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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to quantitatively examine: 1) types of the
disfluencies in spontaneous English dialogues produced by native Thai learners of
English, 2) the intentions of the Thai learners as speakers when producing each
disfluency type during conversation, 3) native English-speaking hearers’ interpretations
of each disfluency type, 4) the difference between the speakers’ intentions and the
hearers’ interpretations of the disfluencies, and 5) the difference in the disfluency types
produced by the speakers with different levels of English proficiency. The instruments
included spontaneous dialogues and a checklist for intentions/interpretations of
disfluencies which were designed based on two theoretical views: cognitive and
sociolinguistic. The particfpants included 30 Thai learners of English, the fourth-year
students with similar experience of English exposuie.

The findings revealed that, first, the speakers produced three main disfluency
types with their sub-types: pauses (lexicalized filled pauses, non- lexicalized filled
pauses, and unfilled pauses), repetitions (self-repetitions and other-repetitions) and
repairs (self-initiated repairs and other-initiated repairs). Second, the speakers indicated
three intentions in using the disfluencies: disfluencies as markers for cognitively
managing speech production difficulties; disfluencies as discourse markers serving

textual functions; and disfluencies as conversational devices for interpersonal functions.



Third, the hearers also identified their interpretations of the disfluencies under the same
three functions as indicated by the speakers. Fourth, the speakers’ intentions in using
disfluencies and the hearers’ interpretations of the disfluencies were found statistically
different. However, their perceptions of L2 disfluencies’ roles in conversation were
found in the same direction. Cognitively managing speech production difficulties was
the function rated with the highest tendency to occur. Textual functions were rated as the
second highest, while interpersonal functions were placed at the lowest. Last,
statistically, the speakers with different levels of language proficiency produced
significant different proportions of disfluency types. However, the speakers of all
proficiency levels revealed the same pattern of frequency for the disfluency types; that
is, pauses were found at the highest number, repetitions were the second highest, and
repairs were the lowest. In conclusion, types of disfluencies and their frequencies
indicated the levels of the learners’ speaking ability. The roles of disfluencies in speech
communication as perceived by both the hearers and the speakers tended to be the same,
while the proportions assigned to each role for each disﬂuencf,f type by the speakers and

the hearers were statistically different.



Chapter

I

LIST OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION. ...t

Rationale..........cccoooiiimiiiii e,
L
Ricsearch QUestions. ... i v i tan s sanmsrmessssssmmmsn s sns
Scope of the Sl e v R i ceanes e
Significance of the Study.............ccoooii i e
Definitions of Key Terms..........cccoceioiiiiioiciine e iie e oneeeeinn,

II LITERATURE REVIEW. ... ...ttt

Theoretical Background: Human Communicative Ability............
Definitions of Communication................cccc.coviurriiiiee e,
Speech Production Models..............ooveeoooeioeiioe st
Sficech Communicationf L. 5. L g vt 1 B
L2 Speech Communication: Characteristics and Related

v I VRROvOrRSRORSRR A 0. A >~ oul | B Y .
Fluency and Disfluency in L2 Speech Communication...............
DT | 11070l o N A - e BN, WA A\ v | .S S

Description of Disfluencies........coiu iiummmsieee it it

Disfluencies in L1 Speech: Types, Roles, and Interpretations

DisfluenChegiind.2 Speechne .. .. o aa® ... eeeeireeesrenns

L2 Disfluencies through Cognitive View.............c..ooooovv.
L2 Disfluencies through Sociolinguistic View........................
L2 Communication Strategies...............oovvveereeeereeeereoesseoiins
Direct Strategies............co......... e
Interactional Strategies............cc.coveeveiiveeeee oo
Indirect trategies.......cooviiiiiiieiirie e
Avoidance or Reduction trategies............cccoovvveevveevveeeni,

Achievement or Compensatory trategies................ccvveeven....

it
11
12
12
13

15
15

17
21
30

32
34
36
36
39
50
50
52
57
75
77
12
Y
78
79



LIST OF CONTENTS (CONT.)

Chapter Page
Stalling or Time-gaining Strategies...............oceeirericiieniennnn. 81

Spoken Discourse: Dialogue as Social Interaction........................ 84
Previous Studies on Disfluencies in Thai EFL Contexts............... 85
Chapter SO cosesommamms s s myrs s sy v 97

III RESEARCH METHODOLOGY .........ccooiiiiniiiieiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeee 100
Regglipeh Methdld. . SV . AV N - oceeeesmronenas 100

| AT )L\ OO, /7 Zoppn | W Ny, SO 101
ORI, .. ..o osemosinmmmiinn sssnmnangrens sy N P Rl o N - s s 101

Heglers c.oouiivvinim TR ettt o N isis o X R v ia 103

10 TNToT e T e o U - O ORI, ./ ) L. T 103
Sppaking Tasks(, \oN AP L A e X N LR 103
Descriptors as Criteria for Categorizing Types of Disfluencies 106

Checklist for Intentions/Interpretations of Disfluencies............ 107

Pilbt Studmb. £ do i Al e A o A AR 110
BAACOHESTIQN. ... eeveeeieernenrrncneengdoe o o N S ... 112

TR W: BT Ry I i, A7 47 S| WY .1 S 114

AU Ul (us V(8 | e eI | o S AR 116
Finding 1: Types of Disfluencies and Their Frequencies............... 116

Panse g, . N Tl s s 118
RePetitionS........ooooiiiiiiiii e e 118

REPAIIS. ..ttt e ee et e e e 118

Finding 2: Types of Disfluencies and the Speakers’ Intentions...... 119
Speakers’ INtentionS. .........cvviiiiiiiiiiiiiei e 120

Pauses and Speakers” Intentions.............ccoeeeviviniereeenineeeeeenen. 122
Repetitions and Speakers’ Intentions..............c.cceeeeeeeeicieennnn. 122

Repairs and Speakers’ Intentions...........cccceeeeiveiiiiieeeieiieenns 123

Finding 3: Native English-speaking Hearers’ Interpretations

of the Disfluencies Produced.......coovvoviiiiiieiiieee e 124



LIST OF CONTENTS (CONT.)

Chapter

Pauses and Hearers’ Interpretations............cccccccvvivvnieiencninnn,
Repetitions and Hearers’ Interpretations................ccovvvvenenee.
Repairs and Hearers” Interpretations..... v
Finding 4: Difference between Speakers’ Intentions and Hearers’
G WG | LR e
)7 iGN . N, VR
o7 (T{oh /0 ( SONR | | WS | f . | W\ W N, S —
REPEtitiQS........ccovmverminememenonnveossfageroonne §olmuns 5 W e neevesen e
= L OUSTPRRRR SR . /. S0 \. WU
Finding 5: Types of Disfluencies and Speakers” English
Proficiency Levels............. 7 05 WU " / SO0 1 TR
Overal I Resi e dead o Bl eecicionssis s Rl LR s
Pauses and Speakers” Levels of Proficiency......co...iv i

Repetitions and Speakers’ Levels of Proficiency......................

Repairs and Speakers’ Levels of Proficiency........c...... o

F1iEY, T8N Y VT (ORA——— L ¥ A S | o N —

V DRRCUSSIONSANBD.CONCGRUSION ... 5 A i
ST, A\ WU\ VOREOI § ¢ evvvryers o 1 YRS | NSV SO SR
DiscusShgiran e Mt BiaMbed . et ociiiiinnnnnin o

Types of Disfluencies and Their Occurrence.............c.ccocee.

Speakers’ Intentions in Using Disiluencies....................ce.
Disfluencies and Hearers’ Interpretations.................uvevvveievnineennns
Comparison of Speakers’ Intentions and Hearers’

Interpretations of Disfluencies...............coocoiiiiinin,
Speakers” Levels of English Proficiency and Types of

Disfluencies Produced...........cccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiin e,

Pauses and Speakers’ Levels of English Proficiency...............

Repetitions and Speakers’ Levels of English Proficiency........

Page

125
126
126

127
127
129
130
131

133
133
134
136
137
138

141
141
143
143
149
153

158

159

160
160



LIST OF CONTENTS (CONT.)

Chapter Page
Repairs and Speakers’ Levels of English Proficiency............. 160

IDIIEHONS s s e O S RS T 161
BEFERENCES. ... o e o oy 3563 564 w59 sow 5 Wiy 168
APPENDICES gl et o oAl o N AN e I+ 4 o0 st ewamaesss s 194

BIOGRAWHY =3l ... ... eenorenrniensnsrnsennsnerere gees e S PR e N R e caspusesssenss 223



Table

e

OO0 1 O

10

11

12
13
14
13
16
1.7
18

19

20

21

LIST OF TABLES

Types and Characteristics of L1 Disfluencies.............cc.ccceovinnnnnn.
Disfluencies in L1 Speech: Roles and Hearers’ Interpretations..........
Types and Characteristics of L2 Disfluencies..............c..ccceeveennnn.
Comparison of Characteristics of Discourse Markers and

D S e o cmiviss o b oo G 554458 4554345 450455 6 055508 TS
Comparison of Textual Functions from Different Researchers..........
Comparison of Interpersonal Funetions from Different Researchers
Conclusion of DM Functions.............oouvviinioieeeiiinininne e ceisenes
Functions of L1 DFs Based on DM Functions..............c.covvviiinnns
Functions of L1 DFs in Comparison with .2 DFs Based on DM

Fupetions. .. L 4N BB L W i R O b B s

Comparison of DM Interpersonal Functions an CS Functions of

Analytical Framework for L2 DFs: Types, Characteristics, and
MURGHBIIX, .......coeevrererrirnnensrvssssssscesghonslo Do N bl o f fl e vcsnconns
Thsk IpOGUHCHIDGS. .. ccv v vvvvvenecrce oo k@0l M e
Descriptors as Criteria for Categorizing Types of DFs....................
Dornyei & Scott’s (1997) Taxonomy of Communication Strategies
Checklist for Intentions/Interpretations of Disfluencies.....................
Types and Frequency of DFs in English Speech by Thai Learners.....
Sub-Types & Frequency of DFs in English Speech by Thai Learners

Frequencies of Thai Speakers’ Intentions on Production of Each

Comparison of Speakers' Intentions and Hearers' Interpretations
(OVETALl £8S). ..ot et e e ee e e e en e eeaaas
Comparison of Speakers' Intentions and Hearers' Interpretations

OF PaUSES ..o e e e e

Page

48
48
51

61
65
66
68
68

73,

82
105
106
108
109
117
117
120
125

128

129



LIST OF TABLES (CONT.)

Table Page
22 Comparison of Speakers' Intentions and Hearers' Interpretations
of Repetitions ..........aumsssismesmmmpsmnimmsiiessessassommease 130
23 Comparison of Speakers' Intentions and Hearers' Interpretations
OF RISt i i smmg oo gy 6 4o st aasnenasasansansy 131
24 Comparison of All DF-Types and Speakers’ Levels of Proficiency... 134
25 Comparison of Pauses and Speakers® Levels of Proficiency.......... 135

26 Comparison of Repetitions and Speakers’ Levels of Proficiency...... 136



Figures

Oy B N e

LIST OF FIGURES

Page
Levelt’s blueprint for speech production............... B s eanan: 22
WEAVER++ : Speech production model by Levelt et al (1999)....... 23
Process of speech production and sources of disfluency phenomena 25
Potential sources of disfluencies .......cooeeeooiiiiiiiiiiiiie, 27
Theoretical framework for the current study .- ................................. 98
Sources and types of disfluencies produced by Thai learners of
177 LT P o N | — S, %, SRS 162

Communicative Roles of L2 disfluencies as perceived by L2

speakers and native English-speaking hearers.......................... 165



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Rationale
“Disfluencies” is a technical term used to refer to normal breaks that disrupt the

flow of speech without changing the core meaning of the utterances (Brutten, 1963;
Jonhson, 1961; Kolk, 1991; Wingate, 1984b; Fox Tree, 1995). They are seen common
in spontaneous speech (Swerts, et al., 1998). It was reported that, as a native norm of
American English speakers® conversational speech, disfluencies occur at the rate of 6
times per 100 words and in every 15 words (Bortfeld, et al., 2001; Fox Tree, 2002;
Shriberg, 1994). The forms of disfluencies that are widely recognized are uh, um, ah, er,
slips of the tongue, and repetition or correction of words (Chomsky, 1965; Clark & Fox
Tree, 2002; Oomen & Postma, 2001; Smith & Clark, 1993; Watanabe, Hirose, Den, &
Minematsu, 2007). Disfluencies that have been proposed by previous studies (Johnson,
1961; Mahl, 1957; Maclay & Osgood, 1959; Shriberg, 1994; Clark & Wasow; 1995;
Schnadt, 2009; Allwood, et al., 1990; Savova, 2002; Levelt, 1983) can be broadly
classified as pauses (filled pauses, unfilled pauses (silent pauses), repairs, prolongations,
and repetitions.

The phenomena of disfluencies are explained through two theoretical views:
cognitive and sociolinguistic views.

Through cognitive view, disfluencies are errors in speech production process.
The view is based on the assumptions that linguistic representations of an utterance are
refrieved in order from semantics and syntax to phonology. That is, the speech
production process is fed forward in only one direction from conceptual meaning to
sound representations. The cognitivists believe that there are two main levels of speech
production process. One is macroplanning level. It involves generating ideas and
retrieving the appropriate information to serve the communication goal. The other one is
the microplanning level. At this level, the conceptual message from the macroplanning

level is converted into a preverbal message and then fed further into the formulating



process to be encoded with syntactic and semantic features. Then, before the message is
uttered, it is encoded again with morphological, phonological, and phonetic features.
The disfluencies that represent difficulties in speech production process can be recognized
when speakers suspend their utterance to search for vocabularies, grammaticality,
information, or pronunciation. For the cognitivists, these suspensions signal speakers’
cognitive problems in producing speech and cannot be controlled by the speakers. The
speech errors are avoided by means of a checking mechanism or self-monitoring process
and the checking process can cause disfluencies in different forms such as pauses,
repetitions, and repairs (de Bot, 1992; Sajavaara, 1987, Tang, 2015; Johnson, 1961;
Fromkin, 1971; Gamett, 1975; Levelt, 1989; Levelt, et al., 1999; Fromkin & Ratner, 1998).

Through sociolinguistic view, based on the assumptions that language is a
social and cultural phenomenon, a process of social interaction, and its main focus
on how language functions in communication socially (Trudgrill, 1983; Wardhaugh,
1986; Schiffiin, 2001), disfluencies in utterances are seen as a unit of language which are
associated with interactional roles among participants in a spoken discourse (Tubbs &
Moss, 1981). The roles include disfluencies as discourse markers in conversations and
disfluenices as speakers’ communication strategies.

Disfluencies are considered serving as discourse markers indicating
interpersonal obligations between hearers and speakers when they are used as the
speakers’ way to successful communication (Allwood, et al., 1990; Clark, 1996; Schmidt
& Corley, 2006, Hartsuiker & Notebaert, 2010; Shriberg, 1996; Clark & Fox Tree, 2002;
Scollon & Scolon, 2001). They are markers of interactive process in speech
communication, The speakers produce them for an interactional purpose such as turn
taking, holding and leaving speaking floor (Fuller, 2003; Wang, 2009; Zhao, 2013; Bu,
2013; Fehringer and Fry, 2003; Hilton, 2007, 2008; Liu, et al., 2010; Chen & Pu,
2002; Schiffirn, 1987) and they can be the cues for the hearers to predict about the
upcoming speech (Fox Tree & Clark, 1997; Bailey & Ferreira, 2003; Arnold, et al.,
2004; Fox Tree, 2001; Corley, et al., 2007; MacGregor, et al., 2010; Arnold, et al., 2007;
Corley, 2010; Tottie, 2011; Lau & Ferreira, 2005).

Disfluencies are analyzed as communication strategies when they are used

for creating appropriateness and efficiency in speech communication (Hymes, 1972;



Halliday, 1978; Canale & Swain, 1980; Whitman & Boase, 1983; Luoma, 2004; Vural,
2008). Disfluencies in such aspect function as the speakers’ devices in gaining time for
thinking and trying to successfully deliver the intt_:nded message within a limited time
(de Bot, 1992; Sajavaara, 1987; Tang, 2015). Thus, the final goal of disfluencies as
communication strategies is to facilitate a mutual communication for creating a mutual
understanding among the participating speakers.

It can be concluded that disfluencies through cognitive view are considered
symptoms of cognitive problems during speech production processes and cannot be
controlled by the speakers. They indicate degree of automaticity of self-monitoring
process, checking, and reconfirming corrections. Through sociolinguistic view,
disfluencies are signals for expectation of delayed utterance and speaking turn; they
demonstrate the needs of more time for planning, encoding, and articulating speech;
they are cues for hearers to predict the upcoming speech with consideration of current
context; and they are under the speakers’ control.

Disfluencies are found in the speech produced in both first language (as above
citation) and second language (Fehringer & Fry, 2007; Belz & Klapi, 2013; Hilton,
2007; Riazantseva, 2001; de Jong, et al., 2013; Liu, 2013; Hilton, 2008b, Vural, 2008;
Kim, 2010; Bila & Dzambova, 2011; Kasper, 2006; Yoon, 2009).

In first language studies, disfluencies are reported as the indicators of the
speakers’ communication difficulty in which the occurrence of disfluencies cannot be
controlled (Chomsky, 1965; Watanabe, et al., 2007; Levelt, 1983, 1989; Levelt, et al.,
1999; Fromkin & Ratner, 1998; Harley, 2000). Conversely, they are viewed as the
indicators of speakers’ ways of communicative management (e.g. Allwood, et al.,
1990, Clark, 1996; Schnadt & Corley, 2006, Hartsuiker & Notebaert, 2010; Shriberg,
1996, Clark & Fox Tree, 2002) in which their presence in an utterance is purposeful.
For example, pauses and repetitions have been analyzed as signals of a speaker’s
speaking difficulties and hesitation which are under the speaker’s control for making a
choice or a change by deleting, reordering, inserting, or substituting words (Allwood,
et al., 1990). Such use of the disfluencies as linguistic devices for accommodating

planning difficulty during speech production process is supportive to successful



communication (Brennan & Williams, 1995; Fox Tree & Schrock, 2002; Schnadt, 2009).
That is, the speakers can make use of disfluencies to facilitate their communication.

In conclusion, through cognitive view, disfluencies in L1 speech can reflect
speakers’ difficulties in cognitively processing speech production with less control
from speakers while through sociolinguistic view, they serve as a conversational
mechanism used for facilitating interaction in communication.

For second langunage speakers, disfluent speech, which is reflected through
the higher frequency of disfluencies in comparison to the native norm, is recognized
as the signature of novice second language speakers (Kasper, 2006). The findings of
previous studies (Fehringer & Fry, 2007, Belz & Klapi, 2013; Hilton, 2007;
Riazantseva, 2001; de Jong, et al., 2013; Liu, 2013; Hilton, 2008b, Vural, 2008; Kim,
2010; Bila & Dzambova, 2011; Kasper, 2006; Yoon, 2009) revealed that non-native
English speakers illustrate inappropriate segmentation of the discourse and the overuse
of pauses. The higher number of pauses in their oral productions is perceived and
assessed as non-fluent revealing their deficiency of English language compétence
(Kasper, 20006; Bila & Dzambova, 2011) and as needs of more time for cognitive
activities: planning, encoding, and articulating speech. The deviant segmentation tends
to disturb the hearer and weakens hearer’s comprehension (Bila & Dzambova, 2011).

Since it is difficult to investigate how speech production is processed cognitively,
the researchers in this field observe the processes through speaker’s utterances. Levelt’s
(1989) blueprint for speech production has been widely acknowledged by those
researchers. The blueprint illustrates that speech production processes involve a
speaker’s cognitive processes of planning and performing utterances. The processes
begin with conceptualizing a message before sending to the formulator for encoding
linguistic representations in order to form grammatical structures and interrelation
between syntactic and semantic features, then; feeding to the articulator for assigning
phonolc;gical and phonetic features, and the message is finally articulated into an
utterance. These stages work in a serial pattern. Speech errors are avoided by means of a
checking mechanism (Fromkin & Ratner, 1998; Levelt, et al., 1999).

According to the cognitive view, disfluencies occur when a speaker is

monitoring for speech errors and responds by making filled pauses (e.g. wh, um),



unfilled pauses (silence), prolongations (“theeeee..” for “the”), repairs (e.g correction,
insertion, substitution, deletion, false starts), repetitions, and saying editing terms
(e.g. “I mean”, “sorry”) (as discussed in Johnson, 1961; Mahl, 1957; Maclay &
Osgood, 1959; Shriberg, 1994; Clark & Wasow; 1995; Schnadt, 2009; Allwood, et al.,
1990; Savova, 2002; Levelt, 1983). In addition, there is evidence that the mechanisms
of L1 and L2 monitoring and self-repair behavior share some similarities regarding to
the pattern in processing language production (van Hest, 1996; Kormor, 2002; Shriberg,
1994). However, due to the less automatic processing of L2 speech, L2 speakers
produce higher frequency of disfluencies than L1 speakers do. Furthermore, the nature
of repairs found in the learners with low level of L2 proficiency are at syntactic level
while those produced by advanced L2 speakers are at discourse level. Thus, the
relationship between L2 speakers’ language proficiency and the types of repairs can be
evidence of L2 acquisition.

