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Research Question

Visual world eye-tracking experiment with a within-

participants Speaker Reliability manipulation:

• Reliable speaker: 100% expected sentences

• Unreliable speaker: 0% expected sentences

80 trials, 40 from each speaker, interleaved in Exp 1 and 2

Experiment Speaker design Prediction type

1 Interleaved Sentential constraint

2 (ongoing) Interleaved Grammatical, classifier

3 (ongoing) By blocks Grammatical, classifier
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Does the rate of prediction drop when listeners’ predictions 

are frequently disconfirmed by an unreliable speaker?

Background

Hypotheses

Method

Semantic prediction based on sentential constraint:

• Sentence frames that highly constrain the final target noun

• Reliable speaker: produces highly expected target noun

• Unreliable speaker: produces unexpected but still 

semantically plausible target noun

• Mixed results [1-5]

Prosodic / pragmatic prediction:

• Provides a context that favors certain stress patterns or 

the use of (over)informative adjectives

• Reliable speaker: Felicitous stress / Informative adjective

• Unreliable speaker: Unfelicitous prosody / Overinformative

• Generally found adaptation effects [6-8]

A methodological caveat:

• All studies above manipulated speaker reliability between 

subjects or sometimes between blocks (except [6])

• When listeners adapt, are they adapting to the speaker or 

the stimuli? Needs an interleaved design!

Hypothesis 0:

• Listeners do not adapt to speaker reliability

Hypothesis 1a:

• Listeners “dial down” prediction for speakers that they 

consider unreliable

Hypothesis 1b:

• Listeners adapt to the predictability of linguistic input

(1a and 1b are not mutually exclusive.)

Materials (English translations from Mandarin)

Exp 1:          John is an astronomy fan and bought himself a [telescope / computer].              (mean cloze 64% vs 2%)

Exp 2 & 3:   Just now, John saw on the table a CLTAI new [computercompatible / cupincompatible]

Method (cont’d)

Exp 1 Results (n=22)

Listeners showed anticipatory looks to the expected picture 

prior to target noun onset

Listeners consistently looked to the expected picture 

(p<0.001) regardless of speaker reliability

No significant effect of Speaker, Trial, or any interaction 

(all ps>0.1)

Exp 2 Results (n=12; Ongoing)

Listeners consistently looked to the compatible picture 

Speaker effect is not significant (p>0.05)

No significant effect of Trial or interaction (ps>0.1)

Discussions

• We find no evidence for adaptation to speaker or stimuli

• Type of prediction? Syntactic vs semantic vs pragmatic

• Eye-tracking methodology – may be too automatic, 

reflecting semantic activation more than lexical prediction

• Participants reported noticing classifier incompatibility but 

no speaker differences in Exp 2

• Two objects vs four objects? Two-object studies seem to 

get stronger effects in general
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