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Abstract Many of us may have a noticeable experience: when we are continuously looking at a character or a word, it will then become strange and
weird. This phenomenon was first investigated in 1970, and it was defined as verbal satiation back then. Researchers have applied various paradigms
to demonstrate that the semantic satiation effect, which is common in the repetition of English words, also exists in Chinese and Japanese characters.
However, some researchers claimed that the satiation in Chinese characters has nothing to do with semantics but is merely an effect of the structure
and that, therefore, the satiation in Chinese characters should be named as “orthographic satiation”. Different ideas among the researchers have
evoked a question on this issue: Is there an essential difference between Chinese and English on verbal satiation or is it just a matter of detection?
The representation and the mechanism of verbal satiation require further discussions. The current study aimed at investigating the satiation in Chinese
words in a speed category matching paradigm. Four experiments were conducted in our research.

In experiment 1, a category matching paradigm was used to examine whether the repetition in Chinese words could cause satiation. In
experiment 2, a lexical repetition paradigm was used to test if the satiation occurred in the process of lexical representation. In experiment 3, a meaning
repetition paradigm was used to test if the satiation occurred in the process of semantic representation. In experiment 4, we mainly explored the verbal
satiation influenced by Chinese ideographic words. All experiments included two within-participant factors: 2 repetition status (repetitive vs. non-
repetitive) x 2 matching status (matched vs. unmatched). All participants were Chinese college students without any type of reading disorder. In the
data analysis, the trial position in each block was regarded as a new factor in order to successfully detect the repetition factor.

The results of experiment 1 showed that the reaction time was prolonged due to both lexical and semantic repetition, which indicates the
occurrence of satiation. However, the results of experiment 2 and 3 suggested that lexical and semantic repetition alone did not trigger satiation.
Results in the first three experiments consistently showed that saturation in Chinese could be caused only when the category labels were repeated in
orthography and semantics at the same time. Besides, the Chinese satiation occurred at the connection phase between orthography and semantics,
which was similar to satiation in English. Moreover, the results of experiment 4 showed ideographic words could also trigger satiation in the process of
semantic repetition, which reflected the particularity of Chinese satiation.

Results in the present research suggested that there was semantic satiation in Chinese words. In other words, there was no essential difference
of satiation between English and Chinese. However, since the orthography of Chinese words includes abundant semantic information, the satiation can
occur solely at either the associative or the semantic level.
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