Syntactic and semantic contributions of pitch accents during sentence comprehension
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separately (see Figure 1D). bl=baseline. SE=semantic. SY=syntactic. Fig 1B: Example trial (materials translated from German)
RESULTS - Three-way interaction in reaction times (x%(2)=18.55, p<.0001) and accuracy (x*(2)=12.31, p=.001).
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Fig 1C: Responses to comprehension questions probing the main clause of the stimulus. Pair-wise Fig 1D: Responses to comprehension questions probing the ellipsis part of the stimulus. Pair-wise
comparisons p<.05 marked by asterisk. comparisons p<.05 marked by asterisk.

- Violation of syntactic predictions leads to delayed re- -« Interpretation of ellipsis structure depends on - No clear evidence for semantic predictions.
sponses when probing the main clause (congruent infor- (in)congruency between article (case-marking) and noun
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