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The brain uses contextual information and prior knowledge to anticipate upcoming content during
language comprehension. Recent research has shown predictive signals can be revealed in pre-onset
ECoG activity during naturalistic narrative listening, by building encoding models based on word
embeddings from Large Language Models (LLMs). Similarly, evidence for long-range predictive
encoding has been observed in fMRI data, where incorporating embeddings for multiple upcoming
words in a narrative improves alignment with brain activity. This study examines whether similar
predictive information can be detected in MEG, a technique with higher temporal resolution than
fMRI but a lower signal-to-noise ratio than ECoG. Our findings indicate that MEG captures pre-onset
representations up to 1 second before word onset, consistent with ECoG results. However, unlike
fMRI findings, incorporating future word embeddings did not enhance MEG encoding, even for
one word into the future, which suggests that the pre-onset encoding may not reflect predictive
processing. This work demonstrates that MEG combined with LLMs is a valuable approach for
studying language processing in naturalistic narratives and highlights the need to study further what
constitutes evidence for prediction during natural listening.

INTRODUCTION

Predictive processing is a foundational hypothesis in
neuroscience, that proposes that the brain is continu-
ously engaged in making predictions about upcoming
stimuli [1, 2]. These predictions are shaped by the con-
text in which the input is presented and are informed
by the individual’s previous experiences with similar in-
put sequences [3]. Language processing is one domain
where predictions are thought to play a crucial role, par-
ticularly in facilitating comprehension by pre-activating
linguistic representations [4, 5]. Various approaches have
been used to investigate how the availability of predic-
tive information influences lexico-semantic processing. At
the behavioral level, studies have shown that highly pre-
dictable words result in shorter reaction times and reading
times [6, 7]. At the neural level, numerous studies have
demonstrated that the ERP response is modulated by the
predictability of a word within a contextually constrain-
ing sentence [4, 8]. Compelling evidence from studies
of natural conversations also shows that the absence of
temporal gaps between exchanges requires listeners to
predict the upcoming word and content with high ac-
curacy [9, 10]. Over the past five decades, a wealth of
research has strongly suggested that language comprehen-
sion is inherently predictive [11].

One of the most widely studied ERP prediction markers
is the N400 component, which is elicited when there is a
mismatch between the predicted and actual target word
[12, 13]. To identify this N400 reliably, often words in a
sentence are visually presented on the screen one at a time
with the last word in the sentence being the target word.
However, this measure does not provide a read-out of the
prediction itself but instead a measure of how new input
is processed in light of what may have been predicted
[12].

To examine the actual contents of predictions, one
needs to focus on the time period preceding the predicted
word’s appearance. Early EEG studies attempted to do
this by measuring event-related potentials time-locked to
cues (e.g. determiners in English indicating whether an
upcoming noun starts with a vowel or a consonant) that
signaled whether the most predictable target noun would
occur [8, 14]. The reasoning was that a brain response to
a prediction-mismatching determiner would indicate noun
prediction. Unfortunately, these results proved difficult to
replicate [15–18]. Moreover, genuine N400-like effects to
prenominal cue words may simply reflect the processing
of those words themselves, rather than the prediction of
the upcoming word [19].

More direct evidence for pre-target prediction was pro-
vided by Wang et al. [20, 21]. They used representational
similarity analysis (RSA) to show that EEG patterns
just before a highly predictable target word could reveal
whether the noun was animate. However, their approach
required a one-second gap before the target. While this
interval presumably improved the ability to decode the
noun’s animacy, it may have encouraged participants to
adopt strategic, unnatural predictive processes that are
less likely in normal comprehension scenarios.
Overall, previous research has established that pre-

diction influences how upcoming words are processed,
but it has not fully captured the representations of the
predictions themselves. One reason may be that neural
signatures of word prediction are quite subtle. Another
is that EEG may lack the spatial resolution needed to
disentangle the many semantic or lexical features of a pre-
dicted word. Furthermore, studies often rely on carefully
controlled stimuli and slowed word-by-word presentations,
or artificial gaps to align neural signals with word onset.
Such methods limit both the number and diversity of
linguistic contexts that participants experience, reducing
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the ecological validity of the findings [22].
Recently, new opportunities have arisen to investigate

predictive processing in more naturalistic settings. High-
quality datasets collected using methods like MEG or
ECoG now allow the study of prediction across tens of
thousands of words, for example, in participants who
listen to entire audiobooks. Such large-scale, natural-
istic data provide stronger statistical power that can
capture the subtle representations of predictions. Nat-
uralistic data also exposes participants to richer, more
varied linguistic contexts. Crucially, in these conditions,
a word’s predictability depends on information spanning
long stretches of discourse, rather than just the preceding
word or sentence.

