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FreEn Kannssos

Frequency Considerations in Morphology

Fusammeniassung

Der vorliegende Aufsaty diglutiert die olle von Token-Frequenzen im Raluoen der
merphologisehen Theoriebildung, Anhand von Fakten aus dem Finnischen wird gereigt,
dal die versehiedenen Wortklasson und Teil-Wortklassen untersehiedliche prototypische
TFlexionaformen enthalten, die dureh die Stdindighkeit ihres Aunftretens ansgezeichned sind.
Divze Formen haben fir die Aneignung und Handhabung, aber offensichtlich anch fiir
die lexikalische Repriisentation wvon Flexionsparadigmen eine speeiclle organisierende
Funktion,

1.

Frequency considerations are not part and parcel of standard morphological theo-
rizing or descriptive practice, Mostly, (type or token) frequencies have served only as
a pretheoretical tool aiding the linguist in structuring rule systems, inflectional classes,
paradigm types, morphophonological alternations, ete.into “major™ and “minor”
ones. Recently, however, frequency-based argnments have heen gaining ground.

Thus, Wurzen {1954), in his monograph on inflectional morphology and natural-
ness, bases the fundamental concepts of system-defining structural properties as well
as inflectional elass stability decisively on type frequencies. The systeni-defining prop-
erties of a morphological system are, in instances where there are mutually conflict-
ing eandidates, those that clearly outnumber their rivals in terms of type frequency.
E.g., it isa system-defining property of the nominal inflection system of Modern Stand-
ard Cerman that base forms rather than stems are inflected. There are only 2 handful
of nouns with stem inflections such as Konfo: Konf-en, T'ubne: $'ub-en, whereas the
normal system-defining pattern is base inflection as in Aufo: dwfo-s.

In the same fashion WuRzeL characterizes the notion inflectional elass stability.
(iven that there are several partly diverging (sets of) paradigm structure conditions
for how words of a particular type could be inflected, that one is most normal that has
the greatest number of members in the extanl voeabulary. A ease in point would be
(lerman nouns of the type Kino/Fresko. There are some 20 nouns that exclusively form
n-plurals (Fresko : Fresk-en), some 15 nouns with two possible plural forms (Konto:
Konto-s — Kont-en), but some 100 nouns with exclusive s-plurals { Kine: Kino-s). The
third group is therefore taken to be the inflectionally stable one (id.: 127).

WuRZEL's two conceptsare explications of the language-specific notionsystem-direet -
ed maturalness (svstembezogene Natiirlichkeit). This, in turn, is a complement to
MAYERTIALER's (1981) universal, semiotically based theory of morphological marked-
ness. Roughly MayERTHALER's theory predicts that the normal situation is for a se-
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mantically or pragmatically more complex category to be morphologically symbolized
by a more complex form. Plurals should thus be heavier than singulars, past {onses
heavier than present tenses, conjunctive moods heavier than indieative moods, ete.
It is intercsting to note that MayERTHALER is much more restrictive than Wuokszgs
in assessing the iwmport of frequency considerations, MAYERTHALER (1981: I36{f)
concedes that frequency is an important determinant of the strength of suppletive
forms. But otherwise he regards frequency only as an epiphenomenon of naturalness
and therefore as more or less deveid of explanatory value. More natural eategorics
tend to be more frequent than less natural eategories. The decisive factor is natural-
ness rather than frequency.

The views thus diverge even in the framework of autonomeous natural morphology,
Anyway, frequeneies have come to the fore also in more behaviorally oriented morpho-
logical theories. In psycholinguisties and psychology of [mlguugc, there is a long tradi-
tion of lexico-morphological fregquency studies (of. BurrerworTta 19583 for a survey).
In fact, frequency effects belong to the most widely altested and undisputed positive
results in psycholinguistics. They have been noted in demains as diverse as lexical
decision, object-naming, same-different diserimination, and {achistoscope word recog-
nition. (f course, this is not to say that there would exist consensus on how the test
results should be theoretically interpreted, or what their eventual significance is for
autonomous morphology. Recently, Bysre & Svosms (1982) have accorded token
frequencies a conspicuous position in Lheir theory of morphological schemata. The
schemata are active in lexical nccess and they are decisively based upon frequently
occurring prototyvpes. E.p. words ending in /1/ or /gk/ are prototypical representatives
of a subgroup of English strong past tense forms,