In addition, Kormos (2006) explains the phenomenon that speakers’
monitoring for errors is an important checking process for speech production in both
L1 and L2 speeches. Based on the assumption that self-corrections are overt
manifestations of the monitoring processes, the relationship between self-monitoring
and speech production has been used as a construct for testing both L1 and L2
productions (Kormos, 2000b; van Hest, 1996; Kormos, 2011). Monitoring involves
checking of both internal and external speeches with application of the speaker’s
existing linguistic system (Levelt, et al., 1999; Kormos, 2011). When speakers detect
an error in their utterance, they suspend their speech and execute a correction using
linguistic rules and lexical items in their long-term memory (Levelt, 1989) However,
for L2 speakers, their limited L2 knowledge may lead to less degree of automaticity
comparable to L1 speakers; and it results in taking longer time for paying attention to
monitoring and detecting errors (Shriberg, 1994). The memory capacity and
automaticity of speech processing have an effect on L2 language production as
evidenced by the frequent use of disfluencies such as .ﬁllers, repetitions, and
reformulations or repairs ( as discussed in Fehringer & Fry, 2007; Belz & Klapi, 2013;
Hoshino, 2006). Kormos (2011) added that .2 speakers need more time not only for

detecting errors; but, also for reconfirming that the correction is true.



Through different perspectives, there is evidence indicating that both high-
and low-proficient L2 speakers can produce high number of disfluencies although they
focus on different points for repairs (Swain, 1995; O’Connor, 1988; van Hest, 1996a,
1966b; Fehringer & Fry, 2007; Gilabert, 2007). Thus, the number of disfluencies in L2
speech may not indicate L2 acquisition. As a result, the current study also aims to
investigate the interaction between L2 speakers’ level of language proficiency and the
types of the disfluencies used in order to be able to determine the degree of relationship
between the two variables by comparing the occurrences of disfluencies in L2 speeches
produced by L2 learners who have different levels of language proficiency. The
knowledge will be useful for understanding L2 acquisition through their use of
disfluencies in a dialogue.

In sum, according to cognitive theoretical perspective, L2 disfluencies are
markers of L2 speakers’ speech production difficulties which reflect the low
automaticity in processing L2 speech. However, it is unclear that the occurrence
frequency of L2 disfluencies is an indicator of L2 acquisition.

In contrast to the cognitive view, through the sociolinguistic view,
communicative performance in L2 speakers can be influenced by not only insufficient
language knowledge; but, also performance variables such as social and cultural
factors which include, for example, places, time, hearers, purposes, or speaking
topics; that is, sociolinguistic competence or appropriateness is involved (Canale &
Swain, 1980; Hymes, 1972; Halliday, 1978; Luoma, 2004; Whitman & Boase, 1983;
Vural, 2008). L2 Speakers tend to use communication strategies to manage their
communication to be more efficient (Canale & Swain, 1980; Bachman, 1990; Fulcher,
2003). Those strategies can be broadly divided into three main categorics adapted
from Dornyei (1995) which are avoidance or reduction strategies, achievement or
compensatory strategies, and stalling or time-gaining strategies. The first category is
about message reduction in which the speakers attempt to avoid the problems of
insufficient linguistic resources. It involves formal avoidance (using the form that the
speakers feel more comfortable instead), and functional avoidance (changing topics,

abandoning conversation, overusing delexicalized words e.g. ‘thing’). The second



involves the strategies used to compensate speakers’ insufficient linguistic resources by
means of , for example, overgeneralization (or morphological creativity), approximation
(replacing with a more general word), paraphrasing (describing), word coinage
(inventing new words), restructuring (using different word, different grammar), co-
operative strategies (appealing for help), code switching (using more than one language
back and forth), and non-linguistic strategies (using gestures or mime). The third deals
with the use of fillers and/or hesitation devices — using filling words or gambits to fill
pauses and to gain time to think. It can be seen that the last category involves the
disfluencies that function as time-gaining devices such as filled pauses. Thus, there is
a question as to whether each type of disfluencies can be intentionally used as a
communication strategy by L2 speakers in order to get their message across and
whether the hearers acknowledge the intention.

Moreover, through sociolinguistic perspective, some disfluencies (e.g. fillers
such as uh, um) behave like discourse markers in which the speakers, especially, L2
speakers use to aid their communication (Clark, 2006; Clark & Fox Tree, 2002; Clark
& Wasow, 1998). The characteristics and functions of disfluencies both in L1 and L2
speeches are found similar to those of discourse markers in four aspects: orality,
syntactic detachability, being in lexicalized and non-lexicalized forms (e.g. well, I
mean, and uh, um respectively), and connectivity (as discussed in e.g. Levelt, 1989;
Clark, 1996; Shriberg, 1996; Clark & Fox Tree, 2002; van Hest, 1996; Kormor, 2002;
Dornyei & Kormos, 1998; Schiffiin, 1987). They both do textual functions and
interpersonal functions. However, some functions of discourse markers may not be
performed by disfluencies. Those functions involve initiality, pragmatic meanings, and
multi-categoriality aspects (Shriberg, 1994; Levelt, 1983, 1989). Thus, disfluencies
and discourse markers share some characteristics and some functions. It is obvious
that L2 disfluencies that involve turn holding function or the right to hold speaking
floor (e.g. Chotirat & Sinwongsuwat, 2011; Tsychiya & Handford ,2014) are analyzed
as discourse markers while those which deal with stalling or time-gaining function
(e.g. fillers) are analyzed as communication strategies to keep communication channel
open at time of difficulty (Dornyei, 1995; Tang, 2015). The L2 disfluencies involving

turn holding function are analyzed as a conscious means to sustain communication in



the face of difficulties (Canale, 1983; Canale & Swain, 1980; Ellis, 1985; Savignon,
1983 as discussed in DOrnyei, 1995).

Through this sociolinguistic view, repetitions, deletions, repairs, fillers, and
prolongations can be the cues for the hearers to predict about the upcoming speech by
interpreting the pragmatic meanings of the messages from the disfluencies in relation
to the contexts where they are present (e.g. Fox Tree & Clark, 1997; Bailey &
Ferreira, 2003; Arnold, et al., 2004; Fox Tree, 2001; Corley, et al., 2007; MacGregor,
et al., 2010; Arnold, et al., 2007; Corley, 2010; Tottie, 2011; Lau & Ferreira, 2005).
When a state of uncertainty occurs, people resolve it by making tentative inferences
and asking upon them until further notice (Gumperz, 1997, 2001). The study by Clark
and Fox Tree (2002) clearly indicated that uh and um are not noises in speech. They
contain meaning and purpose in signaling to communicate an expectation of a delay
and to maintain the speaking turn. Disfluencies through this sociolinguistic view;
therefore, serve as markers for interpersonal obligation in conversations or dialogues.
Both speaker and hearer are engaged in collaboratively taking the responsibility for
successful communication. The methodology typically applied to elicit disfluencies
include storytelling, story recalling techniques, describing pictures, picture naming,
dialogues, monologues, retrospection and recognition of errors. Each technique is
applied depending on what type of disfluencies to be elicited.

It can be concluded that disfluencies are signals of cognitive problems
occurring during speech production processes and cannot be controlled by speakers.
(Johnson, 1961; Garrett, 1975; Dell, 1986; Chomsky, 1965; Watanabe, et al., 2007,
Levelt, 1989, Levelt, et al., 1999; Fromkin, 1971; Harley, 2000). In comparison with
L1 disfluencies, L2 disfluencies demonstrate the speakers’ difficulties and less
automatically speech processing (e.g. pauses), and some are indicators of .2 acquisition
(e.g. errors repairs, corrective repairs) (de Bot, 1992; Sajavaara, 1987; Tang, 2015). As
a result, L2 disfluencies are viewed as communication strategies functioning as the
stalling or time-gaining devices and they behave like discourse markers in doing
textual and interpersonal functions such as turn taking (e.g Fuller, 2003; Wang, 2009,
Zhao, 2013; Bu, 2013; Fehringer and Fry, 2003; Hilton, 2007, 2008; Liu, et al., 2010,
Chen & Pu, 2002). However, these findings are mostly obtained through researchers’



observation. The evidence through the hearers’ and the speakers’ perceptions as well
as their interaction is rarely found.

The previous studies found a variety of factors influencing the occurrence of
disfluencies in L2 speech. They can be categorized into the following: (1) speakers’
speech production system: memory capacity and automaticity of speech processing
(Fehringer & Fry, 2007; Belz & Klapi, 2013 Hilton; 2008b), (2) speaker’s language
knowledge and ability: level of English language proficiency, linguistic skills (e.g.
lexical retrieval speed, articulation speed, and sentence building speed), language
knowledge (e.g. vocabulary and grammar knowledge) and processing skills play an
important role in the production of L2 speech (Hilton, 2007; de Jong, et al., 2013), and
(3) the conditions as the speaker engaging in speaking context: familiarity with the
addressee, the interlocutors’ mother tongue, the nature of speaking topic, and the
speaking duration time (Belz & Klapi, 2013; de Jong, et al., 2013; Vural, 2008). Gestures
are used as the speakers’ communicative resource and cognitive mediation (Kim, 2010).

By analyzing the previous findings, the forms of disfluencies in both L1 and
L2 speeches are similar due to the root of their origin in how speakers monitor their
speech during production processes. However, speakers’ choice in deciding whether to
or not to re-encode and how they re-encode the preverbal message after detecting
errors depend on both internal and external factors such as linguistic competence,
communicative competence, memory capacity, and speakers’ personality (whether
willing to take the risk or likely to avoid problems). Besides, external factors, for
example, the nature of discussed topics, the first language of hearers, how conversation
is carried (monologues, dialogues, or multilogues), and social and cultural backgrounds
can also affect the forms of disfluencies in L2. The L2 disfluenices can be different
from those in L1 in some aspects. Moreover, many of the previous studies are
concerned with how speakers monitor and correct errors in speech and analyzed under
cognitive framework (e.g. Levelt, 1983, 1989; Levelt, et al., 1999). Only a small number
of studies used interactional sociolinguistic framework to analyze the roles of
disfluencies in speech communication. L2 speakers’ intentions when they produce each
type of the disfluencies in L2 speech, the interpretations of those disfluencies by the

hearers who are native speakers of the target language and the relationship between the
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L2 speakers’ intentions and the L1 hearers’ interpretations have been left unexplored.

Additionally, studies of disfluencies in Thai EFL context are rarely found.
Most of them address the questions on how to promote Thai EFL learners’ fluency in
speaking English in terms of teaching and learning (e.g. Forman, 2011; McDonough &
Sunitham, 2009; Noom-ura, 2008; Boonkit, 2010; Yangklang, 2013; Ngowananchai,
2013; Klomjit, 2013; Patansorn, 2010; Sinwongsuwat, 2012; Ussana & Sinwongsuwat,
2012; Chotirat & Sinwongsuwat, 2011; and Rodpradit & Sinwongsuwat, 2012). Some
focus on investigating for factors affecting EFL speaking (e.g. Fujiwara, 2011; Kitikanan,
2010), and on examining pragmatic aspect (e.g. Chiravate, 2011; Tananuraksakul, 2013).
The studies by Chotirat and Sinwongsuwat (2011) and Sinwongsuwat (2012) have
presented some pragmatic explanation on the disfluency phenomena in the speech by
Thai EFL speakers. The findings demonstrated that repairs, repetitions, and fillers
function as turn-holding devices and those speakers use repairs for the purposes of
meaning clarification and fluency in speaking. The studies were analyzed in the
dimension of speaking fluency in relation to communication strategies leaving the
point of disfluencies as markers of speaking fluency unexplored although some
disfluencies (repairs, repetitions, and fillers) were reported. The knowledge of
disfluencies is a gap that needs to be fulfilled to complete the overall picture of
speaking ability among Thai EFL speakers.

Thus, the shortcomings indicate that the existing knowledge of disfluencies is
largely through first language studies. Despite maintaining the identifiable characteristics
and communicative functions, L1 disfluencies are subsumed under different
communicative approaches such as discourse markers and communication strategies.
Moreover, the proposed L1 speech production models do not clearly explain about L1
disfluency phenomena. In addition, L2 disfluencies are mainly studied focusing on
levels of fluency rather than on their interactional aspects in speech communication or
their own characteristics and functions. As a result, investigation on the types, the
characteristics, and the occurrence frequency of each type of L2 disfluencies, whether
1.2 speakers do have intentions in using the disfluencies (as turn-taking devices and/or
time-gaining devices), what the native English-speaking hearers’ interpretations of these

disfluencies (as discourse markers doing textual and/or interpersonal functions, as
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communication strategies which do the functions related to time gaining, or as signals
of cognitive difficulties) are, or whether the speakers’ intentions in using disfluencies
are acknowledged by the hearers, and what the interaction between the L2 speakers’
levels of English language proficiency and the types of disfluenices produced should

be conducted.

Objectives
This research aimed to examine the following aspects of disfluencies in

spontaneous English dialogues between Thai learners and native English speakers:

1. the types of disfluencies produced by native Thai speakers,

2. the Thai speakers’ intentions during the occurrence of each type of
disfluencies,

3. the native English-speaking hearers’ interpretations of each type of
disfluencies,

4. the difference between the Thai speakers’ intentions and the native English-
speaking hearers’ interpretations

5. the difference in the types of disfluencies produced by the Thai speakers in

different levels of English proficiency

Research Questions

In response to the objectives, the following questions were addressed.

1. What were the types of disfluencies and their frequencies produced by Thai
learners of English in their spontaneous English dialogues with native English
speakers?

2. What were the Thai speakers' intentions when they produced each type of
the disfluencies?

3. What were the native English-speaking hearers’ interpretations of each type
of the disfluencies?

4, Was there any difference in the Thai speakers' intentions and the native
English-speaking hearers’ interpretations?

5. Was there any difference in the types of the disfluencies produced by the

Thai speakers in different English proficiency levels?



12

Scope of the Study

The current study was conducted under the following scope:

1. Speaking discourse was in the form of spontaneous English dialogues
between Thai learners of English and a native English-speaking hearer. But only the
learners’ speech was examined.

2. All gestural communicative resources such as bodily movement, hand
movement, mime, eye gazing, and facial expression were not included. Thus, the
speakers and the hearers were set to communicate on a non-face-to-face basis (i.e.
with an in-between partition).

3. Speech errors and slips of the tongue, which occurred when two elements
of an utterance were transposed, were excluded due to their impacts on the propositional
content of utterances as evidenced in semantic substitution errors (Hotopf, 1980),
morpheme-exchange errors (Smyth, Morris, Levy, & Ellis, 1987), and number-
agreement errors (Bock & Eberhard, 1993; Haskell & MacDonald, 2003) while
disfluencies did not hurt the content although they may have been considered as noises
in speech communication (Shriberg, 1994). Moreover, there was evident that speech
errors operated at the level of meta-judgments or discourse level (for further details see
Brennan & William, 1995; Smith & Clark, 1993; Ferreira, et al., 2004).

4, Unfilled pauses or silences studied in the present research referred to the
silence with noticeable long-duration as perceived by the hearers not the silences with
long duration as accurately measured by the machine. This was to serve the objective
of the study in investigating the hearers’ interpretations of L2 disfluencies during

conversations.

Significance of the Study

The significance of the current study was as follows.

1. The findings of the study offered a new body of knowledge for the
researchers in the fields of second language acquisition, linguistics, sociolinguistics,
applied linguistics, and others related fields.

2. It promoted EFL/ESL teachers’ and learners’ realization of the native

English-speaking hearers’ interpretations of the disfluencies in L2 speech of English
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and the interaction between EFL/ESL learners’ levels of English proficiency and the
types of disfluencies that they produced. The EFL/ESL teachers may have applied the
knowledge for creating an appropriate lesson plan to promote EFL/ESL learners’
speaking ability.

3. Since disfluencies serve as indicators for evaluating speaking fluency in
international standardized tests such as International English Language Teaching System
or TELTS, the speakers’ realization of such interpretations can make them pay more

attention to the disfluencies, control their occurrence, and avoid the overuse of them.

Definitions of Key Terms

Disfluency referred to a break that oceurs in utterances in spontaneous speech
and disrupts the flow of speech without adding any propositional content to those
utterances but rather maintaining the original propositional content as intended. Such
breaks included pauses, repetitions, and repairs (cf. Johnson, 1961; Brutten, 1963; Fox
Tree, 1995; Postma, et al., 1990).

Types of disfluencies referred to collections of disfluencies classified by
observing how the speakers produced them. The disfluencies produced before
articulating an ufterance were named covert self-monitoring disfluencies which
included three sub-types: filled pauses, unfilled pauses, and prolongations. Those
disfluencies produced after articulating an utterance were named overt self-monitoring
disfluencies which had two sub-types: repairs and repetitions (cf. Menyhart, 2003;
Levelt, et al., 1999; Levelt, 1983, 1989).

Fluency referred to the ability to speak easily and smoothly; especially the
ability to speak a foreign language easily and effectively without being disrupted by
excessive disfluencies as judged by native speakers’ perception (cf. “Merriam-
Webster”, 2014; and Hasselgren, 1998).

Spontaneous English dialogues referred to English conversations in one-to-
one settings, and without prior planning.

Hearer referred to a conversation participant who mainly had a receptive role
while the more active role was played by the other conversation participant, a speaker

(cf. Dynel, 2010). The term ‘hearer’ was widely used in research on disfluencies,
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discourse markers, and pragmatics (e.g. Zhao, 2013; Schiffrin, 1987; Blakemore,
1992; Hymes, 1972; Goffman, 1981, Levelt, 1989) and the focus of this study was to
emphasize on the speakers’ active role in conversation rather than the counterpart.
Thus, instead of using the term ‘listener” or ‘interlocutor’ which suggested the more
active role in conversation, the term ‘hearer’ was used to serve the purpose of the
present study as well as to maintain the similar concept of hearer as referred by the
widely-known scholars mentioned above.

Intentions referred to the purposes which speakers had in minds when
producing any disfluencies and expected the hearers® a certain verbal response to the
meet the purpose. For the current study, the speakers were represented by Thai learners
of English.

Interpretations referred to the hearers’ perception of the roles of disfluencies
in the spontaneous dialogues. The interpretation might or might not correspond to the
speakers’ intentions. For the current study, the hearers referred to the native-English-

speaking hearers.



CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter aims to provide theoretical background of human communicative
ability, speech production models, speech communication, disfluencies in first and
second speech communications, interpretation of disfluencies, previous studies, and a

theoretical framework for the study.

Theoretical Background: Human Communicative Ability

Theoretically, human communicative ability stems from the communicative
competence, the knowledge which has been studied by several scholars who have
given different explanations about its characteristics. One of the most influential
explanations of human communicative competence is by Noam Chomsky (Savignon,
1983). Through his linguistic perspective, Chomsky claims that the communicative
competence is innate and a type of genetic endowments (Chomsky, 1965). He
contends that children are born with a linguistic device that contains an unconscious
knowledge of language rules which is referred to as “universal grammar” (UG). This
kind of knowledge is implicitly demonstrated without formal instruction. Commonly,
a child learns how to speak its first language through receiving the well-formed
sentences input from the people who speak the same first language as it does. The
input which is formed by the language rules that are inapplicable to those rules in the
child’s UG will be filtered out. In other words, only the grammatical sentences
corresponding to its UG are stored in its linguistic device for future communicative
use (Chomsky, 1965). The major flaw of UG is that it is extremely ideal. The language
rules exist in people’s minds, are available to be used, but detachable from real world
(Hymes, 1972; Halliday, 1970). However, the flaw has shed light on later studies of
language which view language as a communicative behavior for social interaction (as
discussed in Coulthard, 1977; Hymes, 1972; and Halliday, 1970). Coulthard (1977)

suggests that degree of grammaticality and acceptability of meaning should be



16

considered as indicators of a speaker’s communicative ability. Coulthard’s suggestion
is agreeable to Hymes (1972) who proposed to consider the feasibility of meaning
generated by a language form as an aspect of communicative competence since a
perfect grammatical form of language can be ambiguous in meaning (see example in
Widdowson, 2007, p. 15).

Hymes views that language use is conventional and varies across different
communities; it reflects the interaction between communicators and the nature of the
event that the communication takes place. Social role of language in terms of the
appropriateness and the actual language use in a social context is; therefore, a part of
human communicative ability (Hymes, 1972). The social functions of language are
also of Halliday’s (1970) interest. While Hymes maintains the distinction between the
knowledge of language rules or competence and the actual use of language or
performance as contended by Chomsky, Halliday views the competence and the
performance as one by reasoning that the differentiation of the competence
(knowledge) and the performance (use) is irrelevant and misleading in interi)retation
(Savignon, 1983). To him, function means the use of language in a social setting; and
the use varies by purpose of an utterance, not by grammatical form of the utterance.

It can be concluded broadly that human communicative ability is formed when
a speaker possesses the knowledge on the rules of grammar and of language use in
relation to a social context where the communication takes place. That is, communicative
competence has dealt with interpersonal relation as it varies by context. It reflects a
language user’s knowledge of grammar, vocabulary, and appropriate application of the
knowledge contextually (Munby, 1991)..

