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GUIDING PRINCIPLES OF THE PRESENT TYPOLOGY

;'The typology to be presented here follows two guiding principles. The first is an a priori posi-
| lion, which

Ch was originally taken to deal with the specific challenge of linguistic description
E}P_Osed by nominal classification systems of the Amazonian region, but is also expected to be use-
; 10r a comparative description of the manifestation of nominal classification in signed lan-
i&%ﬂage'& _The second is the embracing of a particular theoretical framework, with al] its
v‘fscnptlve implications,
. 'apriori is the choice made not to lump (almost) all instances of nominal classification
v Y8tems under the same label of classifiers, in the interest of confronting head-on the diversity of
. 18ystems, while still acknowledging their possible partial overlaps. The effort therefore wil]
e Specifically toward teasing apart various types of systems, to be identified by specific ter-
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ing at first the more lexical systems from the more morphosyntactic ones, as well as the most
grammaticalized ones, in order to establish classifier systems as intermediate
lexicogrammatical systems distinct from both. In this approach, the expression, nominal classi-
fication systems, is the cover term for all the systems that appear to organize nominal elements of
a language into some morphologically marked classification, whether it be within the lexicon or
as part of the morphosyntax of the language, while the term, classifiers, is reserved for a particu-
lar subset of those systems. Using the term, classifiers, in a more generic way for a greater vari-
ety of systems of nominal classification only begs the question of finding other terms to deal
with subsystems that can obviously be regrouped in a distinct type. It could also contribute to
maintain a certain level of unnecessary uncertainty for those who are little familiar with the phe-
nomenon, by obliterating the recognition that some systems share more characteristics than oth-
ers, in particular the classifier systems proper among themselves.
In fact, these classifier systems present challenges of their own, such as the existence of dif-
ferent subtypes. There are, for instance, distinct systems of numeral, nominal, genitival and
verbal classifiers, all well established by now, although their distinctive characteristics are
still often not taken seriously enough into account in the discussion of the phenomenon. In this
context, using the term, classifier, as a more general term might not help account for the
specificities of those different subsystems (according to a linguist who has spent much ink
claiming, e.g., the existence of a so-called noun classifier system, distinct from the much
better known numeral classifier systems, to apparently no avail in that both systems continue
to be lumped together in numerous discussions, in spite of arguments presented as to their dis-
tinct semantics and morphosyntax). Another reason to maintain the term,classifiers, for a par-
ticular type of nominal classification sysiem is the pending issue of the exact number and
nature of their subtypes.

The basic need for more extensive fieldwork on all systems of nominal classification, includ-
ing classifier systems per se, is in fact the main motivation for taking thisa priori “nonlumping”
position. The concern is indeed to facilitate as much as possible the systematic collecting of new
data, including that of field linguists not specialists in the phenomenon, and the subsequent anal-
ysis of this data in a manner that will permit more comparative work. With this goal in mind, the
recommendation is to proceed in two steps: the first one consists in identifying those systems
that are less problematic to analyze within the present state of knowledge of this phenomenon,
systems that correspond to clearly recognizable types of subsystems. After this first screening,
the second step consists in the more challenging task of dealing with more complex systems of
apparently mixed nature in order to analyze the kind of blending they seem to exhibit.

Beyond the nonlumping position just articulated, the second guiding principle is to cast
the typology within a functional-typological approach, and to claim that such a framework
is particularly apt at handling the kind of descriptive challenge data from apparently more
complex systems, in particular systems considered as mixed systems with partial overlaps

across various types of systems. Essential to the functional-typological approach, as it was
originally articulated, for instance, by Givéon (1979,2001), isan approach to linguistic cate:
gorization that appeals to the notion of prototype and applies it beyond the lexical domaint?
that of morphosyntactic and syntactic domains. In this approach, one can assume that nomi-

nal classification systems can be more or less prototypical too, or more of less at the fﬂ-zzl’ ]
ol

edges of categories or types, possibly overlapping partially over two distinct types:

pousing this functional—typological approach also means giving constant attention to the
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(3) a. Noun classifiers; JAKALTEK (Craig 1986a, p. 264)
xil naj xuwan no7 lab’a
saw CL John CL snake
‘(man) John saw the (animal) snake’