A potential difficulty with using large datasets is that
until recently, it was very difficult to characterize the
predictability of all words in the dataset. The traditional
method used for this aim, the cloze probability test, is
very labor-intensive and impossible to scale to datasets
containing tens of thousands of words. Fortunately, re-
cent advances in large language models (LLMs) overcome
this obstacle. Trained on vast amounts of text, LLMs
capture nuanced linguistic representations and can serve
as proper linguistic theories [23], and by extension, prox-
ies for the brain’s language processes. Indeed, across
various neuroimaging modalities—such as fMRI [24–26],
MEG [25, 27], and ECoG [28], —it has been shown that
the internal word embeddings generated by LLMs can be
linearly mapped onto brain representations and explain a
substantial amount of the variance in neural responses to
language.
In this study, we explore the use of Large Language

Models (LLMs) to investigate predictive processing in
language with MEG, building on two influential recent
studies in the field. The first is by Goldstein et al. [28],
who examined whether neural signals preceding word on-
set contain predictive information about upcoming words.
Using high-precision ECoG recordings while participants
listened to continuous, natural speech, they found that
predictive signals for upcoming words were detectable
up to two seconds before word onset. This finding has
since been replicated and extended to examine various
properties of predictive processing in natural language
comprehension [29, 30]. Here, we investigate whether
similar pre-stimulus decoding can be observed using MEG.

While ECoG provides an excellent signal-to-noise ratio,
it is invasive and limited to patient research. Achieving
similar results with MEG—a more accessible and non-
invasive method—would create new possibilities for study-
ing predictive processing. MEG has previously been used
to detect pre-onset predictive activations of expected vi-
sual [31] and auditory [32] stimuli in carefully designed ex-
perimental setups. However, it remains uncertain whether
representations of linguistic predictions are detectable in
MEG during natural listening, given that data cannot
be averaged across trials and MEG has a lower signal-to-

noise ratio than EcOG. Additionally, it is unclear whether
these predictive signals are specifically tied to the enve-
lope of spiking activity in the high gamma range [33],
which cannot be captured reliably with MEG.

The second complementary paper that inspired the cur-
rent work is by Caucheteux et al. [26], who investigated
whether brain predictions extend beyond the immediate
next word, using fMRI data. They explained brain activ-
ity elicited by a word using embeddings of future words,
demonstrating that including representations of words
further in the future enhanced the LLM-to-brain map-
ping performance. Their results suggest that the brain
predicts multiple upcoming words into the future, not just
the immediate next one. However, because of fMRI’s low
temporal resolution, the study averaged word embeddings
within each 1.5-second TR (time of repetition), which may
obscure word-level dynamics. Here, we aim to investigate
whether this effect is also observable when we examine
word-level predictions, by taking advantage of the higher
temporal resolution of MEG.
In summary, this study aims to determine whether

MEG signals, combined with LLMs, can be used to in-
vestigate predictive processing in the context of natural
listening. Specifically, we address the following questions:
(1) Can pre-onset neural encoding of an upcoming word be
detected in MEG signals, as previously observed in ECoG
data? And, (2) does including future word embeddings, as
in previous fMRI studies, enhance the alignment between
MEG brain data and linguistic predictions? To address
these questions, we build encoding models similar to those
used by Goldstein et al. [28] and Caucheteux et al.[26] to
map GPT-2 embeddings onto an existing MEG dataset
recorded while participants listened to approximately 10
hours of narrated stories.