For second language (L2) speakers, knowledge of the target language may
not be sufficient for effective communication to take place. They require additional
knowledge on how language is appropriately used in relation to a specific social
situation (Munby, 1991; Canale & Swain, 1980) in order to communicate effectively.
Communicative ability is not only determined by their knowledge of grammar and
language use but also by the knowledge of contexts which is reflected through their
actual use of language as appropriate to the conventional practices among the native

speakers of the target language. In a broad sense, theoretically, human communicative
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ability is formed in combination of various types of knowledge: language, contextual,
socio-cultural, communicative strategic knowledge, and the most important is the
actual application of the knowledge appropriately both in written and spoken languages.
Thus, communicative ability is required for communication. However, only
communicative ability is insufficient for creating a successful communication. The
notions on ‘“communication” is provided in the following section for better

understanding the nature of communication and when a communication takes place.

Definitions of Communication

Following Dance (1970), there is no definition of “communication” that can
serve all purposes. Each definition has its particular function in assisting scholars to
investigate the truth as required. Like Dance (1970), Clevenger (1991) contends that
defining “communication” for scholarly and scientific purposes has been a
problematic issue as it is derived from the common verb “to communicate” which is
used widely in daily life. Thus, it contains a vériety of concepts with different scopes
of meaning. However, based on Dance’s exploration, among the 15 themes, there are
three critical points that form the basic dimensions of communication: the level of
observation, the presence or the absence of intent on the part of sender, and the
normative judgment of the act (e.g. goodness or badness, successful or unsuccessful)
(Dance, 1970). The definitions that reflect interest in different levels of
communication systems such as the variations in communicative behaviors and the
interpretation of observations are categorized into the level of observation.
“Communication” through this view illustrates its concepts both in a broad sense and a
narrow sense. Examples of the definition illustrating the level of observation in

communication are:

Ruesch (1957, p. 462): communication is “the process that links discontinuous

parts of the living world to one another”;

“Merriam-Webster” (2014): communication is “the act or process of

transmitting information (as about ideas, attitudes, emotions, or objective
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behavior) (a) exchange of information between individuals through a common

system of sig',ns, symbols, or behavior (b) personal rapport”

The concept of infentionality infers less focus on observable behaviors. It provides
purposeful message sending and receiving. “Communication” through this view reveals
some weaknesses involving the verification of the sender’s intent as communication.

Examples of the definitions focusing on intentionality are:

Miller (1966, p. 92): communications refer to “those behavioral situations in
which a source transmits a message to a receiver with conscious intent to affect

the latter’s behaviors.”

Miller & Steinberg (1975): “we have chosen to restrict our discussion of
communication to intentional symbolic transactions: those in which at least one
of the parties transmits a message to another with the purpose of modifying the
other’s behavior (such as getting him to do or not to do something or to believe
or not to believe something). By our definition, intent-to-communicate and

intact-to-influence are synonymous. If there is no intent, there is no message.”

“Communication” through the view reflecting normative judgment of the act typically
includes a statement of success, effectiveness, or accuracy (Littlejohn & Foss, 2008)
while some definitions demonstrate neutral judgment (as in e.g Berelson & Steiner,
1964). For those with judgment of successful interaction, Dance points that this view
is extremely positive and restricts the generalization of communication concept.

Examples for normative judgment are:

Berelson & Steiner (1964, p. 254): “communication [is] the transmission of

information”

Hoben (1954, p. 77): “communication is the verbal interchange of a thought or

idea”

The conclusion by Dance (1970) and Clevenger (1991) can be considered as a

limitation in defining communication that there is no single definition applicable
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universally. Tronically, the conclusion suggests common similarities in the concepts of
communication (level of observation, intentionality, and normative judgment of the
act) which have become the fundamental understanding of communication. That is, a
communication phenomenon is observable, communication is conducted on a purpose,
and its effectiveness is conditional. Among the three concepts, it is obvious that
communication is the most clearly identified by observable behaviors. In evaluating
the effectiveness of communication, Burgoon and Ruffner (1978) suggest considering
the following components: source, receiver, message, intent, and interpretation of the
intent. They observed that most definitions of communication are agreeable that
communication will take place when a source has an intent to communicate and a
receiver perceives it. This case is considered successful communication in which the
source’s intent is matched with the receiver’s perception of the intent.

In other cases where the requirements of the conditions necessary for
communication are not met, a communication does not occur. That is, when there is
intent to communicate but it is not perceived, the source’s intent is not noticed by the
receiver. This may cause the source to try harder to bring the communication to its
goal. When there is no intent to communicate and there is no perception of the intent,
neither intent nor attempt to perceive is present. This can be explained that there is no
shared experience that can link the receiver to the source. When there is no intent to
communicate but the receiver perceives that there is an intent, although, in fact, the
source has no intent underlying the communication. This may lead to the
misunderstanding between the source and the receiver. The inference is that meaning
cannot be transferrable from the source to the receiver. Although there is an attempt to
identify the source’s intent in relation to the receiver’s perception of the intent, the
source’s true intent is difficult to be identified (Dance, 1970). However, one way that
can be possible to know what the speaker’s real intent is by considering the message
meaning in relation to situational context which includes how the speaker performs the
message according to the place, the moment, the situation and the relationship with the
hearer (Salgado, 2011; Blum-Kulka, 1987).

However, Whitman & Boase (1983) notes that it is broadly agreed by most

theorists that communication is a process that involves senders (sources) and receivers
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transmitting and receiving message, and producing some effect. The explanation
indicates that there is no sender’s intent involved but receiver’s reaction. In contrast with
the intentional-oriented view, this nonintentional-oriented view holds that all behavior in
an interpersonal situation has message value. The scholars in this group center at a receiver’s
response to a message, not a sender’s intent. When there is a response from a receiver,
communication has taken place. The response can be verbal or non-verbal or both.

In spite of different standpoints, the two groups share the notion that
communication is a process in which six elements consisting of (1) source-receiver:
sender and receiver, (2) channel ie. seeing, hearing, touching, smelling, and tasting,
(3) a common life space: experience shared between sender and receiver, (4) message,
(5) effects or changes, and (6) context e.g. public speaking, small group, and interpersonal
must be present and interact before communication can occur. The qualifications that a
source and a receiver must have are communicative skills, attitudes, knowledge, social
system, and culture (Berlo, 1960; Whitman & Boase, 1983).

In response to the philosophical assumption about language underlying the
research questions that language use has functions to make meanings contextually, the
present study will follow the intentional-oriented view of communication; that is, when
speaker’s intention and hearer’s interpretation meet, communication takes place. Since
a speaker often communicates to the hearer more than what he/she actually says (literal
meaning and interpretation), his/her intention is contextually bound (cf. Searle, 1975).
Thus, the hearer’s interpretation relies on the context, language use, the experience
shared between hearer and speaker, and their relationship (Salgado, 2011; Blum-Kulka,
1987). The meaning which is acceptable to both speaker and hearer indicates successful
communication (as discussed in Maynard, 2009 and Coulthard, 1977).The speakers’
intentions in using disfluencies and the hearers’ interpretations of those disfluencies are
one of the focuses in the present study. “Communication” hold in the current study is
defined as “a process of message transmission between a sender and a receiver through a
channel -- hearing. The process is made with intention to have some effects or changes

on the counterpart’s behaviors.”
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Since the current study concentrates on the disfluencies arising during
speaking, speech production models and how disfluencies occur in speech production

are to be presented next.

Speech Production Models

From theoretical perspectives of cognitivists (e.g. Johnson, 1961; Fromkin,
1971; Garrett, 1975; Levelt, 1989; and Levelt, et al., 1999), different models of speech
production have been proposed to answer the question about how speech production is
cognitively processed: how linguistic features are retrieved and encoded during speech
processing. Among the models, the two widely-known models are Levelt’s speech
production (Levelt, 1989), and WEAVER++ computational model initiated by Levelt,
Roelofs, and Meyer (Levelt, et al., 1999) (“WEAVER” stands for Word-form Encoding
by Activation and VERification). All the models maintain the hypothesis that the
linguistic representations of an utterance are retrieved in order from semantics and
syntax to phonology.

However, their focuses are different. Levelt’s speech production model
(Levelt, 1989, see Figure 1) emphasizes on speaker’s speech production process while
WEAVER++ computational model (see Figure 2) proposed by Levelt, et al. (1999)
focuses on lexical accessing; for example, the evidence from the tip-of-the-tongue
state in which the speaker does know what to say but does not know how to transform
the message into pronunciation. Levelt (1989) and Levelt, et al. (1999), as shown in
Figure 1 and 2 respectively, are considered suitable for this study with different
advantages. Levelt (1989 as cited in Garcia-Amaya, 2012; Harley, 2001) noted that the
speech production processing proceeds in two levels of planning: macroplanning and
microplanning. Macroplanning process involves the generation of ideas in the speaker’s
mind with a communicative goal and the retrieval of appropriate information.
Microplanning is a process that the speaker uses for converting conceptual message into
a preverbal message. The preverbal message will be fed into the formulation process
where the mental lexicon, which consists of two elements: lemma and form, play a

major role. The lemma contains the conceptual, semantic, syntactic, and pragmatic
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information. The form involves phonological form of the lemma. Although this model
reveals the whole picture of speech production, it is developed based on monolingual
speaking. Thus, it is assumed that the speaker already has knowledge of the lemma in the
conceptualizerv and has sufficient language knowledge without difficulties. In case of L2
speakers whose L2 knowledge is limited, it is possible that they will lack knowledge of
the required lemma. Thus, this model is unable to explain what kinds of feedback will

be or how the L2 speakers can lexicalize the lemma properly.
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Figure 1 Levelt’s blueprint for speech production

Source: Levelt, 1989, p. 9

Levelt, et al. (1999) proposed a computational model called WEAVER++
which was developed based on the assumption that there is a feed-forward activation-
spreading network. All the processes proceed in only one direction from conceptual

meaning to sound representation. There are three main levels within the network. The
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highest level contains nodes representing lexical concepts. The second level is a place
for the nodes of lemma which is an abstract word existing in the speaker’s mental
lexicon. The syntactic features (e.g. parts of speech) and semantic features (e.g.
human, animal, and thing) but not phonological ones are processed at this point. The
lowest level has nodes that represent word forms encoded by morphemes and phonetic
segments. There are various processing stages in the process of speech production.
Those stages work in a serial pattern. Speech errors are avoided by means of a

checking mechanism (Fromkin & Ratner, 1998).
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Figure 2 WEAVER++ : Speech production model by Levelt, et al. (1999)

At the stage of lexical selection (see Figure 2), a lemma which represents the
required meaning and syntactic features is selected. It is explained that the lexical
selection process is likely to accommodate the lemma that is more active than other
lemmas which contain semantically related concepts. The selected lexis in the basic form

will then activate for being translated into a linguistic form, and fed into the process of
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lexicalization by morphological encoding and phonological encoding syllabifications. The
form with morphological and phonological properties of the word will then be retrieved
from the mental lexicon (Harley, 2001). In the next stage, the lemma form encoded with
morphophonological features is available for being encoded with syntactic properties of
the word that is required for the syntactic structure of an utterance. The last stage involves
the phonetic and articulatory planning and turning the word into sound. The lemma can be
monitored and changed after lemma selection process is completed; that is, before
phonological information of the word is accessed. Speakers use a self-monitoring
device to serve as a control function supervising the speech production process.

The advantage given by this model is that it is more flexible than Levelt’s
(1989) model for the reason that it includes the speakers’ feedback when they detect
some errors in their speech. They, then, verify their lexicalization by means of self-
monitoring. However, it does not explain how disfluency phenomena can occur.

It can be pointed that while Levelt’s blueprint for speech production provides
understanding of how all the processes of speech production proceed, it is rather ideal
that in normal speech there are some breaks occurring during speaking and those
breaks are sometimes followed by speakers’ correction of the word that is formerly
said. Monolingual speakers may make less frequent pauses than bilingual speakers do
due to the different degree of language proficiency. The WEAVER++ model reflects
speech production in a more realistic perspective than does the blueprint. It includes
speakers’ self-monitoring to occasionally detect an ill-formedness in their speech and
may decide to self-interrupt to make correction. However, the monitoring mechanism
will do its work only after the speakers have encoded the lemma form which involves
phonetic encoding. Thus, the model suggests that there is no self-monitoring during
lexical selection, morphonological encoding, and phonological encoding syllabification.
That means the speakers may have perfect grammatical knowledge or may ignore
grammaticality aspect of the utterance. Such underlying assumptions tend to be less
realistic especially in case of the speakers who have limited language knowledge, and/or
grammaticality is likely to be their main concerns. The point indicates a question on
whether self-monitoring can occur not only during form encoding process but can also

occur during semantic and syntactic encoding process.
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To answer the above question, based on the assumption that self-monitoring
can be identified by disfluency phenomena or speech disruptions (e.g. pauses,
repetitions, and prolongations) occurring during speaking (Kormos, 2000b; 2006),
Menyhart (2003; see Figure 3) studied changes in the operation of speech production
processes from early childhood to old age through observation of disfluency phenomena

in Hungarian L1 and proposed potential sources of disfluency phenomena as follows.
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Figure 3 Process of speech production and sources of disfluency phenomena

Source: Menyhart, 2003, p. 45

Figure 3 illustrates that while producing speech, a speaker can show two types
of disfluency phenomenon: one occurs before phonological planning while the other one
occurs after the process. That is, the first type signals the speaker’s uncertainty about the
concepts and the grammaticality of what to be said. The disfluencies in this type are

pauses, hesitations, repetitions, and fillers. The second type signals speech ill-formedness
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which includes restarts, prolongations, and pause within word (more details on
disfluencies are provided later under the section of disfluencies).

Through cognitive theoretical perspective, for normal speech production, the
languages are cognitively processed in the same way (see Figure 1). When ‘a speaker is
producing speech, his/her declarative knowledge containing the explicit knowledge of
lexis, semantic information, syntactic, morphological, and phonological rules stored in
his/her mind are being transformed into the procedural knowledge which involves
implicit knowledge of how to use the word forms, and the linguistic rules. During the
proceduralization process, lexical items are to be selected for representing the speaker’s
mental concept while linguistic rules are also being applied producing utterances. This
can be interpreted that when there is a disfluency oceurring in a certain level it can have
impact on the subsequent levels as the speech production process goes in only one
direction, step by step. The execution of the next process will not be possible if the
current process is not completed. Each completion of process may obey or not obey
the rules governing over each process. If the speaker self-monitors his/her internal
speech and finds some mistakes, or feels uncertain about it, he/she will make a
decision whether to edit or to ignore the mistakes, or to give a signal to the hearer for
help bringing the communication to its goal. Disfluency phenomena are expected to
arise within such circumstance. At this stage, disfluency may occur, when there is a
disruption to the flow of speech. The disruption can be slips of the tongue, actual
ungrammaticalities, the vast majority of silence, over interruptions of the utterances,
repeated words and phrases, and corrections or modifications of parts of the utterance
(Fox Tree, 1995; Bortfeld, et al., 2001).

The model by Menyhért (2003) clearly explains where disfluency phenomena
can occur but does not explicitly explain about self-monitoring process which has been
hypothesized for its relationship with speech production. The hypothesis has been put
to the test for both L1 and L2 productions (Kormos, 2000b; van Hest, 1996).

For the current study, by adapting the conceptualization of speech production
processes from Levelt’s, et al. (1999) and Levelt’s (1989) in combination with Menyhart’s
(2003) suggestion on the potential sources of disfluency phenomena, Figure 4 is the

diagram demonstrating how disfluency phenomena are likely to be shown during speech
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production processing by Thai EFL learners as being engaged in speaking tasks is
proposed as an analytical framework to identify the types of disfluencies in this study. It
is developed by drawing the strength of the three models: Levelt’s blueprint for speech
production (Levelt, 1989), WEAVER++ model (Levelt, et al., 1999), and Menyhart’s
(2003) sources of disfluencies.

As influenced by the nature of the linguistic systems in the first and the second
languages, it is possible that the nature of disfluencies in the native speakers of English
and that in the non-native speakers of English are different. Disfluencies occurting at the
formulating level and at the articulating level have different characteristics due to
different types of self-monitoring processes which are covert self-monitoring and overt

self-monitoring. These two checking processes are shown in the following Figure.
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Figure 4 Potential sources of disfluencies

The two processes of checking are conducted in two loops for double checking.
The first loop involves covert self-monitoring, an utterance has not yet been articulated;

the disfluencies are possibly produced in the forms of pauses and prolongations. This is



28

a reflection of the internal checking process that the speaker is performing in his/her
mind (Levelt, 1983, 1989; Kormos, 2006). That is, the preverbal plan for the intended
- message is monitored before articulation (Postma & Kolk, 1993). This process serves as
the first checking. The second checking loop will be executed after articulation. It
involves overt self-monitoring, an utterance has already been articulated; all linguistic
rules as known to the speaker have been applied. When the speaker monitors the already
articulated ufterance and detects a mistake, he/she will do re-planning which can be at
both micro and macro planning levels depending on nature of the detected mistake, and
later begins encoding processes again. These are concerned with surface corrections
(Shriberg, 1994). The mental lexicons in EFL learners as shown in the figure contain the
lexicons from three sources: the speaker’s first language (Thai), the speaker’s foreign
language (English), and the speaker’s interlanguage (a language system created by L2
speakers). Lexical selection can be drawn from any sources of the lexicons and that may
cause some disagreements among levels for example between lexical access and
articulatory planning, between the articulatory planning and execution, or among several
levels of planning (Menyhart, 2003). Disfluency can possibly arise as a result of such
disagreements. The disfluencies that presumably arise as a result of this overt self-
moniforing process are repairs and repetitions.

There is some empirical evidence supportive to the assumptions of the
potential sources in the speech production system as proposed in the diagram. The
evidence shows two types of factors that influence the production of disfluencies in non-
native English speakers. The first type is related to the speakers’ speech production
system: memory capacity and automaticity of speech processing (e.g. Fehringer & Fry,
2007; Belz & Klapi, 2013; Hoshino, 2006). Fehringer and Fry (2007) studied the
hesitation phenomena in the language production of bilingual speakers focusing on the
role of working memory by investigating the use of fillers, automatisms, repetitions, and
reformulations in both L1 and L2 of 20 adult bilingual speakers using storytelling and
story recalling techniques to elicit spontaneous speech from the participants. The
results indicated that the production of such elements in both languages is linked to
working memory capacity of the speakers as evidenced by the higher overall rate of

hesitation phenomena in their L2 in comparison with their L1; there was an underlying
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negative relationship between memory capacity and the production of hesitation
phenomena, implying that speakers with lower memory ability rely more heavily on
such time-buying devices; and the individual types of hesitation phenomena produced
in their L1 were carried over into their L2 suggesting that a speaker’s planning
behavior is reflected in both languages. Another example is Belz and Klapi’s (2013)
study which gave agreeable results to the above findings. They found that the speakers
adopted the disfluency patterhs (pauses following fillers) in L1 when producing
speech in L2, although the length of pauses and fillers in L2 is longer than in L1. The
authors pointed that these phenomena suggest the L2 speakers’ less automized speech
production of L2 in comparison with their L1 speech production. Hoshino’s (2006)
psycholinguistic study of native language constraints on speaking words in a second
language informed that the bilinguals are allowed to select the language of production
at an earlier point in speech planning when there are scripts available for facilitating
their lexical access processing.

The second type of factor is associated with the speakers’ language knowledge
and ability: levels of English language proficiency, linguistic knowledge and processing
skills. As evidenced by de Jong, et al.’s (2013) work which showed that linguistic
skills were strongly related to average syllable duration. The authors interpreted this
phenomenon that L2 cognitive fluency or linguistic knowledge and processing skills
(e.g. lexical retrieval speed, and sentence building speed) can be measured by L2
utterance fluency (e.g. articulation speed) while the length of silent pause is not a good
indicator for L2 cognitive fluency. Lexical knowledge and lexical retrieval are considered
the primary cause of the most serious disfluencies (Hilton, 2008). Additionally, Hilton’s
(2007) study provided evidence that the amount of the overuse of cognitive discourse
markers — hesitations, decreases as the speakers’ language proficiency has been
developed.

The evidence from Shriberg (1994) shows the distribution of disfluencies
under varying conversational situations. She examined disfluencies (um, repetitions,
filled pauses, deletions, and variety of forms of self-repair) in the spontaneous speech of
adult normal speakers of American English. The results show that disfluencies are likely

to increase by the length of utterances (greater number of disfluencies in human-human
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and goal-oriented dialogues than in human-machine dialogues), the disfluency position
(highly occurred in a sentence-initial position than in sentence-medial position), the
presence of another disfluency in the same sentence, disfluency type, and combinations
of these features. These findings suggest that some types of disfluencies have a role in
conversation providing signals for both speakers and hearers to share responsibility in
making smooth communication for example taking turns and prediction of the messages
as intended by speakers.

However, speech production models can only account for how linguistic
information is cognitively processed and how disfluencies can occur while an utterance
is being produced. As language is one of the most complex systems of human behavior,
understanding only of cognitive dimension of speech production is insufficient. To reach
the goal of communication in transferring ideas, thoughts, and emotions from individual
to individual, it is necessary to understand how environments where communication
takes place can affect the speaker’s speech production processing especially the
occurrence of disfluencies during speaking. An overview of speech communication is,

therefore reviewed and presented as follows.