. Numeral classifiers; PONAPEAN (Rehg, 1981, p. 130)

Pwihk riemen ‘two pigs’

Pig 2+CL:animate

Tuhke  rioapwoat ‘two trees’

Tree 2+CL:long

¢. Genitive classifiers; PONAPEAN (Rehg, 1981, p. 184)

Kene-i mwenge ‘my(edible) food’
CL-GEN.1  food

Were-i pwoht ‘my(transport) boat’
CL-GEN.1  boat

d. Verbal Classifiers; CAYUGA (Mithun, 1986, p. 386-388)

Ohon’atatke: ak-hon’at-a:k

It-potato-rotten past.I-CL-eat ‘I (potato)ate a rotten potato’
So:wa:s akh-nahskw-ae’

Dog [-CL-have ‘] (domestic.animal)have a dog’

The two major arguments that have been presented in support of the existence of different sub-

types of classifiers in Craig (1992) and Grinevald (2000) are the possible co-occurrence of sys-
ic profiles of the distinct classifier types

tems within the same language and the different semanti
(which are assumed to correspond to different functions of those systems, a potential third argy-

ment that remains to be fully developed).
What follows is a presentation of the m

structed: the first three have been discusse
consist in identifying: (a) the loci of the classificatory elements;
those systems; and (c) the function and use of such systems. The fourth parameter is
mensional approach already mentioned, which combines the various dynamic aspec

systems. All four parameters will be taken up in turn.

ajor four parameters on which the typology is con-
d in more or less explicit ways in the literature and |
(b) the semantics involvedin |
the multidi-
ts of those ¢
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As it turns out, classificatory elements may be found in many loci of the clause, but seem '

fall within two major groups: those forming patterns of local agreement within the nount ph
and those forming a long-distance concord system between nominal and verbal elements, ¢

sketched in (1a and 1b) above.
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e. In this pattern the classificatory elements are typically repeated on several elements of the
clause. It corresponds to the systems generally labeled noun class systems, of which the
Bantu systems represent the most prototypical cases. Although these systems are general|y
used in the general linguistic literature as instances of extensive and relatively regular
agreement patterns, the reality of the varied spoken, and nonnormalized languages of this
large family of languages includes a great varicty of systems, with many that are much less
extensive in their agreement patterns, more selective in the loci, and variable both as to the
morphological nature of the marks and as to the obligatoriness of their use (Grinevald &
Creissels, 2000). In their extensive agreement patern, these systems are akin to the gender

systems of Indo-European languages.

One approach to capturing the great variety of nominal classification systems has therefore
been to label them by their principal loci, distinguishing between those that are essentially
one-locus systems, such as the lexical system of class terms and the morphosyntactic systems of
classifiers, and those that are multiple-loci systems with more or less extensive and complex
agreement patterns, such as the ones traditionally labeled noun class systems.

SEMANTICS

One of the interesting aspects of most of these nominal classification systems is their semantic
motivation. Unlike gender systems with limited number of classes and extensive
desemanticization of the classes (why are forks and plates feminine in French—une fourchette,
une assiette —but masculine in Spanish—un tenedor, un plato—for instance?), most other sys-
tems are characterized by more retrievable semantic motivation, as well as much larger number
of classes.

