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1.

Introduction

A key feature of human language lies in the fact that the overall meaning of an utterance
typically goes beyond the literal meaning of the individual words and the way the words
combine within that utterance. Even a simple sentence such as “It’s too high” contains
referential ambiguity (“it”), underspecification (“too high” for what?), and may convey different
things depending on context (e.g., it can be an informational statement or an indirect request for
help). Within linguistic theory, this property of natural language is captured by the distinction
between semantic, literal meaning and pragmatic, contextually derived meaning (see also
Hacquard, this volume; Schwarz & Zehr, this volume). The underlying assumption behind this
distinction is that some aspects of meaning are encoded in our mental lexicon or the
compositional rules that allow the contents of the lexicon to be combined (i.e., semantics), while
other aspects of meaning are derived contextually through inferential reasoning processes (i.e.,
pragmatics).
Many theoretical accounts of the semantics-pragmatics interface treat pragmatic
interpretation as a species of intention recognition, since hearers try to reconstruct what the
speaker meant by uttering a sentence. For instance, on Grice’s theory of pragmatics (Grice
1957, 1975), hearers expect speakers to be cooperative actors who follow rational
conversational rules. Cooperative speakers are expected to make conversational contributions
that are truthful (Maxim of Quality), relevant (Maxim of Relation), clear (Maxim of Manner)
and as informative as required by the purpose of the conversational exchange (Maxim of
Quantity). Deviations from these communicative principles give hearers reasons to think that
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the speaker intended to convey meaning beyond the conventional meaning of the words in the
utterance, thus giving rise to pragmatic inference (e.g., in the example “It’s too high”, the
Maxim of Relation would yield different interpretations of the utterance depending on whether
the speaker and hearer had been discussing the price or the location of a toy). Subsequent
theoretical accounts reinterpreted and modified aspects of the Gricean framework (Carston
1995; Chierchia, Fox, & Spector, 2009; Gazdar 1979; Horn 1972; Levinson 2000; Noveck and
Sperber 2007; Sauerland 2004; Sperber and Wilson 1986/1995; Van Rooij and Schulz 2004) but
preserved the foundational idea that interpreting utterances (and other non-linguistic
communicative acts) relies on the ability to “read the mind” of others and understand their
intentions and beliefs.
From a psychological perspective, these accounts suggest that pragmatic reasoning relies
on a form of theory of mind, the capacity to recognize that others have belief states that differ
from one’s own (Baron-Cohen, Leslie and Frith 1985; Wimmer and Perner 1983). Furthermore,
tracking the belief states of others during communication requires people to identify what
information is shared (or not) with their conversational partners, a psychological construct
referred to as common ground (Clark and Marshall 1981; Stalnaker 1970). Experimental
evidence to date confirms the idea that adult comprehenders flexibly integrate information about
the speaker’s beliefs in interpreting language in context (Bergen and Grodner 2012; Breheny,
Ferguson, and Katsos 2013; Brown-Schmidt, Gunlogson, and Tanenhaus 2008; Fairchild and
Papafragou 2018; Heller, Grodner, and Tanenhaus 2008; Nadig and Sedivy 2002; Tanenhaus et
al. 1995).
For the child learner, as for more mature communicators, pragmatic mechanisms along
the broad lines described by Grice can be important for bridging the gap between what words
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and sentences mean and what the speaker intended to communicate by uttering them in a
specific context. In addition, since the meanings of words and sentences themselves are initially
inaccessible to the young child, pragmatic mechanisms of intention recognition could be used to
discover word meaning. For example, by assuming that the speaker is being cooperative, the
child can conclude that a novel label uttered by a speaker is relevant to the present exchange,
informative, unambiguous and truthful. Within the developmental literature, however, the
nature and extent of children’s ability to engage in rich pragmatic reasoning when interpreting
the meaning of (new) words and sentences have traditionally been topics of considerable debate.
In the case of word learning, general (associationist) learning accounts propose that children
learn words by associating sounds (words) and perceptual stimuli (objects in a scene) without
necessarily or constantly engaging in social-pragmatic considerations (e.g., Locke 1690/1964;
Piaget 1952; Smith 2000; Vygotsky 1978; Werker et al. 1998). A different research tradition
takes the view that children learn new words through pragmatic inference by actively consulting
the speaker’s mind and trying to figure out what was meant (e.g., Baldwin 1991, 1993; Bloom
2000; E. Clark 2007; Diesendruck and Markson 2001). Similarly, in the case of language
interpretation, some researchers propose that children have limited ability to use pragmatic
computations to derive intended but ‘unsaid’ aspects of meaning (and therefore appear
egocentric or literal; Epley, Morewedge, and Keysar 2004; Piaget, 1952), while others attribute
much greater pragmatic sophistication to young learners (Clark and Amaral 2010; Tomasello,
2000; cf. Grigoroglou and Papafragou 2017).
In this chapter, we review the available empirical evidence to evaluate the role of
pragmatics in how children acquire and contextually interpret the words in their language. To
advance the state of the art, we present and synthesize currently disparate sets of experimental
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findings across a variety of pragmatic tasks and phenomena. We organize the chapter in terms
of two major themes. In the first half of the chapter, we assess the extent to which young
children use pragmatic mechanisms to build a mental lexicon (i.e., to learn new words). In the
second half, we discuss the extent to which children use pragmatic inference to employ their
mental lexicon (i.e., to interpret known words). Although these two areas of research have
developed largely independently from one another and have produced findings that often appear
contradictory, we take an integrative approach that highlights the commonalities of the
mechanisms underlying children’s pragmatic reasoning across these two domains despite
inherent differences across phenomena of varying cognitive and linguistic complexity. To
preview our conclusions, we find evidence for rich and massive effects of pragmatic reasoning
in both domains. This evidence suggests continuity in pragmatic reasoning, whereby
foundational aspects of the rich pragmatic system at work in adults are already in place in early
stages of language development.

2.

Building a lexicon: Pragmatics in word learning

A fundamental question in the study of language is how young children acquire the meaning of
words. Since children are not born knowing the meaning of individual words in their language,
vocabulary acquisition is, at least in part, environment driven. However, the exact properties of
the environment that allow children to form mappings between words and their referents have
puzzled thinkers for centuries (see Bloom 2000; Gleitman and Trueswell, this volume, for
discussion). 1 As alluded to already, two prominent views have been developed to explain word
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Here, we focus on the “easy” case of learning words for concrete objects. The problem becomes even more
complex once we consider words that refer to entities or events that are not directly observable in the physical
world (e.g., abstract nouns, mental state verbs, logical connectives, etc.; cf. Crain, this volume; Gleitman and
Trueswell, this volume.).
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leaning. On one view, word learning is considered an associative process between perceptual
stimuli (Locke 1690/1964; Piaget 1952; Smith 2000; Sloutsky et al. 2017; Vygotsky 1978;
Werker et al. 1998). For example, children growing up in an English-speaking environment
learn the word “table” by associating the sound segment [ˈteɪbəl] with the piece of furniture
immediately available to them in the environment when the label is uttered. This view has been
attractive because it is parsimonious: if word learning depends on the contingency between an
auditory stimulus (i.e., a label) and the visual stimulus that happens to be in focus of the child’s
attention, it is no different than other types of (non-linguistic) learning that rely on simple
cognitive mechanisms of attention and memory.
On an alternative, pragmatic view, children learn new words through pragmatic
inference by actively trying to figure out the speaker’s referential intention (e.g., Baldwin 1991,
1993; Bloom 2000; E. Clark 2007; Diesendruck and Markson, 2001). For instance, children
learn the word “table” because they understand that the speaker, by using that particular label,
intended to refer to a specific piece of furniture and no other. Although both the associationist
and the pragmatic views assume that word learning happens in cases of referential clarity, where
uttering a label coincides with the child’s attention on a particular object, they differ in whether
this coincidence is incidental or the result of interpreting the speaker’s intention. Specifically,
on the pragmatic view, early word learning seems to be guided by children’s ability to pick up
on several observable social cues in the environment that make speakers’ intentions recoverable.
These include information provided by the speaker herself (e.g., body orientation, direction of
gaze, touching, pointing etc.), as well as information provided by the communicative context, as
experienced by the child in conjunction with the speaker (e.g., information shared in physical
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compresence or in prior engagement with the speaker). In the next sections, we review multiple
strands of empirical evidence to adjudicate between these two perspectives.

2.1.

