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ABSTRACT

Spoken language is often, if not always, understood in a context that includes the identities of
speakers. For instance, we can easily make sense of an utterance such as “I’m going to have a
manicure this weekend” or “The first time | got pregnant I had a hard time” when the utterance
is spoken by a woman, but it would be harder to understand when it is spoken by a man.
Previous event-related potential (ERP) studies have shown mixed results regarding the
neurophysiological responses to such speaker-mismatched utterances, with some reporting an
N400 effect and others a P600 effect. In an experiment involving 64 participants, we showed
that these different ERP effects reflect distinct cognitive processes employed to resolve the
speaker-message mismatch. When possible, the message is integrated with the speaker context
to arrive at an interpretation, as in the case of violations of social stereotypes (e.g., men getting
a manicure), resulting in an N400 effect. However, when such integration is impossible due to
violations of biological knowledge (e.g., men getting pregnant), listeners engage in an error
correction process to revise either the perceived utterance or the speaker context, resulting in a
P600 effect. Additionally, we found that the social N400 effect decreased as a function of the
listener’s personality trait of openness, while the biological P600 effect remained robust. Our
findings help to reconcile the empirical inconsistencies in the literature and provide a rational

account of speaker-contextualized language comprehension.



INTRODUCTION

A fundamental aspect of spoken language is its dual nature: it carries the linguistic content that
conveys the explicit message and also the extra-linguistic cues that often reveal the speaker’s
identity (Scott, 2019). For example, listeners can easily make sense of sentences such as “I’m
going to have a manicure this weekend” and “The first time I got pregnant | had a hard time”
when spoken by a woman; however, it would be harder for them to understand if the same
sentences are spoken by a man, as the idea that men getting a manicure or getting pregnant
violates people’s social stereotypical understanding or biological knowledge. These examples
highlight how language must be understood in a broader context that involves the identity of
the speaker to achieve successful comprehension, but the mechanism is insufficiently explored.
In this paper, we investigate whether listeners rationally consider the speaker context during

online language comprehension.

Speaker ldentity as Contexts in Language Comprehension

It has been well established that the identities of speakers constitute an important context in
which language is comprehended (Brown-Schmidt et al., 2015). The speaker context usually
influences language comprehension by providing information regarding the speaker’s
demographics (Creel & Bregman, 2011), including aspects of age (e.g., Kim, 2016; Walker &
Hay, 2011; Wu et al., 2024), gender (e.g., Lattner & Friederici, 2003), socioeconomic status
(e.g., Van Berkum et al., 2008), and language backgrounds (e.g., Cai, 2022; Cai et al., 2017;
Martin et al., 2016).

Studies show that a speaker’s identity, as evidenced by their dialectal accents, modulates
listeners’ interpretation of word meanings. Cai et al., (2017) showed that listeners had more
access to the American meaning of cross-dialectally ambiguous words when spoken by an
American English speaker than by a British English speaker. For example, a word such as
bonnet is more likely to be interpreted as a part of vehicles when spoken in a British accent,
and as a type of hat in an American accent. Similarly, an EEG study by Martin et al. (2016)
found that participants listening to speech in either a British or American accent showed greater
difficulty in comprehension, reflected by larger EEG deflections, when words mismatched the
speaker’s demographic identity indicated by their accents (e.g., British words spoken in an
American accent). Similar effects have been found in the recognition of individual words (e.g.,
Kim, 2016; Walker & Hay, 2011; Wu et al., 2024) as well as the comprehension of sentence
meaning (e.g., Lattner & Friederici, 2003; Van Berkum et al., 2008).



The contextual effects of speaker identity have been attributed to the existence of the
speaker model—a mental model that listeners construct to capture the attributes of the speaker.
This model contains the listener’s beliefs and knowledge about the speaker, such as their age,
gender, and socioeconomic status, which are used to interpret the speaker’s utterances. For
example, Cai et al. (2017) found that the speaker context effect did not depend on the
accentedness of each word token. Listeners still had more access to the American meaning of
word tokens that were morphed to be accent-neutral as long as they believed that the word
tokens were produced by an American English speaker. This suggests that the contextual effect
of speaker identity originates from a higher-level model of the speaker rather than the surface
acoustic details of the speech. The speaker model account is also supported by findings that
listeners’ speech comprehension can influenced by an introduction to the speaker’s identity
(e.g., Johnson et al., 1999), or simply a photo of the speaker (e.g., Hay et al., 2006; Hernandez-
Gutierrez et al., 2021).

Neural Markers for Speaker-contextualized Language Comprehension

Over the past decades, research using EEG has explored how speaker identities contextualize
language comprehension. In an early study, Lattner and Friederici (2003) exposed participants
to implausible self-referent utterances where the speech content mismatched people’s
traditional expectations toward the speaker in terms of their gender. For example, they
contrasted the sentence “I like to play soccer” spoken by a woman versus a man. They found
that the critical word “soccer” elicited a larger P600 deflection when spoken by a woman,
demonstrating the influence of the social stereotypes that associate soccer more with men than
women. In a subsequent study, Van Berkum et al., (2008) expanded on this by including
contrasts of age and socioeconomic status, in addition to gender. For example, they used
sentences such as “Every evening I drink some wine before I go to sleep” spoken by a child
versus an adult. They found that the critical word “wine” elicited a larger N40O deflection,
instead of a P600, when spoken by a child. They argued that the N40O0 effect reflected early
integration of the message with the speaker’s identity and suggested that the P600 effect
observed by Lattner and Friederici (2003) was due to inefficient control of stimuli.

The finding of Van Berkum et al. (2008) has been replicated in studies showing N400
effects when the linguistic content mismatches the speaker context, mostly by violating social
stereotypes (Martin et al., 2016; Pélissier & Ferragne, 2022; van den Brink et al., 2012). It has
also been supported by studies showing that the N400, reflecting lexical-semantic processing,
is modulated by the speaker context (Bornkessel-Schlesewsky et al., 2013; Brothers et al., 2019;



Foucart et al., 2019; Foucart & Hartsuiker, 2021; Grant et al., 2020; Wu et al., 2024) or by
whether the speaker context is available or not (Hernadndez-Gutierrez et al., 2021).