There have been at least three major proposals, dating from the 1970s and classics of the
field by now, which have attempted to capture the universal semantic properties of nominal
classification systems. They are Adams and Conklin ( 1973), Denny (1976), Allan (1977); be-
ing written in the seventies when the issue was not being raised, they all had a tendency to
overlook the existence of different types of systems. The impact of those articles has therefore
also contributed to the lingering tendency to lump systems under the label of classifiers.
Denny (1976) offered the elegant proposal of distinguishing between semantic traits of what
he called “social, physical, and functional interaction” (p. 125). In the social interaction realm
fall the animate entities of our world, principally fellow human beings, classified by gender,
social rank, or other categorization schema, as well as other entities such as divinities and

other powers specific to a culture. In the physical interaction realm, objects of the world are
classified along certain parameters linked to their nature as manipulable and manipulated ob-
jects, principally the parameter of shape.

The semantic trait of shape, which is of particular interest for signed languages, has been the
object of great attention in the study of classifiers of spoken languages. Allan (1977) detailed
some of the same semantic traits as Denny (1976), noting in particular the primacy of three basi¢
shapes, themselves semantically combinations of one of the major dimensional outlines of ob-
jects (1D, 2D, 3D) with a secondary characteristic of consistency and/or size. As noted earlierby
Adams and Conklin (1973), the three basic shape classes found in (numeral) classifier systems

of Asian languages are the following:
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dominant semantic parameter in numeral classifier systems, whereas function is the major se-

genitival classifier systems, and material the major one of noun classifier

why such an alignment.
fiheir individual classifying elements, systems of nomi-

he number and specificity of the classes they form.
nt labels for classifiers that head from very simple to
with transparent semantic motivation to

mantic parameter of
systems, opening up the question of
Besides varying as to the semantics 0
nal classification vary also greatly asto t
Within the literature, one finds differe

very complex classes, 1.€., from homogeneous classes,
very heterogeneous classes, which are usually considered as made of a core set of prototype ele-

ments to which others have been added through various means of extension. The most notorious
example inthe literature of a system with heterogeneous classes is probably that of the system of
Dyirbal (actually nota classifier system per se but rather a noun class one, originally described
by Dixon [1972, 1982] used by Lakoff [1986,1987]), together with the case of the Japanese nu-
meral classifier hon, for an exercise in motivating the heterogeneity of some classes.

One talks, for instance, of specific, general, unique and repeater classifiers. Specific clc sifi-

ers are the most common type. The classes they head are built around prototypical exemplars,
with incorporation of other elements by any number of types of extensions of the class. General
classifiers, as their label indicates, are largely desemanticized and head large heterogeneous
classes with no distinct semantic motivation; whereas unique classifiers, at the opposite end,

head classes of just one element. The term repeaters, On the other hand, refers to classifiers that
are copies of nouns, whether they function as unique or specific classifiers. Large Asian numeral
classifier systems are known to have general classifiers, pseudoequivalent to the cover words
truc, machin, of French or thing of English. The distinction between unique and repeater is not
often made clear in descriptions, although examples from the noun classifier system of

Jakaltek-Popti’ can illustrate the concepts (Craig, 1986).
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The dynamic dimension that has received most attention is that of the degree of grammatical-
ization of the different types of systems. The original work in that area has focused on distinguish-
ing between major types of nominal classification systems, principally between noun class sys-
tems and classifier systems, originally on the basis of the challenge presented by data of Australian
languages. It seemed established early on that noun class systems, which are characteristically
concordial systems and that have often been lumped together with gender systems, are essentially
more grammaticalized than classifier systems. The parameters for such an analysis are found in the
now classic works by Dixon (1982b, 1986) , and a synthesis of subsequent discussions of the pa-
rameters of grammaticalization can be found in Grinevald (2000) in the form of a list tailored to ad-
dress the issue of classifier systems as intermediate lexicogrammatical systems.

Certain cases of overlap of classification systems may be attributed to progressive
grammaticalization across systems. Lexical class term systems may give rise to lexico-gram-
matical classifier systems for instance, and classifier systems may be at the origin of noun class
systems, which themselves may reduce to smaller gender systems. Being able to build this
grammaticalization cline relies as a matter of fact on the existence of marginal systems with
characteristics of two systems at once.

