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* Multiple stages of word processing are differentially

words influenced by their predictability and plausibility in relation to O - -:-:- .”.:- .-.... e T e Linear mixed effects N250 (200-300ms) sensitive to different aspects of the prior context

their prior discourse context? (,8) 08 LU= L0 analyses on single «— and e Effects of predictability within the N250 time window may

* The processing of incoming words whose semantic features have been pre- > -' IR d trial ERP data o oLate(Eg%?{EL)S;S;;'V'W reflect facilitation due to the pre-activation of lexical form
activated in context is often facilitated during online processing. For example, = 067 .. RN e « Expected | within g o * Effects of predictability within the early N40O time window
the amplitude of the N40O response (300-500ms) is reduced for semantically 2 g4 4 "+ Ll :mﬁgﬂifgfed plausible spatiotemporal | ® s % may reflect facilitation due to the pre-activation of
predictable words relative to plausible but unpredictable words!2. g o ) An%mamus regions that Sl s :_N“OO (322 d5°0m5) semantic features

* Highly predictable words can also show facilitation on an earlier ERP R I S corresponded to " * =B/ ® / LaeePosterior  « Effects of plausibility within the N40O time window may
component—the N25034, which is thought to reflect facilitated access to a N | | | | | | ERP components o o om F}ggg'igggi’n‘igo also reflect facilitation due to the pre-activation of
word’s lexical form®. Z 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 of interest ) semantic features that are not necessarily tied to a

* Recent work suggests that the N400 is also sensitive to a word’s plausibility,
over and above its lexical predictability (as assessed by cloze probability)®,.
However, this has not been examined in a design that explicitly manipulates
plausibility across a wide range of values.

» \Words that violate strong predictions can produce prolonged neural
responses beyond the N400 time window:

» Plausible words that violate highly constraining contexts can evoke a late
frontal positivity effect’.8. This effect is not seen to semantically anomalous
words. It Is thought to reflect a large shift associated with successfully
updating an earlier high-certainty interpretation to a new plausible
Interpretation after encountering an unexpected word.

» Semantically anomalous words evoke a late posterior positivity/P600

Average Plausibility Ratings specific lexical item!- It may also reflect effects of top-

down feedback!? as comprehenders retroactively attempt
to match the semantic features of the critical word with
the discourse context

 Effects of predictabllity on the late frontal positivity may
reflect process of successfully updating to a new
plausible interpretation after encountering an unexpected
word.

* Effects of plausibility on the late posterior
positivity/P600 may reflect second-pass attempts to
make sense of the incoming word In relation to the prior

* Planned contrast between Unexpected plausible
and Expected critical words

* Linear effects of plausibility across the zero-cloze
words

Plausibility ratings: 1-7 Likert scale (1: least plausible)
Possibility ratings: binary possible/impossible judgment (mean
possibility scores averaged over items: range 0-1 with O being
completely impossible)
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