Pragmatic sensitivity in early word learning

Several pieces of evidence support the view that, even at its early stages, word learning is not
merely a process of associating a sequence of sounds (a word) to a perceptual stimulus (an
entity in a scene) but rather a process of reconstructing a speaker’s communicative intention. A
first piece of evidence comes from work demonstrating that, from a very young age, children
treat signals that are presumed to have communicative value as privileged for learning
compared to other, non-communicative signals. For instance, 6-month-old infants are more
likely to treat language-like sounds (i.e., novel words) as conveying information about a
speaker’s intentions compared to non-communicative sounds (e.g., a cough; Vouloumanos,
Martin, and Onishi 2014; see also Martin, Onishi, and Vouloumanos 2012; Vouloumanos,
Onishi, and Pogue 2012). A second piece of evidence comes from the fact that infants can
assign reference to absent entities: already at 12 months children resolve ambiguous requests
(e.g., “Can you give it to me?”) by assuming that the speaker refers to an object that was
witnessed in a previous interaction with them but is absent at the time of the request (Ganea,
2005; Ganea and Saylor 2007; Osina, Saylor, and Ganea 2017; see also Bohn et al. 2018). Thus,
even at very early stages of development, children do not make superficial associations between
the sound of a word and a perceptual stimulus in their environment but actively consider a
speaker’s communicative intention when trying to interpret what a speaker says.
Perhaps the most direct piece of evidence against associationist accounts comes from the
observation that children monitor the speaker’s direction of gaze and actively use gaze
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information in word learning situations (e.g., Baldwin 1991, 1993; Baldwin et al. 1996; Bloom
2000; Koenig and Echols 2003). This ability arises at around 12 months of age and continues to
develop during the second year of life (Pruden et al. 2006; Vaish, Demir, and Baldwin 2011;
Yurovsky and Frank 2017). In a classic demonstration (Baldwin 1991), 18- to 19-month-old
children were given a novel toy to play with while another toy was placed inside a bucket in
front of the experimenter. The experimenter then provided a label while looking at either the toy
that the child was manipulating or the toy inside the bucket. If word learning relied on simple
associations between a string of sounds and an object that happened to be in the child’s focus of
attention, children should have associated the experimenter’s label with the toy that they
happened to be playing with at the moment of naming, regardless of where the experimenter
was looking. Children, however, made the label-to-toy mapping only when the experimenter
was looking at their own toy but not when she was looking at the toy in the bucket.
Finally, longitudinal studies of child-caregiver dyads underscore the importance of
tracking the speaker’s direction of gaze and engaging in joint attention for vocabulary
development: individual differences in children’s ability to engage in joint attention before their
first birthday predict their vocabulary size later in development (Brooks and Meltzoff 2005;
Carpenter et al. 1998; Tomasello and Farrar 1986; see also Bottema-Beutel 2016, for a metaanalysis). Importantly, however, the mere presence of joint attention does not guarantee
successful word learning. Analyses of naturalistic infant-parent interactions demonstrate that it
is the (very fine-grained) timing of the presentation of all the relevant information that crucially
restricts learners’ hypotheses about potential meanings of a given label (Trueswell et al. 2016;
see also Gleitman and Trueswell, this volume, for discussion). Overall, the present evidence
suggests that social-pragmatic cues such as joint attention are powerful learning mechanisms for
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early word learning (on the availability of such cues in moments of actual word learning ‘in the
wild’, see Trueswell et al. 2016).

2.2. Using common ground in word learning
In addition to the mechanisms outlined above, children around their second year begin using
more sophisticated sources of information about a speaker’s naming intentions. These sources
include information shared in common ground with a speaker. Common ground with an
interlocutor can be established with various types of experiences and it can include perceptual
information shared by interlocutors who are physically co-present in the same environment,
linguistic information shared by interlocutors engaged in the same conversation or general
information shared by members of the same community (Clark and Marshall 1981).
Establishing common ground with a communicative partner is essential for word learning. For
instance, in one study, 15- to 20-month-old children did not learn new words when the labeling
came from a disembodied voice outside the testing room: in the absence of a visible, physically
co-present speaker, children did not consider this as an act of naming (Baldwin et al. 1996).
Other evidence shows that, during word learning, children consult information shared
with a speaker in prior discourse. In one demonstration, Akhtar, Carpenter and Tomasello
(1996) showed that 24-month-old children used discourse novelty to infer the meaning of a
novel word. In this study, children and adults played with three novel objects (which remained
unnamed during the playing session). These objects were later placed inside a box, along with a
fourth, new (novel) object. The adults displayed excitement about the contents of the box and
provided a novel label. Children assigned the label to the new object (rather than the older
ones), thus assuming that the new label referred to the newly introduced object. Interestingly,

8

children formed this mapping even when the object was new only to the speaker but not to
themselves (see also Horowitz and Frank 2015; Sullivan et al. 2019). Later work challenged the
role of social-pragmatic reasoning in this context: 18- to 28-month-olds drew the same
conclusions even when novelty did not arise from common ground with the speaker (i.e., from
remembering that an object was new for the speaker) but from a contrast in the perceptual
context (i.e., from noticing that the new object was introduced in a perceptually more salient or
distinct setting compared to the older objects; Samuelson and Smith 1998). In response to this
challenge, further studies found that the effect of perceptual context was subject to social cues:
children did not learn labels for objects in perceptually distinct settings unless they considered
the setting to be intentional rather than accidental (Diesendruck et al. 2004). Thus socialintentional considerations built over interactions with a partner affect word learning (on the
development of this ability, see also MacPherson and Moore, 2010; Tomasello and Haberl
2003).
Finally, children use contrastive inferences (or mutual exclusivity) to narrow down word
meanings in ways that might invoke common ground. Specifically, children as young as 12
months tend to assume that a novel word refers to an object for which they do not have a name
(Golinkoff, Hirsh-Pasek, Bailey and Wenger 1992; Graham, Poulin-Dubois, and Baker 1998;
Halberda 2006; Markman, Wasow and Hansen, 2003; Merriman and Bowman 1989). For
instance, if a child is presented with two objects, one familiar (e.g., a book) and one unfamiliar
(e.g., a kaleidoscope), and a speaker uses a novel label to refer to one of the two objects (e.g.,
“Do you want to check out the kaleidoscope?”), the child infers that the speaker is referring to
the unfamiliar object (i.e., the kaleidoscope). A prominent account of mutual exclusivity links it
to a pragmatic mechanism guided by Gricean considerations of what the speaker said compared

9

to what the speaker could have said but did not (see Clark 1990). Early support for this
pragmatic view came from evidence that preschoolers suspend mutual exclusivity inferences
when labels are offered by non-native or unreliable speakers, presumably because they tie such
inferences to the profile of the speaker (Diesendruck 2005; Diesendruck, Carmel, and Markson
2010). However, this conclusion was later challenged by the observation that mutual exclusivity
is not affected by the speaker’s context-specific knowledge: across different studies, children
(and adults) draw mutual exclusivity inferences irrespectively of whether the speaker was
present or not during the introduction of novel labels (Diesendruck and Markson 2001;
Srinivasan et al. 2019; see also de Marchena et al. 2011). Although these two findings appear to
contradict each other, they can be reconciled under the assumption that mutual exclusivity for
words may be a pragmatic process, albeit one that does not require highly specific
considerations of other people’s mental states (as in classic common ground adaptations) but
simply relies on generic considerations of what is conventional within a linguistic community (a
different, broader type of common ground; cf. also de Marchena et al. 2011). This conclusion is
in accordance with the position that pragmatic computations of common ground operate at
different levels of specificity and echoes findings from other domains showing that children
adapt differently to varieties of common ground in production (see Grigoroglou and Papafragou
2019; Moll and Kadipasaoglu 2013).