More recent work has been focusing on the grammaticalization dimension within various types
of nominal classification systems, comparing, for instance, incipient and fully grammaticalized
noun classifier systems (sec Grinevald, 2002 with Australian vs. Mayan data, as a response to
Wilkins, 2000) , as well as developing vs. fully developed vs. decaying noun class systems (see
Grinevald & Creissels, 2000, with Amazonian and Niger-Congo data). Data from Central Ameri-
can Chibchan languages can also show how systems of numeral classification can be apparently as
grammaticalized as gender systems, very much in contrast with the more discourse sensitive nu-
meral classifiers of most Asian languages. It probably needs to be specified here that establishing
the level of grammaticalization of a system in a descriptive fashion does not make pre: ictions
about its future; systems may indeed stabilize ata fairly incipient or developing stage ol limited
grammaticalization without showing signs of evolving into more grammaticalized ones.

Other dynamic dimensions to be considered are the age and the vitality of the system, as inde-
pendent from the grammaticalization parameter. There are very old systems, like the Chinese
system of numeral classifiers with an extensive historical documentation; and there are much
younger systems, like the Kanjobalan-Mayan systems of noun classifiers, which appear to datg,
back to only a few hundred years (Craig, 1990). Butage s independent of vitality, as old systems
like the Thai system of numeral classifiers can be very open and adaptable to the ever-changing
material world of its speakers (Carpenter, 1986), whereas a much younger system like the

Jakaltek Kanjobalan noun classifier system appears to have frozen in time some time betweet

colonial times and the 20th century, not absorbing in its classificatory scheme objects of recent

import in the culture that are made of material of unknown origin (Craig 1986b).

ACyeal spread of the noun classifier system is also an important variable to consider, as suc
systems are easily borrowed. Interestingly enough, the borrowing may be a purely linguistic
one, when the system with its morphemes and even the writing system in which it is castare bor:
rowed (as is the case with the Japanese numeral classifier system of Chinese origin), of it may
consist of the borrowing of the idea of a classifier system, reconstituted with native morphologh

cal material. This seems to be the case of the spread of the noun classifier system in the
Cuchumatanes area of Guatamala, for instance, from the Kanjobalan languages to the neighbor

ing languages of the Mamean branch of the family (Craig, 1990).
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such as some Amerindian languages, it may be more extensive. In such cases it is common to see
the phenomenon labeled as a system of classificrs, although by the working definitions of the
present typology, strictly speaking, they are not.

Here it is worth noting again how those class terms can be shown to be secondary morpholog-
ical systems that have originated in some primary lexical stock, hence arbitrary linguistic mate-
rial in essence. However, to the extent that they appeal partly to the shape of the objects they help
name, these class terms can indeed be argued to introduce a measure of semantic motivation in
the denomination of certain objects in oral languages.

There is therefore, in those oral languages that have them, a progression from the complete ar-
bitrariness of the lexical noun root to the partial appeal to information on visual aspects of ob-
jects through the use of either class terms or numeral classifiers. The situation with these
classifying elements is then one of partial arbitrariness of the lexical material from which they
originate (e.g., as in the classifying clement LONG.RIGID coming from the lexical item for

tree), combined with the evoked imagery conveyed by the semantics of the classifying element
(that of a long.rigid object for instance).

In visuogestural languages, the process of denomination of objects exhibits a much greater
measure of iconicity, reaching the point of consisting entirely of information on perceivable as-
pects of the objects. Those selected aspects of the objects, which are conveyed through the visual

gestural signs and that constitute the denomination of the object, are themselves based on a sche-
matization of the image of prototypical objects (e.g., as illustrated by the sign for “helicopter” or
“tree”), where both the choice of the prototypical objects of a category and the form of their im-
age schematization are culturally bound and language specific enough to require case-by-case
studies (e.g., see the various signs for “tree” in various signed languages).

