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Fred Rarlsson

PROTOTYPES AS MODELS FOR LINGUISTIC STRUCTURE!

1. Introduction

pescriptions in terms of typical instances, fuzzy boundaries,
loose categories, and wholes being mere than mere conglomerates
of parts are not new. They have been long extant in linguistiecs
a8 well as in philesophy, psychology, and literary criticism.
One need only recall notions such as Paul's (1886) accasional
meaning, Sapir's (1929) configuration, Bolinger's (1861} gra-
dience, Quirk's ({(1965) gradient pattercn, Wittgenstein's
{1953) family resemblance, Black's (19G62) conceptual archetype,
Putnam's {1975) stereotype, the Gestalt of the classical Gea-
stalt psycholegists, and the archetype applied to literary
analysis by c.g. Bodkin (1934).

Sueh themes hawve recently been reassembled in the notion
prototype (henceforth PT} proposed by Rosch and her associates
in the early and mid 1%970ies {e.g. Reosch 1973, Rosch and Mervis
1875}, Rosch et al. offer theilr PT conception as an alternative
to traditional Aristotelian versions of word meaning and cate-
gorization theory. In these, meanings (concepts) are defined by
a conjunction of necessary and sufficient criterial propertiaes
(features, attributes) either possessed or not possessed by
potential referents. PT theory, on the othec hand, views exem-
plars as more or less typical representatives of a given cate-
gory. Properties or property values may be of unegual impor-
tance in determining category membership, i.e. they form a
hierarchy, and they are gradual rather than discrete. Fos-
sescion of a property by an exemplar is thus a matter of more-
or=less rather than either-or. Wot all exemplars necd possSess
all properties. Exemplars are fairly loose and variable con-
glomerates of properties and they are related to each other by
Family resemblances. This allows for the existence of instances
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not having any properties in common. The PFT is constituced by
the "most typical” exemplar, The more and the more highly
valued properties an exemplar POSSESEES, the more typical it
is.

PT theory has been widely applied to lexieal semantics.
The original work of Rosch et al., mainly dealt with basie-level
eategorization of natural concrete categories. Celeman and Kay
{1981} have provided a PT analysis of the specch act verh
m1ie", Schlyter (1982) of semanktic vaguensss and polysemy, Dahl
{1979} of the universal basis of semantic case categories, and
Ringle (1982) of (parts of) procedural semantics. Issues simi-
lar to those raised by Rosch et al. were, of course, discussed
by Bolinger and Quirk already in the 1960ies. R recent semantic
contribution te this traditien is Leech and Coates' (1980)
treatment of semantic indeterminacy and modals, where they
introduce the notion guantitative stereotype to he discussed
below. Dahlgren (1974} has provided a semantic analysis of
English social rank terms based on Putnams's sterceolype.

Does the DT approach cagey over to the description of lan-—
guage structure a3 well? Are phonological, morpholeogical, and
syntacktic structures organized around prototypes in a Eashion
identical or at least similac to that proposed for semantics?
What are the eriteria determining membership in structural
categories? What is the metric ayaluating relative distance
from the PT? Quite a few structural descriptions modelled on
prototypes have, in fact, been suggested.

Linell {1982} has hinted at the PT as one possible candi-
date for explicating what 2 phonological Ecem is. In mocpholo-
gy, Bybee and globin (1982) hawve designed a surface model where
inductive PT-based schemas play an important role. Anttila
{e.g. 1977, 1980) has argued for a holistie conception of
morphology relying on famlily resemblances.

Prototypes have been proposed in syntactic description as
well, These are going o be the main concern of the present
PAper .
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3. The prototypical subject

Keenan's (1976} paper on the universal properties of the sub-
ject is in this spirit, Some subject propecties are more char-
acteristic or typiecal than others but thege are no necessary
and sufficient properties uneguiveocally characterizing the
subjeckt. & constituent is a subject to the extent that 1t
poSSEesSSes certain properties. The subject thus comes out as a
weighted multifactor concept. Keenan also suggeskts a hieracchy
predicting the relative forece of the features in determining
subjecthood.

In individual languages, it is fairly stralghtEorward to
point gut the ﬂunﬂuﬁ%mwnmp subject. EB.49. in Finnish the fal-
lowing eight factors are most prominent. properties (i-iv) are
syntactic and fv-viii) semantic {also cf. Leipo 1982): (1)
morphological nominative case, (ii} triggers verbal concord,
{iii) preverbal position, {iv) does not reguire morphological
partitive case under negation, (v} semantic role = agent, (vi)
definite, (vii) referent existentially presupposed, (viil)
referent known from context.

