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Abstract

Objective: To study the feature of event- related potential waveforms elicited by single Chinese Character

semantic stimulus in normal children, compare and investigate the character of different types of event- related potentials.
Methods: 31 10- year- old healthy children were examined with Canadian Stellate Systems 32 Channels Digital EEG and
three lists of single Chinese Character semantic stimulus(related, non- related, pseudowords) ,While the stimulus information
is shown to participants, EEG is recorded simultaneously. ERPs of three different stimuli are extracted from EEG and the
P2 and N2 are analyzed. Results: The latencies of N2 and P2 in related semantic stimulus are significantly different from
that in the unrelated semantic stimulus and psudowords. The amplitudes are not significantly different. The N2 waveform
distributes all regions in the scalp, and there is no significant difference in right and left hemisphere. Conclusion: The
waveforms and latencies of event-related potentials elicited by three types of stimuli are different. N2 is the main
component of semantic stimulus, component P2 is considered to be related with the early semantic comprehension in

children.
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