
paper modality relationship SOA proportion task BA 47 BA 45 BA 44 MFG 
BA 
6/9 STG MTG ATL 

supram/ 
ang/ PT PIT 

Raposo et al 2006 visual 
similarity, 
unassociated 2500 50% abstract-concrete E E E E  E (?) E  E  

Gold et al 2006-1b visual association 1000 50% LD S S S    S   S 

Gold et al 2006-3 visual association 1000 50% LD S S S S   S    

Giesbrecht et al 2004 visual assoc. &  cat 800 50% relatedness S S  S S  S  S  

Matsumoto et al 2005 visual association? 600 50% LD S S    S     

Kotz et al 2002 auditory assoc. &  cat 650 50% LD  S S  S S  E  S  

Wible et al 2006 auditory association 750 50% LD (asym)  S    S S S (lat)   

Copland et al 2007 visual association 1000 66% LD   E   E (RH)     

Rissman et al 2003 auditory association 600 50% LD    S S S      

Copland et al 2003 visual association 150 66% LD       S    

Gold et al 2006-1a visual association 250 50% LD       S   S 

Gold et al 2006-2 visual association 250 50% LD       S   S 

Rossell et al 2003 visual category 1000 50% LD        S E  

Rossell et al 2003 visual category 200 50% LD        
S 
(med)   

Wheatley et al 2005 visual category 250 50% naming target    S S     S 

 
 
 
Table 1. Summary of left-hemisphere activations in previous fMRI studies on semantic priming. Here we only present left-hemisphere 
activations; although a few studies found right-hemisphere activity in a few areas, these were in the minority, and there was no reliable 
pattern.  Also not included in the table are areas which were activated in only a few studies and which have not been associated with language 
processing specifically (e.g. cingulate activations). The ‘relationship’ column describes the type of semantic relationship used for priming, and 
the ‘proportion’ column describes the proportion of items that were related (sometimes thought to influence strategic processes).  Activations 
are marked with an E or an S signifying enhancement or suppression for primed words as compared to unprimed words. 



 

Paper materials mod presentation 
Contextual 
manipulation 

anom. 
s-final task 

BA 
47 

BA 
45 

BA 
44 

LIFG 
ALL MFG STG STS MTG ATL PIT 

Ni et al. 2000 sentences A oddball-block implaus yes? animacy         X x         
Braze et al under review sentences A Oddball implaus no cat id ? x ? x X         x 
Ruschemeyer et al. 2005 sentences A rapid e-r implaus - German yes judg   x   x   ns         
Kuperberg et al. 2000 sentences A Block implaus prag yes judg           x       x 
Friederici et al. 2003 sentences A rapid e-r implaus yes judg           x         
Ferstl et al. 2005 texts A slow e-r implaus no judg x     x             
Ruschemeyer et al. 2005 sentences A rapid e-r implaus - Russian yes judg x     x             
Cardillo et al. 2004 sentences A rapid e-r implaus yes LD   x x x             

Kuperberg et al. 2000 sentences A block 
Implaus & 
selectional yes judg                     

Braze et al under review sentences V Oddball implaus no cat id ? x ? x X         x 
Stanczak et al submitted sentences V slow e-r implaus no compq   x x x X           
Stanczak et al submitted sentences V slow e-r imposs no compq   x x x             
Kuperberg et al. 2003 sentences V rapid e-r implaus verb yes judg x x x x X   x       
Stringaris et al 2007  sentences V slow e-r implaus yes judg x     x X     x     
Newman A. et al. 2001 sentences V slow e-r implaus no judg   x   x X           
Kiehl et al. 2002 sentences V slow e-r implaus yes judg x x   x         x x 
Ruschemeyer et al 2006 sentences V rapid e-r implaus yes judg x x   x             
Baumgaertner et al. 2002 sentences V slow e-r implaus yes LD x     x   ns         
Baumgaertner et al. 2002 sentences V slow e-r plaus-expected yes LD ns     ns   x         
Dien et al. unpublished sentences V rapid e-r implaus yes none         X           
Hagoort et al. 2004 sentences V rapid e-r implaus prag no none x x   x             
Kang et al. 1999 phrases V oddball-block implaus yes none     x x             

 
Table 2. Summary of left-hemisphere activations in previous fMRI studies on contextually-induced implausibility. Here we only present left-
hemisphere activations; although a few studies found right-hemisphere activity in a few areas, these were in the minority, and there was no 
reliable pattern.  Also not included in the table are areas which were activated in only a few studies and which have not been associated with 
language processing specifically (e.g. cingulate activity). 



 

Paper materials mod presentation anomaly type task 
BA 
47 

BA 
45 

BA 
44 

frontal 
other STG 

STS/ 
MTG ATL AG/IP 

Embick et al. 2000 English sentences V block syn. category none   x  x   x 
Ruschemeyer et al 
2005 E1 sentences A fast e-r syn. category acc judg     x R x  
Ruschemeyer et al 
2005 E2 sentences A fast e-r syn. category acc judg     x    
Newman A. et al 
2001 sentences V slow e-r syn. category acc judg    

x BA 
6/8     

Friederici et al 2003 sentences A fast e-r syn. category acc judg    
x BA 
6/43 x  x  

Kang et al 1999 phrases V oddball syn. category passive read  x x 
x BA 
46     

Moro et al 2001 sentences V PET block 
morphosyn & 
syn. cat acc judg   x             

Indefrey et al 2001 
jabberwocky 
sentences V PET block morphosyn 

verbal 
correction/repetition       x BA 9         

Braze et al. auditory sentences A oddball morphosyn cat id   x ?   x R   x 

Braze et al. visual sentences V oddball morphosyn cat id   x ?   x R   x 

Kuperberg et al 2003 sentences V fast e-r morphosyn make-sense R R R     R   x 

Ni et al 2000 sentences A 
oddball-
block morphosyn animacy x x x 

x BA 
6/8         

Kuperberg et al 2001 sentences A block subcategorization make-sense         

Nichelli 1995              

 
Table 3. Summary of left-hemisphere activations in previous fMRI studies on syntactic violations. Xs indicate increased activity in the violation 
condition and Rs indicate increased activity in the correct condition. The studies using morphosyntactic violations in particular are 
highlighted. Here we only present left-hemisphere activations; although a few studies found right-hemisphere activity in a few areas, these 
were in the minority, and there was no reliable pattern.  Also not included in the table are areas which were activated in only a few studies and 
which have not been associated with language processing specifically (e.g. cingulate activity). 
 


