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Introduction

What is the “nearness” for languages ?

Japanese English
hoogen (A E) dialect
namari (FtYW) accent

Furusato-no namari natsukashi teishaba-no
hitogomi-no naka-ni so-wo kiki-ni yuku.

“‘Railway station filled with lovely local accents,
| go into the crowd and listen to them.”

(Poem of Takuboku ISHIKAWA, 1886-1912)




1. What is the “nearness” or “farness” in
linguistic variation ?

standard Japanese Wakayama variant
sageru “to lower” sageru “to raise and carry”
gakeni “on one’s way” shinani “on one’s way”
mi-nai “not to look at” mi-yan “not to look at”

soshite “and then” hoshite ~ hoite “and then”

Wakayaka Prefecture




Type of variation 1
Lexical variation

signifié
“to lower”

signifié
“to raise and carry”

Farness

signifiant
sageru

signifiant
sageru

semasiological variation

signifié
‘on one’s way”

signifie
‘on one’s way”

KFarness

signifiant
gakeni

signifiant
shinani

onomasiological variation




Type of variation 2
Morpho-phonological variation

signifié
“not to see”

signifié
“not to see”

signifiant
mi-yan

signifiant
mi-nai

signifié
“and then”

signifié
“and then”

signifiant
soshite

signifiant
hoshite~hoite

phonological variation




2. How can we measure linguistically
the distance of geographical variants ?

No.62 faner “to make hay” No.256 cerise “cherry”
faneé, fané standard form Sériz standard form
fane, fené, féne, phonological seriz phonological
féné variants variants
derote, egaye lexical variants | | g’if, gin, gif lexical variants

No0.440 vent du nord

“north wind”

va-di-nor

standard form

va-di-nor, va-di-no

phonological
variants

va-di-9, va-o

morphological
variants

ALIFO (Atlas linguistique et ethnographique de I'lle-de-France
et de I'Orléanais), Marie-Rose Simoni-Aurembou : 1966, vol.1,

1969, vol.2, 1978, vol.3.

Standard form is based on the description in Martinet, A. and H.

Walter, 1973: Dictionnaire de la prononciation francaise dans son

usage réel, France-Expansion.




Cluster Analysis for measuring distance
between geographical variants

Purpose
1. to show if the distance between geographical variants can
be measured through experimental multivariate analysis

2. to find the linguistic cue for nearness or farness in the
distinction between lexical and morpho-phonological variation

Cluster analysis

Evaluation of geographical variants
Case 1: Nominal scale 1 or 2
value 1 for standard form, 2 for the others
Case 2: Ordinal scale 1-4 or 5

value 1 for standard, 2-4 for ordering variants,
INn some cases 5
Case 3: Ordinal scale 1-10 with a special weighting

value 1 for standard, 2-5 for ordering variants
10 exclusively for lexical variants ’




3. How will multivariate analysis
illustrate the distance 2

No.62 charrue Case 1l | Case2 | Case 3
category value value value | occurrences
¢ari standard 1 1 1 6
¢ari 2 2 2 59
¢acri 2 2 3 1
cari-verswer phonological 2 3 4 2
¢ard, variants 2 3 4 1
cerd, 2 3 3 1
¢acrd 2 2 3 6
¢erd 2 3 3 2
brakér 2 4 10 1
kutet _ _ 2 4 10 1
lexical variants

verswe 2 4 10 1
verswasr 2 4 10 1




CASE1

Area of
standard form

CASE 1

Complete Linkage Method

Momirel scale 1 or 2

Manhattan Distance

Linkage Distance

25 F

20 F

15 F

1|:| .. P B

Cluster OO A

Standardized
points

Cluster 1+ T X

— gastern area

western area



Linkage Distance
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CASEZ

Area of
phonological variants

CASE 2

Complete Linkage Method

Manhattan Distance

— frontier moved westward

Crdiral scak 14 or 5

Cluster OO A%

extended
standardized
zone

Cluster 1+ T X
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Linkage Distance

CASE 3

Area of
lexical variants

CASE 3

Complete Linkage Method
Manhattan Distance

Ordnal scak 1-10 with a special weighting

Cluster QOOA %O

Cluster T X
Isolated as area

of lexical variants
11

+— frontier moved more westward



4. Can multivariate analysis contribute to the
definition of the linguistic distance ?

Conclusion of ALIFO data

CASE 3

Ordnal szake 1-10 with a special weighting

CASEZ

Ordiralscale 14 or 5

CAZE1

Marriral scale 1 or 2

area of lexical

area of morpho-

area of standard

variation phonological variants form
T X JANNID * ¢ O
far < > near
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9. Is is possible to use real distance ?
Standardization and railway distance

Hokkaido and Okinama excepted, Inoue (2004) p.49 modified
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Standardization and railway distance

Hokkaido and Okinama excepted, Inoue (2004) p.53 modified
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Conclusion

1.Efficency of multivariate analysis even in
the regions where geographical variants
are hardly differenciated.

2.Significance of the distinction between
morpho-phonological variants and lexical
variants

3.Possibility of using the real distance like
railway distance
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