However, some studies report a P600 effect instead of an N400 in response to the
speaker-message mismatch. Using Van Berkum’s paradigm, Foucart et al. (2015) found a P600
(also termed late positive potential) when the speech content mismatched the speaker context.
Similarly, van den Brink et al. (2012) observed an N400 effect early in the experiment but a
P600 later on. Van Berkum et al. (2008) also noted that while their study showed an overall
N400 effect, gender contrasts specifically elicited an additional P600. Other studies show that
the speaker context modulates P600 effects related to grammatical (Caffarra et al., 2020;
Hanulikova et al., 2012; Hanulikova & Carreiras, 2015; Zhou et al., 2019) and lexical-semantic
processing (Foucart et al., 2019; Regel et al., 2010).

Overall, the literature shows inconsistency regarding N400 and P600 as neural markers
for speaker-contextualized language comprehension. Both N400 and P600 effects have been
taken as indexing the cross-domain integration of the speaker context and the language content.
The observation of N400 effects suggests early-stage integration, with speaker contexts
processed simultaneously with sentence semantics (Martin et al., 2016; Pélissier & Ferragne,
2022; Van Berkum et al., 2008; van den Brink et al., 2012). In contrast, the observed P600
effect suggests a later-stage integration, where speaker properties are processed after the
construction of speaker-independent sentence semantics (Caffarra et al., 2020; Foucart et al.,
2015; Lattner & Friederici, 2003). However, we argue that the N400 and P600 effects may not
reflect the distinction between earlier and later integration, but rather reflect a mechanism of

rational inference during language processing.

N400 and P600 in Rational Language Processing
The functions of the N400 and P600 components have been a classic topic in cognitive
neuroscience, particularly in language comprehension studies. It is suggested that N400 and
P600 have distinct functions. The N400 may reflect automatic, implicit processing of meaning,
while the P600 is associated with controlled, attention-related processes contributing to conflict
resolution in general (Rabovsky et al., 2018). Notably, the relative magnitudes between the
N400 and the P600 have been proposed to reflect a process of rational inference during
language interpretation (Li & Ettinger, 2023; Ryskin et al., 2021).

Theories of rational language processing propose that language comprehension involves
probabilistic inference, where comprehenders integrate prior expectations with incoming

information to arrive at the most likely interpretation. Accounts such as the noisy-channel



model assume that comprehenders model the perceived input as not perfect but often
contaminated with noise such as environmental distraction, or production/perception errors
(Levy, 2008). When the interpretation is extremely implausible, comprehenders tend to detect
an error and try to correct it by revising their perceived input. One way to investigate how
people rationally deal with noisy input is the interpretation of implausible sentences. Gibson et
al. (2013) argued that people comprehend implausible sentences by considering the likelihood
that the sentence has been noise-corrupted from an otherwise plausible one. For example, “The
mother gave the candle the daughter” may be noise-corrupted from an intended sentence such
as “The mother gave the candle to the daughter” due to “to” being omitted in production or
perception. Likewise, “The mother gave the daughter to the candle” may be noise-corrupted
from “The mother gave the daughter the candle” due to the accidental insertion of “to” (see also
Cai et al., 2022). In addition, there is also evidence that the probability of structural revision in
implausible sentence comprehension further depends on the speaker’s identity. For example,
Gibson et al., (2017) found that when the implausible sentences are spoken by non-native
speakers, they have a higher chance to be interpreted in a plausible way than spoken by native
speakers.

Importantly, this rational inference process is reflected in brain potentials. Using EEG,
Ryskin et al. (2021) found that the relative magnitudes of N400 and P600 are modulated by the
plausibility of the perceived language input. When the input has extremely low plausibility and
is detected as an error, such as speech errors or mishearing, the P600 is more salient, reflecting
an error correction process. Conversely, when no explicit error is detected, the N400 becomes
more salient, indexing the difficulty of lexical-semantic processing. This pattern has also been

replicated by computational modelling (Li & Ettinger, 2023).

The Current Study

Back to the empirical inconsistency regarding the neural markers of speaker-contextualized
language comprehension, we find that the N400 effect is associated with the violations of
listeners’ social stereotypes toward the speaker population. In contrast, the P600 effect typically
emerges when the mismatch violates listeners’ biological knowledge. For example, Foucart et
al. (2015) found a P600 effect using stimuli in which the speech content mismatched the speaker
context by presenting biologically implausible situations, such as “Today I am feeling sick, |
will need to visit my paediatrician again” spoken by an adult compared to a child, or “I have
erection problems due to stress” spoken by a woman compared to a man. Similarly, the stimuli
used by Van Berkum et al. (2008) and van den Brink et al. (2012) for the gender contrast



included items violating people’s biological knowledge, possibly accounting for the P600
effects.

We term these utterances biologically implausible utterances, in which the speech
content mismatches the speaker context in terms of people’s biological knowledge. Conversely,
we termed the other type of utterances socially implausible utterances in which the speech
content mismatches the speaker context in terms of people’s social stereotypical expectations,
such as “I’m going to have a manicure this weekend” spoken by a man compared to a woman.
In line with rational language processing, we propose that the N400 effect is associated with
the integration of social stereotypes as in socially implausible utterances. The P600 effect
emerges when such integration is not possible, thus triggering an error correction process, as in
biologically implausible utterances.

We hypothesize that upon hearing a socially implausible utterance, listeners tend to
show an N400 effect, reflecting an effortful integration of the speech content and the speaker
context which carries listeners’ social stereotypes toward the speaker population. In contrast,
upon hearing a biologically implausible utterance, listeners tend to show a P600 effect,
reflecting an attempt to correct the errors detected in their perception for a possible
interpretation.

Furthermore, we hypothesize that the N40O0 effect, related to the integration of social
stereotypes, should be modulated by the listener’s personality traits such as openness (also
known as openness to experience, Digman, 1990; or open-mindedness, Soto & John, 2017,
Zhang et al., 2022). This trait refers to an individual’s willingness to adjust their existing
attitudes and behaviours when exposed to new ideas or situations, distinguishing those who
seek novelty and variety from those who prefer routine and tradition (Flynn, 2005; McCrae,
1996). Studies show that individuals with higher openness levels are less likely to hold
stereotypical views (Chen & Palmer, 2018; Crawford & Brandt, 2019; Flynn, 2005; Sibley &
Duckitt, 2008). Therefore, the magnitude of the N40O elicited by social implausibility should
be larger among listeners who have lower openness scores, and vice versa. In contrast, we
hypothesize that the P600 effect relates to error correction and is not subject to modulations by
a listener’s openness. Thus, the magnitude of the P600 elicited by biological implausibility

should be comparable among listeners with various openness scores.