2.3. Word learning and speaker belief
A particularly strong test of social-pragmatic accounts to word learning comes from studies
asking whether children learn words by considering the speaker’s knowledge when such
knowledge contradicts their own. In this line of research, children are asked to learn new words
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from speakers with a false belief in tasks similar to the ones used in developmental literature to
study children’s theory of mind in non-communicative situations (e.g., see Baron-Cohen, Leslie
and Frith 1985; Buttelmann, Carpenter and Tomasello 2009; Hamlin et al. 2013; Király et al.
2018; Onishi and Baillargeon, 2005; Wimmer and Perner 1983). In one study (Southgate,
Chevallier, and Csibra 2010), 17-month-olds saw an experimenter place two novel objects in
two boxes and leave the scene. While the first experimenter was away, a second experimenter
entered the scene and switched the location of the objects. Then the first experimenter returned,
pointed to one of the boxes and offered a label for its content (e.g., “There’s a sefo in the box”).
The experimenter then opened both boxes without looking inside, and asked children to retrieve
the named object (e.g., “Can you get the sefo for me?”). The majority of children searched
inside the box that the experimenter had not pointed at, thus demonstrating an understanding of
the speaker’s referential intention despite her false belief).
Despite these early successes, other studies demonstrate failures on versions of this basic
paradigm with children younger than 5 (Carpenter, Call and Tomasello 2002; Houston-Price et
al. 2011). For instance, in one study (Papafragou et al. 2017), 3-, 4- and 5-year-old children
watched one character place a novel object inside a box and then leave the scene. While the first
character was away, a second character entered the scene and replaced the object in the box with
a different novel object. Then the first character returned and named the content of the box
using a novel label (e.g., “blicket”). Children were then presented with the two objects and were
asked to identify the object that the label applied to (“Which one is the blicket?”). Only 5-yearolds reliably passed the task. Furthermore, children’s performance closely matched performance
in an equivalent false belief task that did not involve word learning (cf. Carpenter et al. 2002;
pace Happé and Loth 2002).
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At present, there is considerable discussion about the interpretation of these and similar
results (e.g., see Kulke, Johannsen, and Rakoczy 2019; Poulin-Dubois and Yott 2017; Powell et
al. 2018; Rubio-Fernandez and Geurts 2013; Southgate 2019, for discussions about infants’ and
preschoolers’ performance in non-verbal theory of mind tasks). Notice that the kinds of studies
reviewed above, even though similar, are not methodologically identical: for instance, infants in
Southgate et al. (2010) were asked to actively participate in the task and provide an action-based
response to the experimenter’s use of a new label (i.e., by helping the speaker find the object
she had in mind as part of the task) but in Papafragou et al. (2017) children were asked to
observe interactions between different characters and provide an explicit judgement of which
object the label picked out (i.e., by pointing to the object they thought the speaker had in mind
in a subsequent experimental phase) . It is possible, therefore, that the discrepancy in the study
findings connects to a broader pattern in the literature whereby infants have been shown to have
an “implicit” awareness of others’ false beliefs (e.g., Buttelmann et al. 2009; Knudsen and
Liszkowski 2012; Hamlin, Ullman, Tenenbaum, Goodman and Baker, 2013; Onishi and
Baillargeon 2005; Southgate, Senju and Csibra 2007; Surian, Caldi and Sperber 2007; Träuble,
Marinović and Pauen 2010) but preschoolers before the age of 5 often fail in false belief tasks
where an experimenter asks for “explicit” (verbal) responses about others’ mental states (e.g.,
Bartsch and Wellman 1995; Perner, Lang, and Kloo 2002; Wimmer and Perner 1983; Wellman,
Cross and Watson 2001). Alternatively, given task differences in infant and preschooler studies,
it is possible that infants’ successes do not reflect a rich understanding of the content of others’
belief states but a (cognitively simpler) awareness of what events were co-experienced (or not)
with other people, which could suffice for a wide range of infant theory of mind tasks (see
Powel et al. 2018; Southgate 2019, for discussion). For instance, it seems that theory of mind
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successes with infants replicate in tasks where an agent maintains contact with an object or
event but fail to replicate in tasks where this contact is abrupted (e.g. Poulin-Dubois et al. 2013;
Surian et al. 2007; Sodian and Thoermer 2008; Yott and Poulin-Dubois 2016; see Powell et al.
2018, for discussion).
Even though this topic remains unsettled, a prominent explanation for the pattern of
results in the literature attributes the older children’s difficulty in false belief tasks to the
implementation of the ability to track mental states within specific tasks rather than to inability
to consult false beliefs tout court (e.g., Scott and Baillargeon 2017; Rubio-Fernandez and
Geurts 2013, among others). Within the context of word learning, two additional lines of
research support this conclusion. First, in a study investigating the acquisition of mental-state
verbs such as think and believe, children younger than 5 tracked other’s false-belief states and
used them to constrain the meaning of unknown verbs (Papafragou, Cassidy and Gleitman
2007). Specifically, 4-year-olds (and adults) were more likely to correctly guess that a novel
verb in a sentence (e.g., “Matt gorps that his grandmother is under the covers”) referred to an
agent’s mental state when the agent held a false, as opposed to a true, belief (e.g., when
someone other than Matt’s grandmother was hiding under the covers). Papafragou et al. (2007)
concluded that false beliefs are more noteworthy or pragmatically salient compared to true
beliefs and therefore more likely to promote mental verb conjectures (cf. also Hacquard and
Lidz 2018). For present purposes, the very sensitivity to false beliefs in the context of word
learning is an important finding.
Second, independent of false belief contexts, young children are known to consult a
broad set of speaker properties in deciding what a novel word means: 3-4-year olds suspend
word learning when interacting with speakers who express uncertainty about the referent of a
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novel label, overtly display ignorance of familiar labels or are generally unreliable (e.g., Birch,
Vauthier, and Bloom 2008; Jaswal and Neely 2006; Sabbagh and Baldwin 2001; Koenig and
Harris 2005; Koenig and Woodward 2010; Sabbagh and Shafman 2009; Scofield and Behrend
2008; Sobel and Corriveau 2010). In these tasks - unlike classic false belief contexts - it is the
conversational history of the speaker that offers cues to their mental state. These results
naturally fit within a social-pragmatic framework of word learning but are harder to reconcile
with an associationist account of how word forms are linked to word meanings.

2.4.

Pragmatic and discourse principles in word learning

Finally, there is evidence for the role of general pragmatic and discourse mechanisms during
word learning. One powerful such mechanism is the assumption that speakers are following
Gricean maxims – for instance, they want to be informative in context. In one study (Frank and
Goodman 2014), 3- and 4-year-old children and adults were presented with a task where they
had to identify the referent of a novel label (e.g., “a dinosaur with a dax”) by only relying on
context. Context in this task involved two identical characters (e.g., dinosaurs): both characters
had one feature in common (e.g., a bandana) but one of them had an additional feature (e.g., a
headpiece). By assuming that the speaker was informative, both young learners and adults
inferred that the novel label referred to the unique feature (i.e., the headpiece). Later work
demonstrated that such general expectations of informativeness can be combined with other,
social sources of information (i.e., common ground shared with a speaker) to guide inferences
about the meaning of words (Bohn, Tessler, and Frank 2019).
Inferences about the meaning of novel words can also be drawn from general
assumptions about discourse coherence. Just as the meaning of words can be inferred by their
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syntactic environment (e.g., Brown 1957; Gilette, Gleitman, Gleitman and Lederer 1998;
Landau and Gleitman 1985), discourse structure can also be informative for word learning. For
instance, in a recent study (Sullivan et al. 2019), 2- to 6-year-olds and adults were asked to
guess the meaning of novel words when these were presented within temporal and causal
discourse structures (e.g., “One animal handed the baby to the other animal [and/because] the
baby started crying in the talfa’s arms”). It was found that children (4-year-olds and older) and
adults successfully identified the target referent (giver/receiver) for the novel labels (see also
Horowitz and Frank 2015; Sullivan and Barner 2016 for similar findings).
Taken together, the studies reviewed so far suggest that young children draw inferences
about the possible meaning of a word in context based on a variety of social-pragmatic – as
opposed to simply associationist - cues (e.g., a speaker’s direction of gaze, presence or absence
during an event, prior conversational exchanges and history). Furthermore, even in the absence
of such cues, children can use general pragmatic principles and discourse properties to delimit
the set of potential meanings for a newly encountered word.

3.

Using the lexicon: Pragmatics in early language comprehension

Even after children acquire the semantic meaning of a word in their native language, they need
to confront the fact that the same word can be understood differently depending on the context.
Thus, to become mature communicators, children have to be able to bridge the gap between
word meaning and the meaning that a speaker intended to communicate by using a word in a
specific conversation (cf. Grice, 1975; Sperber & Wilson 1986/1995). As in the case of word
learning, a crucial question is how children develop this ability and whether they recruit similar
mechanisms as adults in understanding what others say. Recall that some researchers propose
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that children have limited ability to use pragmatic computations to go beyond what the speaker
has said (and therefore appear mostly egocentric or otherwise literal; Piaget, 1957; Epley et al.
2004), while other commentators grant children more sophisticated abilities (e.g., Tomasello,
2000; Grigoroglou and Papafragou 2017 for overviews). Here we assess these proposals
focusing on two pragmatic phenomena that have attracted wide attention in the developmental
literature: reference and (quantity) implicature.

3.1. Reference comprehension
A foundational aspect of communication involves understanding how different types of
expressions are used to pick out objects and other entities in the world (e.g., “the red pen”, “the
pen”, “it”). On classic theoretical models of reference, the interpretation of referential
expressions largely depends on expectations of informativeness (Grice’s maxim of Quantity),
constrained by assumptions about what information is shared or not with a conversational
partner in common ground (Clark and Marshall 1981). For instance, the utterance “Give me the
pen” is easy to interpret if there is a single pen in the scene but confusing in case there are
multiple pens (unless the hearer can identify based on visual cues, prior discourse or other
common-ground knowledge which pen the speaker has in mind). Psycholinguistic evidence
confirms that adult comprehenders take into account the information shared in common ground
with a speaker when resolving such referential ambiguities (e.g., Heller, Grodner, and
Tanenhaus 2008; Tanenhaus et al. 1995; Nadig and Sedivy 2002). Of interest is whether
children’s interpretation of ambiguous referential expressions is guided by speaker-oriented
assumptions.
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Experimental paradigms designed to investigate reference resolution in children
typically create a knowledge mismatch between a speaker and the child comprehender by
manipulating the objects that a speaker can or cannot see. For example, participants in the task
are presented with a box with different compartments, containing different objects. Crucially,
the contents of one (or more) of the compartments is visible only by one of the participants. In
critical trials, the speaker produces an utterance which is ambiguous from the child’s
perspective (e.g., “Pick up the duck”, when the child can see two ducks) but unambiguous from
the speaker’s perspective (i.e., the speaker can only see one duck). In such trials, if children take
into account the speaker’s perspective in interpreting the request, they should reach for the
object that is visible to both themselves and the speaker. In eye-tracking experiments, 5- to 6year-olds (and to some extend 3-year-olds) interpret such ambiguous requests from the
perspective of the speaker by quickly looking at and reaching for the mutually visible object
(Nadig and Sedivy 2002; Nilsen and Graham 2009; see also Morisseau, Davies, and Matthews,
2013).
In other circumstances, children’s (and adults’) ability to rapidly integrate information
about the speaker’s perspective in reference interpretation is hindered. For instance, given a
somewhat more complex visual array of objects, 4- to 12-year-old children and adults initially
ignored the perspective of the speaker and looked at the object visible only to themselves (Epley
et al 2004; see also Wang et al. 2016). Importantly, in this study, although adults eventually
recovered from their initial egocentric bias, children largely did not (Epley et al. 2004). In fact,
even in an earlier eye-tracking study where children successfully considered the speaker’s
visual perspective, they were slower to integrate this perspective compared to adults (Nadig and
Sedivy 2002). Other studies demonstrate that children’s perspective-taking in reference
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resolution continues to develop well into preschool years and adolescence and only gradually
becomes adult-like (Dumontheil, Apperly and Blakemore 2010; Wang et al. 2016).
Taken together, these findings suggest that one needs to draw a distinction between
having an appreciation of others’ mental states and using this ability in communicative
situations that require integration of multiple sources of information, including an interlocutor’s
perspective, visual context, linguistic complexity, etc. (Grigoroglou and Papafragou 2017;
Nilsen and Fecica 2011; Lin, Keysar, and Epley 2010). On this view, differences in children’s
performance across referential communication tasks (and across developmental time) do not
necessarily involve children’s ability to represent others’ perspective but rather the capacity to
integrate perspective information with other types of information (e.g., the child’s own
perspective, visual information from context, linguistic complexity of utterances etc.). In this
light, seemingly small differences among tasks may produce significant discrepancies. For
instance, the fact that children’s performance was overall better in Nadig and Sedivy (2002)
compared to Epley et al. (2004) can be attributed to the fact that Epley et al. used a more
complicated visual array and, within this array, the underspecified descriptions applied better to
the referent that was visible only to the child, such that suppressing one’s own perspective was
harder than in the Nadig and Sedivy study. Furthermore, in Nadig and Sedivy’s task, children
were repeatedly reminded throughout the experiment that the speaker could not see what they
did, thereby scaffolding the maintenance of visual perspective information in memory.
Echoing earlier discussion in the context of word learning, we conclude that children
appreciate the referential perspective of their communicative partner very early, but the
implementation of this ability depends on demands of different tasks. Two additional pieces of
evidence support this conclusion. First, in individual children the ability to align with the
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speaker’s visual perspective when resolving reference correlates with inhibition (i.e., the ability
to suppress one stimulus in favor of another; Nilsen and Graham 2009). Second, in reference
resolution tasks where maintaining speaker-specific information does not involve contrasting
one’s own visual perspective with the speaker’s, children are highly likely to consult the
speaker’s profile. For instance, 3- and 4-year-olds are sensitive to a speaker’s action constraints
(e.g., whether she has her hands empty or full) when they interpret referentially ambiguous
requests (Collins, Graham, and Chambers 2012). Relatedly, 4- and 5-year-olds (but not 3-yearolds) use the speaker’s emotional perspective (e.g., sad vs. happy tone of voice) to guide
reference resolution (Berman, Chambers, and Graham 2010; San Juan et al. 2017).