This progression from complete arbitrariness to extensive motivation in the denomination of
objects is outlined in example (10), (11), and (12) below where the patterns illustrate (a) the
complete arbitrariness of the nouns of oral languages without classification systems, (b) the in-
termediate case of partially motivated semantics introduced by class terms or numeral classifi-
ers in those oral languages that have them, and (¢) the motivated imagery of signed languages. In
those patterns, italics are used for the arbitrary lexical material and CAPITALS for the motivated
elements of the denomination, with the possibility of some elements being both formally arbi-
trary but semantically motivated.

(10) a. N: Bottle
b. N-Class term: Bottie-LONG.RIGID
c. SIGN: CONTOUR OF VERTICAL LONG.RIGID object
(11) a. N: Banana
b. N-Class term: Banana-FRUIT/LONG.RIGID
c. SIGN: PEELING GESTURE or CONTOUR OF LONG.RIGID object

(12) a. numN Two persons
b. Num-numeral CLN Two-BIPED persons

¢ SIGN Two BIPEDS

'lbroqgh those SASS and th

5. CL
ASSIFIER SYSTEMS IN THE TYPOLOGY OF NOMINAL CL
The point about the de —
world in both oral and si
oral languages, i

S 103
gree of arb i
Itrariness in the process ofthe denomination of objects of th
e

gned languages i
guages is that a measure of semantic motivation can be found i
in

A second point of comp
denomination process in

st;;uctlon‘s of the form [numeral+numeral clasgi )
other objects can be counted the same way:

(13) a. th_J-LONG.RIGID knives
(with umbrellas, spoons, etc...)

b. tw‘o-CUTTING.INSTRUMENT knives
(with axes, scissors, etc.. )

c. tw9~HUNTING.INSTRUMENT knives
(with guns, bows and arrows etc...)

(14) a. tw'o—FLAT.FLEXIBLE T-shirts
(with paper, table clothes, blankets, etc )

b. twlo-CLOTH[NG T-shirts
(with pants, shirts, dresses, etc ...)

aliab“l y Ofthe d -
' € ne jS a CIOSBE C()mpal'iS()n bL

and othe i
T elements of perceptual information systematically coded

, class t . ounterparts in oral N
3 S are sti]] semantically mOt‘Vatedc;lns’ numeral classifiers, and noun classes wherfiat?niuagt
"¢ not classifiers per se a ough to permit such a study). Therefore, ’ﬂlthough S ;)5:3
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. CLASSIFIER SYSTEMS IN THE TYPOLOGY OF NOMINAL (‘LASSIFTCATION lgé
One area of difference

between the two types of lan
tion of information on size and texty
and rarer

in oral language classificat
classifier systems. Signs inchiding i
(crumpled, broken, twisted) also fi
particular, in the area of so-

Buages seems to be the systematic addi-
re in signed languages, which is said to be only secondary
ion systems, and mostly described for some large numeral
nformation on the momentary position or state of an object
nd echo in some of the larger numeral classifier systems, in
called mensural classifiers. The numera] classifier systems of

, with special morphological functionin g and special semantics (see
, 1968). Itis also interesting to identify the original sh

ape components of the signs for what
are talked about ag generics, such as:

(16) BOAT (sail and mast of )

= vehicle
LONG.RIGID/BIPED

= person

As far as the semantic domain of functional j
tems of oral languages, no direct equivalent se
ever, as already hinted, a closer stud
movements that accompany the handli

ling of certain objects might be interesting. For instance,
oral language classifier Systems-—typically,
fiers-

possessive classifiers, and partially numeral ¢lassi-
—appear to appeal to the function of the object in a resultative way, as shown in the list of
common functional classifiers below:

(17) Classifier

nteraction identified in some classification Sys-
€ms to present itself in signed languages; how-

Classified objects
clothing: Clothes to be wormn
food: Banana/fish to be cooked, and eaten
storing: Recipients to contain
hunting/ﬁshing.