The purpose of the following somewhat tentative remarks is to explore what role
token frequencies might play in morphology, in particular in paradigmatically oriented
morphological theories. In cerlain respects, the data discussed are relevant for both
autonomaons and psycholinguistic approaches,

The examples will mostly be drawn from Finnish. As background information, we
note that Finnish nominal paradigms comprise some 150 core forms (KaRLssox, to
appear), i.e. various exponents of the combinations of the morphosyntactic features
ease, number, and possessive. Normally these are separately symbolized, i.e. without
fusion. Nouns have some 1850 more cliticized forms. Finnish verbs have some 530
finite cove forms, 320 infinitive forms {including all ecombinations of cases and posses-
sives), and some 10.000—15.000 participial forms (including all case/number/
possessive formns of five participles — this number is possibly even greater, depending
upon how inflection and derivation are separated).

2.

The standard definition of a paradigm isroughly that it isa matrix of word-forms strue-
tured by all possible combinations of the relevant morphosyntactic features. For mor-
phologically complex languages it is nontrivial to draw o demarcation line between
those morphesyntactic features that partake in defining paradigms (typically case,
number, gender, tense, person, mood, ete.), and those that don't {especially clitics of
various types). This problem shall not oceupy us here, however (¢f. CarsTatrs 1054,
Kamrnssox, to appear, and NEvis, to appear).
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From the point of view of the language system, normal paradigms are by definition
full. All their cellz are morphologically potential word-forms, Very few paradigmatic
lacunae are acknowledged on morphological grounds alone. If some cells are totally
blocked, the paradigm is defective. Typical examples would be e.g. pluralia and singu-
laria tanta in many languages, or the English modal auxiliaries. But it is often over-
looked that the forms of paradigms may also be governed by semantic restrictions.
Thus, city and country names, mass words, and certain subclasses of abstract words
lack olural forms. Many absolute adjectives have no comparative and superlative
forms. “Unpersonal” and meteorological verbs have a restricled set of person forms,
elc,

These basically semantic and/or pragmatic restrictions lead to considerable differ-
ences in what forms are actually nsed in various paradigms. The differenees are mani-
fested on the level of token frequencies. What is the eventual theoretical and deserip-
tive import of such data?

First consider thedataintable1 (p.22) which were derived from a computerized corpus
of written Finnizh containing 26 issues of Suomen Kuvalehti, a popular weekly maga-
rine. The number of wordform tokens in the eorpus is 610,000, Table 1 shows the token
frequencies of the ease/number forms of five nouns a nd one pronoun helonging to
different semantie subclasses. Martts and Helsinki are proper names, vestisa mass word,
alue denotes place, and kesdi season, time of the year. These differences in basic mean-
ing predispose the words to oceur in particular cases.

The 120 possessive core forms are virtunlly nonexisting in the corpus and were there-
fore omitted from the table. Only six possessive word-form types were attested for
alue, one for vest, none for the other words (cf. the last four lines of the table].

It is striking how the cases are differently favoured in different paradigms. Proper
names (normally) and personal pronouns denote human agents. Assuming FILimMoRE's
classical hierarchy of semantic case marking, such words should be suhject-prominent
in terms of syntactic behaviour, and theme-prominent in terms of functional sentence
perspective. 1t is therefore to he expected that the nominative, the subject case par
excellence, dominates their paradigms, This is also what we encounter in the data. The
incidence of nominatives is not less than 94 %), for Marit, and 59 9 for kiin. (For the
sake of simplicity, we base the disenssion here and subsequently on the sp. data only).
The second major case of proper names and personal pronouns is the genit ive, 6 0
and 24 9/, respectively, which has many syntactic and semantic functions. The domi-
nant function of the genitive in this context is possession. This is also the meaning ex-
pressed by the external local eases (adessive, ablative, allative) that constitute the
third major use of these words (3 +1+3="T %, for kin). The notable incidence of pos-
sessive case nses (N3 : not possessive suffixes!) is also semantically predictable. Posses-
sion is typieally predicated of humans and their “organizations™. The rest of the mor-
phological eases, in particular the internal loeal ones, are rare in the paradigms of
human proper nouns and personal pronouns.