METHOD

Participants

We recruited 64 neurologically healthy participants (32 females, 32 males; mean age = 22.97
years, SD = 1.98 years) who were native speakers of Mandarin Chinese. Four participants were
excluded from data analysis due to excessive artefactual contamination (see EEG Recording
and Preprocessing), resulting in a final sample size of 60 participants. All participants provided
informed consent before the experiment began. The study protocol was approved by the Joint
Chinese University of Hong Kong-New Territories East Cluster Clinical Research Ethics

Committee.

Design
We adopted a 2 (Plausibility: plausible vs implausible) x 2 (Type: social vs biological) factorial
design. Plausibility was manipulated within both participants and items. Type was manipulated

within participants and between items.

Materials

We constructed 80 Mandarin self-referential sentences (see Tablel for examples; see Table S1
in Supplementary Materials for the full list) that fell into eight categories, each with 10
sentences. We designed these sentences following a set of rules. First, the speaker-
contextualized plausibility always emerged at a critical word (either disyllabic or trisyllabic,
italicized in the examples). Second, the critical word was always preceded by a word or words
of at least three syllables (equivalent to three characters) to ensure that listeners had constructed
the speaker context before encountering the critical word (McAleer et al., 2014; Scharinger et
al., 2011). Third, the critical word was always followed by at least three characters before the
sentence ended to eliminate the influence of the sentence wrap-up effect. In addition to these
rules, social and biological sentences were matched on the frequencies of the critical words (t
(75.50) = 0.027, p = 0.978) using SUBTLEX-CH (Cai & Brysbaert, 2010) and the lengths of
the critical words (t (77.32) = -0.553, p = 0.582).



Table 1. Examples of Stimuli with English translations

Category Example (English translation)
Socially plausible with
male speakers IR E — R 2T B RIT I
(At the workplace I usually wear a suit and a tie.)
female speakers XNARREREMEFREER,
(This weekend I’'m going to get a manicure and then a
haircut.)
adult speakers RRL_LAFENAKRFERE
(I’ve been working too hard lately and | need a break.)
child speakers B R ILARE T REFREE LR,

(He took my toys away from me and I’m going to tell

mummy about it.)

Biologically plausible with

male speakers REETHEEWRAT FZHENERER I,
(I need to go to the hospital to check my prostate on a
regular basis.)

female speakers RE— KL EZHETBRRE
(The first time | got pregnant | had a hard time.)
BRAARKe Lo ZF AR AR S T RIEAETHKI B

adult speakers T 77
(I noticed that I’'m getting more and more age Spots on my
face and I am looking for new treatments.)

child speakers REFBRWATHETRARRELCTE FIN L,

(I’m waiting for my milk tooth to fall out and then I’'m

going to throw it on the roof.)

For each target sentence, we generated two versions of audio using the voices of two
speakers. The sentence content was plausible with one speaker’s identity and implausible with

the other. We included two dimensions of contrasts, gender and age, to capture the speaker



characteristics. For gender-contrast sentences, one speaker was a male adult, and the other a
female adult. For age-contrast sentences, one speaker was either a male or female adult, and the
other a male or female child. To ensure that the speech audio minimized differences other than
the manipulated gender and age, we used Microsoft Azure text-to-speech technology to
generate audio files, controlling for potential confounds such as volume, accent, and speech
rate, which are often inevitable with human speakers. The duration of the critical word was
matched between the two audio versions (t (79) = -0.512, p = 0.610). The plausible utterances
are those where the speaker’s gender/age matched the sentence content (e.g., a socially or
biologically male sentence spoken by a male speaker); the implausible utterances were those
where the speaker’s gender/age mismatched the content (e.g., a socially or biologically male
sentence spoken by a female speaker). The implausibility effect was generally calculated by
comparing participants’ responses to implausible utterances with responses to plausible control

utterances. We also constructed 80 gender- and age-neutral utterances as fillers.

Procedure

Before the EEG experiment, we conducted a plausibility rating test including 30 participants
(15 females, 15 males, mean age = 23.57 years, SD = 3.23 years) who were not included in the
EEG experiment. Participants were individually tested in a laboratory environment in which
they listened to all the audio sentences one by one and rated how plausible they thought it was
for the speaker in the audio to say this sentence on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = extremely
implausible, 4 = neutral, 7 = absolutely plausible). After the rating test, they completed the Big
Five Inventory-2 (BFI-2, Mandarin version, Zhang et al., 2022), of which the subscore of
Openness was later used in the analyses.

In the EEG experiment, participants were individually tested in a soundproof booth
designed for EEG signal acquisition. We created four item lists, each containing only one of
the two audio recordings of an item. Each participant was randomly assigned to one of the four
lists, and the trial order for each participant was randomized. During the experiment,
participants’ EEG signals were recorded while they listened to the audio. Each trial began with
a fixation cross on the center of the screen for 1000 ms. The audio was then played while the
fixation cross remained on the screen until 1000 ms after the utterance offset. Each trial was
followed by an interval of 3600 ms. To ensure their attentive listening, participants were
required to answer a yes/no probe question about the content of the utterance in 50% of the

filler trials.



EEG Recording and Preprocessing

The electroencephalography (EEG) was collected using 128 active sintered Ag/AgCl electrodes
positioned according to an extended 10-20 system. All electrodes were referred online to the
left earlobe. Signals were recorded using a g.Hlamp amplifier and digitalized at a sampling rate
0f 1200 Hz. All electrode impedances were maintained below 30 kQ throughout the experiment.
EEG data preprocessing was performed using customized scripts and the FieldTrip toolbox
(Oostenveld et al., 2011) in MATLAB. The raw EEG data were bandpass-filtered offline at 0.1-
30 Hz (Luck, 2014; Tanner et al., 2015), resampled at 500 Hz, and re-referenced to the average
of the left and right earlobes (Al and A2). Principal component analysis (PCA) was performed
on bandpass-filtered (1-30 Hz) continuous data (Luck, 2022) to identify and remove ocular
artifacts, with the number of independent sources set at 30 (Winkler et al., 2011). The data were
then epoched from 200 ms before to 1200 ms after the onset of the critical word and baseline-
corrected by subtracting the mean amplitude from 200 ms to 0 ms before the critical word onset.
Epochs with amplitudes exceeding £ 100 pV were considered to contain artifacts and thus
excluded (8.37%). The data of 4 participants (4 males) with more than 40% of trials containing
artifacts were excluded, leaving a total of 60 participants (32 females, 28 males; mean age =

22.97 years, SD = 2.05 years) for further analyses.