Instruments to kill, cut, ete,

(18) Banana BEING PEEL
Window BEING OPENED (to let air in
Recipient BEING HELD (e.g.,byth

ehandle, to pour out or drink out of,
CUTTING MOVEMENT (of cuttj

s presumably)
ng instruments, for instance)

It would seem that in the area of function and y

nomenon would need to e conside

se of the classifying elements in signed lan-
objects in isolation, as in cj tati

red from three different perspectives: (a) In
on forms out of context, of what are suppos-
on referring objects; (b) In a topic setting, corresponding to presenta-
nstructions of oral languages, which introduce referring or nonreferring
the particular speech act, which also determines the perspective taken on
the referent tracking process within the predicate, which may be in the

of any number of types of events, in particular localization, movement, or actions re-
ects,

hat would he most interesting for a study

of nominal classification in signed languages
tracing of the different linguistic expressions of particular objects of the



106 GRINEVALD

i ituations just outlined. Sug-
incti ideri least the three discourse s1 : . "y
i e shapes, considering at ic comparison of the
Worl.d Ofigitifﬂ:;\;r datg to be gathered and anal;..rzed for a more SYSY::;TO i thefefore include
gﬁStl_OHSl classification systems of both oral and visuogestual la“?:?it ofanumber of objects of
pomma i i titution o : >
i ith the cons| hich
ts discussed below, starting w NSt : es of usage in W
the Fompﬁzsgs and usages, to be systematically studied in the various typ
various s )
d in the language. < i t are most often men-
they may bfetkt;m;t:) jects of di ffgeurent shapes, size, texture, and function tha
ome of the _ o
tioﬁed in studies of oral language classifiers are the following

i i nt shapes:

e 2:;231‘:;6211?:3{:21‘&& hoI:'se, camel,’ elephant
bipeds: chickens, ducks, kinds of birds
others: fish, snake, insects, frogs

b. Tree and tree parts:
trunk, branch, roots; leaves, flower -
¢. Fruits and vegetables of different shapes:
oranges, potatoes, garbanzo beans, peasl, .
banana, pea pods, green beans, carro_ts, ea
d. Items of clothing of diffe;en;l :‘t;aipes.
s, T-shirt, scarf, s \
;Z?lttss:, (lj)rlf)ises and shirts (with sleeves), gloves
tie, belt, hat, shoes
e. Table settings of various shapes:
plates, soup plates, platter, tray,
bowls, cups, glasses, bottles,
silverware
napkins, table cloth, dish towels
f. Vehicles: e bus. tank
obile, bus, ,
E?z’yirll;\:nt:torcycle. roller skates, skate board,
sailboat, ocean liner, raft;
airplane, helicopter, rocket
skis, stilts, snowboard
g. Buildings:
house, castle, tent,
tower, skyscraper

ics i classifiers: generics referring to entitics
e ety stago ;ei::r;??:t:igag?uﬁig::f:istency and si.ze asvsecondary), :11:: f{:i;rlilfl:
(people vs. plant), shape (‘zrtation tools). It would be interesting to identity the sematl:; o
n tyoms ClOthm'g: tlra?:fsiﬁcatior; systems of signed languagesz the SASS and \;e; :
two types of nominal ¢ ‘hich types of semantics are used in which typ?s of context. oo
N t??l? torlzfrilz:)r\yv i\:sues in fhe nominal classification system; (tJlf s1.gnednllzté§u;ga ot
i task of deimt inguistic mimetic properties of the signs m; lable bY
tiat t'he ta;l;t?:li:i:g:ltiltr:(gotfh:i ;r?e:glll:nggut;zZ::f];;nnitthepmi e strictly linguistic signs. This delim:
the visuos

o {
led fi Q a (o) [)ﬂ ll(:u ar ly velt 1ent 10 the deSCllpth 5
. n 0
i tion a.nd Slgﬂ fOI‘matl n 18
ltlng iSsuc o mage f TN

troduction, to observe the forms that serve to make reference to them in the predicate, which is
the domain of verbal classifiers,