A comparizon with the other example paradigms reveals that the genitive recurs
with a share of roughly one fourth. The really typical properties of pronounsand prop-
er names are thus a high rate of nominatives and external local cases.

Helsinki is & city name and has locality as one important meaning component. As
it denotes the capital of Finland, it is treated as pragmatically given in most dis-
conrses. This predisposes it for subjecthood and thematic position, i.e. nominative case
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Takle 1. Token [requencies af the central coze/number forms of the Finnish nominals
Muartti (man’s name), Fin ‘hefshe’, Helsinki, vesi ‘water’, alue ‘rogion’, kesd ‘summer’. The
percentages have buen computed separately for the sg. and pl. forma of cach paradigm. The
accusative is restricted to pronouns, The lnst foar lines provide the total ¥ of tolens of the
central ease/number forms in the table, the N of the eorresponding word-form types, the
N of all tokens of the core forms (including possessive forms not listed in the table due Lo
their rarencss), and the N of word-form iypes including possessives.

Mariti hiln Helginki  west alue Lesi
H “n'II" N ﬂ-"‘“‘ N “n'l.l.. N ﬂ.':l RN Y ﬂ.'l:“' K
NOMINATIVE
S 120 94 2583 59 443 42 31 2 a6 14 15
P, - - = - - - G 14 13 16 4
GENITIVE
Sy, ] 61034 24 372 36 349 29 50 23 42
Prl. - - = —" - 9 21 14 18 =
FPARTITIVE
ﬁ[:: — - 181 4 7 1 37 2% 20 3
Pl - - = i - i 94 11 -
INEGSIVE
S ST R I S
Pl - - = - = - 2 0 = - =
ELATIVE J
Sg. o g g R R,
Pl — - = - - - 1 & b 4 =
ILLATIVE
Si. e RRERERT T T A S A
I, - - = - - — b1 4 85 =
ADESSIVE
Si. 1 1 141 3 2 0 3 2 ‘90°37 s
1‘]1 7 - — -_ m— -— - E' ﬂ‘“ 24 32 C
ABLATIVE
8g. S L e i b
Pl. - - - = - = Fi 4 5 =
ALLATIVE
Ser e R S e g
Pl. -- - - —_— - a 1l 7 L T
ESSIVE
S - - - - - - = - 2 .1 35
Fl. - - - - = - = - - - 3
TEANSLATIVE
S — - = i —— = 1 0 2
P, 2 s TSNS RS T e L o
COMITATIVE
B - - = - = - = et - -
Pl. - - it e ey ke ki —
INSTRUCTIVIZ
Sk S e R R e e e L L
Pl - - = - - - - - = - -
ACCUSATIVE
Sg. Aol M TSI o M L e e
Fl. - - = - - - - - = - =
N OF TORENS 138 4374 1020 171 423 170
N OF TY IS 3 10 5 T 13 10
N OF ALL TOKENS 138 4174 1020 177 334 170
N OF ALL TYPES 3 10 5 15 24 10
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{43 0. Helsinki also denotes o huwman conglomerate. This makes understandable the
high frequeney of (mainly) possessive genitives (36 %) The third major use of this
word is in iocal expressions. The internal loeal eazes (inessive, elative, illative) have
a summed incidence of 19 Y. Here, the difference is especially clear in comparison to
human proper nouns and pronouns,

A eommon property of pronouns and all proper names iz the low predilection (0 %,
4 95, 1 %) to take partitive case. The reason is clear, Partitives typically ocenr only
when Lhe stem is a mass word. Therefore, apart from syntactically triggered partitives
such as these under sentence negation, proper nouns and pronouns qualify for parti-
tive use only in the plural.