Given this simplified battery of criteria and concens
trating on the syntactic ones, mnoﬂanﬁ@mnmw and =oswwonoﬂwﬁwnww
subjects are easy to spot. Consider the sentences (1) where
vdeyiance” assesses on how many Eeatures the respective sub-
jects deviate from the prototypical subject (la). (2} exem-—
plifies a prototypical object.

{1}
SYNTAOTIC DEVIANCE FROM PT
a. Mind ostin aukbon. 0 (= prototype)
'I-nom=-5g bought car.’
#. Auto i ole kadulla, -1
trar-nom-5g is not in street.’
c. hutoa el ole kadulla. -2
iCcar-part-sg is not in street.’
d. Autoja ei ole kadulla. -3

‘Car-parkt-pl is not in street.’
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e. Kadulla ei ole autoja. =4
'In street is not car=-part-pl,.*'

(2) Min% en ostanut autoja.
'T did not buy car-part-pl.’'

The intransitive subject (1b) deviates from the PT on eone count
sinee it is potentially sensitive to the partitive negation
rule (iv). The subject (lg) additionally is in the partitiwve
gase (i,iv). (1d) is still further from the PT since it clearly
does not show wverbal concoed (i,ii,iv). (le}, Einally, is
nenprototypical also in regard to word order and thus satisfies
ne criterion (i-iv).

Hotice that the subject (le) is very objeck-like, cf. (2).
B prototypical object may be in the partitive case, does not
trigger concord, is sensitive to the negation rule, and is
postverbal, The subjecthood of the final constituent in (le) is
in fact indeterminate. Finnish surface subjects and objects
overlap, i.e. form a sguish in the sense of Ross (1972). In-
stances such as (le) lie in what could be loosely called the
"guasi-intersection", an arca of syntactic neutralization with
fuzzy borders verging on both prototypes, It is preferable to
postulate an open—-cnded guasi-intersection since there are no
uncontroversial criteria deciding what instances belong to the
intersection, what not. The difference between prototypical and
nenprototypical subjects is gradient. Schematically, the rela-
tion hetween prototypes and sguishy transitions might be de-
pleted as in (3) with the prototypes occupying the origo of the
respective extensions.
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The guasi-intersection is, of course, only a restatement of an
0ld dictum: categories and whole grammars tend to leak. Gra-
dients (sguishes) should be recognized and alletted proper
thecretical status, but this does nok entail that everything in
grammatical description is fuzzy. Protobtypes, or clear cases,
Bkill exist and they are espeecially important in establishing
basic categories, patterns, functions, rules, ete,

Motice, in passing, that an implicit PT appreach based on
clear cases is characteristic of so-called traditional grammar.
It is cectainly true for certain languages that prototypieal
nouns refer te concrete objects, prototypical adjectives allow
the comparative and superlative grades, prototypical subjects

express the semantie agent, prototypical clauses contain a
nubject and a predicate, eteo.

1, Prototypes and freguency of occurrence

In semantics, the PT concept has turned cut to be especially
Applicable to basic-level categories. The same seems to hold
for grammar. By basic-level categories of grammar I refer to
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the following kinds of elements: basic types of bound mor-
phemes (i.e, merpheme classes such as derivational and inflec-
tional endings, or prefixes, infixes, and suffixes], basic
types of free morphemes (i.e. parts of speech), and basic types
of grammatical functions or relations (subjects, obijects, ad-
verbials, meodifiers, etc.). Given any language and provided the
respective category exists in that language, it is fairly easy
te characterize wWwhat properties are pogsessed e.q. by a proto-
typical inflectional ending {cf. Wurzel, ferthcoming), noun,
adjective, verb, subject, or predicate cemplement., There might
even be weak universal prototypes covering such grammatical
concepts (Keenan 1976).

Basic-level prototypes are mostly characterized in terms
of purely gqualitative properties. If one staktes that a proto-
typical bird is warm-blooded, feathered, short-legged, fairly
small, able to sing and Ely, etec., or that a prototypical
Finnish subject is in the nominative case, unsensitive ko the
partitive rule, in preverbal pesition, and triggers verbal
concord, no direct appeal has been made to the most frequently
occurring instance(s).