Speech Communication

Speech communication is different from non-speech communication which can
be written communication or the communication among the people who are unable to
speak or hear. Speech communication, on the contrary, requires all the parties to be able
to produce and to hear the speech sounds. While the options for non-speech
communication can be sign language, picture exchange communication, or electronic
communication devices, speech communication involves verbal and nonverbal codes.
There is evidence from research (e.g. Choi & Lantolf, 2008; Kim, 2010; van Compernolle
& Lawrence, 2011) demonstrating the relationship between the use of verbal and
nonverbal codes that the two types of codes are utilized in combination as people are
communicating through speech rather than through writing. It is commonly seen that

when people are speaking, they use some nonverbal codes as communication aids.
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Nonverbal communication concerns the messages which are not coded with
words (Whitman & Boase, 1983) but involves the use of bodily movement, facial
expression, touching behavior, eye contact, and paralanguages (vocalics) (Ekman &
Friesen, 1969; Darwin, 1965; Whitman & Boase, 1983; Munby, 1991; McConnell &
Philipchalk, 1992; Carney, et al., 2010; Knapp & Hall, 2010; Reddy & Wasserman,1997;
Meadors & Murray, 2014). Without the source’s intent and/or the receiver’s perception,
they are merely behaviors. They signal additional information for the receivers such as
anxiety, stress, uncertainty, friendliness, or unfriendliness, and have interactional
functions in conversational turn-taking (Ashenfelter, 2007; Spencer, 2012; York, 2013;
Carney, et al., 2010; Knapp & Hall, 2009; Reddy & Wasserman, 1997, Meadors &
Murray, 2014).

Interpretation of nonverbal codes is considered irrelevant for this study as it
focuses on verbal communication rather than nonverbal communication or the
relationship between verbal and nonverbal communications. As a result, any nonverbal
communication produced by the speakers will be excluded, and “speech communication™
for this study will be defined as “verbal communication between Thai EFL learners
and the hearers whose mother tongue is English”.

During speech communicating process, all the six major elements of
communication as proposed by Whitman and Boase (1983) are interacting. The source
and receivers (S/Rs) of messages have a dual role that the individuals- who are being
engaged in a communicative activity play simultaneously as communication process is
going on. Those individuals will be the sources or encoders when they send messages;
they will, in turn, be the receivers or decoders when they receive the messages. The
S/Rs’ encoding and decoding messages require some stimuli. Each S/R is stimulated by
the stimuli existing in environments around S/R e.g. a sound of music and by the stimuli
within the organism e.g. anger and thoughts. These stimuli will be competitively
selected for attention for decoding and interpreting by the S/Rs. However, it is possible
that some stimuli may not be attended by the S/Rs.

According to Whitman and Boase, communication between S/Rs is linked by
a communicative channel and a common life space. The channels are the medium

through which the communication passes within the channels. However, there are
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stimuli that interfere with the reception of a message and distort the message intended
by the source. Such negative stimuli are viewed as noises which can be disfluency
manner appearing in speech during communication. The common life space refers to
the experiences that are shared between or among the S/Rs. The larger area it is, the
more understanding among the S/Rs will be as common experiences lead toward
accuracy of information exchange (Whitman & Boase, 1983). In other words, if the
speaker considers that the common knowledge that he/she shares with the hearer is
insufficient for understanding, it is likely that higher disfluency phenomena will
occur as the speaker puts more effort to have the hearer understand the message as
intended. However, speech communication is influenced by many factors other than
the message content, especially, when the speech communication is made through a
second language (L.2).

L2 speech communication requires L2 speakers to have an ability to apply
different kinds of knowledge to carry on the communication appropriately. Its

characteristics and related factors is illustrated in the following section.

L2 Speech Communication: Characteristics and Related Factors

Second language or L2 in the present study will be used in a broad sense to
refer to any non-native languages learned after the speaker’s first language. The term
“English as a foreign language™ (EFL) will be applied to refer to English language
studied bythe learners whose native languages are not English and they do not use
English in their daily life.

As reasoned earlier that communicative ability of L2 speakers is formed with
at least four components: knowledge of L2 grammar, knowledge of L2 use, knowledge
of 12 contexts, and ability to apply the three types of knowledge for actual use
appropriately. Effective speech communication is impossible without interaction of all
the components and of the hearers through their responses (Whitman & Boase, 1983;
Munby, 1991; Canale & Swain, 1980). It can be explained simply that among the
components, message serves as the starting point of communication, and the response

or effect given by the hearer indicates the occurrence of communication.
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The nature of message or topic (e.g. abstractness, and relevance to the
speakers) is considered a difficulty for their communication and can also result in their
degree of fluency in speaking (Luoma, 2004). This implies that EFL speakers tend to
be more disfluent when the message is dealing with higher degree of abstractness and
low degree of relevance to the speakers’ knowledge. This is because the way in which
they represent reality using non-native language (English, in this case) is even more
complex in comparison with communicating through their native language.
Consequently, they may frequently pause or make a long pause in mid-utterance. In
other words, the speakers will take a longer time searching for the vocabularies which
tend to have low frequency of use (for the speakers); that is lexical access difficulties
during speech production process arise (as discussed in e.g. Shooshtari, et al., 2013;
Shahrestanifar & Rahimy, 2014; and Vural, 2008).

There is evidence revealing the impacts of contexts on EFL disfluencies
studied by Vural (2008). Vural, studying Turkish speakers of English, established
specific conditions: familiarity vs. non-familiarity, concrete topic type vs. abstract
topic type and speaking with native speaker vs. speaking with non-native speaker. It
was found that, EFL learners spoke more fluently when speaking with a familiar
addressee, with a native speaker of English, with concrete topic type and with
meaningful body gestures. This can be interpreted that the use of non-verbal languages
can result in less number of disfluencies in their speech. Vural’s study also indicates
that the number of disfluencies in EFL learners’ speech increased when the duration of
the conversation increased. That is, the occurrence of their disfluencies was influenced
by their anxiety when talking under time pressure. The effect from speaker’s anxiety
on the occurrence of disfluencies in L2 speech was also supported by Ur’s (1996) and
Zhang’s (2009) studies.

Moreover, speakers’ speech rate and gender were found associated with the
occurrence of disfluencies. The speakers with higher speech rate produced less
disfluencies than the slower ones (Maclay & Osgood, 1959). Female speakers produced
the lower number of disfluencies than male speakers (Lickley, 1994).

It can be concluded from the studies reviewed above that L1 and L2 speech

communications share the main components which are knowledge of grammar, of
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language use, and of contexts. However, one of the differences is that L1 speakers
maintain one language system and sufficient linguistic knowledge to convey the
message as intended while L2 speakers possess more than one language systems: L1
system, 1.2 system, and interlanguage (IL) system —a created language system which
is composed of numerous elements of L1, L2, and IL (that do not have their origin in
either L1 or L2) (Gass & Selinker, 2008). Thus, their speech processing is rather
complex in comparison with L1 speakers’. In other words, the different language
systems held by L2 speakers can affect the automaticity of their speech production.
This conclusion is evidenced from the study results provided by Hilton (2008, 2007)
that L2 speakers with low level of language proficiency demonstrate problems on
lexical retrieval while the amount of their overuse of cognitive hesitations decreases as
the speakers’ language proficiency has been developed. Additionally, Kasper (2006)
and Bila & Dzambova (2011) found that the high number of pauses in L2 oral
production reveals their weak L2 competence. Other than the language systems, L2
speakers’ use of language is also influenced by their anxiety, the degree of L2
knowledge that they currently maintain, and their ability to appropriately use L2
knowledge in a context. Thus, L2 speech communication is likely to be characterized
with high number of disfluencies or mid-utterance breaks such as pauses, repairs, and
repetitions of words or phrases. However, there is some confusion about the concepts of
“fluency” and “disfluency” which needs to be clarified for a more understanding of the

characteristics of L2 speech and of the focus of this present study.

Fluency and Disfluency in L2 Speech Communication

Fluency and disfluency have distinct concepts. The term “disfluency” isnot a
negative version of “fluency” although there is a prefix “dis-” attached to the stem
“fluency”. “Fluency” is an abstract noun meaning “the ability to speak easily and
smoothly; especially: the ability to speak a foreign language easily and effectively; the
ability to do something in a way that seems very easy” (“Merriam-Webster”, 2014)
while “disfluency” is used as a countable noun (as in e.g. Levelt, 1989; Shriberg, 1994,

Fox Tree & Clark, 1997) referring to a break that the speaker makes on-and-off during
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speaking. Native speakers of English produce disfluencies in a variety of forms: filled
pauses (e.g. uh, um), unfilled pauses (silences), prolongations (e.g lengthening a vowel
sound), repairs, and repetitions (e.g. Shriberg, 1994; Fox Tree & Clark, 1997). The
occurrence of disfluencies in an utterance is used as one of the main characteristics for
evaluating speaking fluency (Fulcher, 2003). According to Hasselgren (1998, p. 155),
fluency refers to:

“the ability to contribute to what a listener, proficient in the language, would
normally perceive as coherent speech, which can be understood without undue strain,
and is carried out a comfortable pace, not being disjointed or disrupted by excessive
hesitation, excessive disfluencies are caused by contextual constraints”.

The above definition suggests that fluency can be evaluated by human
judgment and the indicators are the connectedness of utterances and the rate of
disfluencies occurring in the utterances; the rate, in turn, is influenced by the nature of
the environment where the communication takes place. That is, fluency in L2 speech
communication involves maiﬁly with time-bound speed and disfluency phenomena.
Since speaking is a real-time phenomenon (Bygate, 1987), its speed in planning,
formulating, and articulating an utterance is bound to the current time of communication
(Levelt, 1989, Fulcher, 2003). The appropriate speed in processing speech production
depends both on the internal factors (e.g. language proficiency, lexical range, ability to
plan about what to say, ability to retrieve vocabulary, grammar, and to self-monitor for
detecting errors in an utierance as well as the hearer’s effect) and the external factors,
for example, the nature of speaking topic, and the familiarity with the hearer (Levelt,
et al., 1999; Vural, 2008).

Moreover, the interactional nature of speaking situation also requires speakers
to make choices of language use to suit the social contexts and of interactional
practices to conform to the conventions held by the native speakers, for example,
getting turn, keeping turn, and giving turn (Fulcher, 2003; Levinson, 2003). The
degree that the speakers can automatically control all the processes involved in speech
production and speech communication within the appropriate speed reflects that the
speakers become ‘fluent’ (Fulcher, 2003; Gass & Selinker, 2008). The disfluency

phenomena that are considered indicators for the fluency (and the lack of fluency) in
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1.2 speech include, for example, pauses, repetitions, repairs, and prolongations
(Fulcher, 2003, Luoma, 2004; Lennon, 1990; Brown, 2000; 2003). Normatively,
disfluencies in normal speech of L1 English speakers occur at the rate of 6 times per
100 words (Bortfeld, et al., 2001; Fox Tree, 2002; Shriberg, 1994).

As opposed to fluency, the lack of fluency can be described as speech that is
most often slow, uneven, disconnected, having incorrect segmentations, and filled with
excessive disfluencies (Fulcher, 2003; Freed, 2000; Luoma, 2004). Empirical evidence
from EFL contexts shows that the lack of fluency state is impacted by grammatical
knowledge, language processing, conversational skills, pragmatic skills (involving
speaking conventions), inadequate input (both language rules and language use)
(Gan, 2013; Malik, 2012), and sociocultural constraints: familiarity with situations,
sensitivity to maintaining self-face and level of politeness and complexity of the
appropriate expressions required in a particular social situation (Lee, 2013).

It can be concluded that fluency and disfluency maintain different conceptions.
Fluency refers to the state of fluidity in speaking. Disfluency is a break that occurs at
any point in speech. The rate of its occurrences indicates the degree of fluency which
can be judged by human perception. As disfluencies are the main focuses of this
present study, more details on disfluencies which include description, types, roles, and

interpretations are reviewed and presented next.

Disfluencies

Description of Disfluencies

“Disfluencies” is a term first used by Johnson (1961) to refer to the normal
mistakes of speech. Johnson and his colieagues studied normative data concerning
speaking rate and disfluencies of stutterers and nonstutterers using eight types of
disfluencies which are associated with the perceptual and evaluative reactions of the
hearers and of the speakers. Their analysis was associated with the frequency and
forms of disfluencies produced by the speakers. They reported that the frequencies and
the forms of the eight variables found in the nonstutterers in comparison with those

produced by the stutterers were adequately comprehensive. They classified the
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nonstutterers’ speech as disfluency whereas the speech produced by the stutterers was
called stuttering, and such stuttering aspect is not within the scope of this study.

The terminology to refer to disfluency phenomena in speech varies across
disciplines. For example, in psycholinguistics, the phenomena are sometimes called
‘hesitations’ (e.g. Maclay & Osgood, 1959) or “pauses” (e.g. Goldman-Eisler, 1958); in
psychology, the term “speech disturbances” (e.g. Mahl, 1957) or “nonfluency’ (e.g.
Miller & Hewgill, 1964) is used; in medical field, “dysfluency” (e.g. Culatta & Leeper,
1988) is an accepted term, in cognition field, “self-repairs” (e.g. Levelt, 1983) is widely
found; and in linguistics, the term “own communication management” (e.g. Allwood, et
al., 2005) is sometimes used to refer to disfluency.

However, as discussed by Wingate (1984), there are some mixed concepts in
the use of terms: disfluency, dysfluency, nonfluency, and fluency. Silverman and
William (1967) studied the loci of disfluencies in the speech of stutterers and
presented that disfluencies include all types of disruptions in nonstuttering speech. To
avoid being confused, Kolk (1991) used “normal disfluencies” in the same meaning as
“not stuttering”. “Disfluency” can mean the lack of fluency in speech or the speech
that is not fluent. It connotes normal mistakes of speech (Horii & Ramig, 1987).
Wingate (1984) viewed fluency as an abstraction created for academic purposes. It
involves normal speech and the speech that is perceived as normal fluent speech
typically contains a variety of “disfluencies” while the speech- that is abnormal is
normally referred to, within medical contexts, as “dysfluency”.

Johnson (1961) defined disfluencies as the hesitations, the pauses, the
repeated words and the restarted or repaired phrases in spontaneous speech. Brutten
(1963) gave a broader definition that disfluencies refer to interruptions and breaks in
the flow of the speech signal. Postma, et al. (1990) made a clear distinction among
“speech errors”, “disfluencies”, and “self-repairs” through explanation of how they are
born to be. They pointed that speech errors refer to the already articulated utterance
that deviates from a speech plan while disfluencies are interruptions to the execution
of a speech plan, and self-repairs are corrections of speech errors. Fox Tree’s (1995)
definition does not focus on what disfluencies are but on what they do and what they

do not. Fox Tree defined disfluencies as the phenomena that interrupt the flow of
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speech and do not add propositional content to an utterance. This communicative
function of disfluencies signals the view that although disfluencies occur in an
utterance, the core meaning of that utterance remains unchanged. The above
definitions are all conceptualized from English L1 studies; and this is crucial for the
present study to explore such phenomena of disfluencies in the speakers of English as
a foreign language.

In order to avoid bias against the results about the nature of disfluencies prior
to studying, the term “disfluencies” is selected to be used throughout the current study
with the reasons that “disfluencies” is considered neutral in comparison to the other
terms. It contains no evaluative attitudes towards the nature of the disfluencies while
the other terms contain evaluative-bias connotations informing both positive attitudes
(e.g. “own communication management”), and negative attitudes (e.g. “hesitations”,
“speech disturbances”, and “nonfluency™). In addition, the prefix “dis-” which means
“apart” suggests that “disfluencies” means making the fluency apart or breaking it (an
utterance) up. Thus, the term “disfluencies” is the best appropriate suggesting no
evaluative biases and informing its behavior about breaking up an utterance into parts.

Although researchers from various fields of study have described and termed
disfluency phenomena in different ways, there are some common characteristics that
can be concluded to illustrate the overall picture of disfluencies. Its description to be
used for this study is as follows.

“Disfluencies” (henceforth, DFs) refer to the breaks that occur in utterances in
spontaneous speech and disrupt the flow of speech without adding any propositional
content to those utterances but rather maintaining the original propositional content
as intended. Such breaks include pauses, repetitions, and repairs. Their presence in
mid-utterance suggests that there may be some changes to be made by the speaker.

All the above reviewed literature indicates that because of having more than
one system of languages, limited L2 knowledge, different speech self-monitoring
process, and different communicative ability from L1 speakers, L2 speakers may
produce DFs in their L2 speech differently from those L1 speakers do. The following
section explains about the nature of L1 DFs, and of 1.2 DFs in order to understand

their distinctions and similarities.
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Disfluencies in L1 Speech: Types, Roles, and Interpretations

L1 DFs have been studied in different areas of study (e.g. medical, psychology,
linguistics, and psycholinguistics). Each area provides different conceptualization of
DFs based on the purposes of their studies. However, there are some characteristics of
DFs that those researchers have in common which can be broadly classified as repairs,
filled pauses, unfilled pauses (silent pauses), prolongations, repetitions, false starts, and
editing terms (Johnson, 1961; Mahl, 1957; Maclay & Osgood, 1959; Shriberg, 1994;
Clark & Wasow; 1995; Schnadt, 2009; Allwood, et al., 1990; Savova, 2002; Levelt,
1983). The characteristic of each one is described as follows.

Pauses

Pauses are one of the major disfluency forms that have drawn attention from
the researchers on human speech. Their occurrences were found in relation to the
syntactical complexity of speech (Rochester & Grill, 1973; Cook, et al., 1974; Gleason
& Ratner, 1998). The more complex the language structure is, the higher number of
pauses is found. Their occurrences also suggest the reflection of speakers’ language
encoding process and their breathing duration between utterances. However, the
researchers have agreed that there are two distinctive features of pauses which are
filled pauses and unfilled pauses.

Filled pauses refer to the breaks that are filled with fillers. There are different
forms of filled pauses e.g. wh, um, ah, mm, oh, and other fillers in the form of
vocalization. Uh and um are the most interesting forms among researchers due to their
frequent occurrence in daily speech. Allwood, et al. (1990) have claimed that DFs
have discourse function in speech and they are used as tools for the speakers to
manage their own communication. Their findings reveal that filled pauses are markers
for signaling that the speakers are holding time for processing and making their choice
of content and structural expression; that is, they have the choice-related function. In
addition, according to Aijmer (2013), filled pauses (i.e. mm...erm...) co-occurred with
well when speakers started with filled pauses followed by an expression of hesitation
like I think and then made another filled pause before saying well as a marker for
informing that the speakers are changing the illocutionary force of an utterance.

Aijmer also concluded that when pauses (both filled and unfilled pauses) co-occur
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with well, the well will function as a turn-holding device while the speaker is
searching for words or planning ahead. This speech preplanning is also reflected
through the use of fillers v/ and wm. The two fillers signal delay of the upcoming
words in the speech in order to hold the floor in speaking while the speakers are
searching for the next word to say (Clark & Fox Tree, 2002; Fox Tree, 2001).

- Pauses tend to occur at clause boundaries or the major structural breaks and
before certain lexical decision points (Gleason & Ratner, 1998; Swerts ,1998;
Shriberg,1994). Swerts (1998) found that utterance initial fillers reflect macro-
planning of an upcoming major discourse segment. Shriberg’s (1994) work illustrates
a clearer understanding of these phenomena. She found wm and wh occurring in
distribution patterns. Um tended to occur more frequently in the initial position of an
utterance while u# was likely to appear within an utterance. Shriberg analyzed that the
fillers occurring at the beginning of an utterance are associated with macro-planning of
the upcoming speech whereas the fillers within an utterance are related to micro-
planning processes. These phenomena support the ﬁndingé in the work of Allwood, et
al. (1990) that pausing is used as the speakers’ strategy to hold time for taking the
floor and taking the time to encode the following clause or word simultaneously.
Shriberg (1994) noted that due to no relationship between filled pause production and
sentence-related variables found in her study, other than speech production process,
those DFs may be also related to discourse and sociolinguistic factors in association
with conversation management.

While the filler wm is likely to serve as a discourse marker and signaling
macro-planning process as evidenced by their initial utterance positions, the filler uh
has effect on language comprehension (Fox Tree, 2001; Bailey & Ferreira, 2003) by
drawing the hearers’ attention to have faster recognition for the upcoming words. That
is, filler wh serves as communicative signal to the hearers for better understanding the
messages as intended when it precedes the upcoming words. Although Clark and Fox
Tree (2002) reported that the filler wh and the filler um are different in which wh
signals a shorter delay, the filler um signals a longer delay (in native speakers of
English). Inconsistent findings were found by Riazantseva (2001) that, in the non-

native speakers of English, length of pause is not related to the filler type preceding
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the pause. Filler oh has different interpretation from the first two fillers. It is assessed
as a signal for suggesting that the information provided is not connected to the
information that just preceded it but to that follow it (Fox Tree & Schrock, 1999). The
studies by Veilleux, et al. (2007), Swerts (1998), and Arnold, et al. (2003) indicated
the role of filled pauses as markers of discourse boundary cueing the hearers to the
presence of the new and difficult-to-be-processed information. The evidence implies
the discourse marking function of filled pauses. In tefms of St_)ciolinguistic dimension,
Tottie (2011) revealed that filled pauses (er/uh,erm/um) are sociolinguistic markers.

The above findings suggest that there are various forms of filled pauses. Each
form has its own characteristics. They are conceptualized as multifunctional markers.
First, they mark syntactic boundaries. Filled pauses tend to occur most often at the
initial position of utterance. As this phenomenon reflects difficulty in lexical access, it
can be interpreted that filled pauses occurring at the beginning of utterance are
associated with problems in micro-planning process. Second, for speakers, they allow
speakers to have more time to detect errors and plan for the next information. Filled
pauses allow the speakers to have time for managing their own communication with
others and monitoring to detect errors in their speech. Third, for hearers, filled pauses
provide semantic focus giving a clue for the hearers to faster predict what the speakers
tend to say following the filled pause. Last, filled pauses indicate the speakers’ signal
to give the next turn to the hearers. When they co-occur with other discourse marker
like well, they form pragmatic meaning suggesting the speakers’ intention to produce
an utterance. In conclusion, it is rather clear that both speakers and hearers make use
of filled pauses for communicative purposes.

