Pr
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sutdh  sébmo asutad indra  vasyan

pressed Soma than un- O Indra better
pressed

"Pressed Soma is better than unpressed
Soma, O Indra."

durad daviyo apa sedha $atrun
than far farther away repel foes

"Drive the foes very far away (lit. farther
than far).”

uror variyo varunas te krno/tu
than ample more Varuna you should offer

"Varuna should offer you more than ample."

pra agnayo '‘agnibhyo ('gnibhio)
forth these Agnis than Agnis

varam nih

better away

"These Agnis (shall glow) (li.t shall shine forth
and away) better than the (other) Agnis."

nahi  tvad anyan maghavann épyam
for not than you other O Maghavan friendship

"For (there is) no other friendship than (with)
you, O Maghavan."

raya yujag cid  uttara sakhibhyah
with wealth joined even higher than friends

"Even joined with wealth (she) is superior to
friends (lit. higher than friends)."

gauréd védiyam avapfmam indro
than buffalo finds better drinking (place) indra

"Indra finds (his) drinking (place) better than
a buffalo."
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48,

49,

50.

51.

52.

33.

54,

55.

Word Order
VII,100,3¢ T 5
VII,L101,5b T 1
VIII,1,6a B 2
VIII,2,6a G 4
VIII,2,22¢c G 4
VIII,5,2T0 G 1
VIII,8,8ab A 4
VIII,15,11c Us 4

Typology and Comparative Constructions

pra vf._s‘pur astu tavésas taviyan
before Visnu let-be than mighty mightier

"Let Visnu excell (lit. be before), mightier
than (the) mighty)."

hrdb astv (astu) éntaram t&j jujosat
than heart let-be closer this may-he-
enjoy

"Let (this song) be closer (to him) than (his)
heart, may he enjoy this (song)."
PR U , cpr
vasyam indra- -asi me pitur
better O Indra you-are to me father

"O Indra, you are better to me than a father."

gbbhir yad im anyé asman (mrgéyante)
with cows when him others than we (they-hunt)
"When others than we (hunt) him with cows."
yasastaram Satamuteh

more renowned than one who has a hundred
aids

"more renowned than one who has a hundred
aids™

ato va bhuyo asvina

than this or more O Asvins

"or more than this, O A&vins"

kim anyé pary (pari) asate /

why others around they-sit

<a>smat stéomebhir advina //

than we with hymns the A&vins

"Do others than we sit around the AS§vins
with hymns?"

né--anyé& indrat karanam bhf/ya invati
not other than Indra deed greater achieves

"No one other than Indra achieves a greater
deed."



56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

VIII,20,18c

VIII,24,11ab Ua 4

VIII,24,12ab Us 1

VIII, 24,15b

VIII,24,16a

VIII, 24,20c
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Pr 1 4tas cid @ na Upa vasyasa

Us 2

than this even toward us to with better
h(dé
heart

"(You turn) toward us with a better heart
than even this (one)."

nu anyéatra cid adrivas /

now elsewhere even O one armed with
thunderbolts (stones)

tvan (tuén) no jagmur asasah //

than you our they-went desires

"Never have our desires gone elsewhere than
(to) you, O one armed with thunderbolts."
nahy 1 dmgéd nrto tvad (tuad) /

for not indeed O Dancer than you

anyém vindami radhase //

other I-find for a gift

"For I indeed find on (one) other than you,
O Dancer, for a gift ..."

jajné virgtaras tvad (tuad)
was-born greater hero than you

"(For there) was (no) greater hero born than
you."

