
Supplementary File 1: Data set for Figure 1. Summary of child L1 studies 
This appendix includes data sources for Figure 1 in the main text, ordered alphabetically by language and chronologically by study. In the 
following table, each row represents a single experiment/task unless the study reports only combined results.  
 
For studies that investigated different factors affecting subject/object asymmetry (e.g. animacy, matrix position, pronominality), we 
collapsed the results to indicate only the overall difference between subject and object relative clauses. We also interpreted the results 
maximally: if a subject/object preference was shown in even one of multiple measures (e.g. accuracy and reading times for self-paced 
reading) or one condition, we indicated the preference in the “Results” column. We indicate conflicting results from different conditions or 
measurements with “not clear.” Most of the results presented in the table are supported by the statistical tests used in the original study; for 
studies that did not report statistical results, we show the reported numerical preference, marked with *. When the original study claims 
marginal significance, ~ is used for notation. 
 
Some studies reported subject/object preference in terms of pronoun retention; resumptive pronouns are more acceptable in lower 
positions in the accessibility hierarchy. These studies are marked with †. 
 
The “Age” column reports age ranges, or, if age range information is not available, mean age.  
 
Many studies included adult controls, but only the results from children are reported below. If the study also focused on adults, the relevant 
results are included in Supplementary File 2. 
 
Abbreviations: C: comprehension, O > S: object preference, P: production, S > O: subject preference, S = O: no preference (no significant 
difference) 
 
Language RC order  Word 

order 
Study Age Method Results Domain 

Arabic-Palestinian postnominal SVO Botwinik et al. 2015 3;0–9;0 elicited production (picture) S > O P 

Cantonese prenominal SVO Lau 2016 4;05–7;08 character selection S > O C 

elicited production (picture) S > O  P 

Chan et al. 2018 4;3‒4;9 eye-tracking not clear C 

Catalan postnominal SVO Morrill & Gavarró 2010 3;5,9–6;2,30 character selection S > O C 

Gavarró et al. 2011 5;0,11–5;11,24 elicited production (preference) S > O P 

Gavarró et al. 2012 5;0,11–5;11,24 elicited production (preference) S > O P 

  



Language RC order  Word 
order 

Study Age Method Results Domain 

Danish postnominal 
 

SVO de López et al. 2014 4;0–8;2 picture selection S > O C 

4;0–8;2 elicited production (preference) S > O P 

English postnominal SVO Brown 1971 3;0–5;9 picture selection S > O C 

Hatch 1971 not specified (kindergarten, 2nd 
grade) 

picture selection O > S C 

Cook 1973 2;11–4;9 elicited imitation  S > O P 

Sheldon 1974 3.8–5.5 act out S = O C 

Ferreiro et al. 1976 4–11 act out not clear C 

de Villiers et al. 1979 3–6 act out S > O C 

Tavakolian 1981 3–5 act out *S > O C 

Mann et al. 1984 8.95  act out S > O C 

Roth 1984 3;6–4;6 act out S > O C 

Romaine 1985 6–10 production S > O P 

Keenan & Hawkins 1987 10–11 sentence recall + digit memory S > O P 

Smith et al. 1989 97.05 months act out *S > O C 

picture selection *S > O C 

Bar-Shalom et al. 1993 90.0 months act out S > O C 

elicited production (preference) *S > O P 

McDaniel et al. 1998 3;5–11;11 elicited production (act out) S > O P 

McKee et al. 1998 2;2–3;10 elicited production (picture) S > O P 

Booth et al. 2000 8–11 self-paced reading S > O C 

self-paced listening S > O C 

Diessel & Tomasello 2000 1;9–5;2 spoken corpus S > O P 

McKee & McDaniel 2001† 3;5–8;11 grammaticality judgment S > O C 

Diessel 2004 1;8–5;1 spoken corpus S > O  P 

child-directed speech O > S P 

Diessel & Tomasello 2005 4;3–4;9 elicited imitation S > O P 

  



Language RC order  Word 
order 

Study Age Method Results Domain 

English (cont’d) postnominal SVO Kidd et al. 2007 3;1–4;9 elicited imitation  S > O P 

Brandt et al. 2009 2;7–3;4 character selection S = O C 

Zukowski 2009 4;6–7;6 Test for reception of grammar  
(TROG) 