RESULTS

Plausibility rating

Linear mixed-effects (LME) modelling was conducted on the plausibility rating data of all 30
participants in the rating test. Plausibility (plausible = -0.5, implausible = 0.5) and Type (social
= -0.5, biological = 0.5) were included as fixed-effect predictors. Subject and Item were
included as random-effect predictors (see Table S2 for model structures). For all LME analyses,
we used the maximal random-effect structure justified by the data and determined by forward
model comparison (a = 0.2, see Matuschek et al., 2017).

As demonstrated in Figure 1, the results showed a significant main effect of Plausibility
(#=-3.59, SE=0.19, t =-19.15, p < 0.001), a significant main effect of Type (# =-0.83, SE =
0.12, t = -6.58, p < 0.001), and a significant interaction between Plausibility and Type (f = -
1.31, SE =0.24, t =-5.37, p < 0.001). Plausible utterances (mean rating = 6.37) generally had
a higher rating than implausible ones (mean rating = 2.78). Social utterances (mean rating =
4.99) generally had a higher rating than biological ones (mean rating = 4.16). The absolute size

of the implausibility effect, calculated by the rating difference between plausible and



implausible utterances, was smaller for social utterances (-2.94) than for biological utterances
(-4.25).
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@ ) @ e.0
t¢ o0 0 :’o ,"o‘; o%e%® ! 09%00®

gﬁ . ‘¢ + & 6
E | Mo
F 4 “ # ++ é
3 $7T"4000% 4t ons
8 $ T et Mg
2 é ¢Q
24
Item ®
E‘ I plausible
Biological utterances § implausible
o] &
. ‘o¢. “o¢ ¢+o “0.‘.“.0.“ “..0““0 | o
§LTe z
A
3 (o0t ¢
a © Yoo
G *m‘**.m.m..».l

Item

® plausible @ implausible social biological

Figure 1. Plausibility rating results.

To test whether a listener’s personality trait of openness could predict their perception
of the plausibility of each type of utterance, we additionally included Openness (a scaled
continuous variable) as a fixed-effect predictor interacting with Plausibility and Type (see Table
S2 for model structures). The results showed a significant three-way interaction among
Plausibility, Type, and Openness (# =-0.28, SE = 0.12, t = -2.35, p = 0.026). Separate analyses
of social and biological utterances showed a significant interaction between Plausibility and
Openness for social utterances (4 = 0.31, SE = 0.15, t = 2.13, p = 0.043), suggesting that the
social implausibility effect decreased as a function of openness scores. In contrast, this
interaction did not reach statistical significance for biological utterances (# = 0.03, SE = 0.18, t
= 0.18, p = 0.860), showing no evidence of an impact of Openness on the biological
implausibility effect (Figure 4A).

Overall, ratings indicated that biological implausibility effects were more pronounced
than social implausibility effects, and only social implausibility effects were (negatively)

predicted by listeners’ personality traits of openness.



EEG Amplitude

We focused our analyses of EEG amplitude on the time windows of 300-600 ms and 600-1000
ms after the critical word onset, corresponding to the typical time windows of N400 (e.g., Kutas
& Hillyard, 1980) and P600 (e.g., Lattner & Friederici, 2003) respectively. LME models were
applied to the mean amplitudes within these windows for each trial, as LME methods are
considered more robust than traditional ANOVA-based approaches in amplitude analyses
(Fromer et al., 2018; Heise et al., 2022). We first analyzed the topography of speaker-
contextualized implausibility effects, which guided the selection of a region of interest (ROI)
for subsequent analyses.

Topography analyses. To explore the topography of speaker-contextualized
implausibility effects on EEG amplitudes, we conducted analyses of posteriority and laterality
(see also Martin et al., 2016). As depicted in Figure 2A, scalp sites were selected and divided
into four regions: left-anterior, right-anterior, left-posterior, and right-posterior. Each region

consisted of 17 sites (Table S5), with the mean amplitudes collapsed across all sites.

C social implausibility effect

300-600 ms 600-1000 ms

Biological implausibility effect

+2 Vv

300-600 ms 600-1000 ms

Figure 2. (A) Regions included in the topography analysis; (B) The region used in the ROI
analysis; (C) Topographies of social and biological implausibility effects during 300-600 ms

and 600-1000 ms windows after the critical word onset.



To determine whether speaker-contextualized implausibility effects differed in
magnitude between anterior and posterior sites, we conducted a posteriority analysis. We fit
LME models with Plausibility, Type, and Posteriority (anterior = -0.5, posterior = 0.5) as
interacting fixed-effect predictors (see Table S3 for model structures). Our focus was on the
three-way interaction among Plausibility, Type, and Posteriority. In the time window of 300-
600 ms after the critical word onset, there was a marginally significant interaction among
Plausibility, Type, and Posteriority (5 =0.91, SE = 0.47,t=1.92, p = 0.054), suggesting a trend
of difference in the scalp topographies between social and biological implausibility effects.
Separate analyses of social and biological utterances showed a significant interaction between
Plausibility and Posteriority for social utterances (# = -0.66, SE = 0.33, t = -2.02, p = 0.044),
suggesting larger implausibility effects over posterior sites (-0.90 uV) compared to anterior
sites (-0.22 V). However, this interaction was absent for biological utterances (5 = 0.25, SE =
0.34,t=0.74, p = 0.460), suggesting comparable implausibility effects between posterior (0.22
uV) and anterior sites (-0.02 uV). In the time window of 600-1000 ms after the critical word
onset, there was a significant interaction among Plausibility, Type, and Posteriority (8 = 1.67,
SE =0.55,t=3.03, p =0.002), suggesting a difference in the scalp topographies between social
and biological implausibility effects. Separate analyses showed a significant interaction
between Plausibility and Posteriority for biological utterances (5 = 1.31, SE = 0.40, t = 3.27, p
=0.001), with larger implausibility effects over posterior sites (1.45 pV) than over anterior sites
(0.16 V). However, this interaction was absent for social utterances (f = -0.38, SE=0.38, t =
-0.99, p = 0.321), suggesting comparable implausibility effects between posterior (-0.98 uV)
and anterior sites (-0.60 pV).

