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Impact of Time Pressure and Phonological Complexity on Phonological Encoding of Stutterers

XIAO Er-ping, ZHANG Ji—jia, CHEN Sui-qing
Department of Psychology, Hangzhou Normal University , Hangzhou 310036, China
[Abstract] Objective: The present study intended to explore whether time pressure and phonological complexity would
influence the phonological encoding of stutterers. Methods: Both persons who stutter(PWS) and persons who do not stutter
(PNS) were investigated in overt speech task. Results: DBoth PWS and PNS read faster with time pressure than without
time pressure, read twisters slower than non—twisters, and read Shengmu twisters slower than Yunmu twisters. @The stut-
tering frequency with time pressure was higher than that without time pressure, the stuttering frequency of reading twisters
was higher than that of reading non—twisters, and the stuttering frequency of reading Shengmu twisters was higher than that
of reading Yunmu twisters. 3)The ratio of stuttering at the beginning of sentence of reading Shengmu twisters was higher
than that of reading Yunmu twisters. Conclusion: Time pressure and phonological complexity influenced both PWS and
PNS in the language production system.
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