RESULTS

LLM’s embeddings map onto MEG brain re-
sponses to narrative
The encoder processes the words from the narrative

as input and predicts the corresponding brain signals
within a specific time window surrounding the word’s
onset (Fig. 1). The encoder is trained to learn a linear
mapping between the LLM’s activations (word embed-
dings) and the MEG broadband signal (filtered in the
0.1− 40 Hz frequency range), observed at each time point
within this window. To assess how much the LLM’s activa-
tions capture information in the brain signal, we compute
the correlation between the predicted and true brain re-
sponses, with the resulting correlation at each time point
-called the ’brain score’ R- indicating the extent to which
the word is represented in the brain signal.
Encoding models are fitted separately for each

participant, timepoint, and MEG source. Nearly all MEG
sources in each participant show a significant correlation
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FIG. 1. The encoding model finds a linear mapping between words in the narrative and corresponding brain
responses. a. The encoding model mimics the brain by taking each word and its context and learning to generate a brain-like
response within a time window around the word’s onset. b. Word embeddings are extracted from the GPT-2 model and used to
predict brain responses at each time point t through linear regression. c. The brain score represents the correlation between
actual and predicted brain responses across multiple words, calculated at each time point t.

between the predicted and true brain response (144, 143,
and 138 out of 150 MEG sources for the three subjects
respectively), with the highest values corresponding to
the temporal gyri and inferior frontal regions associated
with language processing predominantly lateralized in the
left hemisphere (Fig. 2.a). To investigate the temporal
dynamics of the brain score around the onset of words
in the narrative, we computed the average brain scores
from 30 sources in each participant. To make sure that
the results were unbiased (i.e. avoid double dipping), the
source selection for each participant was based on the top
30 sources in the other two participants. Fig. 2.b shows
the encoding results computed using all words in the
story. It demonstrates that each participant has a slightly
different signature encoding profile around word onset and
that the brain score reaches its peak value within the first
500 ms after the word onset in all participants. Analysis
done separately for each session ( 1 hour per session)
reveals robust encoding across sessions, with brain scores
comparable to models trained on 10 hours of data at once.

Words embeddings explain brain responses be-
fore word onset

Notably, significant brain scores are observed up to one
second before the word onset, indicating pre-onset neural
representations consistently in all participants. Fig. 2.c,
illustrates that these pre-onset representations are more
robust for predictable words compared to unpredictable
ones. These findings align with those of Goldstein et al.

[28], who used ECoG recordings to suggest that pre-onset
encoding reflects predictions of the upcoming word. Our
results further indicate that significant pre-onset encoding
is detectable even at the level of individual subjects with
only one hour of data. To evaluate whether pre-onset
encoding arises from contextual information embedded in
GPT-2’s transformer-based embeddings, we reanalyzed
the data using static GloVe embeddings. These Glove
embeddings represent the location of each word in the
semantic space without contextual information present
in GPT-2 embeddings. As shown in Fig. 3.a, pre-onset
encoding persists but with reduced magnitude. However,
GloVe embeddings may still exhibit statistical depen-
dencies between neighboring words, as supplementary
figure Fig. S2 reveals correlations between embeddings
of nearby words. These dependencies complicate the in-
terpretation of the pre-onset encoding as solely reflecting
the prediction of the upcoming word. To address this,
we conducted the analysis with arbitrary embeddings,
where each unique word is assigned a vector sampled
from a uniform distribution U[−1,1] [28]. This approach
preserves the unique identity of words while removing
statistical dependencies within the embedding space as
well as any lexico-semantic information in the embeddings.
Pre-onset encoding remained statistically significant after
controlling for multiple comparisons up to 213 ms, 186
ms, and 240 ms before word onset for each participant,
respectively. For one of the three participants, this effect
might reflect leakage of post-onset encoding due to the
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FIG. 2. Encoding of words relative to the word onset. a. Brain scores are significant across almost all brain regions in
all subjects (144, 143, and 138 out of 150 MEG sources for participants 1,2 and 3 respectively), with peak values in the left
hemisphere, especially in the temporal cortex and inferior frontal areas associated with language processing. b. Brain scores
computed for data from a single session (gray) and data for all 10 sessions (black), focusing on regions with the highest encoding
values (see Methods for MEG source selection), show significant encoding beginning before the word onset and peaking at or
shortly after it. Star symbols indicate significant brain score values of the black curve. c. Separate averages for predictable
and unpredictable words reveal stronger encoding of predictable words up to 1 second before word onset. The encoding of
unpredictable words appears stronger around 400 ms post-onset, though these effects did not reach statistical significance for
subjects 2 and 3. Star symbols indicate where there is a significant difference between predictable and predictable words within
the range of significance of panel b. All error bars were computed as the standard error of the encoding across the MEG sources.

