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INTRODUCTION

* Research has shown that comprehenders can use local
Informative cues to revise predictions for upcoming nouns:
upon encountering a prenominal cue that conflicts with their
Initial noun predictions, comprehenders can use this cue to
pre-activate a previously unexpected noun [1-2].

e.qg., Anna went to Starbucks to buy one ......
(a) CL, (cup) /CL,, ... coffee — expected

(b) CL,,.i (piece) / CL, ... cake -— unexpected
I I

specific general

The unexpected noun (cake) elicited a smaller N4OO response
when it was preceded by a specific classifier (CL, ) than when it
was preceded by a general classifier (CL,;,).

However, some evidence suggested that even nouns that are
iImplausible or unrelated to the global discourse context may
become pre-activated Iif they are associated with words preceding
the target word [3-4].

e.g., (discourse context) ...... lassociated |

Lynn couldn’t stop scratching her arms and LEGS.

Lynn couldn’t stop scratching her arms and NOSE.
| J

unassociated

The target word elicited a smaller N40OO response when it was
preceded by an associated prime word (arms ... LEGS)
compared to when it was preceded by an unassociated word
(arms ... NOSE), no matter whether the target word was
congruent in the global discourse context or not.

==p Does this also happen in the context of prediction revision?

THE PRESENT STUDY

We aimed to investigate the role of top-down global context and

bottom-up lexical association In prediction revision.

 We used a local cue to disconfirm an existing noun prediction
and examined comprehenders’ sensitivity to the plausibility of
previously unexpected nouns that matched the local cue.

Reference

METHODS

Participants (n = 44) read Chinese sentences word by word at a
fixed rate (SOA = 600 ms).
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To clean the dirty floor, Wang Fang went to the storage room to get

(a) Specific Cl — Plausible N: (c) Specific Cl — Implausible N:
— B’ ER .. — R EBE..
one CL,, soap ... one CL,, . cake ...

(b) General Cl — Plausible N:
— A BE .. — A B

I VAL WL
soap ...

one CL, cake ...

one CL

Sentences were designed to be highly predictive of a specific
noun (e.g., “broom™) but they always continued with an
unexpected noun.

Noun Plausibility (plausible vs. implausible)
Classifier (specific vs. general)

« Specific classifiers were incompatible with the most expected
noun (“broom”) but compatible with both the plausible and
implausible target nouns (“soap” and “cake”).

» General classifiers were compatible with all three nouns.

Note: Implausible nouns were taken from another item with the
same specific classifier. This ensured that the classifier was
equally compatible with both plausible and implausible nouns
across all sentences.

RESULTS

300-500 ms (centro-parietal ROI):

* Plausible nouns elicited a smaller N40OO response than
Implausible nouns.

* Nouns following a specific classifier elicited a smaller N40O
response than those following a general classifier.

* No significant interaction between Classifier and Noun
Plausibility.

500-800 ms (centro-parietal ROI):

* Implausible nouns elicited a larger positive amplitude than
plausible nouns
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RESULTS (continued)
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CONCLUSION

* Local informative cues faclilitate retrieval of a subseguent noun
regardless of its plausibility within the global context,
suggesting independent effects of global and local context in
prediction revision.
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