Both paradigmatic and syntagmatic information needs to be
gathered about these verbal clas

cates later, For instance, when i
entity; what is the difference b
sex and age/generation, or even social
oral languages). The use of verbal cla
below) in different event types can b

: A systematic study of the use of verbal classifiers would also include examples of predicates
td
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the elements that are candidate
of shapes identified, as well a

In the process of studying
tioned above, one shoyld keep

107
s for the status of classifier elem
s the notions of texture and size

the classification systems applying to the diversity of objects men-

enfs. The issue exists in the types

(20) about a cup. ..
a. to be drunk from
b. that drops and breaks
¢. tobeputona shelf, to be washed

(21) about a book. ..
a. to be said to be on the table.
b. placed on the table: flat and clos

ed, or standing, or turned over. .
c. to be handed over, to be read, to

be bought. ..

Finally the same objects must be followed through a stretch of discourse after their initial in-

sifiers. The paradigmatic information would include, for in-

rs of a particular signed language, beyond the two instances of
; whatisneeded is i

etween two-legged persons and ladders, how are distinctions of

status made for humans (as they are by classifiers i
ssifiers with the same protagonists and objects (1al
€ compared, as in the following situations:

nmany
beled X

(22) a. General presentational/existentia

(there is an X)

General static localization (there is an X there)

versus specific positional localization

(there is an X sitting/standing/crouching there)

¢. Quantification (there are ¥ number of X there)
- Event by agent or undergoer;
(X moves, acts, emotes)

¢. Event undergone:

(agent or force handles, makes, breaks )

| construction:

b.

O notuse them, and description of the strategies used then for the expression of the objects,
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: i f a referent track-
. inal classification system o ) :
rve the dynamics of a nomin . idates for classifiers in that
A good P]ztt;e Zf; ::fﬁ text study of the so called “generics '(wn\(:{lic]iﬁz: (gOOD) offeroda very
ing nature 151_ A:rendte an Australian language studied by Wﬂkms.]h + 1o use a generic at all, and
lang}lage) o o ofho’W the decision made by the speaker of whet :tics and discourse perspec-
detailed acco to chose over another, is a matter of verbal sema h the dynamics of nominal
then of which 0:1‘3 ;roach provides a good modal of how to appr_t:?c the dy
: 1s textual aj - : i nsitive. L
tive. HIS : stl;ms that have remained highly dlSCO‘L}t‘SG ser d here come from a hearing lin-
ElESBEOn Sy‘d nd as will be reiterated now, the qucsuo_ns raise but none with signed lan-
‘AS al’ifladgniil f;;liliaﬁty with oral language ClaSSiﬁcaﬂonngl{:tt;rglsat :vou].d allow for a closer
guist with 8 invitation to consider the type o ” f the is-
nt as an invitation to : dalities. Many of the i
guagesy_zgg zi‘i}?;f;assiﬁcamr}’ processes of human lﬁnguage:ﬂll“;i‘g_ztﬁt to grasp for linguists of
compari . i but they are s . .
' obvious to signers, including very diverse Amerin
sues raised here are, of course, ieties of languages, including very dive
i ts used to great vari e and visual gestual
oral languages, even linguis ; arison between oral languag o
. heart of a possible comp ) o sensitivity. And as
dian langu:.igtt‘ﬁ- i:;ieof the level of iconicity of the signs and t}l:elr ilznginonﬁnal classifica-
langli-llag'ezse:he:e the kind of information that woulddmak‘}tseﬂ? pzlrl;}digmatic and syntagmatic na-
emphasi ’ 1d be data o bof d;
NP re transparent would be - stemns. Such data
sonin S;gned 1angu;gt:a;st;nneokind of data available in studies of 01’:11 .lartf:iiz;yopmem of studies
ture to be compare . tand to play a key role in
jous how signed languages s : P . : an languages.
would mal_ie (t)it:):(;:llsgenera}ga?ld nominal classification in particular in hum gu
of categorizal
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