Us1l a- -it u madhvo madintaram
hither even further than mead more exhilar-
ating
(sincéa)
(pour)

Us1

"Further (pour) hither (that drink which is)
more exhilarating than even mead.”

ghrtat svadiyo médunaé ca vocata
than ghee sweeter than mead and speak

"Speak (words) sweeter than ghee and mead."
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62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

Word Order Typology and Comparative Constructions

VIII, 25,9a

VIII,33,18¢

VIII,66,13c

VIII,73,2a

Us 1

G 1

Pr 1

G 1

VIII,74,15¢cd A 4

VIII,75,13a

VIII,78,4c

VIII, 96, 6b

G 4

G 2

T 4

aksnas cid  gatuvittara
than eye even better pathfinders
"better pathfinders than even the eye"

evg-it  dhur vfsna uttara
so even yoke than stallion higher

"Even so the yoke is higher than the stallion."

nahi  tvad anyah puruhuta ka$ cana
for not than you other O much anyone
invoked

"for no one other than you, O much invoked
(one)"

nimisas cij  javiyasa
than the winking of an eye even swifter

"swifter than even the winking of an eye"

na--im apo aévadétarab /

not him O Waters he who gives more horses
savisthad asti martyah (martiah) //

than ’Savig'gha is  mortal

"There is no mortal, O Waters, who gives him
more horses than Savistha."

anyam asmad bhiyé iyam
other than us in order to frighten this
"(Let) this (misfortune follow) in order to
frighten someone other than us."

na--anyas tvac chtira  vaghatah

not other than you O Hero for the priest
"(There is) no (one) other than you, O Hero,
for the priest.”

visva iatény (jatani) avarany (avarani) asmat
all creatures later than him

"(Let us praise him who made) all creatures
after him (lit. later than him)."



70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

71.

78.

1X,45,2¢

1X,66,17a

I1X,66,17b

1X,66,17c

IX,97,28b

X,10,8c

X,10,104

X,10,12¢

X,18,1b
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devant sakhibhya G varam

the Gods than friends better

"The Gods are better than friends.”
ya ugrébhyas cid  bjiyan
who than the strong even stronger

"who is stronger than even the strong"

Surebhyas cic chératarab

than the brave even more brave
"more valiant than even the brave"
bhuridabhyas cin  mamhiyan

than the liberal even more liberal
"more generous than even the liberal"
simhé na bhimb manaso javiyan
lion like awful than thought swifter

"like an awful lion, swifter than thought"

anyéna mad ahano yahi tbyam
with other than me O Wanton go quickly
"Go quickly, O Wanton, with someone other
than me."

anyam icchasva subhage péatim mat
other seek O Fair One husband than me
"O Fair One, seek as husband someone other
than me."

anyéna mat pramiudah kalpayasva
with other than me pleasures prepare

"Prepare (your) pleasures with someone other
than me."

yas te  sva (sud) itaro devayandat
which your own different from leading to
to the Gods

"(Pursue the pathway) which is your own
(and which is) different from (the one) leading
to the Gods."
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79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

Word Order Typology and Comparative Constructions

X,25,8¢c P

X,25,11c P

X,28,6b T

X,39,12a J

X,64,2¢c Jd
X,76,5a J
X,76,5b J
X,76,5¢ Jd

ksetravittaro manuso
more familiar with localities than man

"more familiar with localities than man"

ayam saptabhya @ varam
this than the seven better

"This is better than the seven."

divas cin me brhaté Uttara dhtijh
than heaven even my lofty higher carriage's

pole
"Higher than even the lofty heaven is my
carriage's pole."

a téna yatam méanaso javiyasa
with the come than thought with swifter
"Come (@ ydtam) with the (chariot which is)

swifter than thought.”

né mardita vidyate any& ebhyo (ebhio)
not comforter is-found other than these
"No comforter is found other than these."

divas cid é vé ’'mavattarebhy (-bhio)
than heaven even to you stronger

"to you (who are) stronger than even the
heaven"

vibhvana cid asvapastarebhyah (-bhiah)
than Vibhvan even acting more quickly

"(to you who) act more quickly than even
Vibhvan"

.

v@yéé cid a sbmarabhastarebhyo (-bhio)
than Vayu even to more intoxicated with Soma

"to (you who are) more intoxicated with Soma
than even Vayu"



87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

X,76,5d

X,83,3a

X,86,1-23d

X,86,6a

X,86,6¢

X,88,19d

X,90,3b

X,91,8d

Appendix 1 205

<a>gné$ cid arca pitukfttarebhyah (iah)

than Agni even I-sing (to those) providing
more food

" (To you who) provide more food than even
Agni I sing."