But what, in the first place; motivates the choice of
certain properties or property values as ecentral and cspecially
characteristic of the prototype? The answer is fairly obvious:
this cheoice is mostly dictated by common sense or empirically
established knowledge of what the most frequently occurring,
normal instances are. If all or most normal birds were un-
feathered and long-legged, these propecties (not featheredpess
and shert-leggedness) would of course be considered salient.
And if mest Finnish subjects were in the partitive case and didg
not trigger wverbal concord, the prototype would certainly not
call for nominative case and concord triggering.

My hypothesis is, then, that there is a strong correlation
between frequency of occurrence of exemplars with partiecular
properties and degree of typicality of these properties. The
clearest cases are those wherec a property is uniformly dis-
tributed across the whole extension of the term, i.e. where all
normal exemplars display the same property and there is no
choice, Consider lemons, extensively discussed by Putnam
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{1975}, in regard te coelour. All nermal ripe lemons are vellow
and there exist no nonpathological alternatives such as blue ar
red lemons, Lemons are uniformly yellow and yellowness is
indeed a very salient property of the lemen prototype. Upon
seeing a red object similar te lemons in all respects but
colour, one would not consider it a lemon, at least not a
normal lemon. It is partly conventional what counts as a normal
inmstance. Exemplars are not just accepted at face value,

Wow consider grapes of which there are {at leask] two
nonpathological subspecies with different colours, green and
vioclet (the latter alternatively characterizable as blue, blue-
red, dark blue, or even black}. What is the eventual prototy-
pleal colour specification of the basic-level teem "grape"? The
colour of grapes is not uniformly determined, as for lemons,
and therefore one might either hesitate to ANSWEL, OFf answer
green and violet, listing both the normal alternatives. But, at
least in Nordie countries, green gqrapes are far more common
(and echeaper!) than violet ones. My educated guess is therefore
that, among persons listing only one colour Eor grapes, the
ansWer is more probably green than violet, If a person lists
both colours, the predicted preferred crder is green bhefore
violet rather than the other way around.

In erder to test this hypothesis I arranged a simple test
with two groups, one consisting of 34 and the other of 35
informants. All were pupils in a Finnish vocational business
ichool aged 15-18 years. Group A answered the question "What is
the coleur of grapes?", group B the guestion "What are the
volours of grapes?". The questions were, of course, given in
Finnish, written on a slip of paper, and the answers were to he
Wrltten on the same paper. The guestions were posed both in the
filngular and plural in order to find out haw the number of the
Key NP eventually affects the answers, The results are shewn in
the following table. When two colours were given, the order is
Lhe one listed. The violet subspecies was normally referred to
by the terms "red" (N=21) and "vioglot" (3) . Other alternatives
Wore "blue-red" (1}, "dark" (1}, "black” (1), and "brown" {1}.
ALl these are subsumed under "wioclet" in the tahle.
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GROUP Rh: "What is the colour of GROUP B: "What are the co-

grapes?” lours of grapes?™

ANSWERS: H % ANSWERS: N %
green 18 52.9 green L7 48.6
green and wielet 13 28.2 green and vielet 9  25.7
violet 2 5.9 violet 7 20.0
violet and green 1 2.9 violet and green 2 5.7
EEESSEEFESEEFEEEESSEaaassss=== i - B R - k)
SUM 34 99.9 sun 35 100.0

The predictions are clearly confirmed. Roughly half of the
informants in both groups provide "green” as the only colour,
The summed alternatives "green" + "green and violet® cover an
overwhelming 91.1 % of group A and even 74.3 % of group B. Most
Finns do indeed seem to consider prototypical grapes green. The
plurality of the key HP in guestion B has the predictable
effect of bringing the possibility of several alternatives to
the fore. Interestingly, the main cutcome iz an increase from
5.9 % to 20.0 % in the share of single "violet" as compared to
only a minoer increase in the share of "violet and green" from
2.9 % to 5.7 %.

I do not pretend that fregquency of occurrence is the only
factor involved in typicality judgements, and I am well aware
that there are many borderline problems. T oenly advance the
claim that there is a correlation between Frequency of sccur-
rence and typicality of a property (also cf. Lakoff 1977).
Total uwniformity of a basgsic property, e.g9. colour, in the
extension of the term predicts strong prototypleality, and if
there are parallel alternatives, higher freguency of a particu-
lar property value roughly ecorrelates with more salient typlea-
lity,

Putnam (1975} notes that knowledge of stereotypes may be
factually inaccurate, e.g. most erdinacry people believe gold to
be stereotypically yellow even though this is not in accord
with a proper scientific description of the "essence” of gold.
Chemically pure gold is nearly white. But this conflict disap-
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pears once one realizes the influence of Efreguency of accur-
rence. Most people learn to know the oukter appearance of gold
only through manifestations that are indeed yellow: rings,
necklaces, coins, medals, etc. Such common specimens are, of
course, the source of the prototypical feature vellow for gold.