Similarly, to determine whether implausibility effects differed between the two
hemispheres, we conducted a laterality analysis. We fit the models with Plausibility, Type, and
Laterality (left = -0.5, right = 0.5) as interacting fixed-effect predictors (see Table S3 for model
structures). Again, our focus was on the three-way interaction among Plausibility, Type, and
Laterality. In the time window of 300-600 ms after the critical word onset, the interaction
among Plausibility, Type, and Laterality did not reach statistical significance (f = 0.33, SE =
0.48, t = 0.68, p = 0.495). Separate analyses of social and biological utterances showed no
significant interaction between Plausibility and Laterality for either social utterances (f =-0.11,
SE =0.33,t=-0.32, p=0.749) or biological utterances (f =0.22, SE=0.34,t=0.64, p = 0.523),
suggesting comparable implausibility effects over left and right sites for both social utterances
(-0.51 pV versus -0.61 V) and biological utterances (-0.01 pV versus 0.21 pV).



Overall, implausible utterances elicited distinct neurophysiological responses under
social and biological conditions. Socially implausible utterances elicited a larger negative
deflection, while biologically implausible utterances elicited a larger positive deflection. As
shown in Figure 2C, both social and biological implausibility effects were more pronounced
over posterior sites than anterior sites, while no particular hemispheric asymmetry was found.
These results aligned with the classic central-posterior distribution of N400 and P600 effects in
spoken language comprehension.

ROI analyses. Based on the topographies of social and biological implausibility effects,
we selected an ROI (Figure 2B) consisting of 59 central-posterior sites (see Table S5 for the
full list) with mean amplitudes collapsed within the ROI. Our primary focus was to compare
listeners’ neural responses to social and biological implausibilities. We fit LME models with
Plausibility and Type as interacting fixed-effect predictors for the mean amplitude over 300-
600 ms and 600-1000 ms windows after the critical word onset (see Table S4 for model
structures). As shown in Figure 3, the results revealed a significant interaction between
Plausibility and Type over 300-600 ms (5 = 1.16, SE = 0.50, t = 2.32, p = 0.021) and over 600-
1000 ms (p = 2.44, SE = 0.59, t = 4.14, p < 0.001). For the 300-600 ms time window, separate
analyses showed a significant main effect of Plausibility for social utterances (5 = -0.89, SE =
0.32, t =-2.80, p = 0.005) but no effect of Plausibility for biological utterances (f = 0.27, SE =
0.34,t=0.81, p = 0.419), suggesting that socially implausible utterances elicited an N400 effect
compared to their plausible control, which was not observed for biologically implausible
utterances. For the 600-1000 ms window, separate analyses showed significant main effects of
Plausibility for both social utterances (# = -1.01, SE =0.37, t = -2.75, p = 0.006) and biological
utterances (5 = 1.43, SE = 0.54, t = 2.66, p = 0.011), suggesting that the N400 effect elicited by
socially implausible utterances extended into the later time window. In contrast, biologically

implausible utterances elicited a P600 effect compared to biologically plausible controls.
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Figure 3. Brain potentials elicited by social and biological utterances during 300-600 ms and

600-1000 ms after the critical word onset; shaded areas represent SEs.

To determine whether social and biological implausibility effects were predicted by
listeners’ personality traits of openness, we fit LME models with Plausibility, Type, and
Openness as interacting fixed-effect predictors (see Table S4 for model structures). The results
showed a significant three-way interaction among Plausibility, Type, and Openness during the
300-600 ms window (f = -1.12, SE = 0.46, t = -2.41, p = 0.016), but not during the 600-1000
ms window (f = -0.88, SE = 0.53, t = -1.65, p = 0.099). Separate analyses of social and
biological utterances showed that Plausibility significantly interacted with Openness for social
utterances during 300-600 ms (# = 0.71, SE = 0.32, t = 2.24, p = 0.026), but not during 600-
1000 ms (#=0.51, SE=0.37,t=1.38, p = 0.167). This suggested that the social implausibility
effect of N40O decreased as a function of a listener’s score of openness. In contrast, this
interaction did not reach statistical significance for biological utterances during either 300-600
ms (5 =-0.40, SE = 0.34, t =-1.16, p = 0.245) or 600-1000 ms ( = -0.36, SE = 0.48, t =-0.75,
p = 0.459), showing no evidence for the impact of a listeners’ openness scores on the biological
implausibility effect (Figure 4B).

Finally, to determine the offset of the N400 and the P600 effects elicited by social and
biological implausibilities, respectively, we conducted paired-sample t-tests on six consecutive

100 ms time windows from 600 ms to 1200 ms after the critical word onset. The obtained p



values were adjusted using the false discovery rate (FDR) method to reduce the chance of Type
I error. The social N400 effect ended around 900 ms after the critical word onset (800-900 ms:
t (59) = -3.18, adjusted p = 0.013; 900-1000 ms: t (59) = -1.85, adjusted p = 0.103), and the
biological P600 effect ended around 1000 ms (900-1000 ms: t (59) = 2.46, adjusted p = 0.025;

1000-1100 ms: t (59) = 1.81, adjusted p = 0.090) after the critical word onset.
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Figure 4. (A) Social and biological implausibility effects of plausibility rating predicted by
openness scores; (B) Social implausibility effect (N400) and biological implausibility effect

(P600) predicted by openness scores.



Overall, social and biological implausibilities elicited distinct neural responses. Social
implausibility elicited an N400 effect, while biological implausibility elicited a P600 effect.
The social N400 effect was predicted by listeners’ scores of openness, while the biological P600

effect was not.

DISCUSSION

Our study investigated the neurophysiological correlates of speaker-contextualized language
comprehension. Plausibility ratings showed that socially implausible utterances were rated as
significantly more plausible than biologically implausible ones. Trial-level amplitudes showed
that N400 effects were elicited by socially implausible utterances in which the speech content
mismatched the speaker context by violating social stereotypes. In contrast, P600 effects were
elicited by biologically implausible utterances in which the speech content mismatched the
speaker context by violating biological knowledge. Furthermore, we found that the magnitudes
of both social implausibility effects for ratings and social N400 effects were negatively
predicted by the listener’s openness, while such predictive effects were absent for either the
biological plausibility ratings or the biological P600 effects. Our findings explain the empirical
inconsistency regarding speaker-contextualized language comprehension and show that
listeners rationally consider the speaker context online during spoken language processing.

