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v Development- of a typology-for linguistic situatioas
has been a continuning concern of sociclinguistic research. Thus far, -
however,. typological studies, have served primarily to demonstrate the
a;f iculties involved in such an undertaking rather than producing
Fesults of obvious utility. With few exceptions, ‘notably Greesbsrg.
7956 and Pool 1972, scciolinguistic typology has taken a categerical
-view of data which is largely scalar. The arbitrary segmentatlon of
scalar attributes leads to undes¢rable data-loss; but in the absence\
of a prircipled measure of 51gn1flcance there *is no elegant
'alterwatlvea Such a measure is to be ssught in the study of ﬁha @ays
that Sociclinquistic data are applied to practical comnceras. this
paoer, the general charagteristics of sociolinguistic tjuologles and

the partﬁcular features of existing modgls are reviewed and the
fo;lowlng major issues are discussed: {1) treatment of scalar .
a*tributes and data- loss, and {2) developmant of objactive aeasures
of signrificance. (Avthor/iM)

»

< -

3
~

##1#**ﬁ*t?*#?***#*#*#**************;****4*********#****#*****#*********

% Docuuments acquired by ERIC include mapy inforpal unpublishad *
* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* *o obtain the best copy available. nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reproducibility are often encountsred and this affects the gquality *
* of the microfiche and hardropY' eproﬂucflons ERIC makes available *
* via the ERIC Docuament Reproduction Servxcn {EDRS}. EDES is “not *
* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *
* supplied by EDRS are the best that can pe wmade from the original. *”

*?*****#?*******#ﬁ*******#**#*#M*********#***k*#**l*$4*$#k***#*#*******

. 3 J ’

TR T T L




[

o
»
<
v

v ‘ . ) . s

» ISSUES IN SOCIOLINGUISTIC TYPOLOGY
3 . - . ° .
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-~ This paper is concermed with sooiolinguistic typology in the most .
inclusive sense -~ the typology of language situations.l Clearly, there
are numerous other typologies which may properly be termed sociolinguis—
tic, typologies of language varieties, language functions, speech, events,
evaluative reactions to ‘language, and so forth, "but the typology of 1amn-
guage situations holds a pre-eminence over these others in that they re .

: concerned. with particular aspects of language situations. Furthermore, f-, +
: " while these lower-level ‘typologiés are logically prior, ultimately it 1s7 B
.. the pattern of their inter-relationships that is most significant. S
= - - -

i £
i . The development of a typology of language situations has been a -
continuing concern of sociolinguistic research, for good reasons, but

;‘ i , thusfar typological studies have"served primarily to demonstrate the
. ) difficulties involved.in such an undertaking, with fio clear instances .
= : of practital results. . .

- .
< . ‘ .
b ]

In" this paper, I will present}brlefly the,motivatlons for typologi-
.cal studies in soclolingulstics, review some existing models, and discuss
-some directions for.future research with. partigular attention to two
issues. These issues are data-loss and the need for an objective measure

- of significance. ; . . ’
’ 1a typology is a set of types which comprise the range of possible
' combinations vf'a set of attributes and thereby provides a basis for the

class1rication of the individudls in a universe of discourse. Thus, in

a typologY'of Yanguage situations, the~nniverse of discourse comprises

.language situations, the. attributes are characteristics which language -

situations may have, and individual language situations are ofAthe same .

‘type ifthey display the same combination ‘of "attributes.

. A language situation is-the total configuration of language use in

a community, "how-many and what kinds of languages are spoken by how many

people under what circumstances, and what the attitudes and beliefs about-
languages held by -the members of the community are" (Ferguson 1966:309). i
A community is any natural group of people, in Gumperz' sense of a :

"human aggregate characteriieq by regular dnd frequent interaction over a_

significant gpan of time and set off from other such aggregates by_ differ— LT
ences {n the frequeney. of interactlon" (1964:137). - - '
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With few exceptions, tybological models in sociolinguistics have’
taken a.categorical view of data wh1ch is often scalar. To take a
familiar example, languages axe often stated to be, or not to be, stand-
ardized, when in fact all languages are more or less standardized. - The
arbitrary segmentation of scalar attributes such as standardization
results in data-loss which cannot be justified at the current state of
the art? (Cf. Pool 1969.) . .

N

Howeve1l, in “the absence of a principled measure of significance, .
“there is no elegant alternative to arbitrary segmentation .. Such a
. measure, I suggest, is to be sought in the study of the practrcal appli-
cation of sociolinguistic data. s ’

< » <

- ’

Motivations for sociol;;gu1st1c typology

-r

- The primary motivat1on for sociellngu1st1c typology has been a.
. @ practical concern with the languagerrelated pngblems of the developing
areas of the world. This pract1cal motivation is based on the acceptance
of one or more of the following positions: *?

© A
a. Description. An adequate description of the _significant socio-
linguistic characteristics of a community i§ a useful basis for
the development and implementat1on of language policy;

b. Comparison. The utility of such a description would be increased
if it were accompanied by a set of comparable data drawn from a
wide range of more and less similar situations:

c. Precision. Most useful of all would be a general and predictive
set of rules covering the 1nter—relat1onsh1p of linguistic_and
social pronesses.

