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Abstract

In a corpus study on the choice of simple vs. partitive some, we find
that the pressure to robustly communicate a core meaning operates
in parallel with the goal to precisely encode an intended meaning.

Predictions

If the pressure to robustly communicate the core meaning SOME affects the choice
between similar enough forms, speakers should choose the longer form (1.e. the par-
titive), the higher the information of SOME , above and beyond meaning-driven pres-
sures and other controls.

Introduction

Lexical choice: referential expressions

(1) Can you pass me / i fereTe
NS / the teacup / the black-

and-white patterned teacup ? the black-and-
white patterned teacup

Speakers are more likely to use pronouns

when their meaning 1s more inferable
(Tily & Piantadosi, 2009; Arnold, 2008)

Robust communication: Uniform Information Density Levy & Jaeger, 2007

e language and use as efficiently organized systems (Zipf, 1949, Genzel & Charniak,
2002, Aylett & Turk, 2004)

Hypothesis of Uniform Information Density (Jaeger, 2010):
Within the bounds defined by grammar, speakers prefer utterances that distribute
information uniformly across the linguistic signal.

e prediction for alternations: speakers will choose
variant with more uniform information density

Info(u) = -logp(u)

e support from phonetic reduction, morphosyntactic reduction, that-omission (Aylett
& Turk, 2004; Frank & Jaeger, 2008; Jaeger, 2010)

Does the pressure to robustly communicate a core meaning affect
forms that are not meaning-equivalent?

The test case: simple vs. partitive some

Assessing meaning differences

Partitive Constraint (Jackendoft, 1977; Ladusaw, 1982):

The embedded NP 1nside the of -PP must be definite/specific.

e givenness as predictor of definiteness in Switchboard corpus

e 3-level givenness annotation for 25% of Switchboard: new (NP referent 1s new to dis-
course), mediated (NP referent is new to discourse but
can be inferred from context), given (NP referent has INTRN
been previously mentioned) "some"-NPs
"some"-NPs (no pronouns
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Definite NPs and partitive some-NPs are more likely with more given referents (p < .0001).

The dataset Quantitying robust

communication

e 1951 cases of some-NPs from Switchboard corpus

e excluded cases that could only occur in one of the Alex ate |op; SOME cashews |

(2) a. Alex ate some cashews. [simple some; shorter form] two forms; if NP head was e Info(SOME | NP grammatical
b. Alex ate’ some of the cashews. [partitive some; longer form] — a pronoun (only partitive form) function)
Alex atc RoENE cashews. — a singular count noun (only simple form) e Info(SOME | NP head)
o total 1139 cases (233 partitives) e Info(SOME | previous word)
Results
Grammatical function NP head Bigram predictability
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e mixed effects logistic regression predicting partitive vs. simple
SOME (random speaker intercept)

e partitive more likely as information of SOME increases
e partitive more likely with given heads

e robust communication measures contribute to the choice of par-
titive vs. simple SOME above and beyond meaning differences as
captured by givenness

e control predictors:

—no effect of head predictability
— partitive more likely with animate heads

(SOME | NP grammatical function) (SOME | NP head) I(SOME | previous word) _ partitiVe more hkely Wlth count nouns (largeSt effect)

Info(SOME | grammatical function) - -ﬂ*

Conclusion
Info(SOME | NP head)-  [JF<*
Info(SOME | previous word) - .34*

Total Nagelkerke R2=0.17

e Communicative production pressures apply to the 5
. . . > . *
choice between forms that are not meaning-equivalent. = NP head given- -—'
. - *k*%k
We conclude that, rather than production pressures ap- - NP head count noun- = i
. . . . . *
plying after restriction of permissible forms by seman- NP head animate- | |
tics, the pressure to robustly communicate a core mean- Predictability of NP head -
ing applies in parallel with the pressure to find the 00 0's 0 ' )0 00 01 02 03 04 05
o . . : : 2
most precise form to encode an intended meaning. Change in log odds Proportion of Nagelkerke R
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