As discussed in previous studies (Foucart et al., 2015; Van Berkum et al., 2008), it is
possible that the speaker dimensions may influence neural responses. The gender contrast may
elicit a P600 effect while other contrasts such as age and socioeconomic status may elicit an
N400 effect. To test this, we included an additional analysis to see whether the speaker
dimension (gender vs age) influenced neural responses. We included Dimension (gender = -0.5,
age = 0.5) as a fixed-effect predictor interacting with Plausibility and Type. The results showed
that the three-way interaction among Plausibility, Type, and Dimension was not significant for
either the 300-600 ms window (5 = 0.37, SE = 1.02, t = 0.36, p = 0.720) or the 600-1000 ms
window (f = 1.20, SE = 1.17, t = 1.02, p = 0.309). These results suggested no significant
differences in neural responses between gender- and age-implausible utterances. Thus, the P600
effects observed by previous research in gender contrasts were likely due to biologically
implausible utterances, which were included only in the gender contrast, as noted by Van
Berkum et al. (2008).

In our study, social implausibility elicited a long-lasting N400 effect until around 900
ms after the critical word onset. This offset aligns with previous studies showing a late offset

of N400 elicited by speaker inconsistency during auditory language comprehension (Martin et



al., 2016; Pélissier & Ferragne, 2022). Besides the general longer duration of auditory N400
compared to visual N400 (Hagoort & Brown, 2000), this prolonged effect may reflect the
extended time required to integrate the message within the context created by speaker
characteristics.

Our findings are best accounted for if we assume a rational account where listeners take
into account the speaker’s demographics as the context against which they interpret sentences
rationally. We outline such a rational account for the interpretation of socially and biologically
implausible utterances in Figure 5. Listeners arrive at an interpretation (posterior) based on their
world knowledge (prior) and their perception (evidence). The term “perception” here is twofold:
On one hand, it includes the listener’s perception of the speaker’s demographics, which is
formed rather swiftly upon hearing the first few syllables of the utterance (McAleer et al., 2014;
Scharinger et al., 2011). On the other hand, it includes the listener’s perception of the speech
content, i.e., the verbally conveyed message. Hearing a socially implausible utterance activates
socially stereotypical information that constitutes the prior knowledge used for inference. As
social stereotypes have a rather wide distribution and the perception does not deviate too much
from it, listeners can make an effortful (as compared to the plausible controls) integration of
their prior knowledge of social stereotypes and the perceived evidence, which is reflected by
an N400 effect. In contrast, hearing a biologically implausible utterance activates the biological
knowledge that is distributed rather narrowly. The listener’s perception deviates significantly
from their prior biological knowledge, triggering an error correction process, either by revising
their perception of the speaker or by correcting the “error” in the speech content, which is
reflected by a P600 effect. The listener’s openness only modulates social stereotypes (open-
minded individuals tend to hold fewer stereotypical views) but not biological knowledge, hence
openness scores only predicted the magnitudes of social N400 effects but not the biological
P600 effects. It should be noted that biological implausibility, as a trigger for P600 effects, only
represents one typical case where error correction is required. It does not exclude other cases
that may require similar processing and thus trigger P600 effects. For instance, in the study by
Lattner and Friederici (2003), the absence of fillers or a large number of speakers might have
led listeners to stop integrating social stereotypes and switch to an explicit error detection
process after several trials, resulting in a P600 effect (see also Foucart et al., 2015; Van Berkum

et al., 2008 for discussion).
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Figure 5. Schematic representation of speaker-contextualized language comprehension. (A)
Upon hearing a socially implausible utterance, listeners integrate their perception of the
utterance with their social stereotypes from the speaker context to arrive at an interpretation;
(B) Upon hearing a biologically implausible utterance, listeners tend to revise their

perception of the speech content or the speaker characteristics.

Our findings raise further questions for future research. While we propose an error
correction mechanism for the P600 observed in cases of biological implausibility, the exact
nature of these “errors” and their correction process remain unknown. We suggest two potential
processes: listeners may either revise the perceived linguistic form to align its content with the
speaker’s identity or adjust the perceived speaker identity. Revision of perceived linguistic
forms has been demonstrated in Cai et al. (2022), where they showed that listeners estimated
the likelihood of an implausible sentence as being corrupted from an otherwise plausible one

and sometimes revise the implausible sentence into a plausible sentence (e.g., revising “The



mother gave the candle the daughter” into “The mother gave the candle to the daughter”) in
order to arrive at a plausible interpretation. However, in our study, the sentences themselves are
plausible and they are implausible only when one takes the speaker into account. Thus, a more
likely correction process is the revision of the perceived speaker identity. In addition, future
research can explore broader personal factors in terms of their influence on rational inference
as a part of social cognition. Language is a crucial tool of social communication (Fedorenko et
al., 2024) and a core activity of social interaction. Our study shows how the personality trait of
openness can influence language processing and modulate its neurophysiological correlates. It
would be valuable for future research to include more personality traits and other factors such

as political affiliations, education level, and culture.

Conclusion

Our study investigates the neurophysiological correlates of speaker-contextualized language
comprehension. The type of neurophysiological response depends on the type of cognitive
process triggered by the mismatch between the speech content and the speaker context. A
mismatch of social stereotypes elicits an N400 effect, reflecting an effortful semantic
integration. In contrast, a mismatch of biological knowledge elicits a P600 effect, reflecting an
error correction process. Our findings explain the empirical inconsistency regarding speaker-
contextualized language comprehension and provide evidence for a rational account of

language processing.
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Supplementary Materials

