


Gleeb vs Gleeb’
• Gleeb = ‘not all’


• Gleeb’ = ‘not only’

Hunter & Lidz, 2012



Lidz & Hunter’s experiment

• Two conditions: CONS and non-CONS


• Picky puppet task (Waxman & Gelman 1986).


• Warm-up (3 cards) - Training (5 cards) - Target (5 cards)


1. The puppet told me that he likes this card because gleeb 
girls are on the beach 

2. The puppet told me that he doesn’t like this card 
because it not true that gleeb girls are on the beach.



Participants

• 20 children


• Aged 4.5 to 5.6 (mean 5.0)


• Conservative condition 4.5 to 5.5 (mean 4.11) 


• Non-conservative condition 4.11 to 5.3 (mean 5.1)



Results

Hunter & Lidz, 2012



–Perfect non-conservative kid; interpreting conservatively?

“the puppet was confused about which characters 
on the cards were boys and which were girls” 
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Discussion

• Are kids interpreting gleeb as a GQ?

• Are the results consistent with a structural account?

• Do the gleeb and gleeb’ sentences differ only in 
conservativity? (Cf minimal pair discussion)

• Unclear that it replicates (Spenander and de Villiers 2019)

• Also, what about the other universals?





Experiment Time!
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At most 2 red dots.
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1, 2, or 4 red dots.



Learnability Prediction

monotone < connected < non-connected
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Subtleties

• Only monotone vs. non-connected was significant

• “0, 4, or 5” and “0, 1, or 5” much faster than “1, 2, or 4”

• Connected re-coded as zero, one, or both (rule and 
negation) is then significantly different



Dynamic Analysis

• Odds of saying “yes” to n red dots, if already said “yes” 
to n-1 and n+1 in the same block significantly higher than 
if for only one or for neither.


• (even controlling for whether the actual rule is connected)



“The grand goal is to find a list of properties which 
are, in some sense, double universals: universals 
across languages, but also across word types….” 











“The connectedness constraint is thus active in 
[humans and baboons] in a form that can explain 

how the referential and functional lexicons of 
human languages are shaped.”



Discussion

• Very small-scale


• No linguistic prompt (e.g. “gleeb of the dots are red”)


• Connectedness vs. monotonicity?



Large Scale 
Learnability Experiment



Tested Quantifiers

• at least 3 & at most 2 vs. between 3 and 6 & at most 2 or 
at least 7


• between 3 and 6 vs. at most 2 or at least 7


• at least 3 & at most 3 vs. first and the last 3


• not all vs. not only



Design

• ~30 participants for each quantifier (H&L:10, S&dV:9)


•  96 trials, 8 implicit blocks for 12 trials.



#participants performing 
above chance in the last block

Ramotowska, van Maanen, Szymanik, 2022



Mean accuracies in the first 25% and the 
last 25% of the trials for each quantifier 

Ramotowska, van Leendert, Szymanik, 2022



Mean accuracies in the first 25% and the 
last 25% of the trials for each universal 

Ramotowska, van Maanen, Szymanik, 2022


