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BACKGROUND

• Communication is a complex phenomenon which 
requires a confluence of multiple factors such as 
previous experience, contextual cues, language(s) of 
interaction, inferential and anticipatory ability. 

• Cumulative evidence shows that anticipation is a default 
brain activity (Bar 2007; Bar 2011), i.e. human brain 
constantly generates predictions to make sense of 
incoming verbal stimuli (Van Berkum 2010). Anticipation 
stems from the experience as well as the current 
situational context. 

• A great deal of messages are communicated between 
the lines in a veiled manner. Irony is a key example of 
indirect communication, where explicit (literal) and 
implicit (ironic) meanings are un conflict (Grice 1975).

• So far few studies have pointed to the significant role of 
anticipation in irony processing. Regel and colleagues 
showed that implicit knowledge about the speaker’s 
communicative style influences irony comprehension as 
early as 200 ms post stimulus onset. 

• Bromberek-Dyzman and colleagues (2021) 
demonstrated that anticipated irony was processed 
faster and more accurately compared to unanticipated 
irony.

• The specific mechanisms of how exactly anticipation 
modulates irony comprehension are not understood. 

• At the same time, currently, we do not know whether 
anticipatory processes operate similarly in the native and 
non-native language in bilinguals when they process 
irony.

OBJECTIVE
The goal of the present PhD project is to explore the role of anticipation in irony processing in the native and non-native language. 

STUDY 1: BEHAVIORAL STUDY 2: ELECTROPHYSIOLOGICAL
METHOD

Participants: 100 Polish-English highly proficient bilinguals
Anticipation: 2 groups, 

2 communication styles: ironic and non-ironic – an episode of a particular TV show 
Materials: 

v written ironic interactions in L1 (Polish) and L2 (English) from 2 TV shows,
vwritten non-ironic interactions in L1 and L2 from 2 TV shows,

vnonsensical questions in L1 and L2

METHOD
Participants: 60 Polish-English highly proficient bilinguals

Anticipation: 2 groups, 
70:30 vs. 30:70

Materials: 
v written ironic interactions in L1 (Polish) (35) and L2 (English) (35), 

vwritten non-ironic interactions in L1 (35) and L2 (35), 
vnonsensical questions in L1 (35) and L2 (35)

WHAT DO WE MEASURE?
ü REACTION TIMES

ü ACCURACY

NORMING STUDIES
• To test the ironicity of the excerpts

• 40 respondents
• The final comment (Is it ironic?) 

• 4-point Likert scale

WHAT DO WE MEASURE?
ü REACTION TIMES

ü ACCURACY 
ü EVENT-RELATED POTENTIALS:

Ø SPN (pre-stimulus anticipatory processes)
Ø P200 (post-stimulus anticipatory processes)

Ø N400 (semantic integration)
Ø LPP (meaning integration)

HYPOTHESES
• Faster reaction times and more accurate responses for anticipation-driven comments 

(Ironic comments - House, M.D., non-ironic comments – Homeland) (Regel et al. 2010)
• Similar response times and accuracy patterns for ironic and non-ironic stimuli 
processing in the native and non-native language (Bromberek-Dyzman et al. 2021). 

• SPN: Larger amplitudes for comments in the L2 (Wu and Thierry 2017)
• P200: Larger amplitudes for target comments congruent with the respective 

language/comment type (Regel et al. 2010).
• N400: Increased and delayed amplitudes for ironic comments (Caffarra et al. 2019; 

Caillies et al. 2019) and for the non-native language (L2) compared to the native 
language (L1) (Moreno and Kutas 2005).

• LPP: More pronounced amplitudes to ironic comments (Caffarra et al. 2019; Spotorno
et al. 2013) and in L2 (Foucart et al. 2015).

STUDY DESIGN
2 X LANGUAGE (Polish, English), 2 X COMMENT TYPE (ironic, literal), 2 X GROUP 

(watching House, M.D., watching Homeland)

STUDY DESIGN
2 X FREQUENCY (ironic, non-ironic), 2 X COMMENT TYPE (ironic, literal), 2 X 

LANGUAGE (Polish, English)
PROCEDURE PROCEDURE

WE EXPECT TO FIND OUT…
• How anticipation affects irony comprehension and whether it results in faster and more

accurate responses;
• Whether irony is comprehended differently (faster/slower, more/less accurately) in the 

native (L1) and non-native (L2) language.

• When anticipation affects irony processing, i.e. before (SPN) or after (P200) an
intention is communicated;

• How the semantic integration (N400) and pragmatic meaning integration (LPP) 
components are modulated by anticipation effects;

• Whether the ERPs reflecting irony processing differ in L1 and L2.
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