The import of surface freguency considerations has been
neglected or at least underestimated in most of current compe-
tence—oriented autonomous linguistics. But the recent concerns
with various aspects of language proceszsing have led to a
growing awareness of this deficit. Many PT theoreticians, lan-
guage acquisition researchers, and (other) paycholinguists have
started incorporating [reguency considerations in descriptions
of language structure and behaviour. One impoertant common de=-
nominator is the "know how"™ (as opposed to "know that®) view of
competence. Bybee and Slobin {1982) stress the prominence of
frequent tokens in establishing meorphelogical prototypes, Baktes
at al. (1982) acceount for probablilistic outcomes and differen—
tial weights among competing and converging sources of informa-
tlen in syntactic sentence processing, and Slobkin and Bever
(1982) show the relevance of fregquency of occurrence when
agcounting for differences between English, Italian, Serbo-
Croatian, and Turkish speakers in the processing of HVN sen-
tonce schemata. Bates and MacWhinney (1982) explicitly conclude
that highest probability is an important factor in determining
prototypical, or central tendency members of grammatical cate-
fgories. Leech and Coates (1980, 88) also are ocutspoken: "-— one
Moy speculate that the interpretation of root medality proceeds
by matching an instance to a particular stereotype which is
fgquantitatively and hence psychologically predominant. The no-
tlon of 'quantitative stereotype' is likely to apply to other
Linguistic eclassificatiens, both syntactic and semantic.” For
smplrical findings stressing the relevance of input freguency
diatn in child language acguisition, see Schwartz and Terrell
{1003}y,

The evidence so far accumulated elearly is in favour of
Ihe importance of Ereguency considerations in deseriptions of
hoth language structure and use, particularly in an approeach
noouking to eatablish structural and scmantic prototypes.
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4. Prototypical constituents and clauses

With the preceding comments in mind, let us consider some more
candidates for syntactic PTs. Winograd (1983, 472, 513) has
suggested (4,5) as simplified PTs of English clause structure
and noun group structure, respectively., Instantiatiens are
provided by (6,7).

(4} Modifiers - Subject - Verb-sequence - 1st-0bj - Znd=-0bhj -

Modifiers
{5) SEGMENT FUNCTION
Determiner Pre-determiner
Sequence Determiner
Ordinal
Cardinal
Modifiers Describers
Classifiers
Head Head
Qualifiers Restrictive gualifiers

Honrestrictive qualifiers
Possessive marker

(6} (Yesterday in Helsinki),(the board) {(decided to allow) (a
grant) (to all applicants) {without screening).

{7) tall) (the) (first) (three) (new) (grant} {applications)
(submitted in 1981)

Winoegrad is not very explieit in regard te what precisely con-
stitutes a clause or constituent BT, Roughly, his PTs seem to
be potential maximal structures, But this leads to the coun-
terintuitive claim that (6) and (7) are highly typical instan-
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tiations of clauses and noun groups, which they definitely are
not. If frequencies are important, as argued above, there is no
eacape from the conclusion that the prototypical noun group is
that consisting of a single head, wsually a noun, This is, by

far, the most freguent instantiation. In their study of the
Btructure of certain genres of Finnish newspaper prose covering
nome 67,000 running words, Hakulinen and Earlsson (1980) Found
.9, that of all constituent subjects (N=6,866), the share of
plain head is 46.8 % (N=3,215) and that af modifier + head 31.9
% (N=2,187). For objects (N=4,417}, the corresponding figures
are 34,4 % (N=1,520) and 33.0 % (M=1,457). Hote the increase in
Lhe longer objeck structures indicating influence from the end-
wolght principle. There is no doubt that a highly typical NP
han a structure mere tresembling (8) than (5).

() (modifier) head

(F course, this fairly uncentroversial statement iz true to
aven a higher degree for spoken language where constituent
fitvhoture is generally simpler and more dominated by prenouns
of which many tend to aveid modifiers. Complicated modifier
lruotures are fairly rare, in particular such maximal ones as
" which are atypieal rather than prototypical. Pretotypical
Alructures are thus not to be eguated with maximal structures,
Hathoe, they are dominant instantiations of some basic possibi-
Litlon permitted by the maximal system.

