Conditional inferences are derived without delay
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CP-later hypothesis: L starts with the logical meaning, then derive the perfected
form via implicature = an enrichment cost (from logical to perfected meaning)

Already perfect:

CP-first hypothesis: L instead begins with a perfected (i.e., only-if) meaning - a
weakening cost (from perfected to logical meaning)
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* An increase in load = reduced capacity to compute pragmatic inferences!!! 14
* If CP is an inference on top of the logical meaning = less likely under high load.
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= Summary: Across two different paradigms, we showed that Present data in relation to existing accounts:
o » CPis highly regularly computed in if-sentences, like only if-sentences, without  Challenges standard Gricean accounts of implicaturel™
omm further effort and remains even under cognitive load.
a « Compatible with finding that some implicatures (e.g., ‘exact’
= * Biscuit conditionals are not susceptible to perfection; a richer pragmatic inference interpretation of numerals!’? & free-choice inferences!'3]) are not
U might be necessary to establish logical interpretation, requiring more resources. associated with a processing cost™
omm « Converging evidence for the CP-first hypothesis: Listeners appear to begin with  Conditional statements - and conditional perfection - may require a
O a perfected meaning and retreat to the weaker meaning if the richer meaning is unigue analysis.

not supported.
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