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Prediction during language comprehension involves the pre-activation of expected
words (Huettig et al., 2022) and their semantically-related (Federmeier & Kutas, 1999)
and possibly word form-related neighbors (DeLong et al., 2019). If predictions are
disconfirmed, expected words linger in memory and elicit false remembering of
expected words and of semantically-related words (Haeuser & Kray, 2024; Hubbard &
Federmeier, 2024; Hubbard et al., 2019). False remembering of word form-related
words has not been found yet. The lack of a word form-related effect might be due to
the manipulation of word form similarity at word offset (Haeuser, 2022). Since there
are inconsistent results regarding prediction-related pre-activation of word form
features, which might be attributable to different manipulations of word form similarity
(i.e., onset vs. offset, Li et al., 2022), manipulating word form similarity at word onset
might more readily elicit false remembering. In line with this, the cohort-model of word
recognition suggests stronger activation of onset- than offset-related neighbors
(Simmons & Magnuson, 2018).

Here, participants (n = 142, m =43, f =96, nb = 3, M = 23.3 years old, range = 18 - 34
years old) read highly constraining sentences which ended with an unexpected word.
After a 10-minute retention interval, participants were presented with single words and
indicated whether the word was “old” or “new”. To additionally measure qualitative
differences in recognition memory, participants indicated for old judgements whether
they remembered details of the encoding phase (i.e., recollection) or just had a familiar
feeling about having read this word (i.e., familiarity, Yonelinas, 2002). Presented words
were old (e.g., “Uhr”, “clock™), new (e.g., “Fisch”, “fish”), expected but disconfirmed
(e.g., “Reifen”, “tires”) and semantically- (e.g., “Auto”, “car”) and word form-related
words (e.g., “Reihen”, “series”) to these expected words. Participants also completed
a test battery of individual difference tests.

According to the results, expected and semantically-related words elicited higher
levels of false remembering than new words (see Figure 1), and expected words
elicited more recollection judgements than semantically-related words, suggesting a
false memory effect over and above a backward semantic context association effect
(see Figure 2). Surprisingly, word form-related words elicited less false remembering
than new words (see Figure 1), especially in familiarity judgements (see Figure 2). We
hypothesized that this effect was driven by prior suppression of onset-related
neighbors (i.e., predicting “Reifen” inhibits “Reihen”, Haeuser & Borovsky, 2024).
Indeed, in an exploratory analysis there was a correlation of the false alarm rate of
word form-related words and inhibitory control (operationalized as d’ which reflects the
scaled hit rate minus the scaled false alarm rate of a go/nogo inhibition task). However,
a similar correlation was found for new words, suggesting that the inhibitory control
effect was not specific to word form-related words (see Figure 3).

In sum, we replicated effects of lingering predictions for expected and semantically-
related words. Word form-related words do not elicit false remembering, possibly
because they become suppressed during initial activation of the expected word.
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Figure 2. Fitted proportion of recollection and
familiarity judgements across new, expected,
semantically- and word form-related words

Figure 1. Fitted proportion of old judgements
(aggregating over recollection and familiarity
judgements) across the different word types
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Figure 3. Correlation of the proportion of old judgements of each word type and inhibitory control
Note. Higher d*indicate better inhibitory control.
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