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THE INTERACTION BETWEEN SEMANTICS AND
PHONOLOGY IN THE SPEECH PRODUCTION OF CHINESE

Zhuang Jie, Zhou Xiaolin
( Center for Brain and Cognitive Sciences, and Department of Psychology, Peking University, Beijing, China 100871)

Abstract

Three sets of experiments were conducted to investigate the reationship between semantic activation (lexicd sdec
tion) and phonologica encoding in the gpeech production of Chinese. Theissue of whether semantic activation and phono-
logicd encoding isinteractive or discrete can be divided further into whether there is multiple phonological activation and
whether there isfeedback from phonologica activation to lemma and semantic representation. Experiments 1 and 2 emr
ployed apicture - word interference paradigm in which a Chinese character was syperimposed on apicture. In Experiment
1, picture naming was delayed both by a character semanticaly related to the picture name and by a homophonic character
of the ssmantic competitor. In Experiment 2, naming of the semanticdly related character and its homophone was both
fadlitated by the picture. These results were condstent with theinteractive view that phonologica encoding does not wait
until lemma sdection isfinished and phonologica information of both the target word and its dose ssmantic competitorsis
activated in gpeech production. Experiment 3 used a semantic categorization task in which the difficulty of categorization
was varied acrossthree sub - experiments. Subjects were asked to make eeded semantic judgment to picturesonto which
characters ssmanticaly related to the picturesor characters homophonic to the picture names were superimposed. Fadiliter
tory effects were observed for the semantic condition but no effect was observed for the homgphone condition. Thus
phonologicd activation had no feedback influence on the ssmantic activation of the picture, consgtent with the modular
view. These findings suggest that the issue of multiple phonologicd activations and the issue of phonologica feedback to
lemma and semantics should be differentiated in theories of gpeech production. While the modular view could accept the
suggestion of multiple phonologicd activation, the interactive view has more difficulties in accommodating the present
findings.

Key words gpeech production, lemma sdection, phonologicd encoding, picture naming, ssmantic categorization , feed
back , interaction.