200 ms smoothing window. When we examined a more
lenient statistical threshold of p < 0.05 we found signifi-
cant pre-onset encoding exceeding the 200 ms window in
all three participants (from up to 267 ms, 347 ms, and
500 ms before word onset). These results suggest that
there is still some evidence for pre-onset encoding after
removing correlations among the embeddings.

To further investigate whether this pre-onset encoding
truly reflects prediction signals, we considered the possi-
bility that the remaining pre-onset encoding might result
from the encoding model learning word co-occurrences,
particularly repeated bi-grams in the story. To test this,
we re-ran the analysis after removing all but the first
instance of any repeated bi-grams, reducing the dataset
to approximately 2.5 hours of narrative. Fig. 3 shows
that there is no more significant pre-onset encoding for
arbitrary embeddings after we remove all bi-grams, also
at the uncorrected p < 0.05 threshold. These results show
that we cannot definitively conclude that the pre-onset

encoding observed with MEG reflects prediction signals.

Including future word embeddings does not en-
hance encoding performance in MEG, whereas
incorporating past word embeddings does.

Caucheteux et al. [26] demonstrated that incorporating
future word embeddings alongside the current word in
the encoding model improves the model’s performance
in explaining fMRI BOLD signals. They interpreted this
finding as evidence that the brain continuously predicts
not only the next word but also several words ahead, with
an average prediction window of eight words across various
brain regions. Additionally, they observed a hierarchy
of timescales within the brain, where lower-level cortical
areas have shorter prediction windows, while frontal areas
anticipate further into the future.
In the present study, we applied a similar approach

as Caucheteux et al. to assess whether the inclusion of
future word embeddings enhances the brain score in MEG
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FIG. 3. Encoding using different embedding types. A comparison of encoding models using different word embeddings
reveals that GPT-2 contextual word embeddings explain MEG responses better than GloVe embeddings, while GloVe embeddings
outperform arbitrary embeddings. Notably, pre-onset encoding persists even when correlations between adjacent word embeddings
are eliminated by using arbitrary embeddings. However, pre-onset encoding completely disappears after removing bi-grams from
the dataset. This removal drastically reduces the brain score, such that even post-onset values fail to reach significance. All
error bars represent the standard error of the encoding across the MEG sources. Star symbols (faded for p < 0.05 and bold for
significance after FDR correction) indicate significant values.

signals. Moreover, given the superior temporal resolution
of MEG, we can track this effect over time. Fig. 4.a
illustrates the construction of the embedding vector. The
variable d represents the number of word embeddings
concatenated with the current word embedding to form
the final vector. Positive values of d signify the inclusion
of future word embeddings and negative d signify the
inclusion of past word embeddings.

If the findings of Caucheteux et al. generalize to MEG
data, we would expect to observe an increased brain score
(∆R > 0) for models that include future word embeddings
around the onset of the current word. However, as shown
in Fig. 4.b, the inclusion of the next word embedding
(d = 1) does not improve the brain score at the current
word onset; rather, the increase only becomes apparent
approximately 300 ms after the current word onset. Given
that the average inter-word interval is 230 ms, this increase
is likely due to the fact that the next word has already
been heard by this point in the narrative. Fig. 4.c shows
that the increase in brain score begins after one inter-word
interval, and the curves for different positive values of d
diverge around the multiples of the inter-word interval.
In contrast, including previous word embeddings en-

hances encoding performance at the current word onset
(Fig. 4.b and c). This increase is most pronounced for
the immediate previous word and diminishes with the
inclusion of words further back in the past. This suggests
that representations of previous words remain active for
a period of time after they have been processed. Fig. 4.b
and c clearly show an asymmetry between the representa-
tions of past and future words, with past words still being
decodable from the current MEG brain responses, while
future words leave no detectable traces. The asymmetry
of this effect indicates that it cannot simply be attributed
to autocorrelation.
To further investigate whether there is truly no im-

provement in encoding performance due to including the
embedding of the next word, we repeated this analysis
with Glove embedding. As these GloVe embeddings con-
tain less information about the word context, they would
be expected to contain more unique information about
individual words when we compare the current word to
the future (or past) word. However, also for Glove em-
beddings, we did not observe any increase in encoding
performance at word onset for including future words.
We did observe an increase in encoding performance by
adding previous word embeddings, consistent with the
results for GPT embeddings (see Fig. S1).