As earlier informed, these are findings mainly gained from native speakers of
English, whether the filled pauses produced by non-native speakers of English
particularly by Thai EFL learners behave similarly or differently is a question to be
inquired in this present study.

Unfilled pauses are the most frequently occurring type of DFs (Laver, 1995;
Goldman-Eisler, 1961). They are recognized as a suspension of speech that occurs at a
silent stage within an utterance (Clark & Wasow, 1998). Heike, et al. (1983) referred

to the unfilled pause as a vocal inactivity of a certain duration embedded within the
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stream of speech. The two definitions clearly state that there is only one form of
unfilled pauses — silence. Researchers have found that silence in speech involves
breathing (e.g. weak respiration), intention of interpretation of the text (e.g. silent
pauses in conversations), syntax, emotion, rhetorical and expressive emphasis (e.g.
silent pauses in public speaking), and the mismatch between speech planning and
articulation (Laver, 1995; Zellner, 1994). The inference is that silence in speech is
associated with cognitive, psycholinguistic, physiological, and social factors.
Goldman-Eisler (1958) analyzed the occurrence of silence in speech in relation to the
predictability of lexical words both before and after the silence in order to identify the
differences between hesitation pauses and breathing pauses.

The findings showed that the lexical item after a silent pause is more difficult
to predict; and this type of pause reflects hesitation in speaking. Its presence is to gain
time for processing speech production. The occurrence of those pauses decreased
when the speaker’s automaticity in language production increased (Goldman-Eisler,
1961). Her work was supported by the findings from the studies by Maclay and
Osgood (1959), Tannenbaum, et al. (1965). Clark and Wasow (1998) contended in the
same direction and emphasized that the pause is planned by speakers. Speakers often
suspend speaking after producing a constituent (e.g. noun, pronoun, and article) during
this time the speakers are planning for the next utterance. The unfilled pauses that
occur at clausal boundaries tend to reflect formulation processes of the next
constituent while those occurring within a clause are viewed as a result from delays in
lexical retrieval (Levelt, 1989; Kircher, et al., 2004). In other words, unfilled pauses
are used for stopping to gain time for processing and making a choice of content and
types of structured expression (Allwood, et al., 1990).

This can be concluded that silence in speech is a piece of evidence of
cognitive effort in response to linguistic activity. In identifying silence as speakers’
natural prosody (breathing pauses), Ferreira (1993) and Bailey and Ferreira (2003),
claimed that prosodic pauses are determined by the relationship to the constituent that
comes before the silence. These prosodic pauses are typically found at the intonation
phrase boundaries; that is, the rhythmic structure of speech may not be related to

planning processes. In terms of the communicative role of unfilled pauses, it was
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found that they have contribution to the clarification of syntactical ambiguity e.g. as in
compound words (as discussed in Tissi, 2000) and to the discourse segmentation
associated with the hearers’ attention and perception (Tissi, 2000; Kendall, 2007).
Both Tissi and Kendall demonstrated the roles of silence in generation and
interpretation of meaning. Ignorance of silence in speech can lead to misinterpretation
by hearers; moreover, the meaning of message that is embedded in unfilled pauses can
also be misinterpreted based on cultural and social differences between the speaker
and the hearer. As evidenced from Bila and DZambova (2011), by comparing
functions of pauses in semantically identical utterances in micro-textual units in
colloquial style produced by L1 and L2 speakers, it was found that L2 speakers
demonstrated inappropriate segmentation of the discourse (silence was not left at the
crucial point for the hearers to be able to predict the upcoming word) and deviant
distribution and frequency of unfilled pause in their speech. The authors interpreted
that this is because L2 speakers apply cognitive activities differently from L1
speakers. However, its results can also be interpreted in relation to the L2 speakers’
social and cultural backgrounds.

Martin (1967) analyzed the hearers’ interpretation of unfilled pauses and
proved that the hearers recognized an utterance using the boundaries of grammatical
units as a clue. Keseling’s (1992) study also confirmed the result that pauses perform
emphatic function marking coherent passages to the receiver.

The duration of silence in unfilled pauses is another issue that has been
largely investigated by researchers in order to identify the minimum duration of the
silence that is assessed as disfluency- unfilled pauses, not nonfluency. Campione and
Véronis (2002) studied silence in speech of five European languages and revealed that
the distributions of unfilled pauses were from a combination of three categories of
pauses: brief (< 200 ms), medium (200-1000 ms), and long (> 1000 ms) pauses. Sabol
and Zimmermann’s (1984 as discussed in Bila & Dzambova, 2011) study found that
the normal duration of silent pauses is 300 ms. - < 350 ms. which falls into the
medium range as categorized by Campione and Véronis. The suggested duration has
been widely accepted for research. Megyesi and Gustafson- “Capkova (2001) observed

that pause length has an effect on the hearers’ perception. The longer the silent
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intervals are, the better the chance that the perceived pause (by human) is close fo an
acoustic silent interval (as detected by machine). The minimum pause length for this
study is 100 ms. The implication of these findings suggests that the pause length
which is noticeable will be perceived by the hearers. However, the authors insisted
that the intonational variations can have effects on prosodic phrasing. Campione and
Véronis (2002) added that pause duration varies in statistically significant ways
between languages. For the current study, one of its purposes is to investigate the
hearers’ interpretation of the DFs, thus, human perception of the noticeable long-
duration of silence is required rather than accurate measurement by the machine
detection.

Prolongations

Prolongations refer to speech sounds that are stretched out longer than it is in
normal speech rate (Schnadt, 2009). The stretch typically happens with vowel sounds
(e.g. theeee....) and short function words like the, a, or to (Eklund & Shriberg, 1998).
Fox Tree and Clark (1997) studied the pronunciation of a function word ‘the’ and
found that the occurrence of its prolongation form ‘thiy’ prior to a suspension of
speech is much more frequent than the occurrence of its shortened form ‘thuh’ at the
same position. The authors concluded that ‘thiy’ signals a major problem while ‘thuh’
signals a minor problem in relation to lexical retrieval process. Clark and Wasow
(1998) explained such phenomenon as a Commit-and-Restore strategy which signals
that there are some grammatical problems, the speaker’s desire to maintain continuity,
and/or out of an attempt to hold a prior syntactic commitment. One of the problematic
issues about prolongations is how to identify that they are hesitant or prosodic
features. Eklund (2001, 2002) suggested that prolongations can be recognized by their
unusual duration of speech sound within the context that it takes place, for example,
the content word which follows the prolongation. It was also found that the function
words (i.e. a, in, of, to, and thar) in the prolongation forms will be used in their normal
forms when occurring with other disfluency (Bell, et al., 2003). Prolongation phenomena
can be influenced by speech rate, stress, position within an utterance, and speaker’s

physiological factors.
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Repetitions

Repetitions refer to the repetition of words or phrases. Repetition can be
viewed as a mark for‘amendment; but, since the current study is to investigate the
hearers’ interpretation of DFs, repetitions can serve as a means to emphasize the
intended message by speakers. Due to this ambiguous function, repetition is not
included as a member of repairs. Repetitions refer to the disruption in ongoing speech
in the form of repeated word(s) or a part of them. Repetitions can also purposefully
used to make a smooth speech after a long pause (Buck, 2001). This is in line with the
study result from Heike (1981) that repetitions were preceded by a long pause but not
accompanied by an unfilled pause except by filled pauses. Heike distinguished
repetitions into two types: prospective repeats and retrospective repeats. The
prospective repetitions act as a hesitant disfluency to gain time for lexical search while
the retrospective repetitions are to resume fluency after the interruption (Buck, 2001,
Schnadt, 2009).

The prosodic aspects of repetitions that were studied by O'Shaughnessy )
(1993) demonstrated that there is a difference in the length between the first instance
(or prospective repetition according to Heike) and the repeated words (or Heike’s
retrospective repetitions). It was found that the repeated words were shortened up to
50% of the first instance of the repeated words. Plauche and Shriberg (1999) provided
evidence of word durations and the distribution of pauses for differentiating three
types of repetitions. Shriberg (1995) observed that different prosodic length signals
speaker’s intention to maintain intonation patterns and local pitch range relationships.
This observation was confirmed by Savova and Bachenko (2003). Regarding to the
prosodic similarity between the prospective and the retrospective repetitions, Cole, et
al. (2005) contended that it provides a strong perceptual cue to the listener for the
repetition of the lexical item.

Repetition phenomena occur with function words more often than content
words due to their occurrence at the beginning of an utterance where is a position
syntactically reserved for function words (Clark & Wasow, 1998). Shriberg (1995),
Levelt (1983), and Postma and Kolk (1993) have proposed repetitions as a form of

covert repairs with the reason that an error in the speech plan is identified prior fo its
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articulation. For interactional function, repetitions represent a preliminary commitment
to speaking to avoid unnecessary silence. The repeated word is to restore continuity
(Schnadt, 2009). In additions, Savova and Bachenko (2003) found repetitions co-occur
with substitution (does not...did not), insertion (to clean...to try to clean), and deletion
(no spotting dysuria or abnormal...correction no spotting or dysuria). Savova’s
findings reveal that repetition acts as a.mark for amendment of utterance.

Repairs

The DFs of repair concept include correction, completion, and omission in
Mahl (1957), false starts in Maclay and Osgood (1959), revisions and incomplete phrase
in Johnson (1961), self-interruptions in Alwood, et al. (1990), substitutions, insertions,
deletions, word fragments, and editing terms in Shriberg (1994), and repairs in Levelt
(1983) and Schnadt (2009). Under this concept, the term ‘repairs’ will be used in this
study by referring to all amendments that speakers make resulting in reformulation of
the articulated utterance. Those amendments can be correcting, completing, or revising
words, phrases, and sentences by means of substitutions, insertions, or deletions. The
marks of the amendments can be false starts (e.g. “/He - She] has gone.”), incomplete
phrase (e.g. Since she has gone...), or editing terms (e.g. / mean). The general purpose
of repairing is to maintain syntactic and semantic coherence between the intended
speech plan and the actual speech production (Schnadt, 2009). Levelt (1983) found five
types of repairs categorized based on production problems as perceived by speakers.
The first type is D-repairs involve speaker’s abandoning what being said (or partially
said) and then say something different. Second, A-repairs are to make the utterance
more appropriate in terms of context, syntax, or semantic. Third, E-repairs are used for
correcting lexical, syntactic, or phonetic errors. Forth, C-repairs refer to covert repair
which is that speakers suspend speech and produce an editing term, hesitation or
repetition but maintaining the original utterance. Fifth, R-repairs include the rest or other
repairs not relevant to the other four.

Shriberg (1994) found different types of DFs: repetitions, insertions,
substitutions, deletions, misarticulations, complex repairs, and filled pauses. The types
of repairs as categorized by the three researchers are in similar regularities. It is

interesting that Shriberg have raised the issue of relationship between types of DFs by
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classifying the type of complex repairs which involve the combination or co-
occurrence of DFs across types. The rule is also proven to be applicable to analyzing
L2 disfluency structure. According to the study results from van Hest (1996) and
Kormor (2002), the majority of L2 learners’ self-repair behavior follows the well-
formedness rule. It indicates that the mechanisms of L1 and L2 monitoring and self-
repair behavior share some similarities regarding to the pattern in processing language
production. However, due to the lack of automaticity in L2, speech-production
monitoring in L2 differs from that in L1 in terms of the amount of attention available for
error detection (Kormos, 20006).

Beside the syntactic structure of repairs, their pragmatic meaning through
analysis of the timing of self-repairs in the speech of 30 Hungarian learners of English at
three different levels of proficiency by Kormos (2000b) reflected that the speed of
detecting pragmatically inappropriate words and lexical errors was very similar. The
author interpreted that during monitoring the pragmatic features of the lexical entry are
checked simultaneously with its phonological and semantic form as well as its argument
structure. The findings suggest indirect evidence for the assumption that lexical entries
do not contain only semantic specifications but also information concerning their
pragmatic value (Dornyei & Kormos, 1998; La Heij, 2005). It revealed that the uncertainty
of speakers about the cormrectness of utterance in the case of rephrasing repairs slow
down the detection process to a considerable extent (Kormos, 2000b). With this
evidence, Kormos (2000b) proposed to add rephrasing repair as one more type of repair
into those previously suggested by other researchers in order to account for disfluency

phenomena in L2 learners. Types and characteristics of L1 DFs are as follows.
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Table 1 Types and Characteristics of L1 Disfluencies

Types of DFs

Characteristics

Filled pauses

Vocalics e.g. ah, uh, um, eh, mm.. And other fillers such as editing terms e.g.

well, [ mean, you know

Unfilled pauses

Suspension with silence occurring at any point in an utterance

Prolongations

Lengthened vowel sounds e.g. theeee..., thuuuuh, tooooo...

Repetitions

repeated words, phrases, or sentences €.g. fo clean...to clean

Repairs

Amendments that speakers make resulting in reformulation of the articulating
utterance i.e. correcting, completing, revising words/phrases/ sentences by

means of substitutions, insertions, or deletions

The roles of disfluencies in L1 speech, and hearer’s interpretation of those

disfluencies when they are present in utterances can be summarized as follows.

Table 2 Disfluencies in L1 Speech: Roles and Hearers’ Interpretations

Types of DFs

Roles Hearers’ Interpretations

Filled pauses

To mark syntactic boundaries Markers of discourse boundary
Speakers’ time holding devices for managing Cueing for new & difficult-to-
speech be processed information
Speakers’ signals to give turn to hearers

Hearers’ semantic focus giving clues for

prediction of next utterance

Unfilled To gain time for processing, making a choice Meaningful unit in an utterance
pauses of content &types of structured expression making coherent passages to the
To clarify syntactic ambiguity (¢.g. receiver
compound words such as new houses and
shops; discourse segmentation such as Have
you met my brother Fred? vs Have you met
my brother, Fred?
Prolongations  to hold prior syntactic commitment to No evidence from previous
maintain continuity studies

To signal there are some grammatical

problems
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Table 2 (cont.)

Types of DFs Roles Hearers’ Interpretations
Repetitions To mark for amendment of speech A strong perceptual cue to the
To emphasize speakers’ intended message repeated lexical item

To purposefully make a smooth speech after
a long pause

To gain time for lexical search

To resume fluency after interruption

To represent a preliminary commitment to
speaking (avoid unnecessary silence)

Repairs To maintain syntactic and semantic coherence  No evidence from previous

between the intended speech plan and studies
the actual speech production
To signal speakers’ lack of automaticity in

speech monitoring processes

These types of DFs can be categorized into two main types according to how
they produced in speech production process as shown in the diagram of potential
sources of DFs (see Figure 4) which are covert self-monitoring DFs (indicating DFs
occurring at formulating level) and overt self-monitoring DFs (indicating DFs occurring
at articulating level). The first main type includes filled pauses, unfilled pauses, and
prolongations. The second consists of repairs and repetitions. Each type has its own
characteristics.

Considering the roles and the hearers’ interpretations of DFs in L1 speech, the
previous studies suggest that L1 DFs behave like (a) discourse markers in doing both
textual (e.g. repairs -- to maintain syntactic coherence between the intended speech
plan and the actual speech production) and interactional functions (e.g. filled pauses -
- to mark speaker’s signals to give turn to a hearer), (b) communication strategies such
as unfilled pauses -- to clarify syntactic ambiguity such as in discourse segmentation,
and (c) as indicators of speaker’s cognitive difficulties such as prolongations -- to
signal some grammatical problems. From hearer’s perspective, DFs are viewed as

discourse markers indicating new information which is difficult to be processed,
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making coherent passages to the receiver, and cuing to the repeated lexical item. In
conclusion, L1 DFs behave similar to discourse markers and communication
strategies, and as markers of speaker’s low level of speaking proficiency. They can be
in lexicalized or non-lexicalized forms. Although there is some information on the
roles of prolongations and repairs, it is mostly from researchers’ observation, the

evidence from hearers’ own interpretations on these two DFs is not found.

Disfluencies in L2 Speech

Types

Previous studies on L2 speech reveal similar types of DFs as found in L1
speech in general. There are three main types of L2 DFs: pauses, repetitions, and
repairs. Only prolongations which are classified as a type of L1 DFs are included into
non-lexicalized filled pauses. That is, L2 researchers may consider prolongations as
fillers playing a similar role as filled pauses. There are also sub-types demonstrating
sub-characteristics of each type. The details are presented as follows.

Pauses

Pauses are identified as unfilled pauses (or silent pauses) and filled pauses.
Dornyei and Kormos (1998) and Tang (2015) analyzed filled pauses as non-lexicalized
items focusing on their forms of vocalics e.g. wm, uh, and their phonological variants.
Prolongations, which are classified as one type of L1 DFs, are also analyzed as non-
lexicalized pauses by Tang (2015). Fillers which are non-vocalics-- in word form or any
equivalent forms e.g. well, I mean, like, and you know are categorized as lexicalized
pauses (Tang, 2015; Hlavae, 2011).

Repetitions

Repetitions are divided into self-repetitions and other-repetitions (Domyei &
Kormos, 1998; Tang, 2015). Self-repetitions refer to speakers’ repetition of their own
utterances by repeating a word or stress of words immediately after they are said while

other-repetitions involve repeating something the interlocutors said.



Repairs

Repairs in L2 speech, as reviewed, are emphasized more on who initiates the
repairs rather than on how L2 speakers repair their speech (e.g. reformulations, false
starts, corrections, or other amendments of articulated utterances). They are analyzed
as self-initiated repairs and other-initiated repairs (as discussed in Liyanage & Gardner,
2013; Chotirat & Sinwongsuwat, 2011; van Hest, 1996; Kormor (2002). Only some
researchers focus on how those speakers do the repairs such as corrective repairs
(O’ Connor, 1988), error repairs (Poulisse, 1993), and rephrasing repairs (Kormos,

1998). The types and characteristics of .2 DFs can be summarized as shown in Table 3.

Table 3 Types and Characteristics of L2 Disfluencies

Types of DFs Characteristics

Pauses Suspension in mid-utterance with or without fillers
Non-lexicalized filled pauses Vocalics e.g. ah, uh, um, eh, mm...and their phonological variants
and sound lengthening (prolongations) e.g. theeee..., thunuh, z

100000...

Lexicalized filled Pauses Non-vaocalic fillers e.g. well, [ mean, you know, and like
)

Unfilled pauses (Silence pauses)

Suspension with silence

Repetitions

Self-repetitions

Other-repetitions

Repeated words, phrases, or sentences e.g. to clean...to clean
Repeating one’s own word or stress of words immediately after
they are said

Repeating something the interlocutors said

Repairs

Self-initiated repairs

Other-initiated repairs

Amendments that speakers make resulting in reformulation of the
articulating utterance i.e. correcting, completing, revising words/
phrases/ sentences (rephrasing) by means of substitutions/
insertions/ deletions

Repairing initiated by speakers themselves

Repairing as initiated by the interlocutors

It is controversial that the types of DFs produced by L2 speakers are signals

of their difficulties in processing speech production, or indicators of their L2

acquisition, or their ways to manage their speech communication. According to the
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literature reviewed, it can be concluded that there are different views on L2 DFs. The

following section provides more details on the issue.

L2 Disfluencies through Cognitive View

Through cognitive view, it is similar to L1 DFs that L2 DFs are seen as errors
in speech production processes. They signal L2 speaker’s cognitive problems in
producing speech and cannot be controlled by speakers (de Bot, 1992; Sajavaara,
1987; Tang, 2015). However, L2 speakers demonstrate less automatic speech
processing than L1 speakers do. In their L2 speech, the speakers produce high number
of DFs such as filled pauses (fillers), repetitions, and repairs (Fehringer & Fry, 2007),
the longer pause length in comparison with that in the speakers’ L1 speech (Belz &
Klapi, 2013), and when a script is available for them, they can make faster lexical
access processing (Hoshino, 2006). That is, they can speak more fluently. In addition,
according to de Jong, et al. (2013), linguistic skills--lexical retrieval speed and sentence
building speed have strong relationship with the average syllable duration. Such
phenomena reflect 1.2 cognitive fluency which involves linguistic knowledge and
processing skills. These results are in line with those yielded from Guara-Tavares’
(2013) study which reports that working memory capacity correlates with accuracy in
spontaneous speech, and it is also related to L2 planned speech in terms of fluency and
complexity of language. In other words, in spontaneous-speech condition, L2 speech is
likely to be characterized with DFs and ungrammaticality while in planned speech
condition, they tend to demonstrate more fluency and complexity. Kahng (2014) also
adds that pauses within clauses reflect L2 speakers’ difficulties in speech production
processing especially in cognitively demanding contexts. However, they facilitate
hearer’s speech perception and speakers’ recall.