Fest ‘water’ is a mass word. This is reflected inits paradigm by the prominent 29 07,
share of sg. partitives, clearly the largest one of the words under consideration. Also
the internal local cases, su 16 0, have a visible position. Note in particular how the
adessive and allative are surprisingly frequent in the pharal (20 U5, 11 %) compared to
their rareness in the sg, (2 0, 1 %) This is due to some eommen near-idioms with
meanings like ‘(=ail) on the waters’ and *{launch a bouat) onto the waters’.

Alue ‘region’ has a relatively indeterminate local meaning and no obvious connec-
tions to the primary subject- or theme-enforeing features treated above. Indeterminate
locality is expressed primarily by the external local cases which clearly dominate this
paradigm. Not less than half of the sg. occurrences of alue are in these cases. The inci-
dence of nominativesis oniy 14 0 which reflects the remoteness of agency, thematie-
ness, ete. The internal loeal cases are rave (3 U, of. 18 %, for Helsinkd).

Finally, we come to the nonn besii ‘summer’. It is partly temporal in meaning.
Again, we see how word-form oceurrence isaffected by semantic factors. The dominant
vases for expressing temporal meanings are the essive and the adessive, and they cer-
tainly rule this paradigm by theic 21 9, and 35 U, shares. Also note that the sg. no-
minative has a frequency of only 10 %,

The upshot of our argnmentation should be obvious. There is in many nominal para-
digms a direct relation hetween basic meaning and frequency of occurrence of indivi-
dual forms. The meaning components of a word largely predispose what forms of the
word are likely to be used. Syntactic and thematic factors also affect how often cor-
tain word-form choices will be made. Individual paradigms will thus have different
extramorphologically hased freguency profiles. By this term we refer to the quantita-
tive distribution of the word-forms of the whole paradigm. The dominant formsare
the focal points of the paradigm. The opposites of focal points are lacunae. As seen in
table 1, most core forms (including possessives) are unattested even in large corpora.
Some lacunae are due to strict morphological rules. Y.g. personal proncuns have no
plurals that belong to the same paradigm. Other lacunae represent morphologically
potential but semantically more or less anomalous word-forms. E.g. proper names
may have plurals in Finnish but they arc unfrequent and often pragmatically marked
when used. (In many ieur. languages there seom to be stricter rules discarding plurals
of proper names),

Are semantically induced lacunae morphologival analogues of the semantically ano-
malous but syntactically (perhaps!) wellformed sentences of the classical type Color-
less green ideas sleep furiously? Sometimes this comparison seems apt. Many of the
central meanings of the cases cannot be used if the meaning of the stem is not proper.
E.g. the possessive meanings of the external local eases do not fit naturally with tem-



24 F. Kanusson, Frequency Considerations in Morphology

Tuble 2. Token frequencics of the top 15 word-forms of the verh ella ‘to Le'.

GEAMMATICALLY DEFINED WORD.FORM N L CUMULA-
TIVIS By
pres, indic, 3rd person sg. 17224 47,6 45,6
past tense Srd person sp. - 3824 10,6 h8.2
proes. inddic. 3rd peraon pl 3240 8.0 67,2
neg, stem: 2nd person imp. sg. 27452 7,0 74,8
past pariiciple nom, sg. 1483 4.1 78,0
ectulitional drd person sg. 1468 4,1 83,0
1=t infinitive nom. 260 2.4 83,4
past tense 3rd porson pl. 557 1,5 86,9
pres, indic, 1st person sp. 33 1,5 88,4
pres. participle gen. sg. as7 1,1 80,5
past purticiple nom, pl. 318 0,4 an,4
pres, indic, 3rd person sg. quest. 294 0,8 81,2
preg, indic. Ist person pl. 201 0,3 20
past tenge Ist person pl, 145 0,4 L
potential 3rd person sg, 142 0,4 928
N OF TOKENS 33533
N OI" ALL TOEENE OF olfa 36172
N OF ALL WORD-FORM TYPES FOUND 150

Table 3. Recurrence of certain word-form types among the top 15 forms of 12 verhs,
"y Riinnostae ‘he interested in'.
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to Lable 3.
FEzplication of the columng

1 =pres, indie. 3rd person sg. 0 =negative stem; 2nd person sg. imperative
2 =pres, indie, 3rd person sg, question 10 =pres. conditional 3rd person sg.