DISCUSSION

Leveraging the power of LLMs in capturing the
complexities of human language, recent studies have
attempted to explore predictive processing during natural
speech comprehension [26, 28, 34]. However, only a few
have directly examined pre-onset representations of the
next word in brain activity using LLM embeddings,
particularly with modalities like ECoG [28] and fMRI [26].
In this study, we investigated whether these findings
can be replicated with MEG, a modality offering higher
temporal precision than fMRI and greater accessibility
than ECoG. To achieve this, we constructed an encoding
model using LLM word embeddings to explain broadband
0.1 − 40 Hz MEG brain activity recorded from partic-
ipants as they listened to 10 hours of natural speech.
Our results show that consistent with previous studies,
GPT-2’s word embeddings explain a substantial amount
of variability in the MEG brain signal evoked after the
presentation of each word [25, 27]. More critically, similar
to ECoG findings [28], the embeddings of upcoming
words can explain brain activity in language-related
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FIG. 4. Encoding of the future and past words. All curves represent averages across participants. a. The embedding
vector is constructed by concatenating d future word embeddings when d > 0, or |d| previous word embeddings when d < 0,
along with the embedding of the current word wi. b. Including the next word embedding in the encoding model (d = 1)
enhances encoding only after that word is actually heard in the story. In contrast, including the previous word embedding
(d = −1) improves encoding even following the onset of the current word. c. The encoding enhancement, ∆R, is shown for
negative (upper) and positive (lower) values of d. Vertical gray lines mark the median inter-word interval values. Adding each
successive future word embedding improves encoding only after that word is heard in the narrative, while including previous
words consistently improves encoding beyond their offset.

regions up to 1 second before word onset, observable even
at the individual subject level and even within one-hour
sessions. This further reinforces the MEG’s position
as a valuable tool for studying language processing
during naturalistic speech. However, our results call into
question whether these pre-onset signals in MEG truly
reflect predictive processing.

Can we find the representation of a target word
before it is presented? In line with previous results
in ECoG studies [28], we found that the embeddings of
upcoming words can explain brain activity in language-
related regions up to 1 second before word onset. While in
ECoG, these pre-onset signals are observed in the broad-
band power in the high gamma band, we found that in
MEG, they can be observed in lower frequency signals
(0.1− 40 Hz). Before we accept that these pre-onset sig-
nals really reflect prediction signals, we must first consider
a number of potential confounds. The first is that the
embeddings for nearby words can be correlated in both
GPT and GloVe. Therefore, pre-onset encoding could
simply be a result of the autocorrelation structure in the
word embeddings. In other words, the pre-onset effect
may not solely indicate next-word prediction but could in-
stead reflect residual information from the previous word
(wi−1) encoded within the current word (wi) embedding.
To address this confound, we used arbitrary word em-
beddings, which assign a unique random vector to each
word. Although this analysis removed most pre-onset

encoding, there was still some evidence for a remaining
pre-onset signal, suggesting that the correlation between
embeddings did not fully explain pre-onset encoding.
Another potential confound is the co-occurrence of

words. When two words frequently co-occur, the encod-
ing model could learn to predict brain activity to the first
word based on the second one. When we addressed both
confounds, and removed all bi-grams from the analysis on
top of using arbitrary embeddings, we no longer observed
any pre-onset encoding. This suggests that we cannot be
sure that the MEG pre-onset signal reflects prediction or
if it simply relies on the mixture of embedding autocorre-
lation and learning of word co-occurrences. An analogical
analysis conducted by Goldstein et al. [28] did show
significant encoding in the pre-target word time-window.
This discrepancy between ECoG and MEG may result
from the high spatial resolution of ECoG or the nature of
the high gamma envelope signal that we cannot measure
with MEG.

These findings highlight the need for further investiga-
tion to clarify the nature of pre-onset encoding in MEG
data and to determine the extent to which it genuinely
reflects predictions about upcoming words. Under-
standing these nuances will be essential for interpreting
MEG data in the context of predictive processing theories.