abhi-ihi  manyo  tavésas taviyan

come here O Manyu than mighty more mighty
"Come here, O Manyu, (who is) more mighty
than the mighty."

visvasmad indra uttarah

than all Indra higher

"Indra is higher than all.”

nd mat stri  subhaséattara

not than me woman having more beautiful
buttocks

"No woman has more beautiful buttocks than
me."

na mat praticyaviyasi

not than me pressing closer against

"No (one) presses closer against (a2 man) than
me."

brahmané hétur avaro  nisidan

Brahman to Hotar inferior sitting down

"the Brahman sitting down below (lit. inferior
to) the Hotar"

ato jyayam$ ca  purusah
than this greater and Purusa

"And greater than this is Purusa."”

tam in mahé vrnate na-
him indeed at great they-choose not
anyam (aniaim) tvat (tuat)

other than you

"At a great (sacrifice) they choose him indeed,
no (one) other than you."
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95,

96.

97.

98.

99.

100,

101.

102.

Word Order Typology and Comparative Constructions

X,94,2d

X,112,2a

X,117,7¢c

X,117,8a

X,120,3c

121,10a

X,129,24

X,142,7c

J

3

hotus cit pilrve haviradyam asata

to Hotar even frior eating oblation obtained
"Prior to even the Hotar they have obtained
the eating of the oblation.”

yds te  ratho méanaso javiyan
which your chariot than thought swifter
"(Come with that) chariot of yours which is
swifter than thought."

védan  brahma- Gvadato vaniyan
speaking Brahman than not-speaking better
"The speaking Brahman is better than the
silent (one)."

ékapad bhiyo dvipado  vi cakra/me
one-footed more than biped has-advanced

"The one-footed (creature) has advanced more
than the biped."

svadoh svédfyab svaduna  sria sam
than sweet sweeter with sweet mix

"Mix (that which is) sweeter than sweet with
the sweet."

prajapate  n& tvad etény (etani) anybd
O Prajapati not than you these other
"Q Prajapati, no (one) other than you (pro-
tects) these ..."

tasmad  dha-  anyén néd paréh  kim canéa-
than this indeed other not beyond anything
asa

there-was

"Other than this there was indeed not any-
thing beyond (him)."

anyam Krnusva-itéh pantham

other make than this here way

"Take (lit. make) another way than this (one)
here."
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103. X,145,3b A 5 uttara-it uttarabhyah (-bhiah)
higher indeed than the higher
"higher indeed than the higher (ones)"
104. X,145,3d A 5 &dhara sa- adharabhyah (-bhiah)
lower she than the lower

"She is lower than the lower (ones)."
105. X,166,3d A 1 yatha mad adharam vadan
that than me lower they-speak
"that they speak lower than me"
106. X,176,4c A 5 s&hasas cit  sahiyan
than powerful even more powerful

"more powerful than even the powerful (ones)"



10.

11.