Table S1. Experimental items with English translations

Category  Sentence English translation
KE R 5w B pE A 5 B & 2B | play a lot of rugby and have led my team
SM "RHEE. to championships.
At the workplace I usually wear a suit and
SM ETEEME—RAREF BFATAH.  atie.
A B YA R R A YCE T EAL On my birthday | often receive a tie as a
SM 1. gift.
I’m having dinner with my wife tomorrow
SM ARG ERERMRAALA-RZBE. night.
Every weekend I train grappling and
SM RERARNER S FI%K AL}, fighting at the gym.
I got a job as an auto mechanic this past
SM #ENARET — R ITEH TR, month.
KN — 2 FARNPFTRARET My duty as a soldier is to protect my
SM o country.
My favourite sports are boxing and
SM RIKERWL 2 £ R 3K, playing soccer.
My hobbies in life are smoking, drinking
SM RXETFTHEITHE BB EAIEE.  and gambling.
KEBF M AL EEE T —BEZ | had some emergencies when | was
SM =R working as a security guard at the mall.
My way to relax is to go with my
SF RIEAN Y 77 A=A AT girlfriends for shopping.
A RECHARHT R R XA W RN T Today at dinner my hushand suggested
SF &, that | get a new job.
I like to wear light-coloured camisoles to
SF RERFARECW FHRBERWRMFTE.  match my new shoes.
L Before meeting important clients | put on
WEEREZF R FHM M0 L EZARYE makeup carefully to make sure | look
SF T*E, perfect.
My appointment for a beauty treatment
SF RA KM EZ 20 a8 2 TF % A.  today is at 2:00 pm.
HIAFE H TREE R Z LA EAET | wish | looked like Madonna and as
SF No glamorous as she does.
K& HARMNE % LK TZE HAL My friends often give me lipstick as a gift
SF o on my birthday.
AT T B B R TR S I EE R To start working out | decided to take an
SF TR aerobics trial class.
This weekend I’m going to get a manicure
SF INEARREZREMZEFREER, and then a haircut.
KERF ZREACHE LMEFRAE 1t makes me feel so confident every time |
SF 2o wear high heels on the street.
SA RAFLEHTCEF LG, I was kind of sad when | retired this year.
X X | have learned a lot from discussing
KA R AF AT L ZEEF AR ethical and moral issues with everyone
SA % k. today.
AR T —MAGEZWHAKEIK | brought a bottle of liquor to a friend's
SA Xt o party today.
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I’ve been working too hard lately and |
need a break.”);

Every night | have a glass of whiskey
before | go to bed.

I love going to bars at night to drink and
relax.

I’ve been engaged for a year and hope to
get married soon.

Every Saturday | meet with other people
and talk about philosophy and politics.

I hurt my hand on my sports car while |
was changing a tire on it.

They recommended some good stocks and
I made a lot of money.

We often play house together.
I like watching cartoons and reading fairy
tales the most.

He took my toys away from me and I’'m
going to tell mummy about it.

I have to hold my teddy bear every night
to fall asleep.

Since last year I haven’t used a milk bottle
to drink my milk.

I cut my doll’s hair yesterday.
| stopped biting my pacifier to sleep since
last night.

I just got my pocket money and spent it all
in less than an hour.

I learn to write and draw at school every
day.

I have a lot of homework to do every day
and | have to stay up late every day.

I need to go to the hospital to check my
prostate on a regular basis.

The doctor said | had a lump in my
scrotum and wanted me to have further
tests.

Every day | get my beard shaved after |
get up.

I have problems with erection when | am
stressed.

A test at the hospital found that one of my
testicles was malformed.

When | was sixteen | had surgery to
remove the part of my foreskin that was
too long.

They all say that my laryngeal knot is
very nice and attractive.

The time | became a father | felt a greater
responsibility on my shoulders.
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I must set a good example as a dad to my
child.

During my preparation for pregnancy |
quit smoking and drinking to improve my
sperm quality.

The doctor said | had inflammation in my
vagina and needed antibiotics.

I don't like how they always stare at my
boobs and not look me in the eye.

I just went to the gynaecologist at the
hospital the other day for a checkup.

I’m supposed to take care of all my
siblings as the oldest sister in the family.

I’ve always wanted to be a mom because |
love kids so much.

The first time | got pregnant | had a hard
time.

A tumour was found in my uterus by the
doctor yesterday.

Because my breasts are growing men are
always staring at me.

Every time | get my period it’s really
hard.

The doctor did an ultrasound on my
ovaries and everything came back normal.
I have recently entered menopause and
often feel irritable.

I have wrinkles on my face from the
years.

I have more and more grey hair on my
head in the past few years.

I have noticed that my daughter is
exceptionally bright.

I just had a diabetes test and am waiting
for the results.

I’ve been wearing presbyopic glasses
since last year because my vision is
getting worse.

I have noticed that | am getting more and
more age spots on my face and | am
looking for new treatments.

I have been taking care of my blood
pressure and | need to take
antihypertensive pills regularly every day.
| started having hair loss last year which
has become worse and worse.

This year my granddaughter was born
and | finally became a grandfather.

I’'m waiting for my milk tooth to fall out
and then I’m going to throw it on the roof.
I had a nutritional checkup with my
paediatrician today and he told me to eat
more vegetables for vitamins.
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It seems like I’m starting to reach puberty
and I’m starting to grow a beard.

I hope when | grow up I’ll be able to
protect my mom.

It was only four years ago that | was
weaned as my mom told me.

When | first learned to walk the year
before my mom and dad were really
happy.

I only learned to talk the year before last
and my mom said | spoke later than
others.

I’ve been diagnosed with juvenile
malnutrition in the hospital and the doctor
said it was caused by picky eating.

I am at the age of physical development
and my mom says | need to pay attention
to nutrition.

I’m in the process of changing teeth and
my mom says | should drink milk for
calcium.

SM: socially plausible with male but implausible with female speakers; SF: socially plausible with
female but implausible with male speakers; SA: socially plausible with adult but implausible with
child speakers; SC: socially plausible with child but implausible with adult speakers; BM:
biologically plausible with male but implausible with female speakers; BF: biologically plausible
with female but implausible with male speakers; BA: biologically plausible with adult but
implausible with child speakers; BC: biologically plausible with child but implausible with adult

speakers.



Table S2. LME Models for Plausibility Rating Analysis

Predictor )i} SE

Model for main analysis
Intercept 4.58 0.12 38.65 <0.001
Plausibility -3.59 0.19 -19.15 <0.001
Type -0.83 0.13 -6.58 <0.001
Plausibility: Type -1.31 0.24 -5.37 <0.001

Model for openness analysis
Intercept 4.58 0.12 39.15 <0.001
Plausibility -3.59 0.19 -19.20 < 0.001
Type -0.83 0.13 -6.63 <0.001
Openness 0.15 0.11 1.39 0.174
Plausibility: Type -1.31 0.24 -5.47 <0.001
Plausibility: Openness 0.17 0.16 1.10 0.281
Type: Openness -0.11 0.07 -1.50 0.144
Plausibility: Type: Openness -0.28 0.12 -2.35 0.026

Model for main analysis: Rating ~ Plausibility*Type + (Plausibility*Type + 1 | Participant) +
(Plausibility +1 | Item); Model of openness analysis: Rating ~ Plausibility*Type*Openness +

(Plausibility*Type + 1 | Participant) + (Plausibility +1 | ltem).



