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What happens in the gap between
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What happens in the gap between
the actual and the impossible in a language?

ACTUAL

STANDARD WORDS

Words that are
standard and
conventionalized,
might be stored in
memory rather than
generated on the fly

POSSIBLE

IMPOSSIBLE

e.g.: undo

MARGINAL WORDS

Words that are

generated by some
speakers and can be
understood [ accepted
by some speakers

e.g.: unworry

NONCE WORDS

Words that cannot be
generated and do not
exist

e.g.: unblick




What is a possible (marginal) word?

A word which
is attested at least once
is not established in standard language

is a spontaneous creation generated on the fly, on a
certain occasion

is generated on the basis of a productive
morphological pattern

is analyzable and semantically transparent

It exists and at the same time it does not exist.



Case study: Russian factitive verbs

Ob”jasnit’ ‘clarify, make X be clear’ < jasnyj ‘clear,,,’

Two most productive patterns: o-...-it’ and u-... -it’

pod pri pere iz pro na po ot vy vz pre voz do v

We are interested in new coinages like
omuzykalit’ ‘musicalize’ (< muzykal’nyj ‘musical ,p,’)
‘1) ¢ * ) 2o § )
ukonkretit’ ‘concretize (< konkretnyj ‘concrete,, )
ovhesnit’ ‘externalize’ (< vhesnij ‘external,p,’)



Productivity: competence or performance?

Usually newly coined words are examined from the
perspective of linguistic performance (Haspelmath 2002: 112).

“A widespread view among linguists is that linguistic
competence and linguistic performance are conceptually quite
distinct and should therefore be studied separately. The
different degrees of productivity that we observe in word-
formation are a problem for this view, because rule
productivity is not clearly a property of either competence or
performance.” (Haspelmath 2002: 110)

We oftfer a study of productivity that combines both
perspectives: performance and competence. Frequency
reflects performance, whereas knowledge of productive
patterns reflects competence.



Performance:

We look at novel marginal factitive verbs generated by
some native speakers and attested in the corpus

Competence:

We want to know how these possible words are perceived

by other native speakers?

Hypothesis 1: Standard Marginal Nonce
Hypothesis 2: Standard Marginal Nonce
Hypothesis 3: Standard Marginal Nonce
Hypothesis 4: Standard gradual Marginal gradual Nonce

transition

transition




Experimental design

STANDARD WORDS

Words that are
standard and
conventionalized,
might be stored in
memory rather than
generated on the fly

e.g.: undo

MARGINAL WORDS
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generated by some
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exist

e.g.: unblick




Experimental design

STANDARD WORDS

100+ 10 u

MARGINAL WORDS

1Oo+10ui

NONCE WORDS

mn

100+ 10 u
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ob”jasnit’
uskorit’

oser’éznit’
uvkusnit’

osurit’
usaglit’




60 stimuli

All factitives used in the experiment are deadjectival. This
decision is made in order to reduce the number of valuables.

All standard and marginal factitives chosen for experiment are
morphologically transparent and analyzable and have a clear
existing adjectival base.

All factitives are given as perfective infinitives.

Factitive verbs are presented in contexts.

For standard and marginal factitives we are using real contexts from the
corpus, often shortened.

The contexts of nonce factitive verbs are based on corpus contexts of
real verbs with meanings similar to those that are assumed for nonce
factitives.



Standard factitives

All chosen standard factitives are highly frequent in the RNC.
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ob”’jasnit’
oblegcit’
oslabit’
okruglit’
obogatit’
oZestocit’
osloznit’
ogolit’
oscastlivit’
osvezit’

18,149
1,802
1,401

939
800
686
410
387
343
280

utocnit’
umen’sit’
uskorit’
ulucsit’
uprostit’
ukorotit’
usloznit’
uteplit’
uplotnit’
uxudsit’

2,860
2,010
2,008
1,899
1,350
787
311
205
201

199



Marginal factitives — POSSIBLE WORDS

All marginal factitives have low token frequency in the RNC

1 omeZdunarodit’ 1 uvkusnit’