3.2.

Implicature comprehension

Successful communicators routinely calculate components of speaker meaning that are
conveyed without being explicitly stated. For example, when hearing the utterance “Some of the
butterflies flew away”, one can easily infer that not all of the butterflies flew away, although
this inference was not part of the literal meaning of the utterance. Similarly, the utterance
“John’s mother was very sick” invites the inference that John’s father was not. These examples
are instantiations of quantity (or scalar) implicatures (Grice 1975; cf. also Sperber & Wilson
1986/1995), a type of conversational inference that arises when the speaker violates
informativeness by using an informationally weaker expression (some vs. all; mother vs. mother
and father) and expects the hearer to understand that the speaker is not in an epistemic position
to offer the stronger term (see Horn 1972, 1984; Hirshberg 1985; Levinson 1983, on different
definitions of informational strength; see also Schwarz & Zehr, this volume). As in the case of
reference, a key requirement for calculating quantity inferences is the ability to access and
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reason about relevant lexical alternatives (i.e., expressions that the speaker could have uttered to
be more informative but did not). A second key requirement is to evaluate how much the
speaker knows (more knowledgeable speakers are more likely to use a weaker term to implicate
that the stronger term does not hold). In accordance with broad Gricean accounts, adult
comprehenders take into account speaker-specific information, including speaker knowledge,
alongside informativeness expectations when processing quantity implicatures (Bergen and
Grodner 2012; Breheny, Ferguson, and Katsos 2013; Fairchild, Mathis and Papafragou, in
press; Fairchild and Papafragou 2018).
A relatively small set of studies to date has asked whether children integrate speaker
knowledge and informativeness in implicature computation (Hochstein et al. 2014; Barner et al.
2018; Papafragou, Friedberg, and Cohen 2018; Kampa and Papafragou 2020). In one such
study (Papafragou et al. 2018), 4- and 5-year-old children watched two videos, where two
almost identical agents (“twins”) performed the same action (e.g., colour a star). In one video,
an observer witnessed the whole event; in the other video, the observer fell asleep halfway
through the action and only watched part of the event. At the end, children heard either a strong
or a weak statement (e.g., “The girl coloured all/some of the star”) and had to attribute it either
to the fully knowledgeable or to the partially knowledgeable observer. Results showed that 5year-olds were able to attribute informationally strong statements to knowledgeable observers
and informationally weak statements to partially informed observers, but 4-year-olds could not
reliably link the observer’s (i.e., speaker’s) epistemic state to the informational strength of
different statements. The 4-year-olds’ performance improved only when the epistemic
component was removed (cf. also Barner et al. 2018; Hochstein et al. 2014).
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A further study using a simple paradigm inspired by the literature on referential
communication demonstrated that even 4-year-olds can integrate speaker knowledge in
calculating implicatures (Kampa and Papafragou 2020). In this study, 4-year-olds, 5-year-olds
and adults saw pairs of pictures showing the same person sitting across a table behind a twocompartment box with identical objects (e.g., a spoon and a bowl). In one picture, the person in
the picture could see the contents of both compartments in her box (e.g., both the spoon and the
bowl) but in the other, she could only see the content of one compartment (e.g., only the spoon).
Participants heard either a strong statement (e.g., “I can see a spoon and a bowl”) or a weak
statement (e.g., “I can see a spoon”) and had to choose the box that the speaker was talking
about. At age 4, children were highly successful in matching weak statements to the pictures
where the person had limited access to the contents of the box (e.g., she could only see the
spoon), and, by age 5, they were entirely adult-like. Extensions of this method showed that
children could use similar reasoning when the communicator used a drawing of either a single
object (a spoon) or two objects (a spoon and a bowl) instead of an utterance to identify the
intended box (Kampa and Papafragou subm.). Thus, children apply expectations of
informativeness in combination with speaker knowledge to instances of both linguistic and nonlinguistic communication, as predicted by pragmatic accounts (Grice 1975; Sperber and Wilson
1988/1995; cf. also Gweon et al. 2014).
Despite these successes, as decades of earlier developmental research show, children
face persistent limitations in deriving quantity inferences in more open-ended contexts. For
instance, when presented with logically true but under-informative descriptions of events (e.g.,
“Some of the horses jumped over the fence”, when all of the horses had jumped over the fence),
5-year-olds are massively more likely (Foppolo, Guasti, and Chierchia 2012; Guasti et al. 2005;
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Chierchia et al. 2001; Pouscoulous et al. 2007; Noveck 2001; Papafragou and Musolino 2003;
Barner, Brooks, and Bale 2011; Huang and Snedeker 2009) to accept such descriptions
compared to adults (Papafragou and Musolino 2003; cf. Noveck 2001; Foppolo, Guasti, and
Chierchia 2012; Guasti et al. 2005; Barner, Brooks, and Bale 2011). Children’s difficulties
persist even in online processing tasks that do not require explicit felicity judgements (Huang
and Snedeker 2009). Children’s performance improves in judgment tasks that provide training
in pragmatic infelicity (Foppolo et al. 2012; Papafragou and Musolino 2003), or offer more
nuanced response options (Katsos and Bishop 2011). Notice that, unlike the studies on quantity
inference and speaker knowledge reviewed earlier (and the referential communication tasks that
inspired them), most of the felicity judgment tasks testing comprehension of quantity
implicature do not involve conversational exchanges with an interactive addressee who intends
to convey a quantity implicature (often the speaker is a ‘silly puppet’ who only unintentionally
produces an infelicitous utterance). A further difference is that, unlike the studies reviewed in
the beginning of this section (and most referential communication paradigms), children are
asked to evaluate an utterance in the absence of specific information about what is relevant in
the task.
In sum, children’s failures in a long line of felicity judgment tasks in which they have to
reject what (from an adult’s perspective) is an under-informative utterance are plausibly due to a
failure to reason about the goals of the task (i.e., what is a relevant alternative to what the
speaker has said), especially when there are no clear indication of what these goals are and no
genuine interlocutor. In direct support of the role of relevance, 5-year-olds compute quantity
implicatures when more informative lexical alternatives are highly accessible, but only if these
alternatives are relevant to the probable goal of the task (Papafragou and Skordos 2016).
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Furthermore, in simple tasks where quantity inferences are used for a clear conversational goal
(e.g., to identify a referent) and relevant lexical alternatives are highly salient, even children
younger than 4 compute quantity implicatures (Stiller, Goodman, and Frank 2015; Kampa,
Richards, and Papafragou 2019).

4.

