Real-time comprehension of connectives by preschool children and adults
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Background Results: Experiment 1 Experiment 2 (English)

How do connectives impact real-time interpretations How do children and adults process so and but sentences inrealtime? Does a clear QUD affect listeners’ connective interpretations?
of children and adults?
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Figure 2. In pointing responses, children distinguish but and so.
Unlike adults, they point to the semantically associated image at

* French-speaking adults (n=24) above-chance rates in both conditions.

* 4-to 6-year-old French-speaking children (n=71)




