The role of object novelty in children’s and adults’ disambiguation RESULTS
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cues, children and adults select a novel object as the correct
referent of a novel word

o After controlling for lexical and pragmatic information, relative
object novelty alone did not guide their disambiguation

o Children’s looking patterns mirrored their behavioral responses
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— An interplay of factors may determine under which circumstances
novelty attracts their attention and drives their referent selection

disambiguation
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N/

[1] Lewis, M., Cristiano, V., Lake, B. M., Kwan, T., & Frank, M. C. (2020). The role of developmental change and linguistic experience in the mutual exclusivity effect. Cognition, 198, 104191. [2] Markman, E. M., & Wachtel, - Does the ease Of the classic ME task lead to reduced engagement
G. F. (1988). Children’s use of mutual exclusivity to constrain the meanings of words. Cognitive Psychology, 20(2), 121-157. [3] Diesendruck, G., & Markson, L. (2001). Children’s avoidance of lexical overlap: A pragmatic and Superﬁcia[ encoding Of the scene?

account. Developmental Psychology, 37(5), 630-641. [4] Mather, E., & Plunkett, K. (2012). The role of novelty in early word learning. Cognitive Science, 36(7), 1157-1177. [5] Spiegel, C., & Halberda, J. (2011). Rapid fast-

mapping abilities in 2-year-olds. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 109(1), 132—-140. [6] Horst, J. S., & Samuelson, L. K. (2008). Fast mapping but poor retention by 24-month-old infants. Infancy, 13(2), 128-157.


https://osf.io/8dpw4/
https://www.psych.uni-goettingen.de/de/development/goettinger-kindskoepfe/media/mutex/retention_example_subtitled/view
https://www.psych.uni-goettingen.de/de/development/goettinger-kindskoepfe/media/mutex/referent_selection_classicme_example_subtitled/view
https://www.psych.uni-goettingen.de/de/development/goettinger-kindskoepfe/media/mutex/referent_selection_novelty_example_subtitled/view
https://www.psych.uni-goettingen.de/de/development/goettinger-kindskoepfe/media/mutex/preexposure_example.mp4/view