Do the neural representations at a point in time
contain information about upcoming words? An-
other aim of our study was to determine whether sig-
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natures of long-range prediction, as observed in fMRI
studies, are detectable in MEG data. Specifically, we
tested whether including future word embeddings, as
done by Caucheteux et al. [26] in fMRI, would enhance
encoding performance for the brain response to a cur-
rent word (wi). Our analysis showed that, unlike in the
fMRI study by Caucheteux et al., adding future word
embeddings did not significantly improve the encoding
performance in MEG, even when only the embedding
of the immediate next word (wi+1) was included. This
was the case both for GPT embeddings, which include a
representation of the context of the word, as well as for
Glove embeddings, which are unique to each word, but
do represent their semantic meaning. This suggests that,
at least with our current analytical approach, the MEG
signal at time point t contains no additional information
about upcoming words beyond what is already captured
by the embedding of the current word.

The discrepancy between fMRI results in Caucheteux et
al. [26] and our MEG results raises the question of what
is causing these differences. One potential explanation
lies in the different treatment of data due to the distinct
temporal resolutions of these modalities. When aligning
brain activity with word embeddings, Caucheteux et al.
averaged the embeddings of words occurring within each
TR (approximately 1.5 seconds, covering around 8 words
on average). This averaging approach may have produced
embeddings that better capture broader semantic con-
texts, resembling a sentence-level representation rather
than an individual word-level representation. Indeed,
they also showed that semantic information contributed
more to their predictive signal than syntactic informa-
tion. These findings suggest that what Caucheteux et
al. observed in fMRI might reflect the brain’s prediction
of broader contextual meaning, rather than the precise
prediction of individual upcoming words.
These results are also in line with work by Toneva

et al. [27] which suggests that such representations of
contextual meaning are encoded strongly in fMRI, but
not MEG. This disparity might stem from the differing
neural signals captured by the two modalities. In fMRI,
Toneva et al. found significant encoding of supra-word
meaning, that is the contextual LLM embeddings with
lexical (single-word) information residualized from them.
Conversely, their MEG analysis primarily captured lexical
information, suggesting that MEG is more sensitive to
word-level processing.

Does the brain represent information about past
words? Our second analysis inspired by Cautheteux et al.
(2023), in which we used embeddings of previous words
to encode the MEG signal, revealed that adding previous
words’ embeddings enhances encoding performance. This
suggests that representations of past words remain active
for some time (see Fig. 4.c). These results were robust,
regardless of whether we used GPT or GloVe embeddings

(Fig. S1), suggesting that they do not depend on the
amount of information about the prior context that is
included in the embeddings. These results align with
those of Toneva et al. [27], who demonstrated that both
current and prior individual word meanings are strongly
represented in MEG time series.
More broadly, our findings support theories of

postdictive processing, which propose that the brain
buffers sensory evidence over time, allowing it to refine
interpretations of earlier stimuli based on incoming
information [19, 35, 36]. If neural representations in
MEG indeed cannot capture contextual information, then
this information about previous words might be buffered
on the lexical or phonological level. Together, these
observations highlight the importance of a more nuanced
investigation into how MEG signals encode individual
word representations and context-dependent information.

Considerations for future work We found that
word-level signals could be effectively encoded in the
MEG data of individual participants with as little as one
hour of recording. This indicates that MEG’s signal-to-
noise ratio is sufficient for building encoding models of
word-level representations within a relatively short data
collection period. However, we noted considerable inter-
subject variability, as well as inter-session variability in
some participants, suggesting that while MEG is reliable
for within-participant comparisons—such as examining
the encoding of different word groups—it may be affected
by different factors such as signal-to-noise levels or how
much participants are engaged in and attending to the
story.
Moreover, caution is warranted when interpreting

embeddings from large language models (LLMs) in this
context. While transformer-based models are significantly
more expressive and better suited to explaining brain
responses than previous generations of word embeddings,
they are also considerably less interpretable [37]. Future
efforts should focus on disentangling the specific linguistic
representations that these embeddings capture in the
brain to improve their interpretive value.