In addition to the practical metivation, there are a number of ways
& in which(}ypological studies can benefit the field of sociolinguistics.
. Although these are seldom tecognized, they seem equally compelling.

d. Precision. It is not coincidental that the attributes used in
te . typologies are often familiar concepts in the literature. A
major part of what is referred to as "developing a typology"
in fact the precision of-attributes of an existing informal ’
typology in such a way that they may be unamb1guously applied
. throughout the universe of discourse. '

-

e. Comparability. A rigourous and general typological system can
provide a heuristic framework which will promoté the collection
of comparable data in descript1ve studiesn
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. f. Naturalness. An interesting typology should mﬁke use of -

: natural classes. Ihat is, tﬂgz:msho be established in such
a way that’ individuals.of the e t sHare a number of signi— i
ficant similarities. In this way, the typology will have a° -~ - -
certain predictive power, which may in turn.serve as a test of
validity.

v The development of a comprehensive and natural sociolinguistic ’ ® -

typology is intimately involved with the development of a general
sociolinguistic theory, and is thus of Both practical and theoretical
inteTrest. .

>

Some models for,sociolinguistic-tybology . ' :

%

At this. point I would like to rehearse briefly some existing nodels.
for sociolinguistic typology: Im so doing, two attributes will be utilized:
implicitness and number of types. An 1mp1icit typology is one in which ) i
the criteria are not clearly, defined and appeal is made to commion knowl= ° I
édge. NumbBér of types may vary from two to an indefinite number. Larger, -,
numbers of types may always be reduced to fewer, but not vice versa.

~

implicit/few. Ferguson's classic diglossfa article (1959) wds. a
contribution to an existing, largely implicit typology of language situa~
tions which recognized two main types, monelingual and multilingual, )
Ferguson established diglossia as a third distinct type. More recently, .

¢

the creole continuum has I'Believe, found a place in this Aystem as a * . .
fourth type (DeCamp l97l). “- . - .
explicit/four Fishman (1967) has outlined a general classification ?

of language situations based on two binary attributes, the existence of .
- functionally differentiated lingulstic repertoires at the individual
level, which he calls "billngualism", and at,the gommunity level, which °
he calls "diglossia". This generates four types of language situationms,
thoseécharaéterized by, in his terms, bilingualism ‘with diglossia, bilin-
gualism without d1glossia, diglossim without bilingualism, and neither
i bilingualism nor diglossia. R
. explicit/indefiniﬁe Greenberg's ‘indexegnof linguistic diversity
(1956) "illustrate the use of scalar as oppose%gfb binary or n-ary
attributes. .The most. useful of the indexes is H the index of communi-
cation, which is "the probability that if two members ‘of the population )
are chosen at random, they will have at least one language in common" :
(1956:112). The-index’ ranges from O to 1, allowing an indefinite number |
of types which.can of course be reduced in various ways. «

4
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explicit/many. Probably the best-known model for sbciolinguistic
typolcgy is .the profile, developed by Stewart (1962, 1968) and Ferguson
(1966). The profile is intended as a summary description Of the signif-
icant aspects of language situations. In pgactice, this involves primarily
three sets of attributes: significance of languages, types of languages,
and functions of languages. A language situation is typéd by its partic-
ular comBinatlon of these attributes. .

v . ” o B . ‘h ' '%b ' %

,ﬁirections for future researchA °
if the validity of at least some of the motivations for sociolin-

-guistic typology is accepted, there remains the problem of determining
the most prom181ng model. I feel ‘that fhe profile in- the ‘sense of an
2conomical ‘descriptive framework for the signiFicant characteristics of
1anguage situations; has the greatest pbtential practical and theoretical
intérest of the existing models. ‘ .

’

PO Y

. .

The reasons for thns stem from the fact that the profile is more
inclusive than the other models, .making fewer unWarranted assumptions
about the significance of attributes. More exclusive models may easily
‘be derived from more inclusive ones, if desired, but not vice, versa.

, Furthermore, the compilation and‘presentatinn of basic sociolinguistic

NN information is’ of practical interest in itself. "

— ) .
.- To Qe sure,,there is room for 1mprovement in the profile ‘model.
Some . current shortcomings of the model involve data-collection, defini=

tions, scope, and the treatment of scalar attributes.

A maJor,problem with profiles is that the relevant datz is usually
unreliable if available,’ and often not available. However, if we accept
the importance of sociolinguistic data, then collection difficulties must
‘be faced. In fact, one motivation for the devclopment of the profile
model was that it would stimulate the collection of relevant soeiolin-
guistic information. .

It is essential that definitions of attributes be explicit and em-
pifital. Too much has been left too often to the discretion of the indiZ
vidufl investigator, thus promoting uncertainty and inconsistency.