S > O C 

elicited production (picture) S > O P 

Adani et al. 2014 6;0–8;11 picture selection S > O C 

MacDonald et al. 2020 4;5–6;4 picture selection (visual world paradigm) S > O C 

4;5–6;9 picture selection (visual world paradigm) S > O C 

Finnish postnominal SVO Kirjavainen & Lieven 2011 1;7–3;6  
  

spoken corpus  S = O  P 

spoken corpus (child-directed speech) S = O  P 

Kirjavainen et al. 2017 3;7–4;1 character selection S = O C 

elicited imitation S = O P 

French postnominal SVO Ferreiro et al. 1976 4–11 act out * S > O C 

5–7 narrative * S > O P 

Jisa & Kern 1998 5;0–11;8 narrative S > O P 

Guasti & Cardinaletti 2003 4;5–7;3 elicited production (act out) S > O P 

Durrleman et al. 2016 4.56–7.41 picture selection S > O C 

Guasti et al. 2018 5;5–7;4 character selection S > O C 

Bentea & Durrleman 2019 5;0–7;9 character selection S > O C 

German postnominal V2 Diessel & Tomasello 2005 4;3–4;9 elicited imitation  S > O P 

Kidd et al. 2007 3;3–4;8 elicited imitation  S = O P 

Brandt et al. 2008 2;0–5;0 spoken corpus S > O P 

Arosio et al. 2012 84–95 months picture selection S > O C 

Adani et al. 2016 4;0–9;8 elicited production (picture) S > O P 

Adani et al. 2017 0;1–4;3 corpus O > S P 

3;1–5;11 color naming S > O C 

  



Language RC order  Word 
order 

Study Age Method Results Domain 

Greek postnominal SVO Guasti et al. 2008 4;5–5;6 character selection S > O C 

4;5–5;6 character selection S > O C 

Guasti, Stavrakaki & Arosio 
2012 

4.5–6.5 character selection S > O C 

4.5–6.5 character selection S > O C 

Varlokosta et al. 2015 4;0–6;4 picture selection  S > O C 

Greek-Cypriot postnominal SVO Theodorou & Grohmann 
2012 

5;0–8;11 character selection S > O C 

 elicited production (picture) S > O P 

Hebrew postnominal SVO Friedmann & Novogrodsky 
2004 

4;0–6;5 picture selection S > O C 

Arnon 2005 4;5–5;2 character selection S > O C 

elicited production (act out) S = O P 

Friedmann et al. 2009 3;7–5;0 picture selection S > O C 

Arnon 2010 3;6–5;3 picture selection S > O C 

elicited production (picture) S > O P 

Arnon 2011 2;2–6;3 spoken corpus O > S P 

4;6 character selection S > O C 

Belletti et al. 2012 3;9–5;5 picture selection S > O C 

Friedmann et al. 2015 7;4–17;0 elicited production (preference) S > O P 

Hungarian postnominal SVO Kas & Lukács 2012 4;11–11;4 act out  S > O  C 

Indonesian 
(Jakarta) 

postnominal SVO Tjung 2006 1;06–5;09 spoken corpus S > O P 

3;8–6;0 elicited production (picture) S > O P 

Indonesian postnominal SVO Nasanius et al. 2016 2;0–5;0 spontaneous data S > O P 

Irish postnominal VSO Goodluck et al. 2001 4;9–8;5 elicited production (picture) S = O P 

Goodluck et al. 2006 4–8 elicited production (picture) S = O P 

  



Language RC order  Word 
order 

Study Age Method Results Domain 

Italian postnominal SVO Guasti & Cardinaletti 2003 5;1–10;0 elicited production (act out) S > O P 

Utzeri 2007 6–11 elicited production (preference, picture 
description) 