AV

AV

AV

AV

TS

TS

TS

TS

TS

AB

AB

OLD INDIC PROSE I: VEDAS; BRA_HMANAS

APPENDIX II

9,6,31

9,6,36

9,6,37

15,10,2

2,4,1,4

2,4,1,4

2,4,2,3

5,1,2,3

5,4,4,5

1,3,18

3,36,5

AS

AS

SA

AS

SA

SA

SA

AS

AS

AS

SA

purvas atithes

earlier than a guest

purvas atithes

earlier than a guest
tasmat purvas

than he earlier
$réyamsam ... atmanas
better than himself
asmat  §reyan

than he better

asmat  papiyan

than he worse

yasmat sreyan
than whom better
papiyan &svat

worse than a horse

anyam ... asmat

other than we
uttaram ... ulbat

higher than the womb
juhvat eva ajuhvatas

vasiyan

sacrificing even than non-sacrificing better



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

AB

AB

AB

AB

AB

6,20,14

7,15,8

7,18,1

7,24,1

8,1,5

Tand 11,1,2

AA

AA

1,2,2

3,1,3

1,4,3,1

1,4,5,9

1,4,5,10

1,4,5,11

2,3,2,18

2,3,2,18

AS

AS

AS

AS

SA

SA

AS

AS

AS

SA

SA

SA

AS

AS

Appendix II

paras asmat lokat
farther than this than world

bhuyan vai brahmanas ksatriyat

better truly Brahmana than a Ksatriya

jyayamsas madhuchandasas

older than Madhuchandas
anyas ... asmat
other than we

brahma khalu vai ksatrat  purvam

Brahma indeed to Ksatra prior

brahma hi  purvam ksatrat

Brahma then prior to K§atra

anyas vasukrat

other than Vasukra

anyat kusalat

other than suitable

gtitaram ... itarasmat agnes
better than another than fire
tvad Sreyas

than you better

tvad Sreyas
than you better

tvad Sreyas

than you better

kaniyamsas hi  devas manusyebhyas

fewer then Gods than men

bhuyasas hi  manusyds devebhyas

more numerous then men than Gods
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

SB

SB

SB

SB

$B

SB

Word Order Typology and Comparative Constructions

2,3,2,18

3,1,2,16

3,2,1,31

3,2,2,8

3,2,4,11

3,3,3,1

333’3’3’

3,3,4,2

3,5,1,21

3,6,1,26

3,6,3,8

3,6,4,6

3,9,4,24

5,4,2,9

AS

AS

AS

SA

AS

AS

AS

AS

SA

AS

AS

AS

SA

SA

bhuyasas hi  pasavas manusyebhyas
more numerous then cattle than men
anyas purusat

other than man

anyena krsnavisanayas

with other than black deer's horn

atas anyena
than this with other

purastat vacas

prior to speech

bhuyas vai atas

more truly than this

bhuyas vai  atas

more truly than this

jyayamsam eva badhat

superior even to the deadly shaft

mad ... Sreyan
than I better

bhuyas ardhat

more than one half

kaniyan badhat
inferior to the deadly shaft

paras avarebhyas

higher than the inferior (ones)

tvad anyas

than you other

tvad ... anyas
than you other



40.

41.

42,

43.

44.

435.

46.

47,

48.

49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

$B

SB

6,7,4,11

6,7,4,11

7,4,1,9

10,2,2,1

10,3,5,11

10,3,5,11

10,3,5,11

10,3,5,11

11,6,2,10

12,1,2,3

12,2,2,23

13,5,2,23

13,8,3,4

14,4,2,1

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

AS

AS
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bhuyas ardhat

more than one half

kaniyas ardhat
less than one half

anyas divas
other than the sky

anyas etasmat

other than that one

Sreyamsas ... haiva asmat
better even than he
asmat ... §reyan

than he better
asmat  jyayan
than he greater
asmat  purvas
than he earlier
atas param
than this higher
asmat  Sreyan
than he better
asmat  §reyan
than he better

tvad ... anyas
than you other

anyas itaras devayanat
other different from the path of the Gods

anyat atmanas
other than (him)self



212 Word Order Typology and Comparative Constructions

54, SB 14,4,2,3 SA  mad anyat
than I other

55. SB 14,4,2,19 AS preyas putrat

dearer than a son

56. SB 14,4,27;19 AS anyam atmanas

other than (him)self
57. SB 14,4,2,19 AS preyas vittat

dearer than (that which has been) found
58. SB 14,4,2,19 AS preyas anyasmat

dearer than another

59. SB 14,4,2,19 SA sarvasmat antarataram

than all nearer



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

18a 13

Isa 13

Kena 1,4

Kath
Kat.h
Kath
Kath
Kath
Kath
Ka’gh
Kath
Kath

Ka’gh

1,29

2,8

2,14

2,14

2,14

2,14

2,20

2,20

3,10

3,10

APPENDIX III

OLD INDIC PROSE II: UPANISADS

AS

SA

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

SA

SA

SA

SA

na anyatha itas
not other than this

manasas javiyas
than the mind swifter
anyat ... sambhavat
other ... than being
anyat ... asambhavat
other ... than non-being
anyat ... viditat