3 =pres, indie. 1st person sz, 11 =pres. potential 3rd person sg.

4 =pres. indie. 18t person pl. 12 =15t infinitive nom.

& =pres, indie. 3rd person pl, 13 =past poarticiple nom. sg.

i =past tonse 3rd person sg. 14 =pres, participle gen. 5.

7 =past tense drd person pl. 15 =panst participle nom. pl,

S =pnst tensn Ist person sg.

poral nouns. But most cases are so polyfunctional that they have some uses such as
government that are not dependent upon proper semantie fit between stem and end-
ing. For this reason, most cells in a paradigm are genuinely potential word-forms.

So far, we have considered only nouns. Verbs are more laborious to analyze due to
their wealth of forms, more than 10,000 in Finnish. We shall first restrict ourselves to
just one verh paradigm. Table 2 shows the top 15 word-forms of the verb olla ‘to be’
encountered in the 610,000 word eorpus,

The copula was instantiated by 180 word-forms in the corpus. Strictly speaking the
question form (12th in rank erder) is cliticized and not an independent inflected form.
The top 15 forms aecount for not less than 92,8 9, of all occurrences. The top five forms
pecount for almost 79 0, and the pres. indie, 3rd person sg. form alone for almost half.
This degree of repetition is even stronger than noted ahove for nominals.

It seems as if verbal paradigms would have more stable focal points than nominals,
i.c. that there is less interparadigmatic variation. Consider table 3 which shows how
the top 15 forms of olla are represented among the top 15 forms of 11 other verbs.
Tive forms are especially salient and recur in almost all investignted paradigms: the
pres. indic. 3rd person sg. and pl., the past tense 3rd person sg., the 1st infinitive nom.,
and the past participle nom. sg. Table 4 shows in more detail the status of these forms
in the respective paradigms.

Table 4. Fank number and relative share of five highly frequent grammatical words in
12 verbal paradigms, CF, table 3 for definitions of the forms in the eohimnng, For each form,
the rows indieste rank maumber within the paradigm/relative share of all oceurrencea in the
paradign,

1 5 6 12 13

LH]
olla 1/47,6 %, 39,0 210,60,  7/24 9 504,1 %
sinda 1/19,2 94 5/5,4 00 3/9,9 Yy 2/10,9 1, 4/9,0 %,
voida 1/32.4 of 55,2 0 /7.0 1y T/4,2 0 B/4,5 g
tiytyi 18,7 1y - 3/5,0 "y = 43,8 9
kilnnostan 1/16,0 95 75,0 66,0 9 00 U, 11/3,0 9
tappaa 1/15,1 af 8/3,8 9 03,8 9 2713,2 0% 5/5,7 Uy
antan 1/13,6 O 10/3.5 310,50, 2/13,0 9, 4/8.3 0,
tulla 1/24,3 0 6/5,0 0, 2/15,7 % 5519, 3/11,4 9
tehdé 417,49, 10/3,4 /5,9 %y 1/16,1 0 1/8,3 0,
BALTIOML : 1/33,8 %y B/3,0 b, 2/14,7 311,39, 6/3,9 0y
el 1/14,4 0, 10/2,8 7 5/5,7 " 2/11,6 % 3/8,9 0,
rakostan 111,605 30,5 0% 11723 9% 2011,5 o 11728 of

