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OBJECTIVES

*Test ERP measures of phonetic and phonological sequence predictions by replicating the MEG findings of Monahan et al. (2009) and
providing additional evidence for conclusion regarding underspecification.

*Better understand phonotactic processing by testing the hypothesis that grammatical patterns will be perceived differently than
impossible or less preferred patterns.

MEG MEASURES OF PHONOTACTIC SENSITIVITY

Flagg et al. (2006)

*VVCV stimuli that either obeyed or violated the constraint that nasalized vowels must be followed by nasal consonants.

*Found a significant latency difference in the M50 response to an oral consonant following a nasal vowel, but not to a nasal consonant
following an oral vowel - even though both sequences violate the constraint.

Monahan et al. (2009)

*VC.C, stimuli that either obeyed or violated the constraint against syllable-final obstruent clusters that do not agree in voicing.
*Found a difference in RMS amplitude 150 ms after the onset of C,.

*Effect was significant for coronal C, only.

UNDERSPECIFICATION

Empirically (surface phonetics):
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Hypothesis 1: /t/ is underspecified, and

/d/ is specified as [+Vvoice]

UDS: /d/predicts [z], [s] should
surprise

UDZ: /d/ predicts [z],

harmonic

UTS: /t/ makes no
prediction

UTZ: /t/ makes no prediction

Hypothesis 2: /d/ is underspecified, and

/1/ is specified as
[-voice]

UDS: /d/ makes no prediction

UDZ: /d/ makes no
prediction

UTS: /t/ predicts [s],
harmonic

should surprise

UTZ: /t/ predicts [s], [z] F
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at an earlier stage of processing; thus the processing of constraint violations at the phoneme-sequence level is available to the

perceptual systems that ERPs can access, even though the effect may not extend to the level of cognition used in behavioral
experiments.

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

e Sensitivity to phonotactic violation is detectable at early stages of processing, though as in previous studies an asymmetry was
observed in the direction of the incongruency.

e Previous study found a significant effect only for coronals,and the current results found (non-significant) differences between labial,
coronal, and velar. Yet no p.o.a. difference is expected if the relevant feature is [voice].
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