other ... than the known

na anyam tasmat

not other than that
aniyan ... anupramanat
subtler ... than subtle

anyatra  dharmat
elsewhere than right

anyatra  adharmat
elsewhere than wrong

anyatra  agsmat
elsewhere than that

anyatra  bhutat
elsewhere than past
anos aniyan

than small smaller
mahatas mahiyan
than great greater
indriyebhyas para
than the senses farther

arthebhyas ... param
than the objects ... farther
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16. Kath 3.10 SA manasas ... para
: than the mind ... farther
17. Kath 3,10 SA buddhes ... paras
) than the understanding ... farther
18. Kath 3,11 SA mahatas param
) than the great farther
19. Kath 3,11 SA avyaktat paras
’ than the unmanifest farther
20. Kath 3,11 SA purusat param
) than ‘the spirit farther
21. Kath 6,7 SA indriyebhyas param
) than the senses farther
22. Kath 6,8 SA avyaktat paras

than the unmanifest farther

23. Kaiv 3 AS parena nakat
higher than heaven

24. Kaiv 16 SA  suksmat suksmataram
than subtle subtler

25. Kaiv 20 SA  anos aniyan
than small smaller

26. KausBr 1,6 AS anyat devebhyas
' other than the Gods

27. Maitri 6,20 SA atas para
than this higher
28. Maitri 6,20 SA anos aniyamsam
than small smallér
29. Maitri 6,38 SA anos ... anum
than small sinall<er>
30. Maitri 7,11 SA anos ... anus
than small ... small<er>
31. Maitri 7,11 SA suptat paras
than the sleeper farther
32. Maitri 7,11 SA tebhyas ... mahattaram
than these ... greater
33. Mand 1 AS anyat trikalat
) other than the threefold time
34. Svet 1,12 SA na atas param
not than this farther
35. Svet 3,7 SA tatas param

than this farther



36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45,

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

évet
Svet
Svet
Svet
Svet
évet
Svet

évet

3,8

3,9

3,9

3,10

3,20

3,20

6,5

6,6

Tait 1,11

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

3,11,6

3,11,6

3,12,6

3,14,3

3,14,3

3,14,3

3,14,3

3,14,3

4,9,2

6,8,6

7,1,5

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

AS

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

SA
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tamasas parastat
than darkness farther
yasmat param

than whom farther
yasmat na aniyas
than whom not smaller
tatas ... uttarataram
than this ... still higher
anos aniyan

than subtle subtler

mahatas mahiyan
than great greater

paras trikalat
farther than the three kinds of time

vrksakalakrtibhis paras
than the forms of the farther
world-tree and time

agsmat  Sreyamsas
than us better

tatas bhuyas
than that greater

tatas bhuyas

than that greater

tatas jyayan

than that greater

jyayan prthivyas

greater than the earth
jyayan antariksat

greater than the atmosphere
jyayan divas

greater than the sky

jyayan ebhyas lokebhyas
greater than these than worlds

<a>niyan vrihes
smaller than a grain of rice

anye manusyebhyas
others than men

anyatra adbhyas
elsewhere than (in) water

namnas bhuyas
than name greater
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56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

Word Order Typology and Comparative Constructions

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

7,1,5

7,2,1

7,2,2

7,2,2

7,3,1

7,3,2

7,3,2

7,4,1

7,4,2

7,5,3

7,5,3

7,6,1

7,6,2

7,6,2

7,7,1

7,7,2

7,7,2

7,8,1

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

namnas ... bhuyas
than name ... greater
namnas bhuyasi

than name greater

vacas bhuyas
than speech greater
vacas bhuyas
than speech greater
vacas bhuyas
than speech greater

manasas  bhuyas
than mind greater

manasas ... bhuyas
than mind ... greater

manasas  bhuyan
than mind greater

samkalpat bhuyas
than will greater

samkalpat ... bhuyas
than will ... greater

samkalpat bhuyas

than will greater

cittat bhuyas

than thought greater

cittat ... bhuyas

than thought ... greater
cittat bhuyas

than thought greater

dhyanat bhuyas
than contemplation greater
dhyanat ... bhuyas
than contemplation ... greater
dhyanat bhuyas

than contemplation greater
vijfianat bhuyas
than understanding greater
vijfianat ... bhuyas
than understanding ... greater
vijnanat bhuyas
than understanding greater



76.