The above findings indicate that memory capacity and automaticity of speech
processing can have effects on L2 language production as evidenced by the frequent
occurrence of DFs in a cognitively demanding conditions. When L2 speakers are
provided with stimuli such as scripts or time for speech preparation, they demonstrate

higher automaticity in producing L2 speech.
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The previous studies of cognitive view also studied the interaction between
types of L2 DFs and speaker’s level of language proficiency. It was found that L2
speakers with low level of language proficiency demonstrate high number of pauses
and when their proficiency developed, they make more self-corrections in their L2
speech (Lennon, 1990). Comparing the occurrence of DFs in the speech made by L2
speakers at lower proficiency level and at high proficiency level, the former produces
higher amount of repairs than the latter (Yang, 2002). Rather than focusing only on
frequency, O’Connor (1988) also concentrated on the qualitative characteristics of
DFs and found that the speeches of L2 speakers with high and low proficiency levels
show different nature of repairs. The less proficient learners produce high number of
corrective repairs while the higher ones make more discourse corrections. The
advanced learners make corrections less frequently than the beginning and the
intermediate learners (van Hest, 1996; Liu, 2009). The number of self-repairs among
the beginning and the intermediate group is reported no significant difference (van
Hest, 1996). The repair patterns and features in the low-proficiency-level L2 speakers’
speech indicate that they focus more on the form language rather than the content
(Chen & Pu, 2002). Based on 1085 cases of self-repairs from 48 learners of English
from East-Asian background, it was found that their self-repair behavior is to a large
extent rule-governed and systematic (Kazemi, 2007)

Regarding to the occurrence of repairs in advanced L2 learners’ speech,
DeKeyser (1997) explains that when the development of L2 learners’ language skills
progresses, their conscious controlled knowledge, which involves language errors,
becomes automatic unconscious rules. If the rules are correct and stored in their
memory, their speech is possibly free of errors. Poulisse (1993) adds that because of
the automaticity development, advanced learners make less error. As a result, they
make fewer error repairs than those with lower language proficiency. These
phenomena indicate that the speech produced by the lower-level-language-proficiency
learners contains more DFs especially pauses, errors repairs, and corrective repairs due
to the erroneous activation of lemmas which involve lexical processing. As evidenced
by Hilton, (2007, 2008), lexical knowledge and lexical retrieval are considered the

primary cause of the most serious DFs and the overuse of hesitation markers decrease
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as the speakers’ language proficiency has been developed. Liu, et al. (2010) also
suggest that word production in L2 is less automatic and cognitively demands for
lexical retrieval articulatory processing than in L1. Thus, more working memory with
attention directed at every stage of processing is needed for L2 speech production
(Paradis, 1994).

In conclusion, through cognitive view, the overuse of pauses in L2 speech is
analyzed as speech production difficulties. The repair pattern mostly found in the L2
learners® self-repair behavior follows the well-formedness rule. The same pattern is also
found in L1 speech (van Hest, 1996; Kormor, 2002; Shriberg, 1994). This evidence
indicates that the mechanisms of L1 and L2 monitoring and self-repair behavior share
some similarities regarding to the pattern in processing language production. Self-
corrections or self-repairs are the disfluency types that friequently occur in advanced
L2 speech. Moreover, the nature of repairs mostly found in advanced L2 speakers is at
discourse level while the repairs that are frequently present in the speech produced by
the learners with low level of L2 proficiency are at syntactic level. Thus, the
relationship between L2 speakers’ language proficiency and the types of repairs can be
evidence of L2 acquisition. However, the similar evidence in relation to other types of
disfluencies is not reported by the previous studies.

To the issue of L2 acquisition as raised above, Swain (1995) also argues that
the disfluency type of self-repairs, instead of reflecting L2 speakers’ problems in
producing L2 speech as claimed by the cognitivists, they mirror the speakers’
development in acquisition of L2. Supporting to Swain’s argument, the previous studies
(O’Connor, 1988; van Hest, 1996a, 1966b; Fehringer and Fry, 2007; Gilabert, 2007)
provide evidence indicating that not only the low proficient L2 speakers produce a high
number of DFs, but the advanced L2 learners may also produce a high rate of DFs
especially repairs for appropriate use of language. Thus, in comparison with the types of
DFs, their frequency is less indicative of the speakers’ L2 acquisition.

Other than pauses and self-repairs, L2 DFs which are analyzed as indicators
for development of L2 acquisition can be in the form of lexicalized fillers such as you
know, I mean, well, like, yeah, right, ok, then, and now or in the form of non-

lexicalized fillers such as um, oh, and wh huh (Fraser, 1990; Clark & Fox Tree, 2002;
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Liu, 2013; Fehringer & Fry, 2007; Bu, 2013). These DFs are used to mark for
repairing an utterance and, in general, have a similar pattern of use, but not identical
way to discourse markers (Fraser, 1990; Clark & Fox Tree, 2002). Some research
study such fillers as a set of discourse markers indicating L2 acquisition. The details
are explained below.

Bu (2013) examined like, yeah, oh, you know, well, I mean, right, ok, and
actually. The results indicate that gender, style, individual identity, and context have
effect on the learners’ L2 acquisition as indicated by the use of these markers. The
female learners produce these lexicalized fillers more frequently than the male
learners. The author indicates that these lexicalized fillers, as discourse markers occur
more frequently in a natural setting (interviews) than in a classroom setting. Thus, it is
likely that the fillers can be better acquired through natural learning than through
formal learning.

Zhao (2013) reveals that acquisition of you know, well, and I mean in
Chinese BFL learners can be fossilized due to their lack of acquiring the pragmatic
functions of the markers. The study indicates that they are not aware of the importance
of markers in constructing textual coherence. This conclusion is supported by Fuller’s
(2003) and Wang’s (2009) study results that non-native speakers of English use “you
know’ at a higher rate. Fuller also found that their use across contexts is not different.
Thus, they may not be aware of the relationship between the use of makers and
contextual situation. Additionally, their acquisition of 1.2 needs to be promoted since
the roles of DFs such as lexicalized fillers in terms of interactional function in
conversation are unclear to them.

Fehringer and Fry’s (2007) work reveals that the types of DFs (e.g. fillers,
repetitions, reformulations which are referred to as hesitation phenomena in their
study) and their frequency of occurrence in advanced bilinguals who acquire L2 from
formal settings are carried over to their L2 speech. Similar results regarding to the L1
effect on the use of English discourse markers by L2 speakers of English are found in
Liu’s (2013) study. The evidence is that the participants use yeah/yes as a backchannel
after the interlocutor’s reaction of acknowledgement e.g. uh huh, ok. Such behavior in

using L2 discourse markers is similar to that in the speakers’ L1.
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1.2 DFs do not only behave like discourse markers, their practices are also
similar to communication strategies, and the previous study results on whether they do
reflect speakers’ L2 acquisition since there are some inconsistent findings about the
interaction between the use of those DFs and L2 speakers’ levels of language proficiency
as presented next.

Tang (2015) found a tight correlation between the speakers’ communicative
strategic competence and their linguistic proficiency. The L2 speakers in Tang’s
research project are found to be less proficient at utilizing L2 fillers than the L1
equivalents with respect to variation. The frequency in using stalling devices (a term that
Tang, 2015 and Dornyei & Kormos, 1998 use to refer to hesitation markers — the
markers that they view as communicative facilitators) increases along with the decrease
of the L2 speakers’ automaticity of language processing. Those L2 speakers’ use of L2
fillers: lexicalized and non-lexicalized fillers and repetitions can indicate their L2
acquisition. Conversely, Uztosun and Erten (2014) found that L2 speakers’ language
proficiency level is not a factor influencing learners’ choice in using a type of DFs (i.e.
filled pauses, self-repairs, and repetitions which were called communication strategies in
their study). That is, there is no relationship between the L2 speakers’ language
proficiency and the types of DFs that they produced. Thus, the issue on interaction
between L2 speakers® proficiency and types of DFs requires further investigation.

The empirical findings of the above studies through cognitive view show that
(1) L2 DFs reflect difficulties in processing speech production (e.g. pauses), and (2)
some are indicators of L2 acquisition (e.g. errors repairs, corrective repairs). They
behave similar to discourse markers and/or communication strategies. However, it is
not clear-cut about which type of DFs fall into discourse markers or communication
strategies. They may indicate the development in L2 acquisition. The indicative
characteristics include transfer of L1 DFs, patterns of use and types, and fossilization
in the use of discourse markers. The findings suggest that DFs tend to have pragmatic
functions and acquisition of their use through natural settings can be more effective
than through formal settings. The types of DFs produced by L2 speakers who have
low language proficiency show that language at syntactic level is their major concern

while the high proficient L2 speakers pay more attention to the discourse level.
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However, both high and low proficient L2 speakers may produce a high rate of DFs in
their speech. This shows that types of L2 DFs can be a better indicator of L2
acquisition than their frequency of occurrence. From the previous studies, not all types
of L2 DFs are investigated in terms of their behaviors and their interaction with L2
speakers’ language proficiency. Thus, it is interesting to find out whether every type of
DFs found in L2 speech of English (as reviewed earlier) behave similarly or differently
from discourse markers and/or communication strategies and whether there is an
interaction between each type of DFs and 1.2 speaker’s level of language proficiency.
Other than cognitive view in which DFs in L2 speech are analyzed as
discourse markers (DMs) indicating development of L2 acquisition, research on DFs
through sociolinguistic view also analyze DFs in 1.2 speech as discourse markers and
communication strategies. The difference is that their main focus is on the roles of
DFs in conversational interaction rather than on L2 acquisition. The empirical findings

regarding to this point is presented next.

L2 Disfluencies through Sociolinguistic View
The DFs in L2 speech that are analyzed focusing on their roles in
conversational interaction can be classified into disfluenices as discourse markers

(DMs) in conversations, and DFs as communication strategies.

Disfluencies as Discourse Markers in Conversations

Through the sociolinguistic perspective, discourse is viewed not only as a unit
of language but also a process of social interaction (Schiffrin, 2001). Coherence and
relevance are included into the studies of discourse as the markers of interactive
process in communication. For spoken discourse, Scollon and Scollon (2001) note that
successful conversation discourse requires the speakers and the hearers maintain
cohesion or relevance. The cohesion is not only necessary for convenient communication,
it is also a social and interpersonal obligation among the participants to be co-
responsible for smooth spoken discourse when there is a break or disruption; for
example, going back to the break and repair it in order to make the conversation move
forward; this is because spoken discourse is real-time processing with ongoing process

of interpretation (Gumperz, 2001). Such interpersonal obligation will be even difficult
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when it involves the interaction between people from different cultures since it tends
to create more misunderstanding rather than understanding (Tubbs & Moss, 1981) due
to small area of common experience among them. For example, differences in language
systems reveal differences in predictable patterns culturally and these differences are
reflected in the spoken discourse.

Tubbs and Moss’s notion of the break in cohesion suggests that breaks or DFs
in utterances are associated with interactional roles among participants in a spoken
discourse. When a state of uncertainty occurs, people resolve it by making tentative
inferences and asking upon them until further notice (Gumperz, 1997, 2001). This’
statement is supported by the evidence showing that some DFs: repetitions deletions,
repairs, fillers, and prolongations can be the cues for the hearers to predict about the
upcoming speech by interpreting the pragmatic meanings of the messages in relation
to the contexts where they are present (e.g. Fox Tree & Clark, 1997; Bailey &
Ferreira, 2003; Arnold, et al., 2004; Fox Tree, 2001; Corley, et al., 2007; MacGregor,
et al., 2010; Arnold, et al., 2007; Corley, 2010; Tottie, 2011; Lau & Ferreira, 2005).
They; therefore, serve as markers for interpersonal obligation in conversations.

For researchers in sociolinguistic view, DFs in conversations are considered
markers in spoken discourse that the speakers use as their ways of communication
management and intentionally produce them for drawing attention from the hearers to
notice and for implicitly asking for help to solve the difficulty in carrying on the
coherence and relevance in dialogues (e.g. Allwood, et al., 1990; Clark, 1996;
Schnadt & Corley, 2006; Hartsuiker & Notebaert, 2010; Shriberg, 1996; Clark & Fox
Tree, 2002). DFs from this view; therefore, are seen as the markers that behave similar
to DMs for marking interpersonal obligations between hearers and speakers. Thus, the
characteristics and the functions of DMs in comparison with those of DFs are

reviewed in order to clearly identify the status of DFs in L2 speech.

Characteristics of Discourse Markers vs Disfluenices

Characteristics of DMs have been examined extensively and the widely cited
studies are conducted by van Dijk (1979), Levinson (1983), Schiffrin (1987),
Blakemore (1987, 1992, 2002), and Schourup (1999). The term ‘discourse marker’ is
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named differently depending on how the relationship between those expressions and
contexts is conceptualized; for example, pragmatic connectives, pragmatic operators,
discourse particles, and etc. (Fraser, 1999; Schourup, 1999).

van Dijk (1979) clearly distinguishes between semantic and pragmatic
connectives. However, van Dijk emphasizes that semantic connectives have certain
pragmatic implications. That is the same expression can work as a semantic
connective expressing the facts and it can also work as a pragmatic connective
expressing relations between speech acts.

Levinson (1983) claims that DMs are words and phrases that indicate the
relationship between an utterance and the prior discourse. Levinson treats DMs as
signals of the organization and structure of discourse. In addition, they also inform
how the utterance that contains them responds to or continues from the prior discourse.
Schiffrin (1987) defines DMs as elements proposing the contextual coordinates within
which an utterance is produced and interpreted. They are sequentially dependent
elements that bracket units of talk, i.e. nonobligatory utterance — initial items that
function in relation to ongoing talk and text. The markers are syntactically detachable;
operate at both local and global levels and on different types of discourse. In spite of
holding primary function, the use of DMs is multifunctional (Schiffrin, 2001). Analysis
of discourse makers; therefore, concerns with their source, their relationship with
context. They facilitate a more understanding of speech and create a smooth and

spontaneous speech interaction between speakers and hearers.

Blakemore (1987, 1992, and 2002) proposes that DMs can introduce a
contextual implication such as so, therefore. They can strengthen an assumption
expressed, or introduce further evidence for it, for example, affer all, besides,
moreover, and furthermore. They can deny, or contradict an assum;-)tion such as
however, and but. The use of DMs can be a cue for the hearer to understand the
meaning of an utterance as intended.

Schourup (1999) proposes that the typical discourse marker refers to a
syntactically optional expression that does not affect the truth-conditions associated

with an utterance it introduces. It is used to relate this utterance to the immediately
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preceding utterance. It is loosely attached to the structures. Removal of the marker
does not alter the grammaticality of its host sentence and nor change semantic
relationship between the elements it associates. It is independent of syntactic
categorization and can belong to more than one category; it can work as adverb (row,
by the way), conjunction (buf, and), interjection (oh, gosh), or clause (y’ know, I mean).

The above five descriptions suggest that DMs are primarily found in speech
communication. Their main duty is to connect the language units that are longer than a
sentence. Although their presence or absence does not affect the core meaning of the
language unit, they do have pragmatic meaning binding to the context they are used.
However, the focus of each expert is different. van Dijk and Levinson emphasize on
the main function of DMs in connecting pragmatic meaning. Blakemore concentrates
on the lexicalized DMs which mainly involve their semantic meanings. Schiffrin and
Schourup provide flexibility for analysis of discourse-marker characteristics that they
may be in the forms of lexicalized and non-lexicalized markers such as you know, I
mean, and interjections (e.g. oh), respectively.

In conclusion, discourse markers are characterized by their aspects of orality,
intiality, syntactical detachability without hurting the core meaning of the utterance
which contains them, multi-categoriality, connectivity, pragmatic meanings, and they
can be in the lexical or non-lexical forms. Thus, the DFs that are treated like DMs share
some characteristics of DMs. According to the empirical findings on DFs (as discussed
earlier both in L1 and L2 DFs e.g. Levelt, 1989; Clark, 1996; Shriberg, 1996; Clark &
Fox Tree, 2002; van Hest, 1996; Kormor, 2002; Dornyei & Kormos, 1998; Schiffrin,
1987), it is clear that DFs and DMs have four characteristics in common: orality,
syntactic detachability, being in lexicalized and non-lexicalized forms, and connectivity.
They are commonly found in both L1 and L2 speeches, their removal does not change
the sentence grammaticality or semantic relationship between the elements they
associate, their forms can be, for example, wum, uh, I mean, you know, and well .

However, there are some differences in terms of initiality, having pragmatic
meanings, and multi-categoriality aspects. DMs are normally found at the initial
position of an utterance while DFs can be found not only in initial position but also in

the medial position of an utterance (Shriberg, 1994; Levelt, 1983, 1989). It was



61

revealed by several studies (e.g Fuller, 2003; Wang, 2009; Zhao, 2013; Bu, 2013;
Fehringer and Fry, 2003; Hilton, 2007, 2008; Liu, et al., 2010; Chen & Pu, 2002) that
there is the overuse of the DM-like DFs in L2 speech communication such as you
know, I mean, and well for continuing the speaker role and they tend to have a
pragmatic function in conversations. Although these DM-like DFs are lexicalized;
their semantic meaning is less important than their function as editing terms for repairs
(Shriberg, 1994). As a result, the aspect of multi-categoriality does not belong to DFs.
Based on the reviewed literatures as discussed, the characteristics of DFs and those
belong to DMs are summarized and shown in the following table for better

understanding of their similarities and differences.

Table 4 Comparison of Characteristics of DMs and DFEs

Characteristics of DMs DMs DFs
Orality v v
Syntactic detachability 4 v
Being in lexicalized/non-lexicalized forms v v
Connectivity v v
Initiality v Optional aspect
Having pragmatic meanings g Potential aspect
Multi-categoriality v N/A

These similarities and differences suggest that DFs may also do some
functions like DMs do. When they do those functions, it is interesting to investigate
the hearers’ interpretation of them in comparison with what the speakers intend to
mean by using those DFs. Since the interaction between speakers’ intentions and
hearers’ interpretations of DFs is one of the main focuses of the current study, the
connectivity aspect of DMs is reviewed in order to understand how they are analyzed
and whether there are any differences and similarities between DMs and DFs with
regard to the connectivity aspect. The connectivity involves the functions of DMs in
conversations, analysis of their functions as revealed by the previous studies and its

theoretical ground are presented in the following section.
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Functions of Discourse Markers vs of Disfluencies

The connectivity aspect of discourse markers (DMs) in speech communication
as discussed earlier can be explained in terms of language function through three main
perspectives.

First, DMs as cohesion, Halliday and Hasan (1976) identify different types of
cohesive devices that help create semantic relations in texts. The devices consist of
reference, repetition, substitution, ellipsis, and conjunction. The devices create
cohesion through anaphoric or cataphoric reference. In other words, the reference can
link backwards to the previous information in text or link forwards to the to-be
presented information in the text. The cohesion can also establish through DMs and
conjunctions. While DMs are used for indicating a relationship between segments of
the discourse which is the job of conjunction, they provide the audience with
information for the interpretation of the utterance. The meaning results from the
semantics of a word or from the propositions in a text (Schifftin, 2001). The cohesion
analysis is based primarily on written texts. Although the function of DMs as cohesion
in written texts is not the focus of the present study, their concept of cohesive devices
will be of benefit to the interpretation of the status of the DFs to arise.

Second, DMs as pragmatic markers, Fraser (1990; 1996; 1999) focuses on the
meaning of sentences and the function of DMs in relating the messages sent by the
prior and -the following sentences. To Fraser, a sentence contains two types of
meaning; content and pragmatic meanings. Pragmatic markers are used as signals of
pragmatic meaning which concerns the speaker’s communicative intention. The
pragmatic markers consist of (1) basic pragmatic markers to signal illocutionary force
(e.g. please), (2) commentary pragmatic markers to signal comments on the basic
message (e.g. generally), and (3) parallel pragmatic markers to signal another message
in addition to the basic and/or commentary message (e.g. John, you are very noisy).
DMs are under commentary pragmatic marker type. They signal how the speaker
intends the basic message that follows to relate to the prior discourse (e.g. so). Through
Fraser’s view, DMs do not function simultaneously in sentential and textual dimensions.

That is, a discourse marker does only one function at any time it is present.
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Third, in contrast, Schiffrin (1987) contends that DMs work as markers for
social interaction in speech communication rather than Separatély function as pointed
by Fraser. This third view suggests that DMs (English expression i.e. ok, well, and,
but, or, so, because, now, then, I mean, and y’know) display relationship between
adjacent utterances (local) and across wider spans and/or structures of discourse
(global) (Schiffrin, 2001). They operate at both local and global levels. Their use is
multifunctional and it helps establish coherence (Schiffrin, 1987; 2001). Through this
sociolinguistic perspective, Schiffrin views discourse as social process of interaction.
They can occur with different aspects of communicative situation displaying their
relationship with contexts. Thus, their functions are tied with contexts. According to
Shriberg (1994), editing terms such as [ mean, y'know , oh, and well are considered
DFs of repairs. Thus, it can be said that some types of DFs are subset of DMs. .

It can be concluded that the three perspectives are based on the speakers’
view point which suggests that DMs have functions as intended by the speakers and
can be divided into three main functions based on Halliday’s (1970j concept of
language functions which are (1) ideational function, (2) interpersonal function, and
(3) textual function.

Ideational function involves the expression of ‘construct’ or speakers’
ideas/concepts about something (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). Interpersonal function is
about expressing attitudes of speakers to establish and maintain social relations and
communicative roles in conversations. Textual function is for creating a link of textual
meanings in relation to the context where the discourse marker occurs.