What are the specific propertics of a prototypical NP in
AldlLlon te taking modifiers of the kinds discussed? At least
bin following well-known morpholegical and syntactic ones are
gankeal in English.

() A PROTOTYPICAL NP
fy vontalns a noun, pronoun, or [perhaps) guantifier as
head,
s [forms plurals,
s  tokes determiners (a/the},
Ay toaken premodifying adjectives,
s Odoure oo subject, object, and conplement.



-584-

Given these five eriteria, we may rank the items cac, Paris,
chess, poor, te rcun, I 8ing in regard to NP-hood as in {10},

A& question mark denctes restricted pessibilities. Let the value
of "+" be 2, "?" 1, apng "-* g, Feature (a) should apparently he
assigned greater weight in determining NP-hood than the others,
let us gay "4+"=3, Summing the respective values we get a crude
measure of typicality. The guestien whether there is, in re-
gard to structural PTs, a distinction between striectly defining
properties as opposed to more or less characteristic ones must
here be left unanswered.

(10}
ai b gl idd e
car o+ o+ o ¥ 11
Paris G S - B S & 9
chess i R 8
poor e L R 5
to run = M=l R Ry 2
I sing = e T Sy 2

{10) is gradient in several directions. Suffice it here to na-
tice how this fact may be captured by category overlaps and
Eamily resemblances. Adjectives as heads, infinitives, and
clauses are fairly atypical WPs since they do not share the
mast highly walued structural feature (a) nor (b,o).

Parts of speech and basie constituents seem profitably and
fairly easily characterizable in terms of PTs. What about
clause PTs (cf. (4)}7 Their variability is mueh Qreater as thoy
are composed of all types of constituents., Paradigmatic and
syntagmatic cheice is of a quite different magnitude and proto=-
ty¥pical patterns do not emerge as clearly. Several suggestionn
for typical clause structures have, nevertheless, heen mado
such as the kernel sentences of early transformational grammar,
the verb-based clause models of many dependeney and valocnoy
grammars, and Keenan's (1976) basic-sentences,

Ellegird (1978) has provided relevant frequency data From
a4 portion of the Brown Corpus (N=128,000 running words). Thae
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constituent sequences among the top ten in all kinds of Eexts
considered are SVPred, svO, Sv0°, svadv, SVV,Adv, where Pred =
predicate complement, 0% = object clause, and VYV, = verb sa-
quence. Slightly generalizing w~ arcive at {11} as a erude
approximation of frequency-hased prototypical English clanse
tructure,

{11} Pred
SV 50

Adv

inkterestingly, the substance of (11} is very similar to the

olause patterns discussed in most dependency and valency grammars.

v Prototypical verb-argument structures

The final problem to be addressed is the applicability of
Huantitatively based PTs to the description of verb-arqument
Blruckuces. This is an area where lexicon, syntax, and seman-
Llun overlap and interact, Surprisingly little empirical corpus
WOEK on verb-arqument structures has been carried out despite
blim vivid intorest in various types of dependency and case
Urammace ae well as frame and seript theory,

Mont current grammar theories take wverbs to be described
Wasloally in terms of their obligatory arguments, These are the

HHNA fubecategorized in transformational grammar, constituting
Ve gane Erames of case grammars, and distinguished from
Hptlonnl arguments by elaborake operational tests in valency
HEaMmaEn, Common to all these approaches is the consequence
sl optlonal arquments, in particular most adverbials, are

Fdlugnted from the fore of the description to the Secondary
Himnin of contextual options or stylistie choice, This practice
liypannan an important consideratian: structurally optional
HAVEEl LAl may sEi11 be mope or less typical in conjunetien
MLl varlous verba.

e present approach aims at discovering such tendencies.
AR R pllot atudy, I have analyzed the actually oceurring argu-
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ment combinations of the verbs "rain® and "sell" in some large
available eorpora of English, Swedish, and Finnish. The primary
categories used are 15T and 2ND ARGUMENT, 18T is mainly a £ull
surface subject (not Empty "it", "det") or passive morphologi-
cal agent, also taken te be present as zero ipn infinitive
constructions and conjunctien reductions when occurring else-
where in the zame sentence. In Finnish, it furthermore includes
incorporated persen endings, i.e. all active persons and the
indefinite passive. 2MD is equivalent to an erdinary surface
direct object. The adverbials were categorized according te the
fellowing rough semantie scheme: LOC (locative = stationary
location), GOA (goal = motion/direction towards), S0U (source =
motion/direction away from), TIM {time), MaAN (manner), BEN
(benefactiva), QUA (gquantity), INS (instrument}, LIM fultimate
limit/endpoint of the action), PUR (purpose), OTH tother, in-
€luding all =sentence adverbials). 0 = verb with no argument.