Conclusion

In this chapter we surveyed a rich set of experimental evidence demonstrating the role of socialpragmatic mechanisms in very young children’s lexical development. This evidence suggests
that infants with limited linguistic knowledge use a variety of social-pragmatic mechanisms to
identify possible meanings for newly encountered words. Similarly, children use pragmatic
reasoning to constrain potential contextual interpretations of known words (e.g., when resolving
referential indeterminacy, or drawing conversational implicatures). Thus, from the perspective
of the young learner, pragmatic mechanisms have a role both in constraining hypotheses about
what newly encountered words mean, and in contextually enriching the linguistic-semantic
meaning of known words during a conversation. Perhaps most importantly, children’s
pragmatic computations seem to rely on a pragmatic architecture that flexibly integrates
information about properties of the speaker with a developed set of expectations about how
rational communicators should talk (Grice 1975; Sperber and Wilson 1985/1996), thereby
suggesting continuity with major components of the adult system.
At the same time, this chapter has highlighted several limitations in children’s reliance
on pragmatics to acquire and use their lexicon. For instance, even though preschool-aged
children frequently consider the perspective of the speaker across several phenomena, the ability
to do so consistently and to adult levels of sophistication undergoes significant development. As
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a result, learners can be inconsistent in their ability to consider the speaker’s knowledge (e.g.,
Epley et al., 2004; Hochstein et al. 2014; Papafragou et al. 2017, 2018), fail to compute some
pragmatic inferences that adults routinely derive (e.g., Noveck 2001; Huang and Snedeker
2009), and might show strikingly different responses in what appear to be close variants of the
same task (e.g., Nadig and Sedivy 2002; Epley et al. 2004). We have suggested that these
limitations emanate from difficulties implementing fundamental pragmatic mechanisms across
different contexts, and not from pragmatic insensitivity. This idea is further supported by the
fact that general cognitive limitations in children correlate with pragmatic performance
(Matthews et al. 2018), and that even adults’ pragmatic performance deteriorates under
cognitive load (e.g., see Horton and Gerrig 2005; Wardlow Lane and Ferreira 2008). Learners
overcome these limitations as they become capable of inferring common ground or referential
intent from less overt cues across different phenomena such word learning (e.g., Papafragou et
al. 2017), reference resolution (e.g., Nilsen and Graham 2009) and scalar implicature (e.g.,
Stiller et al. 2015; Kampa and Papafragou 2020).
To be sure, the picture of pragmatic development presented here is highly selective and
needs to be broadened in several respects. First, for simplicity’s sake, we have examined the
processes of acquiring and contextually interpreting the words in one’s language as distinct
processes, but naturally, both processes operate in tandem in language acquisition: in most word
learning studies we described, children are figuring out the meaning of a novel noun as they
solve a referential question (how to choose an object among many possible referents for a new
name). The true task for learners is thus how to extract the semantics of a word from its
pragmatically enriched interpretations as these interpretations shift more or less dramatically
across contexts of use. Second, in the present review we have focused exclusively on lexical
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comprehension, but it is clear that similar issues arise in lexical production. Indeed, recent work
has suggested that pragmatic pressures such as informativeness shape children’s use of the
lexicon in production, often in strikingly similar ways cross-linguistically (Bannard, Rosner,
and Matthews 2017; Grigoroglou, Johanson, and Papafragou, 2019). Third, we have sampled
only a few of the many pragmatic phenomena actively being investigated in the literature, and
mostly included examples from studies on typically developing English speakers (see
Grigoroglou and Papafragou 2017; Matthews, Biney, and Abbot-Smith 2018, for additional
examples). A fuller picture of pragmatic development needs to broaden the empirical basis
under discussion and include learners from a wider variety of communities and backgrounds.
As this chapter showed, one of the biggest challenges in studying the contribution of
pragmatics to children’s acquisition and use of the lexicon is inferring the state of the learner
from variable, often contradictory patterns of pragmatic performance. Moving forward, we
suggest two main directions that could be pursued to address this challenge. First, the field
needs more specific linking assumptions between formal models of semantic-pragmatic
representations and the specific demands of individual psycholinguistic paradigms used to study
pragmatic abilities across children of different ages and adults. Such an integrated approach can
help elucidate the nature and growth of the pragmatic system, as well as bridge the mostly
separate research traditions now studying early word learning and pragmatic interpretation in
preschoolers and older children (e.g., for notable examples see de Marchena et al. 2011;
Srinivasan et al. 2019, on mutual exclusivity; Kampa & Papafragou, 2020, on implicature).
Furthermore, computational models paired with behavioral methods can tease apart the
variables, assumptions and computations that comprise word learning and interpretation at the
semantics/pragmatics interface (e.g., see Bohn et al. 2019; Frank & Goodman 2014).

25

Second, and relatedly, it is important for the field to move towards an investigation of
how the same pragmatic principles apply across diverse linguistic phenomena. For instance, the
principle of informativeness is an underlying assumption guiding inferences across a variety of
phenomena in both word learning and interpretation but has been examined mostly within
limited, individual phenomena such as sensitivity to discourse novelty in word learning (e.g.,
Akhtar et al. 1996), referential communication (e.g., Nadig & Sedivy 2002), or scalar
implicature (e.g., Noveck 2001). It would be interesting to see how this assumption (or other
similarly broad pragmatic principles) is implemented across different linguistic phenomena and
even in non-linguistic communication (see Kampa et al., 2019).

Acknowledgments
Preparation of this chapter has been supported in part by NSF grant #1632849.

References
Akhtar, Nameera, Malinda Carpenter, and Michael Tomasello (1996). ‘The Role of Discourse
Novelty in Early Word Learning’, Child Development 67 (2): 635–45.
Baldwin, Dare A. (1991). ‘Infants’ Contribution to the Achievement of Joint Reference’, Child
Development 62(5): 874–90.
Baldwin, Dare A. (1993). ‘Infants’ ability to consult the speaker for clues to word reference’,
Developmental Psychology 29(5): 832-84.
Baldwin, Dare. A., Ellen M. Markman, Brigitte Bill, Renee N. Desjardins, Jane M. Irwin, and
Glynnis Tidball. (1996). ‘Infants’ reliance on a social criterion for establishing word–
object relations’, Child Development 67: 3135–53.

26

Bannard, Colin, Marla Rosner, and Danielle Matthews (2017). ‘What’s Worth Talking About?
Information Theory Reveals How Children Balance Informativeness and Ease of
Production’, Psychological Science 28(7): 1–13.
Barner, David, Lara K. Hochstein, Miriam P. Rubenson, and Alan Bale (2018). ‘Four-Year-Old
Children Compute Scalar Implicature in Absence of Epistemic Reasoning’, in Kristen
Syrett and Sudha Arunachalam (eds), Semantics in Acquisition. Amsterdam: Benjamins.
Barner, David, Neon Brooks, and Alan Bale (2011). ‘Accessing the Unsaid: The Role of Scalar
Alternatives in Children’s Pragmatic Inference’, Cognition 118(1): 84–93.
Baron-Cohen, Simon, Alan M. Leslie, and Uta Frith (1985). ‘Does the autistic child have a
“theory of mind?”,’ Cognition 21: 37–46.
Bartsch, Karen, and Henry M. Wellman (1995). Children talk about the mind. Oxford
University Press.
Bergen, Leon, and Daniel J. Grodner (2012). ‘Speaker Knowledge Influences the
Comprehension of Pragmatic Inferences’, Journal of Experimental Psychology 38 (5):
1450–60.
Berman, Jared M.J., Craig G. Chambers, and Susan A. Graham (2010). ‘Preschoolers’
Appreciation of Speaker Vocal Affect as a Cue to Referential Intent’, Journal of
Experimental Child Psychology 107 (2): 87–99.
Birch, Susan. A.J., Sophie A. Vauthier, and Paul Bloom (2008). ‘Three- And Four-Year-Olds
Spontaneously Use Others’ Past Performance to Guide Their Learning’, Cognition 107:
1018–34.
Bloom, Paul (2000). How children learn the meanings of words. Cambridge: MIT Press.

27

Bohn Michael, M.H. Tessler, Michael C. Frank (2019). ‘Integrating common ground and
informativeness in pragmatic word learning’, in A.K. Goel, C.M. Seifert, and C. Freksa
(eds), Proceedings of the 41st Annual Conference of the Cognitive Science Society.
Austin, TX: Cognitive Science Society, 152–58.
Bohn, Manuel, Luise Zimmermann, Josep Call, and Michael Tomasello (2018). ‘The SocialCognitive Basis of Infants’ Reference to Absent Entities’, Cognition 77: 41–48.
Bott, Lewis, and Ira A. Noveck (2004). ‘Some utterances are underinformative: The onset and
time course of scalar inferences’, Journal of Memory and Language 51: 437-57.
Bottema-Beutel, Kristen (2016). ‘Associations between joint attention and language in autism
spectrum disorder and typical development: a systematic review and meta-regression
analysis’, Autism Research 9(10):1021–35.
Breheny, Richard, Heather J. Ferguson, and Napoleon Katsos (2013). ‘Taking the Epistemic
Step: Toward a Model of on-Line Access to Conversational Implicatures’, Cognition
126 (3): 423–40.
Brooks, Rechele, and Andrew N. Meltzoff (2005). ‘The Development of Gaze Following and
Its Relation to Language’, Developmental Science: 8: 535–43.
Brown, Richard W. (1957). ‘Linguistic determinism and the part of speech’, Journal of
Abnormal Psychology 55(1): 1-5.
Brown-Schmidt, Sarah, Christine Gunlogson, and Michael K. Tanenhaus (2008). ‘Addressees
Distinguish Shared from Private Information When Interpreting Questions during
Interactive Conversation’, Cognition 107 (3): 1122–34.