Normally, DMs perform all the three functions (as cohesive devices, as
pragmatic markers, and as social interaction process) while disfluenices which are
DM-like may not follow the norm due to their characteristics which are also in the
non-lexicalized forms such as fillers (e.g. um, uh, er), silences, repetitions, and repairs
(see Table 4). Thus, their ideational function which requires referential meaning
provided in lexical items plays a rather minor role in the case of DFs. That is, there are
two macro functions that DFs perform: social process of interaction between speakers

and hearers (as discussed in Schiffrin, 1987) and textual connectivity (as discussed in
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Halliday &Hasan, 1976; and in Fraser, 1990, 1996, 1999). In other words, only
interpersonal and textual functions are involved with DFs.

Supporting to the above note, Brinton (1996), Aijmer (2002), and Liu (2013)
reviewed the literatures on the functions of DMs and proposed frameworks for
analyzing DMs. It can be concluded that their frameworks are similar in terms of the
main functions involved. Based on general studies on DMs (e.g. Schiffiin, 1987,
Levinson, 1983; Quirk, et al, 1985), Brinton (1996, p. 37-38) proposes a set of
fundamental functions of DMs.

Aijmer (2002) identifies DMs (discourse particles as referred to in hér work)
play roles at two macro levels which are textual and interpersonal. The studied DMs
consist of now, oh/ah, just, sort of, actually, and tags such as and that sort of thing. At
textual level, DMs perform their function for either local coherence or global
coherence. The DMs that work for textual purpose are grouped into two types: framers
and qualifiers. The framers do frame functions and the functions are not needed when
interaction between the speakers and the hearers goes smoothly. In general, it is “...to
draw the hearer’s attention to a transition or a break in the conversational routine” (p.
41). DMs as qualifiers are used to imply that ‘‘some qualification is needed because
the dialogue does not go well’’ (Aijmer, 2002, p. 45). They occur at the beginning of
disagreement, in question-answer exchanges, and for indicating comparison or contrast.
According to Aijmer (2002), DMs at interpersonal level can be in the form of
expression for uncertainty, appeals for confirmation, backchannel signals responding
to the preceding utterance, floor-holding devices, and markers made in relation to
politeness.

Liu (2013,) investigates the effects of L1 on the use of English DMs by L1
Chinesé speakers of English. For analysis of DM functions, Liu suggests a framework,
as the other two scholars do, dividing into textual functions and interpersonal
functions but slightly different in details. The three frameworks are illustrated in Table
5 and 6. Table 5 shows the textual functions of DMs as proposed by the three
researchers. It can be seen that all agree that DMs have functions in signaling turn-
taking, self-corrections, new information, and transitions or discourse boundary. While

Brinton and Liu suggest that DMs serve as fillers that speakers use to hold the floor,
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Aijmer analyzes that DMs serve as markers introducing or closing a digression e.g.
well now, and actually and places DMs as floor-holding devices on interpersonal
functions rather than on textual functions of language. It can be said that functions of
DFs are not clear-cut between textual and interpersonal functions. They may

conditionally function for textual link, for interpersonal relation in conversations,

or both.

Table 5 Comparison of Textual Functions from Different Researchers

Textual Functions of DMs

Brinton (1996)
L1 English

Aijmer (2002)
L1 English

Liu (2013)
L2 English (L1 Chinese)

I.Initiating discourse including
claiming the attention of the hearer,
and close discourse

2. Aiding the speaker in acquiring
or relinquishing the floor

3. Serving as filler or delay tactic
used to sustain discourse or hold the
floor

4. Marking a boundary to indicate
a new topic, a partial shift in topic
(correction, elaboration,
specification, expansion) or the
resumption of the earlier topic
(after an interruption)

5. Denoting either new or old
information

6. Marking sequential dependence
to constrain the relevance of one
clause to the preceding clause by
inaking explicit the conversational
implicatures relating the two
clauses, or to indicate by means
of conventional implicatures how
an utterance matches cooperative
principles of conversation

7. Repairing one's own or others'
discourse

Frame functions
1.Introducing a new turn (initiators)
2.Making transitions (e.g., topic
shifts, introducing a new aspect of the
lopic, opening and closing
conversation)

3. Introducing an explanation,
Justification, and background

4, Introducing or closing a digression
(push-markers to signal movement to
a parenthetical comment c.g. Well
s#ow; and refurn pops for popping
from the embedded activity to back
to the tacitly on-going higher level
activity e.g.actually)

5. Self-correction

6. Introducing direct speech

Qualifying functions

l.Indicating agreement/disagreement
2.Response to a question (a request)
3.Indicating comparison or contrast
4. Lisling

I. Marking transitions (c.g., topic shifis,
introducing a new aspect of the topic,
opening and closing conversation

2. Introducing a new tum (initiators)

3. Self-correction

4. Introducing direct speech

5. Serving as a filler or holding the floor
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Table 6 shows the comparison of the frameworks for analyzing interpersonal
functions of DMs. Brinton divides the functions into two sub-types: subjective
functioning and interpersonal functioning. The former is speaker-oriented focusing on
speakers’ purpose in using DMs rather than hearers’ response. Differently, the latter is
speaker-hearer oriented with the purpose to create communicative interaction between
speakers and hearers. The other two frameworks treat all aspects under the same single

one -- interpersonal functions.

Table 6 Comparison of Interpersonal Functions from Different Researchers

Brinton (1996)
L1 English

Aijmer (2002)
LI English

Liu (2013)
L2 English (L1 Chinese)

Subjectively expressing a response Expression for uncertainty

Expressing a response or a

or a reaction to the preceding
discourse or attitude toward the

following discourse, including also

back-channel signals of
understanding and continued
attention spoken while another
speaker is having his/her turn
and perhaps hedges expressing
speaker tentativeness
Interpersonally effecting
cooperation, sharing, or
intimacy between speaker

and hearer, including shared
assumptions, checking or
expressing understanding,
requesting confirmation,
expressing deference, or
saving face (politeness)

Appeals for confirmation
Backchannel signals responding
to the preceding utterance
Floor-holding devices

Markers made in relation to
politeness

reaction to the preceding
discourse or attitude toward the
the following discourse
including back-channel

signals

Hedges expressing speaker
tentativeness

Effecting cooperation, sharing,
intimacy between speaker and
hearer, including confirming
shared assumptions, checking
expressing understanding,
requesting confirmation,
expressing deference, or saving
face (politeness)

It can be concluded from the Table that the functions analyzed as interpersonal
functions by all the researchers are: (1) DMs as back-channel signals responding to the
preceding utterance and marking sequential dependence between clauses in conversations
and (2) DMs at the beginning of indirect speech are treated as markers introducing
politeness in communication. With regard to the qualifying function (see Table 5), the
aspects, pointed by Aijmer, is social-relation-oriented because it involves argument,
question-answer relations, comparison, and contrast which require participation from the

other party. However, it is categorized under textual functions. The present study argues
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that qualifying function should be included into interpersonal functions rather than
textual functions since it is noticeable that the qualifying functions are similar to
Brinton’s subjective functioning (e.g. hedges expressing speaker’s tentativeness).
Although the functions are speaker-oriented, they demand reaction from hearers in
some degree. Thus, to serve the purposes of the current study, the qualifying functions
are included under interpersonal functions in the framework for the current study.
Another aspect that is analyzed as an interpersonal function in the Table 6 is
turn-taking. “Turn” refers to the right to have control of conversation (Yule, 1998).
Turn-taking involves an interaction between people in the conversational process
occurring in order to maintain two important elements of conversation which are one
person speaking at a time and the space in which one person stops talking and another
begins (Sacks, 1992). In a dialogue, a speaker and a hearer constantly shift roles using
both verbal and nonverbal codes (Whitman & Boase, 1983). While communication in
monologue discourse flows in only one direction, in the discourse of dialogue,
participants take turn being a speaker and a hearer (Levinson, 2003). That is, when a
participant takes a turn being a speaker that means he/she can take speaking floor and
he/she may hold the floor until he/she finishes his/her turn. According to Edelsky (1981),
there are two aspects related to turn-taking: floor holding and use of overlapping speech.
It can be further explained that when the second participant does not wait until the first
participant leaves his/her speaking floor and deliver a speaking turn, the second
participant may use an overlapping speech to claim for his/her turn. Theoretically, turn-
taking is based on social interaction (Schiffirn, 1987). It, therefore, serves as a device for
the interpersonal function rather than for the textual functions as claimed by Brinton
(1996) and Liu (2013) who classify floor holding function as a textual function of DMs.
The previous findings from empirical studies on the roles of DFs (as concluded in Table

2) can be classified under the framework of DM functions in Table 7.



68

Table 7 Conclusion of DM Functions

Textual Functions Interpersonal Functions

DMs as signals for DMs as signals for
1. Self-corrections (repairs) 1. Turn-taking devices: to hold/to leave speaking floor
2. New/additional information 2. Expressing speaker's attitude, response, backchannel
3. Transitions e.g. topic shifts signals of understanding
4, New aspect of topic, opening/closing 3. Effecting cooperation, sharing, or intimacy between

conversations speaker and hearer including confirming shared
5. Discourse boundary assumptions, checking or expressing understanding,
6. Sequential dependence between the requesting confirmation, expressing deference, or
preceding and/or the following utterance saving face (politeness)
7. Listing 4. Expressing speaker's uncertainty

5. Appealing for confirmation

Based on information in Table S, 6, and the concept of language functions
about textual functions and interpersonal functions as presented earlier, Table 8 show

the functions of the L.1 DFs that behave like DMs.

Table 8 Functions of L1 DFs Based on DM Functions

Tvoes of DFs Textual Functions Internersonal Functions
Speaker-oriented Hearer-oriented
Pauses
Filled pauses Marking syntactic boundary Holding time Markers of discourse
(Sequential dependence between  Expressing speaker's boundary cueing for
utterances) new & difficult-to-
e Givinga turn produce information
Unfilled pauses  Clarifying syntactic ambiguity Holding time Meaningful unitin an
: (New/additional information) Expressing speaker's utterance involving
uncertainty coherent passages to the
receivers
Prolongations Holding syntactic commitment Expressing speaker's No investigation
to maintain continuity(Sequential ~ uncertainty found
dependence between utterances)
Repetitions Marking for amendment of Emphasizing on speaker's -Strong perceptual cue
speech niessage to the repeated lexical
Holding time item
*Making smooth speech
pause
*Resuming fluency after
interruption

*Representing a preliminary
commitment to speaking
(to avoid unnecessary

Expressing speaker's
uncertainty
Repairs Maintaining semantic and Expressing speaker's No investigation found
syntactic coherence between uncertainty

intended speech plan and actual
speech production

(Sequential dependence between
utterances)
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In Table 8, it can be seen that DFs function similarly to DMs in terms of textual
functions which include marking for new/additional information, sequential dependence
between utterances, and self-corrections. The functions on transition (e.g. topic shift), new
aspect of topic, opening and closing conversations, discourse boundary, and listing are not
found in the previous study results. For the interpersonal functions, DFs are marking for
turn-taking -- floor holding and confirmation of shared assumption while the functions
regarding to speaker’s attitudes, response, backchannel signals of understanding,
uncertainty, intimacy between speaker and hearer, checking understanding, requesting
confirmation, expressing deference, or saving face (politeness) are not reported in the
previous study findings.

Through the hearer-oriented functions, it was found that the presence of DFs
can be a cue for hearers to predict the next utterance, and this is the function that is not
mentioned in the three analytical frameworks of DM (see Table 5, 6). From hearers’
perspective, unfilled pauses and repetitions involve textual functions. Taking notice of
the three aspects (as marked with asterisks in Table 8) under interpersonal functions,
they are not noted as functions of DMs in those frameworks but DFs do the functions.
However, those functions are similar to communication strategies that speakers use to
make their speech fluent. They are about making smooth speech after long pause,
resuming fluency after interruption, and representing a preliminary commitment to
speaking such as to avoid unnecessary silence. Moreover, each type of DFs may not
do the same function and mostly they do textual functions. They may do only textual
function, only interpersonal function or both of them. When they do both functions,
they can be classified as DMs. It is interesting to find out what category they belong to
if they do only one of the two: DFs, DMS, or communication strategies. However, it is
likely that, according to the previous findings, DFs and DMs share only some
functions. Thus, the rest needs investigation.

With regard to DFs in L2 speech, their functions according to the empirical
findings are to be presented based on textual functions and interactional functions, the

two major functions of DMs relevant to DFs which have been discussed earlier. The
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functions of L2 DFs (as shown in Table 3) which are pauses, repetitions, and repairs
are described as follows.

Pauses in L2 speech have three forms (see Table 4): non-lexicalized filled
pauses, lexicalized filled pauses, and unfilled pauses (silence pauses). The non-
lexicalized filled pauses in L2 speech also include prolongations other than vocalics
like ah, uh, wm, and their phonological variants (Tang, 2015). The lexicalized filled
pauses are those non-vocalic fillers such as well, I mean, you know, and like. The

unfilled pauses refer to the suspension in mid-utterance with silence.

In L2 speech communication, filled pauses play a role similar to DMs since
their functions cover both two aspects. They have textual functions in helping keeping
conversation going when speakers fail to complete their speaking turn (Chotirat &
Sinwongsuwat, 2011; Ussana & Sinwongsuwat, 2012; Tang, 2015). They create a
sense of continuity, keep the communication channel open and maintain discourse at
time of difficulty (Tang, 2015).

Regarding to the interpersonal functions, filled pauses are used as turn holding
devices, and they can be a clue for hearers to expect that the speaker is going to refer to
something which tends to be expressed through a relatively long or complex constituent
(Watanabe, et al., 2008). Filled pauses can facilitate hearers’ speech perception and
speakers’ recall (Kahng, 2014) since speakers may use filled pauses for holding time
while gathering thoughts (Tang, 2015; Guillot, 1995). However, 1.2 learners in Tavakoli’s
(2010) study display their inappropriate use of pauses which reflects their weak
pragmatic practice. The appropriate use of pauses among L2 speakers can be the results
of good interactional practice (Liyanage & Gardner, 2013). In other words, L2 speakers
tend to appropriately make use of pauses for communicative purposcs when they have
more exposure to the use of pauses in conversations. As evidenced by by Zhao’s (2013)
and Quan and Zheng’s (2012) studies, lacking of filled pauses (well and / mearn)
acquisition, L2 speakers show the underuse of the markers. According to House (1999),
pragmatic fluency is a characteristic of interactions in speech communication. Among
her performance criteria for pragmatic fluency, types of filled and unfilled pauses that

L2 speakers of English use are included as indicators of pragmatic fluency. Another
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example of the pragmatic role of DFs is in Hlavac’s (2011) study which reveals that
bilinguals’ use of lexicalized filled pauses (as well as non-lexicalized pauses, silences,
and repairs) together with code-switching helps facilitating the incorporation of other
language, and the usage is not arbitrary. It is used on purpose conditionally. Thus, fillers
are purposefully produced. Conversely, as evidenced by Thai EFL learners, fillers in
pauses occur unintentionally rather than being used (Malasit & Sarobol, 2013).

This can be said that filled pauses play a role in pragmatic meaning which is
one of the characteristics of DMs. They share both textual functions and interactional
functions with DMs. In addition, when they co-occur with code-switching which is a
communication strategy or with other types of DFs such as repairs and repetitions,
they become a part of communication strategies that L2 speakers use to overcome
their difficulties to speech communication. However, due to the inconsistent result on
whether filled pauses in L2 speech are purposefully produced, speakers’ intention to
make use of DFs is an issue to be examined in the current study.

Unfilled pauses or silences: the previous study results do not clearly reveal
the textual and the interpersonal functions of unfilled pauses. Indirectly, the results
show L2 speakers’ failure to do meaningful segmentation by using unfilled pauses
inappropriately (Bada, 2006; Bada & Genc, 2008; Bila & Dzambova, 2011). It was
found that L2 learners produce the length of unfilled pause preceding and following
‘that” and ‘to’ particle in to-infinitive phrase in an opposite manner to L1 speakers
(Bada, 2006; Bada & Gene, 2008). It implies that unfilled pauses may function for
textual purpose in L2 speech. As a result, the inappropriateness of doing meaningful
segmentation can create comprehensibility problem to the hearers while the appropriate
use of unfilled pauses can facilitate hearers’ comprehensibility, speakers’ recall (Kahng,
2014), and reveals the speakers’ good interactional practice indicating a high level of
competence (Liyanage & Gardner, 2013). They are not signals of communication
failure; in contrast, they reflect L2 speakers’ realization of problems in expressing the
intended meaning (Sukirlan, 2014). To overcome the problem, L2 speakers use unfilled
pauses as their way to overcome speech difficulties. The findings also suggest that
unfilled pauses do interpersonal functions since they are the cues for the hearers to

interpret the intended meaning. Such behavior of unfilled pauses can be analyzed as a
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communication strategy which can be acquired through formal learning (Sukirlan,
2014). Another interactional function of unfilled pauses is that they help preventing
others from interruption (Dornyei & Kormos, 1998). In other words, they are signals for
floor holding and that is one of DMs’ interactional functions. In sum, unfilled pauses or
silences in L2 speech have interactional functions while textual functions are not clearly
identified.

Repetitions: in L2 speech, it was found in the previous studies that repetitions
of problematic units can occur with both syntactic and lexical items. L2 speakers
utilize repetitions as vocalized fillers (filled pauses) and as self-repairs (Bada, 2010;
GenC, 2007). However, Chotirat & Sinwongsut (2011) and Simpson, et al. (2003)
found that repetitions occur prior to repairing. That is, they are marked as precursor for
repairs. It can be said that they co-occur with repairs. Thus, repetitions, especially,
self-repetitions which occur before repairs do function in buying time as evidenced in
the study by Guillot (1995). As a result, it is likely that the hearers can predict what
the speaker is going to do next when the repetitions occur. They are classified as
compensatory strategies that the high proficient L2 speakers use to facilitate their
speech communication when a difficulty occurs (Melasit & Sarobol, 2013). From the
above information, it can be concluded that repetitions do interactional functions
rather than textual functions. In other words, they tend to behave as communication
strategies rather than DMs when they are repetitions of problematic units. It is
interesting to investigate when repetitions behave like DMs such as repetitions without
repairs, and repetitions under textual functions,

Repairs: repairs in L2 speech are classified into self-initiated repairs and
other-initiated repairs. Through cognitive view, self-repairs are analyzed as speakers’
cognitive difficulties in producing speech and are evidence of L2 acquisition. Through
sociolinguistic view, they share some characteristics with DMs. From the previous
findings, they do textual functions of turn-taking. L2 speakers attempt to finish their
turn by using self-initiated self-repairs. While searching for relevant words, they may
produce repetitions functioning like fillers as turn-holding devices (Chotirat &
Sinwongsuwat, 2011). Tsychiya and Handford (2014) reveal that although self-repairs

do turn-taking function like DMs do, they are analyzed as communication strategies
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Tsychiya and Handford also report that other-repair or other reformulation by the

counter party is used for making an understanding of the message sent by speakers

while self-repair (by speakers) is for clarification of the previous statement. Although

they do both textual functions and interactional functions like DMs do, their co-

occurrence with other DFs makes them viewed as communication strategies. It needs

investigation to find out from the native hearers’ and the non-native speakers’

perceptions about what repairs are: DMs, communication strategies, or DFs. Thus, the

focused repairs in the current study are self-repairs rather than other-repairs.The

conclusion on the functions of L2 DFs in comparison with those of L1 is as follows.