The data obtained For the werh "rain" are presented in the
follewing table. The corpora analyzed are for English Brown and
LOB (M of running words 2,000,000}, for Swedish Press 65, Press
76, and Riksdagssprik {N=6,300,000), and for Finnish Suomen
Ruvalehti 76, 12 WSOY novels, and part of the Oulu freguency
dictionary corpus (H=1,250,000). The arguments are listed in
descending order. The percentages are in relation'to the total
number of occurrences ig each language: Swedish 243, English
22, Finnish 27,

SWEDISH ENGLISH FINNISH

] % H 2 N %

TIM 93 38.3 TIM 9 40.9 1sT 11 40.7
] 59 24,3 a & 272 LoC & 33.3
LOoC 49 z2p.2 MAN 4 18.2 TIM 7 25.9
1sT 33 13.8 18T 3 -13%6 0 5 18.5
MAN 33 13.6 e 2 9.0 MAN 4 14.8
GOA 26 10,7 gua 2 8.g GOR 4 14,8
Quh 24 9.9 OTH 2 9.0 Qua 2 7.4
OTH 16 6.6 S0U ‘1! 45’ 500 1 3.7

LIM 4 1.6
S0 3 1.2
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fJome tentaktive conclusions may be drawn from this material even
though the number of English and Finnish instances is small,
"Rain" is usually said to be a verh without obligatory argu-
Ments. But argumentless structures like "It rains", "Det reg-
nac®, "Sataa"” are not the most froguent instantiations. Commen
Lo all three languages is the very clear tendency For "raip® to
o=ocour with an adverbial of time. Prototypical instances are
Lhum of the type "It rains new" or "It rained Yesterday". This
I not an accidental fact, Az a piece of typical behaviour of
thie word, it should be incorporated in the lexical deseription
Whlch eould be conceived of as a weighted case frame including
not anly obligatory arquments and their semantic roles bue also
Waakly formulated indications of the Propensities for typical,
Altiecturally eptional adverbials,

Another fact to observe is that the five most freguent
Atuyument types acre the same in English, Swedish, and Finnish,
Blplte the partly different rank order: TIM, 0, LOC, 15T, MAN.
e hlgh proportion of 15T in Finnish is due to the idiomatie
SRlirefnlon "sataa lunta", i.e. "It rains snow" = "It snows"®,
Mlisie "lunta” has been interpreted as 18T. If these are not
FRUAIdel as genuine instances of 18T, the relative position of
W kn rlinnish is roughly the same as in Swedish and English,
FLipar Instances of 18T are not uncommen in any of the lan-
HUHHEN, ®,0. "The teeth will rain from his mouth", "God hag not
balnad, mayn the scripturer,

L Woems cleac that there is a significantly high propen=
RLEY Fop TIM but far more detailed investigations are needed
Weliin one can ascertain whether any linguistic er psycholin-
WML Lo wlgnlflcance should be attributed to the relative order
SE Lhe other top five arguments, As a tentative PT description
WE bl varb “rain® 1 propose the follewing where the paren-
RliBNEN | ndloate Btructural optionality in the standard Eashion.

LA WALN
(TIM1 Calrly typical)
(L0, 18T, MAN: slightly typical}’