7.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

80.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

Chan

7,8,2

7,8,2

7,9,1

7,9,2

7,9,2

7,10,1

7,10,2

7,10,2

7,11,1

7,11,2

7,11,2

7,12,1

7,12,2

7,12,2

7,13,1

7,13,2

7,13,2

7,14,1

7,14,2

7,14,2

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA
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balat bhuyas
than strength greater

balat ... bhuyas
than strength ... greater

balat bhuyas
than strength greater

agnnat bhuyas
than food greater

annat ... bhuyas
than food ... greater
annat bhuyas
than food greater

adbhyas bhuyas
than water greater

adbhyas ... bhuyas
than water ... greater

adbhyas  bhuyas
than water greater

tejasas bhuyas
than heat greater

tejasas ... bhuyas
than heat ... greater

tejasas bhuyas
than heat greater
akasat bhuyas
than ether greater
agkasat ... bhuyas
than ether ... greater
akasat bhuyas
than ether greater

smarat bhuyas
than memory greater

smarat ... bhuyas
than memory ... greater

smarat bhuyas
than memory greater
asayas bhuyas
than hope greater
aéayas ... bhuyas
than hope ... greater
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96. Chan 7,15,1 SA asayas bhuyas
than hope greater



VI K

IX v

XIII F

Sak I,17,3

Sak III,17,5

Di45

D ii 82

D ii 154

D ii 154

APPENDIX IV MIDDLE INDIC

AS

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

Asoka

kamma tala savalokahitena

more important than (promoting) the welfare of
all men

imena kataviyatala

than this to be done more

tato gulumatatale

than this considered more deplorable
Prakrit

tuvatto ... pimadare

than you  dearer

asmat param
than this higher

Pali
imehi sabbeh<i> ... uttaritaram
to these to all superior

bhagavata bhiyyo'bhififiataro
than the Lord more knowledgeable

bhikkhuna therataro
than Bhikkhu older

bhikkhuna navakataro
than Bhikkhu younger
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10. D iii 86 SA amheh<i> ... dubbannatara
than we uglier
11. D iii 86 SA etehi vanpavantatara

than these more beautiful

12. D iii 87 SA amheh<i> ... dubbannatara
than we uglier
13. D iii 87 SA etehi vannavantatara

than these more beautiful

14. D iii 88 SA amheh<i> ... dubbannatara
than we uglier
15, D iii 88 SA etehi vanpavantatara

than these more beautiful
16. M i 119 SA tamha nimitta afifiam
than this than characteristic other

17. M i 329 SA taya bhiyyo

than you more

18. S1i75 SA attana piyataro

than (him)self dearer

19. 8175 SA gttana piyataro
20. Si75 SA attana piyataro
21. Si175 SA attana piyataro
22, 817 SA attana piyataro
23. Si75 SA attana piyataro
24. S1i75 SA gttana piyataro

25. S 175 (M) AS piyataram attana

dearer than (him)self

26. S i 162 SA tena papiyo

than this worse



27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

77}

wn

i 163 (M) SA

i 202 SA

i222 (M) SA

i 223 SA
v 20 SA
v 20 SA
v 159 SA
ii 222 SA
ii 222 SA
ii 222 SA
ii 222 SA
i 158 SA
i 158 (M) SA

