
Speaker adjustments to addressees during language production 

 

someone with an ice pick vs. a knife) because atypical components are 

highly unpredictable for any ógenericô comprehender.2 Developmental research has 

focused on childrenôs óparticularô adjustments (mostly to a listenerôs visual perspective) 

and has produced mixed findings.4,5 Here we revisit childrenôs adjustments in production 

and probe a wider array of factors inspired by the literature on adultsô speech 

planning.2,6,7 Focusing on mention of instruments, an optional VP constituent, we probe 

effects of both generic (typicality of instruments) and particular 
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