BERANER N 0an not be attributed with specific knowledge of exactk



=508- ~593-

{ | Probabilities but it sgiy; Seems reasonable to claim that TIM SWEDISH ENGLISH FINnIgy
i stands oyt as cémpared to the other arguments and thae this is N 3 N 3 B %
4 plere of real x:otwmamm. Weakly weighted case frames such as
(12} are intended tg explicate the fact that it Is not acciden- MDD 13g B3.5 187 91 78,4 15T 114 91,3
tal what argumene Combinationsg Verbs tend tg Co=occur with, | 18T 87 57.2 IND 91 7g.4 IND  1ps 84,8
This approach obliterates the Standard strice distinction he- _ OC 27 17.8 BEN 25 23.¢ TIM 27 21.%
tween obligatory ang optional arquments, of whigh most linguis- QUA 27 17.& TIM 19 16,4 BEN 25 ag.p
tic theories take only gng latter to he described in the lexi- IR 25 10 . QUA 19 164 QUA 18 15,3
con.  Of CoUrse, thiz king of descriptiaep 15 not narrowly MAN 26 17.1 MAN 15 13.g Lo 18 14,4
altonomous, 1t transcends the border between linguistie and TIM 25 16.4 Loc 1z 1q0.3 MAN 18 14,2
encyclopedio w:axmmamm in much the zame fashion as in Current _....5..,_ [ 3.9 PUR [ 5.2 GOA 14 11,7
frame ang script theory, CHOA L7 OTH 3. a.g oTH B 5.4
Why iz it that TIM ia fairly ty¥pical ip conjuncktian Wikh LIM 1 0.7 LIM 3 2.6 LIM 5 4.0
"rain"y Strict Bxplanations are of course not possible tg come ] 1 0.7 Gop 1 0.9 500 3 2.4
by. At the mozt, wague appeal can he made to huyman interest, 1 PUR 3 2.4
talking about rain and raining, it je especially Pertinent tq INg 2 1.6
know when it rains, to gz lesger exXtent where apg how it rains,
Also note that QUA, i.a, the amount of rain, isg fairly cop- -:_.. (LR uwn:&nm facts about nwmpnmu.www elMerge, ps jg to be
Epicuocusg, Such consideratione are notiongl in nature, hop nay- L '-_iu_a-n_. the mast frequene arguments ara 18T ana 2ND, But,
Brtheless essential Parts of human comman Sense knowledge, .-_..._n__-_z_uuw.. 28D is mueh mora frequent thap 157 in the sweajsy
A Efurther COmmon Property in the above tahle is the tatrai WRhA; an lrequent 45 15T in the English data, ang almost gz
absence of 2ND, BEN, IN8, and pum. Raining is ip no obvious ap FhRUonL an 18T in the Finnish dara, I surmise that the dirf-
typical Way related pg Umsmmmnn:mm,, instruments, gp Purpeses, bRloen apq Malnly due bg differene kinds of Eexts in the
We proceed to analyzing the verh "sell" and ige Swedigh Midon, The Sommon denominatgy is that the object s01g je
and Finpnigh equivalentsg "sdljav, "myydE'. Due ke the highep SRpsulally Hallent in ehe selling transaction. 14 is often more
incidenceo of "sell" gg Compared tg "eain", data were pickaod LTS Lhan the agent, {,e, highly Evpical BeCUrrence fg
from smaller COrpuses: fFay English franm Brown (1,000,000 wordn, ._ I8 ook wan Bold (by Jane)" (plug other drguments, of, be-
116 Pecurrences), for Swedish from Press g5 (1,000,000 words, \ -_. Mhnra the fgent (15T {g eften omitted ip Swedish ang
152 ecclurrences), for Finnish frop Suomen Kuvalehej 1976 There Lo 4 Hm:m:mﬂmlﬁmwnmncpmn datum explaining why
(600,000 words, 125 Ofcurrences), The nou.wotm:.m data wero ohe i m_._-??:_. more freguent in Finnisp than in Swedish anpg
tained, - why 1n Pannives, 157 OCCUrLS on the Surface as an obligaka-
3 Heguence where English ang Swedish haye Plain omig-
"Rirda Myy+t+itin® (wppe book Sell+pass+pasct—
")y
i Wi PEOpennl ey forp "sell" t5 promote the object zelg (28D}

BRI L0 the high lneidence of Passives: gyedjigy 36.2 3 of
' ,-_.-t___:!:_.:: Plnniak q4 % and Engligy 15.5 3 (style dif-




I
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2HWD iz not the enly argument promoted by passive forma-
tion. There 13 a general tendency for passive clauses to con-
tain more arguments than actives. This tendency emerges most
clearly in the Finnish data:

NUMBER OF PASSIVE ACTIVE SUM OF
ARGUMENTS N % H % ACT,.+PRES.
5 5 83 riedy 3
4 21 66 11 34 3z
3 22 46 26 54 48
2 7 23 B3, 17 30
1 - - 9 100 g
SR EENEEAAN S S S S S s oo oo oSO EF SRS Ra s s
suM : 55 44 70 56 125

83 % of 2ll five-argument occurrences are passive, 66 % of the
four-argument occurrences, 46 % of the three-argument occurren-
ces, etc. The function of the passive is thus not only to
promote 2HD and demote 157, but also to promote other nonfirst
arguments.