2 opoxabit’ 1 umedlit’

3 oprilicit’ 1 ukrasivit’

4  oser’eznit’ 1 user’eznit’
5  ostekljanit’ 1 usovremenit’
6 orzavit’ 2 ukonkretit’
7 osurovit’ 2 ustrozit’

8  obytovit’ 3 ucelomudrit’
9 ovnesnit’ 4 uprozracit’
10 omuzyKkalit’ 4 udorozit’
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Nonce factitives

O- and U- nonce factitives correlate with respect to the initial
consonant of the stem:

 Variety of initial stem T ——— usaglit’
consonants 2 otovit’ utulit’
3 oduktit’ udamlit’
* Nonce words should not be , ogabit’ uguzvit’
similar to standard or 5 okodlit’ ukampit’
possible factitivessothat ¢ kit uadrit’
the speaker should not 2 olavit’ uopit’
hesitate about them. 8 oblusit’ uloprit’
9 onomit’ unokrit’

—_
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obmomlit’ umarvit’



Experiment: score-assighment test

The task: Evaluate the marked word using one of the statements.

AaBHO Nopa Kak-To ONnpuAnYmMTh Halle obuieHne 601ee MArKMMU BbiparKEHUAMM.
‘It’s high time we made our interaction respectable by using kinder statements.

L] 5 points - 9T0 coBepLUIeHHO HOPMa/IbHOE C/I0OBO PYCCKOro A3blKa.
‘This is an absolutely normal Russian word’
[14 points - 3To cA10BO HOpMa/ibHOE, HO ero Ma/I0 UCMO/Ib3YIOT.
‘This word is normal, but it is rarely used’
[] 3 points - 3T0O c/10BO 3BY4Y4UT CTPAHHO, HO, MOKET OblTb, €ro KTO-TO UCMO/b3YyeT.
‘This word sounds strange, but someone might use it’
[] 2 points - 2T0 ¢10BO 3BY4YUT CTPAHHO, U €ro BPAA /M KTO-TO UCMO/b3yeT.
‘This word sounds strange and it is unlikely that anyone uses it
[]1 1 point - Toro c10Ba B pycCKOM fA3bIKe HeT.
‘This word does not exist in the Russian language.’
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A few more issues

Order of stimuli: Website
http://ansatte.uit.no/laura.janda/opyt/opyt.html

800 opyt

1B QuestionPro Survey - WordWorld_ x | & opyt = [+

The same for all O

Semi-random

t.html c

(B3~ Google Q)

dministration:
Questionnaire

JIMHrBUCTMYECKHI IKCIIEPUMEHT

No limits on time Hofpo nosaosars!

B anpesie 2013 MBI IPOBOAMM WHTEPECHBI JTMHT BUCTHYCCKHIA T, H3YYCHHIO SA3BIKOBOM MHTYHIVH.

QCCHH ¥ XOTeJTH Obl IPHHATH YYAaCTHE B ICKNEPHUMEHTE, KOTOPLI 3aHMMaeT 15 — 20 MHHYT, IPOMIHTE,, IOXKATYHCTA, 10 CChLIKE
2 3ATIOTHHTE AHKETY B TEKCTOBOM PEJAaKTOpE H NOLLTHTE ee 1o azipecy: anna.endresen@gmail.com.

Ecmu B! yXe NPHHSIH yJacTHCE B HAIIEM 3KCTICPUMEHTE, MbI Bam oueHsb Grarofapuer! B o61wieli CI0XXHOCTH, MBI PaCCYMTLIBaeM Ha 0KO0 200 yyacTHukoB. [Tocsie okoHyanus 60|
AHAIH3a OTBETOB PE3y.ILTATEI iTa GyayT np Ha 9TO# cTpanuue. JIo BpeMenH (Ta JTMHTBHCTHYECKHE 337184l HCCIIC/IOBAHNS
HE MOT'YT GbITh PacKpbIThL. MbI npuriamaem Bac BepHyTECS Ha 9TOT CaliT B Hadane uions 2013 r.