28

Buttelmann, David, Malinda Carpenter, and Michael Tomasello (2009). ‘Eighteen-Month-Old
Infants Show False Belief Understanding in an Active Helping Paradigm’, Cognition
112: 337–342.
Carpenter, Malinda, Josep Call, and Michael Tomasello (2002). ‘A New False Belief Test for
36-Month-Olds’, British Journal of Developmental Psychology 20: 393–420.
Carpenter, Malinda, Katherine Nagell, Michael Tomasello, George Butterworth, and Chris
Moore (1998). ‘Social Cognition, Joint Attention, and Communicative Competence
from 9 to 15 Months of Age.’ Monographs of the Society for Research in Child
Development 63 (4): 1-174.
Carston, Robin (1995). ‘Quantity Maxims and Generalized Implicature’, Lingua 96: 213-244.
Carston, Robin (1998). ‘Informativeness, relevance, and scalar implicature’. In R. Carston & S.
Uchida (eds), Relevance theory: applications and implications. Amsterdam: Benjamins,
179-236.
Chierchia, Gennaro (2004). ‘Scalar Implicatures, Polarity Phenomena, and the
Syntax/Pragmatics Interface’, in A. Belleti (ed), Structures and Beyond: The
Cartography Of Syntactic Structures (Volume 3). New York, NY: Oxford University
Press, 39–103.
Chierchia, Gennaro, Stephen Crain, Maria Teresa Guasti, Andrea Gualmini, and Luisa Meron
(2001). ‘The Acquisition of Disjunction: Evidence For A Grammatical View Of Scalar
Implicatures’, in A. H.-J. Do, L. Domínguez, and A. Johansen (eds), Proceedings of the
25th Annual Boston University Conference on Language Development. Somerville, MA:
Cascadilla Press, 157–168.

29

Chierchia, Gennaro, Danny Fox, and Benjamin Spector (2009). ‘Hurford’s Constraint and the
Theory of Scalar Implicatures’, in: P. Egré and G. Magri (eds), Presuppositions and
Implicature, Proceedings of the MIT-Paris Workshop. Cambridge, MA: MIT Working
Papers in Linguistics, 47–62.
Clark, Eve V. (1990). ‘On The Pragmatics Of Contrast’, Journal of Child Language, 17, 417–
431.
Clark, Eve V. (2007). ‘Conventionality and Contrast in Language Acquisition’, New Directions
in Child & Adolescent Development 115:11–23.
Clark, Eve V., and Patricia Matos Amaral (2010). ‘Children Build on Pragmatic Information in
Language Acquisition’, Linguistics and Language Compass 4(7): 445–57.
Clark, Herbert H., and Catherine R. Marshall (1981). ‘Definite reference and mutual
knowledge’, in Aravind K. Joshi, Bonnie L. Webber, and Ivan A. Sag (eds), Elements Of
Discourse Understanding. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 10–63.
Collins, Sarah J., Susan A. Graham, and Craig G. Chambers (2012). ‘Preschoolers’ Sensitivity
to Speaker Action Constraints to Infer Referential Intent’, Journal of Experimental Child
Psychology 112 (4): 389–402.
de Marchena, Ashley, Inge-Marie Eigsti, Amanda Worek, Kim Emiko Ono, and Jesse Snedeker.
(2011). ‘Mutual Exclusivity in Autism Spectrum Disorders: Testing The Pragmatic
Hypothesis’, Cognition 119: 96–113.
Diesendruck, Gil (2005). ‘The Principles of Conventionality and Contrast in Word Learning:
An Empirical Examination’, Developmental Psychology 41 (3): 451–63.
Diesendruck, Gil, and Lori Markson (2001). ‘Children’s Avoidance of Lexical Overlap: A
Pragmatic Account’, Developmental Psychology 37 (5): 630–41.

30

Diesendruck, Gil, Lori Markson, Nameera Akhtar, and Ayelet Reudor (2004). ‘Two-Year-Olds’
Sensitivity to Speakers’ Intent: An Alternative Account of Samuelson and Smith’,
Developmental Science 7 (1): 33–41.
Diesendruck, Gil, Nurit Carmel, and Lori Markson (2010). ‘Children’s Sensitivity to the
Conventionality of Sources’, Child Development 81(2): 652–68.
Dumontheil, Iroise, Ian A. Apperly, and Sarah-Jayne Blakemore (2010). ‘Online Usage of
Theory of Mind Continues to Develop in Late Adolescence’, Developmental Science
13(2): 331–38.
Epley, Nicholas, Carey K. Morewedge, and Boaz Keysar (2004). ‘Perspective Taking in
Children and Adults: Equivalent Egocentrism but Differential Correction’, Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology 40 (6): 760–68.
Fairchild, Sarah, and Anna Papafragou (2018) ‘Sins of omission are more likely to be forgiven
in non-native speakers’, Cognition 181: 80–92.
Fairchild, Sarah, Ariel Mathis, and Anna Papafragou (in press). ‘Pragmatics and Social
Meaning: Understanding Under-Informativeness in Native and Non-Native Speakers’,
Cognition.
Foppolo, Francesca, Maria Teresa Guasti, and Gennaro Chierchia (2012). ‘Scalar Implicatures
in Child Language: Give Children a Chance’, Language Learning and Development 8
(4): 365–94.
Frank, Michael C., and Noah D. Goodman (2014). ‘Inferring Word Meanings by Assuming
That Speakers Are Informative’, Cognitive Psychology 75: 80–96.
Franke, Michael (2011). ‘Quantity implicatures, exhaustive interpretation, and rational
conversation’, Semantics and Pragmatics 1: 1-82.

31

Ganea, Patricia A. (2005). ‘Contextual factors affect absent reference comprehension in 14month-olds’, Child Development 76(5): 989–98.
Ganea, Patricia A., and Megan M. Saylor (2007). ‘Infants’ Use of Shared Linguistic
Information to Clarify Ambiguous Requests’, Child Development 78 (2): 493–502.
Gazdar, Gerald (1979), Pragmatics: Implicature, Presupposition, and Logical Form. New
York: Academic Press.
Geurts, Bart (2010). Quantity Implicatures. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Gilette, Jane, Henry Gleitman, Lila Gleitman, and Anne Lederer (1998). ‘Human Simulations of
Vocabulary Learning’, Cognition, 73, 135–176.
Gleitman, Lila, and John Trueswell (2019). ‘Easy words: Reference resolution in a malevolent
referent world’, Topics in Cognitive Science (reprinted in this volume).
Golinkoff Michnick, Roberta, Kathy Hirsh-Pasek, Leslie M. Bailey, Neill R. Wenger (1992).
‘Young Children and Adults Use Lexical Principles to Learn New Nouns’,
Developmental Psychology 28: 99–108.
Golinkoff Michnick, Roberta, Carolyn B. Mervis, and Kathryn Hirsh-Pasek (1994). ‘Early
Object Labels: The Case For A Developmental Lexical Principles Framework’ Journal
of Child Language 21: 125–56.
Graham, Susan A., Diane Poulin-Dubois, and Rachel K. Baker (1998). ‘Infants’
Disambiguation Of Novel Object Words’, First Language 18: 149–64.
Grice, Herbert Paul (1957). ‘Meaning’, The Philosophical Review 66: 377-88.
Grice, Herbert Paul (1975). ‘Logic and conversation’, in Peter Cole & Jerry L. Morgan (eds),
Syntax and semantics 3: Speech arts, New York, NY: Academic Press, 41– 58.

32

Grigoroglou, Myrto, Megan Johanson, and Anna Papafragou (2019). Pragmatics and spatial
language: The acquisition of front and back. Developmental Psychology 55: 729-744.
Grigoroglou, Myrto, and Anna Papafragou. 2017. ‘Acquisition of Pragmatics’ In Oxford
Research Encyclopedia of Linguistics. Edited by Mark Aronoff. Online edition: Oxford
University Press.
Grigoroglou, Myrto, and Anna Papafragou (2019). ‘Children’s (and Adults’) Production
Adjustments to Generic and Particular Listener Needs’, Cognitive Science 43.
Guasti, Maria Teresa, Gennaro Chierchia, Stephen Crain, Francesca Foppolo, Andrea Gualmini,
and Luisa Meroni (2005). ‘Why Children and Adults Sometimes (but Not Always)
Compute Implicatures’, Language and Cognitive Processes 20 (5): 667–96.
Gweon, Hyowon, Hannah Pelton, Jaclyn A. Konopka, and Laura E. Schulz (2014). ‘Sins of
Omission: Children Selectively Explore When Teachers are Under-Informative’,
Cognition 132(3): 335-41.
Hacquard, Valentine, and Jeffrey Lidz (2018). ‘Children's attitude problems: Bootstrapping verb
meaning from syntax and pragmatics’, Mind and Language: 1-24.
Halberda, Justin. (2006). ‘Is this a dax which I see before me? Use of the logical argument
disjunctive syllogism supports word learning in children and adults’, Cognitive
Psychology 53: 310–344.
Hamlin, J. Kiley, Tomer Ullman, Josh Tenenbaum, Noah Goodman, and Chris Baker (2013).
‘The mentalistic basis of core social cognition: experiments in preverbal infants and a
computational model’, Developmental Science 16(2): 209–226.
Happé, Francesca. and Eva Loth. (2002) ‘“Theory of Mind” and Tracking Speakers’ Intentions’,
Mind & Language 17: 24–36.