Scope refers to the delimitation of the universe of discourse. It
seems clear that the universe of discourse for sociolinguistic typology
should comprise language situations of communities, as defined above,
rather than of nations or politics, as in the past. In the first place,
nations consist of communities which may differ widelv in their sociolin-
guistic patterns. -Community studies will necessarily include features
which are ngtional, but the reverse is not true.” Secondly, the most ’
extensive and reliable sociolinguistic data.available are to be found in
studies of subnational units such as Jersey City, Khalapur, and the Lower
East “Mde. . . .

i "\ )
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Data-lpss, the neglect ®or waste of significant information alreddy
at hand, has already been mentioned in several contexts. In particular,
the profi&e model was preferred because #t is relatively conservative of .
data. “Similarly, communities were preferred over nations in the discus=—

sion of'the scope of.typologies to further reduce data-loss. Another

source of ddta—loss is the arbitrary segmentation-of scalar attributes.
If a typological model requires that, before being used, continuous data
be’ compressed into .a di- or trichotomy, potentially significant data is
lost. This is of frequent occurrence with the profilé modeI

For - xample, the proportion of native speakers of a. language variety
in a community may range over an indefinite number of values bétween O,
and 1. Ferguson's profile model requires that' this continuous variable
bé trichotomized. If a language is spoken natively by more than twenty-
five percent of the populiation of the community it is a major language,
if by between five and twenty-five percent it is a mifnor language, and if
by less than five percent it is excluded from the profile.1 The precision
of this definition is to be applauded. Given the relevant data, it can be
easily applied and the number of major and minor languages in the community

unambigouusly and consistently determined. However, what is the justifica- .

tion for this trichotomy?  Why not segment at six and twenty-six, or at

ten and thirty? Other cutting points have in fact been suggested. Stewart
(1968), for instance, would segment the variable into six sections, but
still without convincing justigication. Clearly, a profile which includes
the actual proportions would be more informative.

For anothe. example, consider relatedness of language varieties. Here .

again is a continuous variable with values’ ranging from O, nrelated,. to 1,
identical. This bartlcular attribute of languages was not originally includ
in the profile model by Ferguson (1966) or Stewart, but has been included by
Ferguson (1970) and others, e.'g. Roberts 1962. 1In Ferguson (1970), five
degrees of relationship are distinguished. Language varieties may be in
different families, in the same family, in the same branch of a family, in

a diglossic relationship within the same language, or in tbe same language
and therefore not distinguished. _Again, the cutting points are reasonably
explicitly defined, but,not justified, and potentially significant informa-
tion is omitted.

- -

a3

$
1 This is a simplified presentation of thlS aspect of Ferguson's
model. Proportion of native speakers is only one of several criteria for
rating the significance of 1anguages. A language may have no native
speakers in the community and still be a major language, by another
criterion. The argument made here is, however, equally applicable to
these other criteria.
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The justifications for omission of data are in terms of descriptive
economy. It would be impossible to present a totally inclusive, aescrip—~
tion of the language situation in a community, or even to collect all .
of -the necessary data to base one on. Comparison, especially, is facil-
itated by conciseness. Furthermore, not all data is equally valuable and N .
the scientific investigator must be discriminating in this regard.. Finally, .
typologies by definition treat dlst1nct indiv-4duals as the same. We hardly
have a typolegy. if each ind1v1dua1 in'the universe of discourse is of a
. dlfferent type. ~—a.
2 k ! The fact is, however, that descriptive economy should be abhieved by .
the principled omission of non-sigrificant or redundant information, rather
than by arbitrary exclusion. A profile which includes too much is to be
preferred over-one which excludes too much. That is, minimization of data-
- loss must take precedence over descriptive economy. 0f course, the optimal i
profile will include all and only the significant characteristics of a Lo
. language sifuation, and the optimal typological model will specify whic ‘;
: . characteristics these are. ¥pat is, it will provide an objective, mean g -
; ful measure of significance, ¥ measure which is not presently at hand.

I suggest that such a measure should be soughﬁ in the study of thé
* ways in which sociolinguistic data in general, and ‘comparative sociolin-
guistic data in particular, .are applied to practical concerns, a study
that should Le {ndertaken in any event.

How are the results of descriptive sociolingyistic studies relevant
to practical concerns? The assumption in sociolinguistic typology is that
this involves the comparison of the results-of particular language policies
in particular language situationsX More specifically, it is that if a
particular policy has had certain results in one situation, the same .policy
should have the same results in another situation of the same type. ,

This pwovides, I believe, the necessary measure of significance for
typological studies. Thus, if the same policy has different results in
two situations of the same type, then'there is a significant difference
between the situations and they should not have been classed together, -
The classification error may have been due to incorrect déscfiptivq data
or to a flaw in the mofile- framework. In any event, it would at least
sbe clear that there was an error and it§ source investigated. . .

e

\Adoption of such a practical definition of significance would greatly
improve the [ractical utility of profiles- at the same time as'providing a
_principled basis for descriptive economy and a more sophisticated approach

to basic sociolinguistic interests.

o
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