The most notable thing about table 4 is the almost absolute dominanee of the pres.
indic. 3rd person sg. form. It clearly tops all paradigms except tekdii *do’ which is cs-
pecially frequent as an infinitival complement. The present indicative 3rd person sg.
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form thus has a stronger, less variable, and therefore more salient, position in the ver-
bal inflection system than does the nominative sg. in the nominal system. A second
generulization is that the infinitive (12) and past tense (5) formsalso have fairly invar-
inhle positions among the top word-forms, Of eourse, there are individual differsnces
among the paradigms that may have syntactic, semantic, or even pragmatic interpre-
tations. B.g. fiytyi ‘must’ is monopersonal and therefore has a morphologically and
syntactically defective paradign. Rekastoa ‘love’ favours 3rd person plurals due to its
often reciprocal uses, and on the other hand is nat very frequent in the past tense, ete,
Suech facts are more in the nature of idiosynerasies.

i

Finally, we shall discuss the theoretical significance of morphologieal token frequency
data. If morphology is seen as a purely antonomous system, such data normally are
of little avail. Structural linguistics is above all concerned with the potential of the
language system. This is a perfectly sensible enterprise as proven by centuries of gram-
watical deseription. In such descriptions, token frequency data are only marginally
invoked, ez in explanations of the persistence of commaon suppletive or otherwise
irregular forms, or in separating pervasive rules from isolated idiosyneracies. As noted
ahove, token frequency data also shed some light on where and why there are seman-
tieally based paradigmatic lacunae (also of. Praxk 1981: 12811,

When the current data arve interpreted from anantonoinous point of view, the over-
whelming centrality of the pres. indic. 3rd person sg. form in the use of verb forms is
especially pertinent. We noted above MaverTHaLER's (1951) elaim that token fre-
quencies mostly are epiphenomenal consequences of pervasive markedness principles.
Un semantic and pragmatic grounds, in particular the principle of speaker centrality,
MAYERTHALER postulates that the st person is semantically unmarked (unmarkiert)
in regard to other persons, and that the 2nd person is nnmarked in regard to the 3ed,

But this leads to a eonspicuous conflict between markedness status and token fre-
guency in most persons. The Ist person is least marked but fairly unfrequent,
whereas the 3rd person is most warked and extremely frequent. MAYERTHALER
(1981: 30, 44-6) proposes to solve the dilemma by inveking (i) a superordinate uni-
versal progmatic principle, and (ii) the notion of naturalness conflict which states
that superordinate principles may override normal markedness relations. According
to the universal principle, the speech act participants are perceptually and otherwise
so central that it is communicatively beneficial to have them overtly (merkmalhaft)
signalled by endings. This leads to a naturalness confliet in the 3rd person. Since it
15 semantieally marked, it should be overtly marked as well, but this is not readily
possible due to the already existing marking of the 1st and 2nd persons. The conflict
is solved by inverting the overt marking relations and leaving the 3rd person
unmarked, or less marked, than the other persons.

In this respect, MavERTILALER'S otherwize compelling argumentation doesn’t seem
apt. Besides the discrepancy between semantic markedness and frequency data, it
also fails to account for why the 1st person 1s not left overtly uusign:ulﬂ:das semantical-
ly unmarked categories (singular, positive, nominative, present tense, indicative, ete.)
normally are. No obvious reasons are at hand to explain why the 1st person should he
so much more important than other unmarked categories that its surface marking
would be understandable.
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How, then, should the unmarked statns of the 3rd person be motivated? One could
e.r. invoke a principle concerning the choice of discourse topic. Speakers normally
spenk of objects other than the speech act participants. There are literally countless
such objects in the universe, but only two speech act participants. Furthermore, lan-
guage ontogeny shows that 3rd person forms are important from the beginning of
language acquisition. And finally, syntactic markedness considerations immediately
show that clauses consisting of an NI? followed by an appropriate predicate in the
pres. indic. 3rd pers, sg. constitute the basic type in many (all?) languages.

Note that this line of argument makes only heuristic use of token frequencies. Here,
we agree with MaYERTHALER (1981: 136-40). But such evidence ean still be compel-
ling. The normal situation should he for gross token frequency relations to be deducible
from markedness principles, which iz achievable by postulating the 3rd person as
unmarked in the person system.