Conclusions In this study, we have shown that we can
decode word representations in MEG narrative listening
data, even with only one hour of data. We show similar
pre-onset representations as have been observed previously
in ECoG data. However, we cannot rule out that these
pre-onset signals are due to correlations between nearby
embeddings and by word co-occurrences. In addition,
unlike fMRI findings, adding future word embeddings did
not enhance encoding, even for one word into the future,
which suggests that the pre-onset encoding in MEG might
not reflect prediction processes. Even though we did
not find evidence for specific word prediction, we found
robust evidence for postdiction. This finding highlights
the possibility that many words are not integrated with



8

the context right away, and thus relevant processing may
not be time-locked to word onset. Overall, this study
demonstrates that MEG combined with LLMs, serves as
a powerful method for investigating language processing
in naturalistic narratives and highlights the importance of
further exploring what qualifies as evidence for prediction
during natural listening.

METHODS

Neural dataset To investigate whether we can encode
signatures of word prediction in MEG data, we used an
openly available dataset from Armeni et al. [38]. This
dataset contains MEG recordings from a 275-channel
axial gradiometer CTF system with a sampling rate of
1200 Hz that were collected while three participants
passively listened to 10 stories from the Adventures of
Sherlock Holmes in English. All participants were native
English speakers, (1 female, aged 35, 30, and 28 years),
were right-handed and reported no history of neurological,
developmental or language deficits. This dataset offers
long MEG recordings ( 10 sessions of approximately
1 hour each) per participant and allows us to look at
single-subject effects. Another advantage of this dataset
is that participants wore MEG-compatible head casts,
which immobilized their head position during recording,
resulting in data with a high signal-to-noise ratio.

Preprocessing All data were preprocessed using the
MNE-Python open-source software package, v. 1.6.1
[39]). Because our analysis approach required continuous
data, we pre-processed the data using ICA, separately
for each session and participant, and without removing
any noisy segments of the data. The heartbeat and eye
movement ICA components were visually identified from
raw data filtered between 0.5 and 40 Hz using an FIR
filter and resampled to 150 Hz. After identifying the
components, we re-filtered the raw data in the broadband
frequency band 0.1 − 40 Hz and subsequently removed
the previously identified ICA artifact components.

Source reconstruction Using Freesurfer software
[40], we reconstructed a cortical surface model for each
participant using the 3T MRI anatomical scans provided
in the dataset. For each subject, an individual single shell
boundary element model (BEM) was made and individual
forward models were calculated. Source reconstruction
was performed using a linearly constrained minimum vari-
ance (LCMV) beamformer [41].
The LCMV adaptive filter was computed using a

data covariance matrix within the [0, 150] ms window
after the stimulus onset (each word in the story).
Finally, the filter was applied to the broadband sig-
nal raw time series and averaged across source points
resulting in time series for 150 parcels for each participant.

Word embeddings
To extract contextual word embeddings, we used the

pre-trained GPT2-small model with 12 hidden layers pa-
rameters [42]. We first tokenized the text (without punc-
tuation and capitalization) using the model tokenizer. To
obtain the GPT embedding for each token wi in the story,
we fed chunks of the tokenized story in windows of size 50
tokens [wi−49, wi−48, ..., wi] to the GPT2-small tokenizer
model and extracted the hidden state of the last layer of
the model x ∈ R768 corresponding to the last word. Note
that the first 50 words had a smaller number of words
as their preceding context. Finally, words with multiple
tokens assigned by the model were excluded to remove
within-word effects.

For non-contextual embeddings, we used GloVe
(Wikipedia 2014) embeddings [43] with vectors of size
300. To reduce computational load, the embeddings were
dimensionally reduced to 50 using PCA. This resulted in
X ∈ RN×50 as predictors.

Encoding model and brain score To prepare the
brain response for training the encoding model, MEG time
series data were smoothed using a rectangular window
of 200 ms. The time series was then epoched in time
windows of [-2 to +2 sec] around the word-onset and
downsampled to include 151 data-points in this range.
This resulted in a matrix Y ∈ RN×151 as targets where
N is the number of words.