33

Heller, Daphna, Daniel Grodner, and Michael K. Tanenhaus (2008). ‘The Role of Perspective in
Identifying Domains of Reference’, Cognition 108 (3): 831–36.
Hirschberg, Julia (1985). A theory of scalar implicature (Doctoral dissertation). University of
Pennsylvania, PA.
Hochstein, Lara, Alan Bale & David Barner (2018). ‘Scalar Implicature in Absence of
Epistemic Reasoning? The Case of Autism Spectrum Disorder’, Language Learning and
Development 14 (3): 224-40.
Hochstein, Lara, Alan Bale, Danny Fox, and David Barner (2014). ‘Ignorance and Inference:
Do Problems with Gricean Epistemic Reasoning Explain Children’s Difficulty with
Scalar Implicature?’, Journal of Semantics 0, 2014: 1–29
Hollich, George J., Kathy Hirsh-Pasek, and Roberta Michnick Golinkoff (2000).‘Breaking the
Language Barrier: An Emergentist Coalition Model of the Origins of Word Learning’,
Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development 65: i-vi, 1-123.
Horn, Laurens. R. (1972). On the semantic properties of the logical operators in English
(Doctoral dissertation). UCLA, CA.
Horn, Laurens. R. (1984). ‘Toward a new taxonomy for pragmatic inference: Q-based and Rbased implicature’, in D. Schiffrin (ed.), Meaning, Form, and Use in Context: Linguistic
Applications, Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press: 11–42.
Horowitz, Alexandra C., and Michael C. Frank (2015). ‘Young Children’s Developing
Sensitivity To Discourse Continuity As A Cue For Inferring Reference’, Journal of
Experimental Child Psychology 129: 84–97.
Horton, William S., and Richard J. Gerrig (2005). ‘The Impact of Memory Demands on
Audience Design during Language Production’, Cognition 96 (2): 127–42.

34

Houston-Price, Carmel, Kate Goddard, Catherine Séclier, Sally C. Grant, Caitlin J.B. Reid,
Laura E. Boyden, and Rhiannon Williams (2011). ‘Tracking speakers’ false beliefs: Is
theory of mind available earlier for word learning?’, Developmental Science 14: 623–34.
Huang, Yi Ting, and Jesse Snedeker (2009) ‘Semantic meaning and pragmatic interpretation in
5-year-olds: Evidence from real-time spoken language comprehension’, Developmental
Psychology, 45:1723–1739.
Jaswal, Vikram K., and Leslie A. Neely (2006). ‘Adults Don’t Always Know Best: Preschoolers
Use Past Reliability Over Age When Learning New Words’, Psychological Science 9:
757– 58.
Kampa, Alyssa, and Anna Papafragou (2020). ‘Four‐Year‐Olds Incorporate Speaker
Knowledge into Pragmatic Inferences’, Developmental Science 23: e12920.
Kampa, Alyssa, and Anna Papafragou (subm.). ‘Beyond Words: Children and Adults Apply
Pragmatic Principles When Interpreting Non-Linguistic Symbols’.
Kampa, Alyssa, Catherine Richards, and Anna Papafragou (2019). ‘Preschool children generate
pragmatic inferences from both words and pictures’. Talk at the 44th Boston University
Conference on Language Development, 7-10 November, Boston University.
Katsos, Napoleon, and Dorothy V.M. Bishop (2011) ‘Pragmatic Tolerance: Implications for the
Acquisition of Informativeness and Implicature’, Cognition, 120: 67–81.
Király, Ildikó, Katalin Oláh, Gergely Csibra, and Ágnes Melinda Kovács (2018). ‘Retrospective
Attribution of False Beliefs in 3-Year-Old Children’, Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 115 (45): 11477–82.
Knudsen, Birgit, and Ulf Liszkowski (2012). ‘Eighteen-And 24-Month-Old Infants Correct
Others in Anticipation of Action Mistakes’, Developmental Science, 15(1), 113–22.

35

Koenig, Melissa A., and Amanda L. Woodward (2010). ‘Sensitivity Of 24-Month-Olds to the
Prior Inaccuracy of the Source: Possible Mechanisms’, Developmental Psychology 46:
815–26.
Koenig, Melissa A., and Catharine H. Echols (2003). ‘Infants’ Understanding of False Labeling
Events: The Referential Roles of Words and the Speakers Who Use Them’, Cognition
87: 179–208.
Koenig, Melissa A., and Paul L. Harris (2005). ‘Preschoolers Mistrust Ignorant and Inaccurate
Speakers’, Child Development 76: 1261–77.
Kulke, Louisa, Josefin Johannsen, and Hannes Rakoczy (2019). ‘Why Can Some Implicit
Theory of Mind Tasks Be Replicated and Others Cannot? A Test of Mentalizing versus
Submentalizing Accounts.’ PLOS ONE 14: e0213772.
Landau, Barbara, and Lila Gleitman (1985). Language and experience. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.
Levinson, Stephen. C. (1983). Pragmatics. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Levinson, Stephen. C. (2000). Presumptive meanings: The theory of generalized conversational
implicature. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Lin, Shuhong, Boaz Keysar, and Nicholas Epley (2010). ‘Reflexively Mindblind: Using Theory
of Mind to Interpret Behavior Requires Effortful Attention’, Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology 46 (3): 551–56.
Locke, John (1964). An essay concerning human understanding. Cleveland, OH: Meridian
Books. (Original work published 1690).
MacPherson, Amy C., and Chris Moore (2010). ‘Understanding Interest in the Second Year of
Life’, Infancy 15 (3): 324–35.

36

Marchena, Ashley de, Inge-Marie Eigsti, Amanda Worek, Kim Emiko Ono, and Jesse Snedeker
(2011). ‘Mutual Exclusivity in Autism Spectrum Disorders: Testing the Pragmatic
Hypothesis’, Cognition 119 (1): 96–113.
Markman, Ellen M. (1989). Categorization and naming in children. Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press.
Markman, Ellen M., Judith L. Wasow, and Mikkel B. Hansen (2003). ‘Use of The Mutual
Exclusivity Assumption By Young Word-Learners’, Cognitive Psychology 47: 241–75.
Martin, Alia, Kristine H. Onishi, and Athena Vouloumanos (2012). ‘Understanding the Abstract
Role of Speech in Communication at 12 Months’, Cognition 123 (1): 50–60.
Matthews, Danielle, Hannah Biney, and Kirsten Abbot-Smith (2018). ‘Individual Differences in
Children’s Pragmatic Ability: A Review of Associations with Formal Language, Social
Cognition, and Executive Functions’, Language Learning and Development 14 (3): 186–
223.
Medina, Tamara, Jesse Snedeker, John Trueswell, and Lila Gleitman (2011). How words can
and cannot be learned by observation, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
108: 9014-9019.
Merriman, William E., and Laura Bowman (1989). ‘The Mutual Exclusivity Bias In Children’s
Word Learning’, Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development 54: 3–
4.
Moll, Henrike, and Derya Kadipasaoglu (2013). ‘The Primacy of Social over Visual
Perspective-Taking’, Frontiers in Human Neuroscience 7: 1–9.
Moll, Henrike, and Michael Tomasello. 2007. ‘How 14- and 18-Month-Olds Know What
Others Have Experience’, Developmental Psychology 43: 309–17.

37

Morisseau, Tiffany, Catherine Davies, and Danielle Matthews (2013). ‘How Do 3- and 5-YearOlds Respond to under- and over-Informative Utterances?’, Journal of Pragmatics 59:
26–39.
Nadig, Aparna S, and Julie C Sedivy. 2002. ‘Evidence of Perspective-Taking Constraints in
Children’s on-Line Reference Resolution’, Psychological Science 13: 329–336.
Nilsen, Elizabeth. S. and Susan A. Graham (2009) ‘The relations between children’s
communicative perspective-taking and executive functioning’, Cognitive Psychology 58:
220–49.
Nilsen, Elizabeth S., and Agnieszka M. Fecica. (2011). ‘A Model of Communicative
Perspective-Taking for Typical and Atypical Populations of Children’, Developmental
Review 31 (1): 55–78.
Noveck, Ira. A. (2001) ‘When children are more logical than adults: experimental investigations
of scalar implicature’, Cognition 78: 165–88.
Noveck, Ira. A., and Dan Sperber (2007). ‘The Why and How of Experimental Pragmatics: The
Case of “Scalar Inferences”’, in N. Burton-Roberts (ed.), Advances in Pragmatics.
Basingstoke: Palgrave, 184-212.
Onishi, Kristine. H., and Renée Baillargeon (2005). ‘Do 15-Month-Old Infants Understand
False Beliefs?’, Science 308: 255–58.
Osina, Maria A., Megan M. Saylor, and Patricia A. Ganea (2017). ‘Out of Reach, Out of Mind?
Infants’ Comprehension of References to Hidden Inaccessible Objects’, Child
Development 88 (5): 1572–80.
Papafragou, Anna, Kimberly Cassidy, and Lila Gleitman (2007). ‘When we think about
thinking: The acquisition of belief verbs’, Cognition 105: 125-65.

