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dilent articulation affects error patterns in inner speech
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... and inner speech could,
in principle, operate on any
of these levels

Three perspectives:

1. Abstract linguistic representations. Awareness of inner

speech, and therefore inner speech errors, occurs at the phonological level (.

Oppenheim & Dell, 2008; Wheeldon & Levelt, 1995)

2. Embodied sensory-motor imagery. inner speech is like

overt speech, minus the sound or motor movement (eg pel, 197s; Postma & Noordanus, 199).

3. Flexible abstraction. inner speech varies in the extent to which

sensory-motor representations are used

Compared to overt speech (fromoppenheim & dell, 2008

Lexical bias suggests intact
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Where is the crucial

difference between inner

and overt speech?
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Methods
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 Silent articulation, without auditory monitoring, is sutficient
to create a phonemic similarity eftect in speech errors

- Inner speech tends to be specified to at least the phoneme
level, but not necessarily to the level of articulatory
representations

+ This finding replicates Oppenheim & Dell (2008)

» Argues against a strong embodiment account of inner speech, where cognition is
necessarily based in sensory-motor processes

» Additional motor planning, or execution, can create a form
of inner speech that incorporates articulatory information

+ Argues against a strong abstraction account of inner speech

+ Speakers can flexibly adjust the abstractness of their imagery

« This claim explains variable results in the field (e.g Brocklehurst & Corley, 2009; Dell, 1978)
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