S2 Text. Details on CPS quantification

[bookmark: _GoBack]Note that many early speech studies measured the CPS by simply comparing the ERPs of phrased and unphrased utterances across the entire sentence. This approach has the advantage of demonstrating that positive shifts in the phrased condition are, in fact, nicely aligned to the various boundary positions. However, Steinhauer [1] raised the issue that these analyses are not sufficient, because onset P200s of words following a phrase boundary are larger than those of co-articulated words in unphrased conditions, and that – due to variability in word and pause duration across trials – their averaged amplitudes may look like (and thus be mistaken for) a CPS. The only way of preventing this misinterpretation is to time-lock the ERP analysis to either pause onset or pause offset, where a real CPS can be distinguished from onset P200s (see also [2] and [1]). These concerns are not merely theoretical in nature. In a developmental study by Maennel and Friederici [3] that attempted to replicate Pannekamp and colleagues’ [4] finding of a CPS in even younger infants, the ERP analyses time-locked to sentence onset showed a CPS-like positivity near boundaries. Only their additional analyses time-locked to the post-boundary word revealed that these positivities were exclusively due to P200-like onset components. This finding also challenges Pannekamp et al.’s previous CPS finding in 6-month olds (whose data were analyzed only relative to sentence onset). Follow-up studies then confirmed that the CPS is not elicited until 3 years of age [5]. More recent speech studies have typically included CPS analyses time-locked to the boundaries and have consistently reported that the language-CPS starts just before the end of the pre-boundary phrase (and thus, during the pause and prior to the onset of the first post-boundary word). In contrast, music-CPS studies have generally focused on ERP components elicited after onset of the first post-boundary note, The ERP analyses were time-locked to the onset of the first post-boundary note, thereby avoiding ambiguities with averaged P200 components elicited by beginning of the post-boundary phrase.
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