A g e g | O | I p S Ecmu y Bac ecTb Ipy3bsl, PO/ICTBEHHHKH WM 3HAKOMBIE, KOTOPBIM ObLIO GbI HHTEPECHO NPHHATL YYACTHE B ITOM KCTICPHMEHTE, BbI MOXKETE IIOPEKOMEH/IOBATE UM ITOT CalT.

School age children aged 14 - 17: 70 participants
Adults: 51 participants




Website
http://ansatte.uit.no/laura.janda/opyt/opyt.html

®00o
m QuestionPro Survey — WordWorld I@ opyt x I 4 l
(< ) @ ansatte.uit.no/laura.janda/opyt/opyt.html (& ] ([3' Google Q)

JIMHrBUCTUYECKHH IKCIIEPUMEHT

Ho6po noxanosars!

B anpene 2013 MbI IPOBOAUM MHTEPECHDIA JIMHIBUCTHYECKUI 3KCIICPHMEHT, IOCBSIICHHBI H3Y4YCHHIO OCOOCHHOCTEH S3bIKOBOM MHTYHIMH.

111 BBl HOCUTEIbL PYCCKOTrO S3bIKa, BRIPOCIH B PoC
ttp://surveys.questionpro.com/a/t/ AISSEZPVbR,

M XOTeJIH ObI IIPUHSTEL YYaCTHE B 3CKNEPUMEHTE, KOTOPLI 3aHuMaeT 15 — 20 MHHYT, IPOMINTE , TOXKATYHCTA, IO CChLIKE
OJIHATE aHKETY B TEKCTOBOM pElaKTOpE M MOILTHTE ee Mo afpecy: anna.endresen@gmail.com.

Ecim Bbl y>Xe NPHHSUTH YYacTHE B HAallIeM 3KCIIepUMEHTe, MbI BaMm ouens Onarofgapusl! B ob1melt cIoXHOCTH, MbI paccuMThIBaeM Ha 0KoJo 200 yyacTHHKOB. [Tocnie okoHyanus c6oj
aHAIM3a OTBETOB Pe3yJILTAThl IKCIIEPHMEHTA OYYT IpeCTaBICHbI Ha 3TON cTpanuIle. [0 BpeMEeH! OKOHYAHWS IPOBENICHHS] 3KCIIEPUMEHTA IMHIBHCTHYCCKUE 3a/ja4i HCCIIeJOBAHUS
HE MOTYT OBLITh PacKphITHI. Mbl npurnaimaem Bac BepHyTLCS Ha 3TOT caliT B Hayane uioHs 2013 r.

Ecm y Bac ecTb ApY3b$l, POACTBEHHUKH WM 3HAaKOMBIE, KOTOPBIM ObLIO Obl HHTEPECHO NIPHHATL YYACTHE B 3TOM 9KCIICPHMEHTE, Br1 MOXeTe TOPEKOMEHIOBATE UM 3TOT CAlT.




Questionnaire on-line:
http://surveys.questionpro.com/a/t/AJ5SEZPVbR

x 3 - ‘. — - - . R : AN L

|"O® QuestionPro Survey - WordWorld
I QuestionPro Survey - WordWorld L@ opyt x I + l
6) surveys.questionpro.com/a/TakeSurvey;jsessionid=baadrzGZpDsqO7YdeFW7t (& ] (8' Google Q) [I] @ | % R4

H Yeckum JKCNEepUMEHT

—-— 27%

@ Back Questions marked with an * are required Exit Survey €

8. Mpouwe Bcero yBKYCHUTb TBOpor AobasneHunem usioMa, baHaHa u cnagkux sroa,. *
O 5 - 370 coBepLEHHO HOPMANLHOE CNOBO PYCCKOrO A3bIKA.