S > O P 

Guasti et al. 2008 4;5–5;9 character selection S > O C 

Arosio et al. 2009 5–11 picture selection S > O C 

Volpato & Adani 2009  3;6–7;8 character selection S > O C 

Belletti & Contemori 2010 3;4–6;5 elicited production (preference) S > O P 

Contemori & Garraffa 2010 4;6–5;5 picture selection S > O C 

3;7–5;5 elicited production (picture, preference) S > O P 

Adani 2011 3;4– 7;9 character selection S > O C 

Arosio et al. 2011 9;3.3 self-paced listening S > O C 

Belletti et al. 2012 3;9–5;3 picture selection S > O C 

3;9–5;3 picture selection S > O C 

Guasti, Branchini et al. 2012 5;0–9;9 elicited production (preference) S > O C 

Guasti, Stavrakaki et al. 2012 4;5–5;6 character selection S > O C 

Volpato & Vernice 2014 4;11–10;3 elicited production (preference) S > O P 

Hu & Guasti 2017 6;0–9;9 character selection (two characters) S > O C 

Volpato 2020 5;0–10;8 character selection S > O C 

Japanese prenominal SOV Hakuta 1981 5;3‒6;2 act out O > S C 

Ozeki & Shirai (2007) 0;0‒3;11 spoken corpus S = O P 

spoken corpus (child-directed speech) S = O P 

Suzuki 2011 5;1–6;8 picture selection O ~> S C 

Korean prenominal SOV Clancy et al. 1986 6;3–7:3 act out *S > O C 

Kim 1987 1;6‒3;5 spoken corpus S > O P 

Lee 1991  1;4‒3;9 spoken corpus S > O P 

Cho 1999 3‒6 picture selection S > O C 

4‒7 elicited production (picture) S > O P 



Language RC order  Word 
order 

Study Age Method Results Domain 

Malay postnominal SVO Chong 2018 3;9–8;6 picture selection S > O C 

3;9–8;6 elicited production (picture) S = O P 

Mandarin prenominal SVO Lee 1992 4–8 act out S > O C 

4–5 act out S = O C 

Cao et al. 2005 4;1–6;1 act out O > S C 

5;7 act out O > S C 

Hsu et al. 2009 4;8 elicited production (picture) S > O P 

Chen & Shirai 2015 3;0–8;11 spoken corpus O > S P 

child-directed speech O > S P 

Hu et al. 2016 3;0–8;11 character selection S > O C 

He et al. 2017 3;6–6;6 picture selection O > S C 

Hu & Guasti 2017 6;1–9;11 character selection S > O C 

Tsoi et al. 2019 4;3–5;10 character selection S > O C 

Yang et al. 2020  not specified child-directed speech not clear P 

4;3–4;9 character selection + eye-tracking not clear C 

Persian postnominal SVO Rahmany et al. 2011 2;6–7;5 picture selection S > O C 

Rahmany et al. 2014 3;2–6;0 character selection (act out) S = O C 

4;9–5;2 spoken corpus S > O P 

child-directed speech S = O P 

Polish postnominal SVO Peeters-Podgaevskaja et al. 
2020 

3;6–6;6 elicited imitation S > O  P 

Portuguese-
Brazilian 

postnominal SVO Corrêa 1995 2.6–6.5 act out S > O C 

Portuguese-
European 

postnominal SVO Costa et al. 2011 3;9–6;2 picture selection S > O C 

3;9–6;2 elicited production (preference) S > O P 

Costa et al. 2012 4;0–5;11 picture selection S > O C 

Lobo & Vaz 2017 1;6–3;10 spoken corpus S > O P 

4;0–6;7 elicited production (preference) S > O P 



Language RC order  Word 
order 

Study Age Method Results Domain 

Portuguese-
European (cont’d) 

postnominal SVO Martins et al. 2018 3–11 act out S > O C 

3–11 reference judgment S > O C 

Quechua-
Conchucos 

prenominal SOV Courtney 2006 2;8–4;10 elicited production (act out) S = O P 

Courtney 2011 2;8–4;0 elicited production (act out) S = O P 

Quechua-Cusco prenominal SOV Courtney 2011 5–7 elicited production (act out) * S > O P 

Romanian postnominal SVO Benţea 2012a 4;0–6;10 character selection S > O C 

Benţea 2012b 4;6–6;3 character selection (act out) S > O C 

Sevcenco & Avram 2012 2;11–7;5 picture selection S > O C 

Russian postnominal SVO Polinsky 2011 6;6 picture selection S = O C 

Rakhlin et al. 2016 7;08–15;25 picture selection S > O C 

Peeters-Podgaevskaja et al. 
2020 

3;6–6;6 elicited imitation S > O  P 

Serbo-Croatian postnominal SVO Goodluck & Stojanovič 1996 4–6 act out * S = O C 

4–6 elicited production (picture) *S > O P 

Spanish postnominal SVO Ferreiro et al. 1976 4–10 act out not clear C 

narrative * S > O P 

elicited production (act out) * S > O P 

elicited production (act out) * S > O P 

Ezeizabarrena 2012 4;10–7;2 elicited production (preference) S > O  P 

Tagalog postnominal VSO/VO
S 

Tanaka et al. 2019 4;8–5;9 character selection S > O C 

Tamil prenominal SOV Lakshmanan 2000 2;11–6;6 elicited production (picture) * S > O P 

Tok Pisin postnominal SVO Romaine 1992 5–17 spoken corpus S > O P 

Turkish prenominal SOV Slobin 1986 2;4–4;8 spoken corpus S > O P 

Özcan 1997 3–7 picture selection not clear C 

Özge et al. 2009 5–8 character selection S > O C 

Özge et al. 2010 5–8 elicited production (picture) S > O P 

Özge et al. 2015 5–8 self-paced listening S = O C 



Language RC order  Word 
order 

Study Age Method Results Domain 

Turkish (cont’d) prenominal SOV Altınkamış & Altan 2016 00;09–03;06 spoken corpus S > O P 

spoken corpus (child-directed speech) O > S P 

Uzundag & Küntay 2019 8–36 months spoken corpus S = O P 

43–64 months spoken corpus S = O P 

Wenzhounese prenominal SVO Hu et al. 2018 3;0–6;10 elicited production (preference) S > O P 
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