38

Papafragou, Anna, and Julien Musolino. 2003. ‘Scalar Implicatures: Experiments at the
Semantics–Pragmatics Interface’, Cognition 86 (3): 253–82.
Papafragou, Anna, Carlyn Friedberg, and Matthew L. Cohen. 2018. ‘The Role of Speaker
Knowledge in Children’s Pragmatic Inferences’, Child Development 89 (5): 1642–56.
Papafragou, Anna, Sarah Fairchild, Matthew L. Cohen, and Carlyn Friedberg. (2017). ‘Learning
Words from Speakers with False Beliefs’, Journal of Child Language 44 (4): 905–23.
Perner, Josef, Birgit Lang, and Daniela Kloo (2002). Theory of mind and self-control: more
than a common problem of inhibition, Child Development 73(3), 752–67.
Piaget, Jean. (1952). The origins of intelligence in children. Oxford: International Universities
Press.
Poulin-Dubois, Diane, and Jessica Yott (2017). ‘Probing the depth of infants’ theory of mind:
disunity in performance across paradigms’, Developmental Science, e12600.
Pouscoulous, Nausicaa, Ira A Noveck, Guy Politzer, and Anne Bastide (2007). ‘A
Developmental Investigation of Processing Costs in Implicature Production’, Language
Acquisition 14 (4): 347–75.
Powell, Lindsey J., Kathryn Hobbs, Alexandros Bardis, Susan Carey, and Rebecca Saxe (2018).
‘Replications of Implicit Theory of Mind Tasks with Varying Representational
Demands’, Cognitive Development 46: 40–50.
Pruden, Shannon M., Kathy Hirsh-Pasek, Roberta Michnick Golinkoff, and Elizabeth A.
Hennon (2006). ‘The Birth of Words: Ten-Month-Olds Learn Words Through
Perceptual Salience’, Child Development 77 (2): 266–80.
Rubio-Fernandez, Paula, and Bart Geurts (2013). ‘How to Pass the False-Belief Task Before
Your Fourth Birthday’, Psychological Science 24 (1): 27–33.

39

Sabbagh, Mark Alan, and Dare A. Baldwin (2001). ‘Learning Words from Knowledgeable
versus Ignorant Speakers: Links Between Preschoolers’ Theory of Mind and Semantic
Development’, Child Development 72(4): 1054–70.
Sabbagh, Mark Alan, and Dana Shafman (2009). ‘How children block learning from ignorant
speakers’, Cognition 112, 415–422.
Samuelson, Larissa K, and Linda B Smith (1998). ‘Memory and Attention Make Smart Word
Learning: An Alternative Account of Akhtar, Carpenter, and Tomasello’, Child
Development 69 (1): 94–104.
San Juan, Valerie, Craig G. Chambers, Jared Berman, Chelsea Humphry, and Susan A. Graham
(2017). ‘The Object of My Desire: Five-Year-Olds Rapidly Reason about a Speaker’s
Desire during Referential Communication’, Journal of Experimental Child Psychology
162: 101–19.
Sauerland, Uli (2004). ‘Scalar Implicatures In Complex Sentences’, Linguistics and Philosophy
27: 367-391.
Sauerland, Uli (2012). ‘The Computation of Scalar Implicatures: Pragmatic, Lexical or
Grammatical?’, Language and Linguistics Compass 6: 36-49.
Scofield, Jason, and Douglas A. Behrend (2008). ‘Learning Words from Reliable and
Unreliable Speakers’, Cognitive Development 23: 278–90.
Scott, Rose M., and Renée Baillargeon (2017). ‘Early False-Belief Understanding’, Trends in
Cognitive Sciences 21(4): 237–49.
Skordos, Dimitrios, and Anna Papafragou (2016) ‘Children’s Derivation of Scalar Implicatures:
Alternatives and Relevance’, Cognition 153: 6–18.

40

Sloutsky, Vladimir M., Hyungwook Yim, Xin Yao, and Simon Dennis (2017). ‘An Associative
Account of the Development of Word Learning’, Cognitive Psychology 97: 1–30.
Smith, Linda B. (2000). ‘How to learn words: an associative crane’, in R.M. Golinkoff & K.
Hirsh-Pasek (Eds), Breaking the Word Learning Barrier. Oxford: Oxford University
Press: 51–80.
Sobel, David M., & Corriveau, Kathleen H. (2010). ‘Children monitor individuals’ expertise for
word learning’, Child Development 81, 669–79.
Southgate, Victoria (2019). ‘Are Infants Altercentric? The Other and the Self in Early Social
Cognition’, Psychological Review.
Southgate, Victoria, Coralie Chevallier, and Gergely Csibra. 2010. ‘Seventeen-month-olds
appeal to false beliefs to interpret others’ referential communication’, Developmental
Science 13(6): 907–12.
Southgate, Victoria, Atsushi Senju, and Gergely Csibra (2007). ‘Action Anticipation Through
Attribution Of False Belief By 2-Year-Olds’, Psychological Science18(7): 587–92.
Spector, Benjamin. (2006). ‘Scalar implicatures: ‘Exhaustivity and Gricean reasoning’’, in M.
Aloni, A. Butler & P. Dekker (eds), Questions in Dynamic Semantics. Amsterdam &
Singapore: Elsevier, 229-254.
Sperber, Dan, and Deirdre Wilson (1986/1995). Relevance: Communication and Cognition (2nd
ed. 1995). Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Srinivasan, Mahesh, Ruthe Foushee, Andrew Bartnof, and David Barner. (2019). ‘Linguistic
Conventionality and the Role of Epistemic Reasoning in Children’s Mutual Exclusivity
Inferences’, Cognition 189: 193–208.

41

Stalnaker, Robert C. (1970). ‘Pragmatics’, Synthese: An International Journal for
Epistemology, Methodology and Philosophy of Science 22: 272-89.
Stiller, Alex J., Noah D. Goodman, and Michael C. Frank (2015). ‘Ad-Hoc Implicature in
Preschool Children’, Language Learning and Development 11 (2): 176–90.
Sullivan, Jessica, and David Barner (2016). ‘Discourse Bootstrapping: Preschoolers Use
Linguistic Discourse to Learn New Words’, Developmental Science 19 (1): 63–75.
Sullivan, Jessica, Juliana Boucher, Reina J. Kiefer, Katherine Williams, and David Barner
(2019). ‘Discourse Coherence as a Cue to Reference in Word Learning: Evidence for
Discourse Bootstrapping’, Cognitive Science 43 (1): 1–27.
Surian, Luca, Stephania Caldi, and Dan Sperber (2007). ‘Attribution of Beliefs by 13-MonthOld Infants’, Psychological Science 18(7): 580–6.
Tanenhaus, Michael K., Michael Spivey, Kathleen Eberhard, and Julie Sedivy (1995).
‘Integration of Visual and Linguistic Information in Spoken Language Comprehension’,
Science 268 (5217): 1632–4.
Tieu, Lyn, Jacopo Romoli, Peng Zhou, and Stephen Crain (2015). ‘Children’s Knowledge of
Free Choice Inferences and Scalar Implicatures’, Journal of Semantics: 1–30.
Tomasello, Michael, and Michael Jeffrey Farrar (1986). ‘Joint attention and early language’.
Child Development 57: 1454-63.
Tomasello, Michael, and Katharina Haberl (2003). ‘Understanding Attention: 12- and 18Month-Olds Know What is New for Other Persons’, Developmental Psychology 39 (5):
906–12.
Träuble, Brigit, Vesna Marinović, and Sabina Pauen (2010). ‘Early Theory of Mind
Competencies: Do Infants Understand Others’ Beliefs?’, Infancy 15(4): 434–44.

42

Trueswell, John C., Yi Lin, Benjamin Armstrong, Erica A. Cartmill, Susan Goldin-Meadow,
and Lila R. Gleitman. 2016. ‘Perceiving Referential Intent: Dynamics of Reference in
Natural Parent–Child Interactions’, Cognition 148: 117–35.
Vaish, Amrisha, Özlem Ece Demir, and Dare Baldwin (2011). ‘Thirteen- and 18-month-old
Infants Recognize When They Need Referential Information’, Social Development
20(3): 431–49.
van Rooij, Robert, and Katrin Schulz (2004). ‘Exhaustive Interpretation of Complex Sentences’,
Journal of Logic, Language and Information 13: 491-519.
Vouloumanos, Athena, Alia Martin, and Kristine H. Onishi (2014). ‘Do 6-Month-Olds
Understand that Speech Can Communicate?’, Developmental Science 17 (6): 872–79.
Vouloumanos, Athena, Kristine H. Onishi, and Amanda Pogue (2012). ‘Twelve-Month-Old
Infants Recognize that Speech Can Communicate Unobservable Intentions’,
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 109 (32): 12933–7.
Vygotsky, Lev (1978). Mind and Society: The Development Of Higher Psychological
Processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Wang, J. Jessica, Muna Ali, Steven Frisson, and Ian A. Apperly (2016). ‘Language Complexity
Modulates 8- and 10-Year-Olds’ Success at Using Their Theory of Mind Abilities in a
Communication Task’, Journal of Experimental Child Psychology 149: 62–71.
Wardlow Lane, Liane, and Victor S. Ferreira (2008). ‘Speaker-External versus Speaker-Internal
Forces on Utterance Form: Do Cognitive Demands Override Threats to Referential
Success?’, Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition 34:
1466–81.

43

Wellman, Henry, David Cross, and Julanne Watson (2001). ‘Meta-analysis of theory-of-mind
development: the truth about false belief’, Child Development 72(3): 655–684.
Werker, Janet F., Leslie B. Cohen, Valerie L. Lloyd, Marianella Casasola, and Christine L.
Stager (1998). ‘Acquisition of Word-Object Associations by 14- Month-Old Infants’,
Developmental Psychology 34: 1289–309.
Wimmer, Heinz, and Josef Perner (1983). ‘Beliefs About Beliefs: Representation and
Constraining Function of Wrong Beliefs in Young Children’s Understanding of
Deception’, Cognition 13: 103–28.
Woodward, Amanda, and Ellen Markman (1998). ‘Early word learning’, in William Damon
(ed.), Handbook of child psychology: Vol. 2. Cognition perception and language,
Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, Inc: 371–20.
Yurovsky, Daniel, and Michael C. Frank (2017) ‘Beyond naïve cue combination: salience and
social cues in early word learning’, Developmental Science 20(2): e12349.

44

