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Syntactic ordering preferences incorporate item-specific knowledge gradiently, as a function of frequency
+ A new, large-scale dative corpus
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o Dative alternation (Table 1, Row 1) ordering is influenced by

productive knowledge (e.g. short constituents early) and
verb-specific knowledge (e.g. take prefers to-form) [1, 4]

e Q2: How should item-specific experience be defined in

Methods

Fig 1: Extreme ordering
preferences are not predicted by
productive knowledge (Model 1
fixed-effects predictions)

Fig 2: More frequent verbs have
more idiosyncratic ordering
preferences

Model 1: Mixed-effects model predicting form (fo- or DO form)
from fixed effects (reflecting productive knowledge) and random
by-verb intercept (verb-specific knowledge)

sentence-level structures?

o Some dative verbs have non-dative uses with dative-like
syntax (Table 1, Row 2)
o What part of speakers’ experience with a verb contributes to
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h - i~ ordering k edge? e Model 2: Fixed-effects model predicting Verb-specific intercepts _
€ Verb-speciiic oraering knowleage : _ (extracted from Model 1) from form-preference in datives vs Dative Use 5.26 0.43 < 2e-16
Do speakers abstract over syntactic structures (all cells in non-datives DO Preference
Table 1) or only over uses with similar event structure
(Dative-only/first row of Table 1)? O verbIncpt ~ dative DOpref + nonDative DOpref Non-Dative Use 071 0.48 014
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Table 2: Model 2 finds only dative uses influence ordering preferences

DO form To-form Summary

e Q1: ltem-specific knowledge does contribute more to the ordering
preferences of more frequent verbs (Fig 2)

o Additionally, more frequent verbs prefer the DO form (Fig 4)

e Q2: Ordering preference of non-dative uses did not significantly 1.00
predict dative ordering preferences (Table 2)

Dative Use Corpus Results

.. ) Take her a snack Take a snhack to her
has recipient, alternating

Non-Dative Use * Take thelimitit Take it to the limit
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Fig 3: Non-dative and dative Fig 4. More frequent verbs prefer
uses differ in DO preference DO form