The encoding model was built using linear ridge-
regression with word embeddings X as predictors and
brain response Y as targets. We fit a separate model to
each time point t within the window [-2 to +2 sec]. To find
the optimal regularization parameter λ of the Ridge regres-
sion, we use grid search with generalized cross-validation,
which approximates leave-one-out cross-validation [44].
We define a grid to search by first sampling the effective
degrees of freedom of the ridge regression fit from [1, N ],
since its parameter space is bounded from above. In order
to find the degrees of freedom of the ridge regression we
rewrite the predictor using singular value decomposition
namely,

X = USVT (1)

.
where U and V are orthogonal and S diagonal matrices

such that UUT , VVT = I and S = diag(s) ∈ RN×N .
The degrees of freedom of the ridge regression fit is then
defined as [44]

df(λi) =

N∑
j=1

s2j
s2j + λi

(2)

. We then use Newton’s method to solve df for λi. Once
the grid is defined, we choose the optimal λ that minimizes
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the generalized cross-validation error using Leave-One-
Out Cross-Validation implementation of sklearn library
in python.

We evaluate the model performance on the data using
5-fold cross-validation, training on 80% of the story, and
testing on the remaining 20% of the story. We used blocks
of data separated in time, ensuring that the autocorrela-
tion in the brain activity does not lead to over-fitting of
the model due to the temporal vicinity of test and train
words [45]. This results in a predicted brain signal for
each word in the dataset at each time point around word
onset [-2 to +2 sec].

To evaluate how well the encoding model fits the data,
we compute the Pearson correlation between the predicted
brain signal and the actual brain signal at each time point
t around word onset, across all words to compute the
brain score.
To investigate whether predictable words are better

encoded before the word-onset, we categorized the words
as predictable and unpredictable based on whether
each word belonged to the top-5 likely predictions of
GPT2 for that word or not [28]. Note that this step is
done solely by inputting the text into the GPT2 model
and looking at its predictions for each word, without
using any brain data. To obtain the brain score of
predictable/unpredictable words, we fit the encoding
model separately on each pool of words.

Analysis with expanded future/past window
To test whether future/past words are represented in

the brain response we construct the embedding vector
by concatenating those additional word embeddings to
the current word embedding. For a given value d of the
future/past window, we concatenate zdi = xi+d⊕xi+d−1⊕
...⊕xi where xi is the word embedding vector of word wi.
Negative and positive d correspond to windows spanning
the words in past or future respectively.
To construct the final word embedding used in this

analysis we reduce dimensions of both zdi and xi to 50
and concatenate the two as ẑdi ⊕ x̂i, where ẑ and x̂ are
the vectors after applying PCA.
To see how much encoding improves, we look at the

change in the brain score with or without including this
future/past window, namely

∆R = R(Ẑd ⊕ X̂)−R(X̂) (3)

.
Where R(.) refers to the Pearson correlation (brain

score) computed for the respective embeddings.

Source selection and significance testing
To compute the brain-wide brain score, we selected a

subset of 30 sources for each participant. To avoid double
dipping, we ensured that the source selection for each

participant was not based on their own data. To do this,
we averaged the brain score of two participants for each
MEG source and chose the top 30 sources with the highest
values for the third participant.

To find the threshold above which brain score values
are significant, we create a null hypothesis by generat-
ing a surrogate time series. Given that we want only
to disturb the relationship between the words and the
brain response and preserve as much information in the
original time series as possible we perform phase shuffling
[46]. This process preserves the frequency spectrum and
autocorrelation of the data. Given the computational
load, we generated 10 permutations, took the maximum
value across time for all MEG sources, and generated the
null distribution out of this (10× 150 = 1500) values. We
subsequently calculated the p-values and accounted for
multiple hypothesis testing using the Benjamini-Hochberg
correction, considering q-values below 0.05 to indicate sta-
tistical significance.
To evaluate whether brain score values of two groups

of words significantly differ, we used a dependent t-test
for paired samples on the brain scores of the two
groups across the same MEG sources and accounted for
multiple hypothesis testing using the Benjamini-Hochberg
correction. we considered q values smaller than 0.05 as
significant.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

FIG. S1. Encoding of the future and past words similar to Fig. 4 using GloVe embeddings.

FIG. S2. Average correlation between nearby word embeddings. GPT2 embeddings have large correlations between
nearby words whereas correlation values are an order of magnitude smaller for GloVe embeddings. These values were computed
by averaging correlation values over the whole 10 hours of data.


	Signatures of prediction during natural listening in MEG data?
	Abstract
	Introduction
	results
	Discussion
	Methods
	Acknowledgments
	References
	Supplementary Information