iii 340 (M) AS

iii 340 (M) AS

Appendix IV

papiyo
than this worse

tena

amhehi papiyo

than we worse

tena papiyo

than this worse
tena papiyo

sappurisena

sappurisataram

than a worthy man a better man

asappurisena

than an unworthy man a more unworthy man

bhagavata

asappurisataram

bhiyyo'bhififiataro

than the Lord more knowledgeable

papena

than bad worse

kalyanena

papataram

kalyanataram

than charming more charming

sappurisena

sappurisataro

than a worthy man a better man

agsappurisena

than an unworthy man a more unworthy man

rasatanhaya

than lust of sensual enjoyment more sinful

rasehi

asappurisataro

papakataram

papiyo

than pleasure more evil

dukkharataram tato

more difficult

dukkharataram tato

than this

221
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42. J iii 437 (M) AS piyataram taya

dearer than you

43, J iv 111 (M) AS dukkhatara tato

more painful than this

44, J v 27 (M) SA marana ... dukkhataram

than death more painful

45, J v 87 (M) SA mittaddubha papiyo

than a deceiving friend worse

46. J v 94 (M) AS piyataro maya

dearer than I

47. J vi 80 (M) AS dukkhataram ito

more painful than this
48. J vi 550 (M) AS dukkhatarar_n ito

49, J vi 561 (M) SA tato dukkhataram

than this more painful

50. Sn 185 SA asma loka param
than this than world farther

51. Thig 375 (M) SA taya piyataro

than you dearer

52. Thig 383 SA taya piyatara
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ciple

Comparative Constructions

principle of end-weight 76ff.,157,
159,162ff.
process of language, see language
-process
processing 33
progression of ideas 2f.
pronominalization 79ff.,155
pronoun 79f.,153ff.,161£f£.,169f.,
172,174,182f.
-personal 5
-possessive5
proper noun 9,58
qualifications 12,19
question markers/particles 9,67
reciprocal assimilation 51
reconstruction 49,80f.,102,104f.,
137,143,174£.,177,184£.,190
relative construction 18,59,63,77,
140, see clause -relative
rheme 71ff.
rhematization 71
rhetorical questions 180
saphita text 150
sandhi 13
Schleppe 89
selection 13,27f.
serial verb construction 87
sonority 50
-hierarchy 51
Sprachbiinden 30
stress 51,74f.
structural typological method 30,
32f£.,85,187£f.,190
stylistically marked pattern 163f.
subject 8,11,14,23,58,86
subordinate conjunction 55
sudden catastrophe 83
suffix 5,41
suffixing 9
superlative 132,138
superlative construction 132
surface structure 56f.
syntactic progression 2f.
syntactic structures 135
syntax
—functions 69
-means of 13, see language -pro-
cess
teens 19,25,58,146f.
tense 40£.,93
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textual fit 95
theme 71ff.
thematization 71
tmesis 47 )
topic 71£.,86,91
topicalization 71
tristhubh 150,152
type 8,14,30,33
typological
—change 12,19,34,37,82f.,142,
147€.,151,189 .
=external 20,83,85,90,174, see
borrowing
=internal 20,27,83,85,90f.
—characteristics 16ff.,23,25,
37££.,41,57£.,188
-classification 2, see struc-
tural typological method
-shift 148,151,165
-studies 141
typology 1,188
-basic (word) order 7,9
—-difficulties with 27
-goals 1,187
-structural 29, see structural
typological method
—usefulness of 6
universals 6f.,13ff.,21f.
—absolute 7
—exceptionless implicational 34
—implicational 7£.12,31,33f.
-refined implicational 35
-relational 7
-statistical 7
upside—down German 54,56
uspih 150
verb 8,14,43,108,112,114,129,132
138
—comparative 132f.
-valence of 132

verbal endings 80
verbal noun 20
virat 150
wh- movement 79
word order 7,26f.,71,116,136,141,
151
~basic pattern 67,69f.
-basic principle of 2
—change 68f.,75,81££.,98,156,
173f.
=causation aspect of 83
=transitional aspect of 83
-conservative 91
-deep structure 94
-diachronic 168
—form of 81
-free 67,96ff.,189
—function of 26,35,37,67,69f.,
74,81f.,95,187
-innovative 91
—inversion 67
-marked 75,79,151,156,185
-parameters 66, see parameters
—underlying 56
-unmarked 69f.,151,185
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