This solution alse has important consequences for how lexical base forms are select-
ed in autonomous descriptions. We would maintain that a corollary of the unmarked-
ness of the 3ed person is that the stem used in this form is of fundamental importance
in a description of verbal inflection. In particular, this stem is more central than the
infinitive (stem) which many linguists, eg. Jakopsox (1966/1932/) and WunzeL
(1984 53), postulate as unmarked or hasic in their descriptions of verbal inflection.
Also note that the infinitive syntactically oceurs only in complex clause struetures in-
volving verb chaing, and it is acquired late in language ontogeny. This topic cannot he
further pursued here, however,

8o far we have discussed the status of paradigm token frequencies in relation to
autonomous descriptions of morphological structure. We have stressed the mainly
heuristic import of such data. No strong elaims have been advanced concerning the
direct incorporation or formalization of token frequencies inantonomons descriptions.

The real significance of token frequencies emerges in performance-oriented theories
of the pereeption, production, and acquisition of word-forms and lexical representa-
tions. The focal points of paradigms are quantitative stereotypes in the terminology
of LEren and CoaTes (1980), or prototypes given Rosor’s well-known framework. In
other words, they are good exemplars showing how the paradigm is typically instan-
tinted in its normal use(s). To recapitulate some of the Finn. data:

WoRnD PROTGTYPICAL FORMS

proper noun [+ human] MO §2., e, G, ext, loc, cases

personal pronoun —ll=

proper noun | —human] NI, BE., Ben. 8., int, lee, cases
[ +local]

PSS IO parl. sg., ind, loc. cases

alue ‘rogion’ ext, loe. cuses

kes@ ‘summer’ esg. Bg., transl. sg.

vorb pres: indie, drd person sz,

Some of these characterizations concern classes of words, others are tied to individual
lexemes. They spell out how meaning properties are reflected in the use of forms. They
are not intended to be parts of individual morphological descriptions. Note, however,
that all nominal prototypes are not automatically deducible from naturalness consid-
erations which would would predict that the nominative sg. is the most frequent
form of all paradigms,
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The prototypical forms normally are the first to be ontogenetically acquired. There-
fore they are especially salient in determining how the child starts building up his/
her morphological system. They are also most likely to have multiple or idiosyneratic
meaning, and to containmorphological or morphophonological idiosy neracies. We don't
claim that token frequencies would be relevant in terms of exact numbersas in the above
tables. Such data are, of conrse, inaccessible to language-users. But on a gross level they
are reflected in what formsare inrecurrent use and thereby real entities for the speaker.

In his review of current theories of the psycholinguistic nature of lexical represon-
tations, BurrErworTi (1983) notes that the Full Listing Hypothesis (FLH) has not
been conclusively falsified. In its strongest form, FLH would claim that all {potential)
word-forms of o language are lexieally stored as wholes, Literally interpreted this would
mean that Finns have mental lexicons that are (tens of) thonsands of times larger than
English-speaking people’s lexicons. This seems highly improbable. The focal point
theory provides a moderated version of FLH, viz. that only the prototypical forms are
lexically stored. These are the very forms which speakers have heard, nctively used,
and which make sense pragmatically and semantieally. It is likely that many prototy-
pical forms are lexicalized anyway since they are parts of recurrent sayings or idioms
that are stored as wholes for semantic reasons. Cf. what was said above of expressions
containing zesi “water’ in the external local cases. Such a lexicalizalion theory would
aceount for many apparent peculiar features of the most {frequent forms. In particular,
it would account for why these formsare readily at hand, easily processable, and first
to be acquired. Under any version of FLH, it would also bring the sizes of the lexicons
of different languages (e.g. English and Finnish) down to roughly the same magnitude.

This does not mean that that thers would be no morphological rules, e.g. schemas,
word-form generation rules, or induetive rules invoked when the inflectional elazs of a
new item is to be determined. The question of lexical listing vs. rules need not be posed
as cither—or.
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