Returning to the corpus data, two more facts should he
observed. First, BEN, which is normally taken to be an obliga-
tory argument of "sell™, has an incidence of only some 20 % in
all three languages. BEN does not, indeed, differ significantly
from the other arguments occupying ranks 3-7: LOC, QUR, BEN,
MAN, TIM. In wiew of this, it does not seem defensible to
upheld the special status of BEN as compared to the others in
this set. That is, the person to which something is sold is not
more salient than the place where the selling takes place, or
the price, time; or manner of selling. Below rank 7, there ia a
clear drop to more or less accidental occurrences (0=6 #).
Finnish diverges slightly in regard ko GOA. This is due to the
richness of surface cases. BEM and GOA are often distinguilshed
where English and Swedish have an undifferentiated BEN.

Bumming up. Cross-linguistically typical traits of selllng
are {i}) the primacy of 15T and 2HD, (Li} the special sallienos
of 2MND {in some styles), especially in connection with Lhe
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- padalve, and (iii} the slight typicality of Loc, QUA, BEN,
MAH, TIM. We sketech (13} as a tentative partial lexical de-
Noriptlon of these typical properties.

_:_u." BELL
18T (very typical, often demoted)
28D (very typiecal)
k (LOC, QUA, BEN, MAN, TIM: slightly typical}

SPECIAL PROPERTY: propensity to occur in the passive

lh, again, is a weighted prototypical case frame without
_mq_np distinctions between obligatory and optional arguments,
- -:czpn be contrasted with the minimal structural case frame
WN from dependency and case grammars, which incorporates
.ﬂpﬂ ohllgatory arguments, and the maximal frames that are
Liunted In elaborate versions of seript and frame theory. Here,
f Bltuations are often invoked in the description with ne
un .....:.E paid to what is typical, what not.

A flnal proviso is in order, Evaluation of guantitative
ulypon, especially the "slight typicality" leosely
i above, presupposes the availability of extensive
:-:aw data from different styles., Only then is it possible
Ulratnly assess what is an outcome of systematic tenden-
MR And what fs just accidental.
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BEAIOLECT OR SOCIDLECT?

Wi popor dincusses o case of urban socialects in their relationship bo and
WAL on with the adjacent, not secinlectally stratified, regiclects on
.A{am Btlos, The case is the sct of vernaculap dialects caclier and

.m‘ An and around Copenhagen. As Copenbagen has been the center of

ALK for mony centuries, and the spoken standard of Danish emorging over
tlod in clonely associated with Copenhagen, the discusaion below is
danteibution to the general discussion sbout the historical ond social
L 0f Spoken Standard Danish,

i Wpaiking, it is in most actusl cases feasible to relate the eneTgenee
.... HWelkten standnrds of modern European languages to Lhe qrowth and
.ymw une conter, and the emerging standard mast aften fiks nicely into
b quogrophy of the regional n:cuwuaswzﬂ of Ehat center, avmitting,

Wl ganeroun odmixture of aberrank developments couzed, inter alia, by

i lin extraregional immigration, intonded supralocality of the
.._I&nnh Independent development of weitten and spoken stendards for

i Ilp cone of Copenhagen, n short repelition of certoin well-kngwn
.“*a i usn.&ﬁavﬁ prove helpful in shedding Light on the complexity, in
LAY :tp fnetors, of the language history of Eopenhagen. - Copenhagen
noamall Fishing bamlet on Ehe borderline bebwean two mAjor reqicng
Vil Denmark: Sealand and Scania. That bhese regions farmed very
laLively independent, subdivisions of the Donish kingdos, is a
Ll Enﬁnnp from its material and political histary.

R re or less probabilistic speculation. The enpirical material

a__wjm.}z fur dialectological discyssions about eurly medieval Danish,

m_mmwr Of moinly legal nature, is already tag vaguely regional,
iiednnly local, to allew any well-based drawing of mojor or

i

iy w.:ﬂ midorn dinlectalogy in the secand half of the 19th century,
MBE gl tlocumentation For the dialect geography of A recent perind;
Bl nxtenpolotion of such lats documentation, positing the mepe

BOLFLe dnoglonses, or even their exaclk lecalion in the din past,