Table S3. LME Models for Topography analysis

Predictor S SE t p

Models for posteriority analysis
N400 (300-600 ms)

Intercept -1.01 0.19 -5.19 <0.001
Plausibility -0.24 0.32 -0.75 0.454
Type 0.43 0.31 1.41 0.162
Posteriority 0.16 0.23 0.69 0.492
Plausibility: Type 0.68 0.57 1.20 0.232
Plausibility: Posteriority -0.20 0.25 -0.78 0.436
Type: Posteriority 0.24 0.35 0.67 0.506
Plausibility: Type: Posteriority 0.91 0.47 1.92 0.054
P600 (600-1000 ms)
Intercept 0.38 0.26 1.45 0.151
Plausibility 0.01 0.38 0.03 0.977
Type 0.89 0.35 2.54 0.013
Posteriority 1.69 0.26 6.49 <0.001
Plausibility: Type 1.63 0.68 2.38 0.019
Plausibility: Posteriority 0.46 0.28 1.68 0.092
Type: Posteriority 0.83 0.35 2.39 0.019
Plausibility: Type: Posteriority 1.67 0.55 3.03 0.002

Models for laterality analysis
N400 (300-600 ms)

Intercept -1.01 0.19 -5.20 <0.001
Plausibility -0.24 0.32 -0.75 0.454
Type 0.43 0.31 1.41 0.162
Laterality -0.27 0.12 -2.24 0.025
Plausibility: Type 0.68 0.57 1.20 0.233
Plausibility: Laterality 0.06 0.24 0.24 0.811
Type: Laterality -0.02 0.24 -0.10 0.923
Plausibility: Type: Laterality 0.33 0.48 0.68 0.495
P600 (600-1000 ms)
Intercept 0.38 0.26 1.45 0.151
Plausibility 0.01 0.38 0.03 0.980
Type 0.89 0.35 2.54 0.013
Laterality -0.06 0.14 -0.44 0.657
Plausibility: Type 1.63 0.68 2.38 0.019
Plausibility: Laterality 0.19 0.28 0.69 0.490
Type: Laterality 0.04 0.28 0.14 0.891
Plausibility: Type: Laterality 0.13 0.56 0.23 0.819

Model for posteriority analysis (N400): Amplitude ~ Plausibility*Type*Posteriority +
(Plausibility*Type + Posteriority + Plausibility: Posteriority + 1 | Participant) + (Plausibility +
Posteriority + 1 | Item); Model for posteriority analysis (P600): Amplitude ~
Plausibility*Type*Posteriority + (Plausibility*Type + Posteriority + 1 | Participant) + (Plausibility
+ Posteriority + 1 | Item); Model for laterality analysis (N400): Amplitude ~
Plausibility*Type*Laterality + (Plausibility*Type + 1 | Participant) + (Plausibility + 1 | Item);
Model for laterality analysis (P600): Amplitude ~ Plausibility*Type*Laterality + (Plausibility*Type
+ 1| Participant) + (Plausibility + 1 | Item).



Table S4. LME Models for ROl analysis

Predictor S SE t p

Models for main analysis
N400 (300-600 ms)

Intercept -1.04  0.20 -5.25 <0.001
Plausibility -0.32  0.28 -1.12 0.269
Type 054 0.34 1.60 0.113
Plausibility: Type 1.16 050 2.32 0.021
P600 (600-1000 ms)
Intercept 1.13 0.27 411 <0.001
Plausibility 021 0.35 0.60 0.550
Type 1.28 0.37 3.47 <0.001
Plausibility: Type 244 059 4.14 <0.001

Models for openness analysis
N400 (300-600 ms)

Intercept -1.04 0.20 -5.25 <0.001
Plausibility -0.32 0.29 -1.09 0.281
Type 054 0.34 1.60 0.113
Openness -0.15  0.15 -0.98 0.330
Plausibility: Type 116 051 2.25 0.027
Plausibility: Openness 0.17 027 0.65 0.520
Type: Openness -0.10  0.23 -0.43 0.668
Plausibility: Type: Openness -1.12  0.46 -2.41 0.016
P600 (600-1000 ms)
Intercept 1.13 0.27 4.15 <0.001
Plausibility 021 0.35 0.59 0.557
Type 1.28 0.36 3.57 <0.001
Openness -040 0.24 -1.63 0.109
Plausibility: Type 244 059 4.14 <0.001
Plausibility: Openness 0.09 033 0.27 0.791
Type: Openness -0.39 0.26 -1.49 0.137
Plausibility: Type: Openness -0.88  0.53 -1.65 0.099

Model for main analysis (N400): Amplitude ~ Plausibility*Type + (Plausibility + 1 | Participant) +
(Plausibility + 1 | Item); Model for main analysis (P600): Amplitude ~ Plausibility*Type +
(Plausibility + Type + 1 | Participant) + (Plausibility + 1 | Item); Model for openness analysis
(N400): Amplitude ~ Plausibility*Type*Openness + (Plausibility + 1 | Participant) + (Plausibility +
1| Item); Model for openness analysis (P600): Amplitude ~ Plausibility*Type*Openness +
(Plausibility + 1 | Participant) + (Plausibility + 1 | Item).



Table S5. Sites included in Topology Analysis and ROl Analysis

Region

Sites

Topology analysis
Left-anterior region

Right-anterior region
Left-posterior region

Right-posterior region

ROI analysis
Central-posterior region

FP1, AF7, AF3, F7, F5, F3, F1, FC5, FC3, FC1, AFp5,
AFF7h, AFF5h, AFF3h, FFT7h, FFC5h, FFC3h

FP2, AF4, AF8, F2, F4, F6, F8, FC2, FC4, FC6, AFF4h,
AFF6h, AFF8h, FFC4h, FFC6h, FFT8h

CP5, CP3, CP1, P7, P5, P3, P1, PO7, PO3, O1, TPP7h,
CPP5h, CPP3h, PPO7h, PPO5h, PPO3h, POO5

CP2, CP4, CP6, P2, P4, P6, P8, PO4, PO8, 02, CPP4h,
CPP6h, TPP8h, PPO4h, PPO6h, PPO8h, POO6

P6, P7, P8, PPO1h, PPO2h, PPO3h, PPO4h, PPO5h, PPO6H,
PPO7h, PPO8h, POz, PO3, PO4, PO7, PO8, POO1, POO2,
POO5, POO6, POO%h, POO10h, Oz, 01, 02, Ol1h, Ol2h