O 4 - 370 €NOBO HOPMATLHOE, HO €r0 MaNO0 UCMONB3YIOT.

© 3 - 370 CNIOBO 3BYYUT CTPAHHO, HO, MOXET BbiTh, €rO KTO-TO UCNOMb3YeT.

O 2 - 370 CNOBO 3BYYMT CTPAHHO, U €r0 BPAA M KTO-TO UCMNONb3YET.

O 1 - 37oro cnosa B PyccKoM A3biKe HeT.

POWERED BY QuestionPro




A few more issues

Order of stimuli:

Semi-random
The same for all

Administration:

Questionnaire
No limits on time

Age groups:

Age and prefix turned out
to be non-significant

The remaining variables
are acceptability and type
of word (standard vs.
marginal vs. nonce)

School age children aged 14 — 17: 70 participants

Adults: 51 participants
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Marginal Verbs
MAX = 479
MEAN =286.4
MIN =169
stand dev = 67
variance = 4446

Standard Verbs
MAX = 605
MEAN =595
MIN = 549

stand dev =15

variance = 235

20(

Nonce Verbs
MAX =223
MEAN =183.4
MIN =150
stand dev =19
variance = 360

Standard

|
Marginal



ANOVA RESULTS overall:
F=546, df = 2, p-value < 2.2e-16

STANDARD WORDS

Words that are
standard and
conventionalized,
might be stored in
memory rather than
generated on the fly

ob”jasnit’
uskorit’

MARGINAL WORDS

Words that are

generated by some
speakers and can be
understood [ accepted
by some speakers

oser’éznit’

uvkusnit’

NONCE WORDS

Words that cannot be
generated and do not
exist (because they do
not conform phonotactic
laws and [ or are not
based on productive
morphological patterns)

osurit’
usaglit’




T-test RESULTS for standard vs.

STANDARD WORDS

Words that are
standard and
conventionalized,
might be stored in
memory rather than
generated on the fly

ob”jasnit’
uskorit’

MARGINAL WORDS

Words that are

generated by some
speakers and can be
understood [ accepted
by some speakers

oser’éznit’
uvkusnit’

marginal words:

t=20
df = 21
p-value = 3.173e-15
95% confidence
interval is 277 340




T-test RESULTS for marginal vs. nonce words:

p-value =

1.098e-06
95% confidence
interval is 71 135

MARGINAL WORDS

Words that are

generated by some
speakers and can be
understood [ accepted
by some speakers

oser’éznit’
uvkusnit’

NONCE WORDS

Words that cannot be
generated and do not
exist (because they do
not conform phonotactic
laws and [ or are not
based on productive
morphological patterns)

osurit’
usaglit’




Hypothesis 3 is confirmed, but...

Hypothesis 1: Standard Marginal Nonce
Hypothesis 2: Standard Marginal Nonce
Hypothesis 3: Standard Marginal Nonce
Hypothesis 4: Standard gradual Marginal gradual Nonce

transition

transition

Marginal words are much closer to
nonce words than to standard words

(compromise between

Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3)




Variation across stimuli

Word Total score | % of maximal | Highest | Lowest | Interval of
category score score score variation in scores
across stimuli

Standard | 11,900 98 % 605 549 56

Marginal | 5,729 47 % 479 169 310

Nonce 3,669 30% 223 150 73

Variation across subjects

Marginal Gloss Number of subjects who gave

factitive : . . . .
5 points | 4 points | 3 points | 2 points | 1 point
(“normal (“does not
word”) exist”)

usovremenit’ | ‘modernize’ 22 26 27 18 28

oprilicit’ ‘make decent’ | 9 25 33 22 31




What do these results mean?

Each type of word has a different behavior

Marginal words are semantically transparent, but
nonce words are not

Marginal words are rated more like nonce words
than like standard words

Speakers are more sensitive to frequency than to
semantic transparency

Frequency, which is related to performance, is a
stronger factor than competence (ability to unpack
morphological patterns)

Memory may be a stronger factor than use of
productive rules