Table 9 Functions of L1 DFs in Comparison with L2 DFs Based on DM Functions

Typesof DFs Testual Functions Interpersonal Functions
Speaker-onzried Hearcr-onicated
L1 L2 Lt L2 LI L2
Filled pauses “Marking syniactic ~Expressing continriy -Hedding time -Holding time ~Markers of discourse -Clues for prediction
boundan -Iniroducing pragmatic -Gving tum -Hodding twm boundany cusing for of next wierance

meaning while they are

-Expeessing speaker’s

Antroducing problems

new & diffiecult-1o-

used with a wnceriainty in communication produse informatioa
communization
SUBtCEY
Unfilled -Clarifyirg syntactic -Textuwal functions are -Hadding time -Helding time Meaningful =it in an -Cues for bearers to
peuscs aanbi gy unciear -Floorhalding -Floorhe!ding uftgrance involving inferpret the intended
-Expressing speaker’s -Preventing cihers cobeirend passages to meaniag
ECErIngy from intemuption the receivers
Proloazitions -Holding syntactic -Prolongations senve as -Hedding time -Profengaticas sene as -No imvestigation -Proloagations senve as
commilimend 10 anaspect of filled pauses -Floorholding 20 aspect of filled pauses found 2naspact of filled pauses
nEintin continuity and have the same -Expressing speaker’s but no studies found and have the same
fenctions as filled pauses eaceriainty eaminérg (s issue Tunctions as filled pauses
EXT >
Repetitions -m‘nr;_l:srj\r -No textual function -Emglasizing on spealer’s -Helding lime -Stroag perceptual cue ~Clhoes for the hearers to
of speech found infended message -Fleorhedding 10 the repezted lexical predict the following
-Halding time -Precurser of repairs item repair of ulterance
* Making smooth speech
after long pause
* Resuming Necrcy afier
intermeption
* Repeeseoting a
prilimenery commitment
0 speaking (10 avodd
wasRcessary silence)
Repairs ~Maintziréng semantic ~Clanfying previcus -Expressing speaker’s -Tum-taking devices -Mo imvestigation -No imvestigation found
and syntactic statement uncernainty (speakers try 1o firish found
coherence between ~Sell-comections their turn)
istended spocch plan
and actual speech

productioa
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Table 9 shows that all L1 DFs have both textual and interpersonal functions
like DMs while not all L2 DFs can be classified as DMs. It can be seen that the textual
functions of unfilled pauses and repetitions in L2 speech are unidentified. Thus, it is
likely that these two DFs may or ﬁ}ay not behave like DMs. For the interpersonal
functions, the previous findings reveal that there is no investigation on the function of
DFs (e.g. repairs) as intended by speakers and as perceived by the hearers who are
native speakers of the target language — mostly is English language. The speaker-
oriented interpersonal functions as shown in the Table are mostly from the observational
data conducted by the researchers. Those results will be stronger if there are supportive
findings obtained through the perspectives of L2 speakers and of native-English-
speaking hearers as well as the interaction between the two perspectives. '

It can be concluded about similarities and the differences between DFs and
DMs in two aspects: characteristics and functions. DFs and DMs do not have identical
characteristics. While they share the characteristics of orality, syntactic detachability,
being in lexicalized/non-lexicalized forms, and connectivity, DFs may not be like DMs
in terms of their occurrence at the initial position of an utterance, their unclear pragmatic
meanings, and their non-multi-categoriality characteristic. Their functions consist of
textual and interpersonal functions. While the previous findings reveal that L1 DFs have
both functions like DMs do, the findings about L2 DFs are inconsistent. Repetitions
in L2 speech are found not having textual functions. That is, DF of repetitions in L2
speech may not function as DMs in conversations but they are likely to function
as a communication strategy since they do only interpersonal function suggesting
communicative interaction between conversational participants. It is noticeable that the
details of the functions of DMs as performed by L1 DFs and L2 DFs are different. As
illustrated in Table 10, textual functions of L1 DFs mainly involve syntactic and
semantic coherence while those of L2 DFs mainly involve strategies in dealing with the
hearers in order to successfully get the messages across (e.g. self-corrections,
clarification of previous statement, and expression of continuity). With regard to the
speaker-oriented interpersonal functions, the main functions that both L1 and 1.2 DFs do
are turn-taking which involves floor holding and time holding. While the speaker-

oriented interpersonal functions of L2 DFs are for turn-taking purpose, L1 DFs in L1
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speech are to serve the fluency purpose, to emphasize on the intended message, and to
signal speakers’ uncertainty. Based on the hearer-oriented interpersonal functions, L2
DFs are cues for hearers to predict the up-coming utterance, which involve lexical
problems, while L1 DFs are markers for discourse boundary and for meaningful units in
an utterance. In other words, for hearers, L2 DFs reflect lexical problems while L1 DFs
have functions involving discoursal problems.

The previous findings also suggest that, in L2 speech, repairs and repetitions
are often found co-occurring with other DFs and communication strategies such as
filled pauses and code-witching (e.g. Hlavac, 2011). When such phenomenon occurs,
the DFs can be perceived as communication strategies that L2 speakers use to deliver
their messages. Thus, DFs do not only share some characteristics with DMs, they may
also function like DMs do. Moreover, 1.2 DFs can be viewed as communication
strategies since there are some DFs that have overlapping behaviors with communication
strategies. From the previous studies, it is noticeable that when DFs do interpersonal
functions rather than textual functions, the DFs can be analyzed as communication
strategies. The next section is to provide the information on communication strategies

that are typically used by L2 speakers.

L2 Communication Strategies (CSs)

When L2 speakers encounter with speaking difficulties, CSs may be used. In
spite of having communicative ability, L2 speakers still have difficulties in getting
their messages across languages; especially, in the context of spontaneous speech — an
unprepared speech which people typically use for conversational interaction in day-to-
day life. Basically, spoken language is processed rapidly at the approximate rate of
150 words a minute (Eysenck & Keane, 2010; Smith, 2000). Consequently, spontaneous
speech which requires the communicators to promptly process their production and
perception of speech during communicating (Luzzati, 2004 as discussed in Dufour, et
al., 2009) is characterized mainly by the ungrammaticality and DFs (Dufour, et al.,
2009; Liu, et al., 2005; Lease, et al., 2008; Mareuil, et al., 2005). Under such time
demand, the speakers; especially, L2 speakers may seek for ways to lengthen the time so

that they will be able to manage their speech production for effective communication.
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CSs refer to the interaction process used in a joint negotiation of meaning
where both interlocutors are attempting to agree as to a communicative goal (Tarone,
1983, 1980; Kongsom, 2009). In other words, CSs are used as a means to enhance the
effectiveness of communication rather than to solve problems in speech communication
(Canale, 1983). Thus, CSs are consciously produced by speakers (Tarone, 1977).
According to Tarone (1977), paraphrase, transfer, appealing for assistance, mime, and
avoidance are the interlangnage-related CSs that are consciously made by ESL learners
through picture description task. That is, L2 speakers may purposefully make use of a
CS to serve their communication goal. However, the issues of consciousness in using
CSs and of the question on whether speakers’ purpose in using CSs for solving
communication problems, or for enhancing the effectiveness of communication are
controversial.

As opposed to the social interaction view, psychologically, CSs can be seen as a
mental process in which a language user employs in order to achieve his/her intended
meaning on becoming aware of problems arising during the planning of an utterance due
to (his/her own) linguistic shortcomings (Poulisse, 1990; Bialystok, 1990; Faerch &
Kasper, 1983). This can be explained that CSs through psychological view serve
personal purpose and they are used as a means to overcome the difficulties to their
speech production processes. That is to say, through cognitive view, types of DFs can be
similar to CSs. Furthermore, it can be said that CSs can serve both personal and
interpersonal purposes. The CSs which serve the personal purposes involve a speaker’s
mental process and difficulties arising during speech planning while those serve the
interpersonal purposes involve a mutual communication between a speaker and a hearer.
The two main purposes of CSs are similar to the interpersonal functions of DMs and
DFs which involve speaker-oriented and hearer-oriented aspects (see Table 10).

The concepts of personal and interpersonal purposes can be clearly seen in
Dérnyei and Scott’s (1997) taxonomy of CSs which explains three categories of CSs:
direct strategies, interactional strategies, and indirect strategies showing how CSs help
the speakers to solve the problems during oral communication tasks and accomplish

mutual understanding.
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Direct Strategies

Direct strategies are related to the resource deficit (e.g. message reduction,
circumlocution, approximation, code switching, and mime), speakers’ own performance
problems (e.g self-rephrasing and self-repair), and others’ performance problems (e.g.
other-repair). They are used by a speaker who encounters difficulties during processing
speech communication. The strategies under this category include all the achievement

and reduction strategies that have been classified by Faerch and Kasper (1983).

Interactional Strategies

Interactional strategies are also rel-ated to resource deficit (e.g. appeals for
help), speakers’ own performance problems (e.g. comprehension check and own-accuracy
check), and others” performance problems (e.g. asking for repetition, guessing, and
responses). These strategies involve the mutual cooperation among the interlocutors to

overcome the problems during communication process.

Indirect Strategies

Indirect strategies are related to the processing time-pressure (e.g. use of fillers,
repetitions), speakers’ own performance problems (e.g. verbal strategy markers), and
others’ performance problems (e.g feigning understanding). Speakers use these
strategies to bring them to the mutual understanding with their interlocutors.

It can be seen from the taxonomy that each category involves both personal
and interpersonal aspects of CSs which are speakers’ own performance problems
(mental-process related strategies) and others’ performance problems (interactional-
process related strategies), respectively. DFs (i.e. fillers, repetitions, and repairs as
indicated by Dornyei and Scott, 1997) are identified as indirect and direct
communication strategies which involve mental process rather than interactional
strategies which require a response from the counterpart. This is different from their
functions as DMs which indicate that they do interpersonal functions as turn-holding
devices (see Table 10).

Since the previous findings on the use of L2 DFs suggest that when DFs
co-occur with other DFs or CSs, they can be perceived as a systematic technique and

potentially conscious plans, employed by a speaker to express his/her meaning when
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faced with some difficulty in reaching a particular communicative goal (Corder, 1977;
Faerch & Kasper, 1983a). They are the techniques of coping with difficulties in
communicating in an imperfectly known second language (Stern, 1983); in this regard,
the next section is to provide a broad description of each of L2 speakers’ CSs
compiled from several scholars (Gudykunst, 2004; Fulcher, 2003; Johnson, 2000;
Kormos, 2000b; Dérnyei & Kormos, 1998; Dornyei & Scott, 1997, Dornyei, 1995;
Johnstone, 1989: Van Lier, 1988; Zentella, 1985; Faerch & Kasper, 1983; Corder,
1983; Tarone, 1977; Schegloff;, et al., 1977).

In order to have a better understanding of the CSs in 1.2 speech, the following
classification adapted from Dornyei (1995) is provided (cf. Dornyei, 1995; Dérnyei &
Scott, 1997; and Fulcher, 2003). They fall into three broad categories: avoidance or
reduction strategies, achievement or compensatory strategies, and stalling or time-

gaining strategies.

Avoidance or Reduction Strategies

The strategies in this category concern with a message reduction. They
involve the speakers’ attempts to avoid communicating the messages that they do not
have linguistic means to convey. Corder (1983) viewed these strategies as risk-
avoiding. That is, L2 speakers who avoid taking risk tend to use the strategies that
save them from the potential errors that they could make. These strategies are usually
classified into formal and functional avoidances: avoid using the form which they are
uncomfortable to use it; and topic avoidance, abandoning conversation and semantic
avoidance. The overuse of a particular form is likely to be interpretable that the other
form is avoided (e.g. passive form versus active form). The speakers may give up
sending the messages and no attempt to use alternative strategics. The ulterances are
left propositionally incomplete. The second case arises when the speakers continue
with the topic but try to avoid unknown lexis and typically results in the overuse of
delexicalized words, such as ‘thing’, making the message rather vague in meaning

(Fulcher, 2003; Faerch & Kasper, 1983).
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Achievement or Compensatory Strategies

Achievement strategies refer to the ways that the speakers use to overcome the
problems on lacking knowledge of language. Corder (1983) viewed these strategies as
risk-taking. L2 speakers use these strategies to compensate their insufficient linguistic
resources (Faerch & Kasper, 1983). The members of this category include circumlocution,
approximation, code-switching, mime, repair, overgeneralization or morphological
creativity, paraphrase, word coinage, restructuring, cooperative strategies, literal

translation, and foreignizing. Their descriptions are provided below.

Circumlocution

Circumlocution “is a wordly extended process in which the learner describes
the characteristics or elements of an object or action instead of using the appropriate
target language structure” (Tarone, 1977); for example, when an L2 speaker tries to
refer to a ‘waterpipe’, the speaker says “She is, uh, smoking something. 1 don’t know
what its name. That’s uh, Persian, and we use in Turkey, a lot of”’ (Tarone, 1977, p. 198).

Approximation

Approximation refers to the use of a more general target language vocabulary
or structure to replace the unknown word/structure and the speaker knows it is not correct
(Tarone, 1977; Fulcher, 2003) for example, using ship for sail boat (Dornyei, 1995, p. 58).

Code Switching

Code switching invelves the use of two languages by switching codes back
and forth between two languages; if a learner is speaking to someone with whom he or
she has a language in common, a word or phrase taken from the common language
may be used to overcome a communication difﬁcuity (Fulcher, 2003; Zentella, 1985);
code switching also serve other functions for example to align speakers with others in
specific situations (e.g. defining oneself as a member of an ethnic group), and to
announce specific identities, create certain meanings, and facilitate particular
interpersonal relationships (Johnson, 2000; Gudykunst, 2004).

Mime

Mime is about using a nonverbal strategy such as pointing to objects in order to

elicit language or help with communication (Fulcher, 2003; Tarone, 1977).
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Repair

Repairs can be the treatment of trouble occurring in interactive language use
(Schegloff, et al., 1977). It can also be a mechanism to correct for imperfect language
adjustment. Repair is used to compensate for the speaker’s lack of ability to adjust
appropriately (Van Lier, 1988). Self-repair refer to the treatment of the imperfect
language made by the speakers, themselves while other-repair is the same treatment
but it is made by the other interlocutor. Self-rephrasing is used when the speaker is
uncertain about the correctness of utterance mainly concerning pragmatic meanings
(Kormos, 2000b; Dornyei & Kormos, 1998).

Overgeneralization/Morphological Creativity

Overgeneralization or morphological creativity concerns an application of a
language rule to the items that are excluded from the language norm (Fulcher, 2003);
for example, using past tense morpheme (-ed) to mark all past tense verbs.

Paraphrase

Paraphrase deals with the use of a lexical item that has a close synonym for the
required word or trying to explain the meaning or describe the concept for the words that
are not known (Fulcher, 2003).

Word coinage

Word coinage is an invention of a new word for the unknown word (e.g. using
round meat for meatball).

Restructuring

Restructuring refers to the speakers’ attempts to communicate the same
message using different words which is usually followed by different grammatical
pattern; for example, using “Someone told me to leave” for “I'was told to leave.”

Cooperative Strategies

Cooperative strategies are about getting help from the hearers through asking if
they understood, appealing directly or indirectly for help in saying something, or
providing an unknown word; for example, What is this? or using rising intonation,

pause, eye contact, and puzzled expression (Dornyei, 1995).
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Literal Translation

Literal translation refers to literally ftranslating a lexical item, an idiom, a
compound word or structure from L1 to L2 (Dornyei, 1995).

Foreignizing

Foreginizing is about using an L1 word by adjusting it to L2 phonologically
and/or morphologically; for example, using an L2 pronunciation or adding an L2 suffix
to an L1 word.

Stalling or time-gaining strategies

Stalling or time-gaining strategies are equivalent to the indirect strategies as
proposed by Dornyei and Scott (1997). They involve the use of fillers and/or hesitation
devices — using filling words or gambits to fill pauses and to gain time to think, for example,

well, and now let me see.

It can be seen that the time pressure when making spontaneous speech forces
L2 speakers to struggle and bring the communicative interaction to achieve the goal by
using the CSs. L2 speakers’ decision in making a choice of the strategies is impromptu
in nature and it is made based on the factors influencing their performance during
speaking and their existing communicative competence. According to Canale and
Swain (1980), L2 speakers are required to possess this strategic competence to enable
them to manage their communication as effectively as possible by, for example,
evaluating what is said and planning utterances (Bachman, 1990). The factors that may
affect L2 speakers in making a choice of CSs are their levels of language proficiency,
the extent to which they expose to English speaking context in real life, and how they
perceive their English oral proficiency (Chen, 1990; Tuan, 2001; Malasit & Sarobol,
2013; Tang, 2015). The weak L2 speakers are likely to use reduction strategies while
the advance ones tend to use achievement strategies.

Table 10 shows the functions that L2 DFs do in comparison with DM
interpersonal functions and Cs functions, as well as the hearers’ perceptions when they
are present in an utterance. Obviously, L2 DFs involve time-gaining function no
matter how they are analyzed as DMs or CSs. Differently, the hearers’ focus is mainly
on what is coming next after a DF occurs rather than what a DF does or what is the

speaker’s intention in using a DF. Thus, it should be investigated whether the hearers
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who are native speaker of English -- the target language of the current study interpret
these DFs as markers of interactional obligations between L2 speakers and native-
English-speaking hearers, or as difficulties in cognitive process of speech production,
or merely noises in speech communication. In other words, the role of L2 DFs in
interactional communication across languages through conversational participants’

perspectives is the focus of the present study.

Table 10 Comparison of DM Interpersonal Functions and CS Functions of L2 DFs

Types of DFs DM Interpersonal CS Functions of L2 DFs Hearers' perceptions of
Functions of L2 DFs L2 DFs

Filled pauses Time/Turn holding Stalling/time-gaining Clues for prediction of

next utterance

Unfilled pauses =

Prolongations = - -

Repetitions Time/Turn holding Processing time-pressure Clues for the following
& precursor of repairs repairs

Repairs Turn holding | Managing speakers' own -

performance problems

Based on the cognitive view and the sociolinguistic view on disfluencies, the
analytical framework shown in Table 11 derived from the merger of the two views
was applied in this study to analyze types, characteristics, and functions of L2
disfluencies as intended by the speakers and as interpreted by the hearers whether they
are discourse markers, signals of speakers’ difficulties in speech processing, speakers’
CSs or the noises that interfere the hearers’ reception of a message. The assumption
underlying the use of CSs for the current study is that they function as a social
interaction in speaking mode which requires at least two parties to participate in the
activity. Spoken discourse of dialogues will be adopted as the communication form for

this study. Thus, characteristics of dialogue are provided in the next section.
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Spoken Discourse: Dialogue as Social Interaction

The reasons for adopting dialogue as the communication form for this study
are that it represents the fundamental social interaction of speaking. In other words,
one-to-one conversation or dialogue is a basic interpersonal communication which is
characterized by anaphora, discourse structure, and coherence as seen in the turn-
taking rules (Finlayson & Corley, 2012; Megyesi & Gustafson- “Capkova, 2001;
Nicholson, 2007). It is an act of communication that requires expressive and social
knowledge which involves the ability to display personal and social identities to
convey attitudes, perform action, and negotiate meaning with others. The
communicators require cognitive ability to represent concepts and ideas through
language; and also require textual ability to organize language form and convey
meaning within unit of language longer than a single sentence (Schiffrin, 2003).

In a dialogue, a speaker and a hearer constantly shift roles using both verbal
and nonverbal codes (Whitman & Boase, 1983). While communication in monologue
discourse flows in only one direction, in the discourse of dialogue, participants take
turn being a speaker and a hearer. “Turn” refers to the right to have control of
conversation. The turn can be taken when the other interlocutor attempts to get it or
when the other offers it. The point where any possible change of turn occurs is called a
Transition Relevance Place (TRP) (Yule, 1998). There are two rules for turn taking
(Levinson, 2003).

Rule I applies initially at the first TRP of any turn on conditions that (a) if the
current speaker selects the next speaker in current turn, then the current speaker must
stop speaking and the next speaker must take the turn to speak; (b) if the current one
does not select the next one, then any (other) party may self-select, first speaker
gaining rights to the next turn, (c) if the current one has not selected the next, then the
current one may (but need not) continue.

Rule 2 applies at all subsequent TRPs, when Rule 1 (c) has been applied by C,
then at the next TRP Rulesl (a-c) apply, and recursively at the next TRP, until speaker
change is affected. DMs such as you know, well are indicators of TRP. For L2

speakers, to identify TRP in conversation, they require various kinds of L2 knowledge:
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pragmatics, sociolinguistics cognitive science, as well as other linguistic and non-
linguistic disciplines (Schiffiin, 2003). DFs, for example unfilled pauses or silences
are discourse devices used in conversations by the native speakers (Finlayson &
Corley, 2012; Nicholson, 2007).

There is a question that L2 speakers know how to make use of such DFs
conforming to the L2 conventional practices of DMs in conversations and whether
they can be categorized as DMs for turn taking as perceived by the native-English-

speaking hearers.

Previous Studies on Disfluencies in Thai EFL Contexts

In Thailand, English is the only one foreign language provided as a compulsory
course in schools. Thai learners are required to take English courses from primary
school till finish high school level which is about 12 years. English is taught mostly by
non-native English speakers who have Thai language as their mother tongue the same
as the learners do. Thai language is used as a medium of instruction, It is the only one
official language in Thailand. The learners use it in their daily life. Thus, their out-of-
classroom-context communication mainly involves Thai language. In other words,
their exposure to English outside classrooms is limited leading to limited practice of
English speaking and listening skills especially with native English speakers.
Wiriyachitra (2002) identified  that the interference from mother tongue
(pronunciation, syntax, idiomatic. usage), the lack of opportunity to use English in
daily life, the unchallenging English lessons, being passive learners, the lack of
confidence to speak English, and the lack of responsibility for their own learning are
the difficulties to English speaking fluency among Thai EFL learners. As a
consequence, it is difficult for them to master English language especially speaking
and listening skills. In addition, according to World Bank report (2012), English skill
is one of the serious weaknesses among Thai graduates. This is supported by the
scores of TOEFL and TOEIC, international standardized tests, which reveal that Thai
learners’ English proficiency is significantly low in comparison with other countries in

Southeast Asia (Trent, 2009; Bolton, 2008; Bunnag, 2005a, 2005b).
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The issues have been widely addressed by the researchers in the field of Thai
EFL teaching and learning. The questions posed by those studies can be divided into
two main types. One involves teaching and learning English speaking among Thai
EFL learners, for example, lamsen, 2007; Noom-ura, 2008; McDonough and
Sunitham, 2009; Patanasorn, 2010; Boonkit, 2010; Forman, 2011; Chotirat and
Sinwongsuwat, 2011; Fujiwara, 2011; Chiravate, 2011; Rodpradit and Sinwongsuwat,
2012; Ussana and Sinwongsuwat, 2012; Sinwongsuwat, 2012; Klomyjit, 2013;
Phaiboonnugulkij and Prapphal, 2013; Yangklang, 2013; Ngowananchai, 2013; and
Tananuraksakul, 2013. The other type involves the communication strategies that the
learners use to overcome their speaking difficulties, for example, Luangsaenthong,
2002; Wannaruk, 2003; Somsai and Intaraprasert, 2011; Prapobratanakul and
Kangkun, 201 1; Malasit and Sarobol, 2013; Metcalfe and Noom-Ura, 201 3.Each study
referred above is summarized as follows.

Tamsen (2007) explored the factors that lead to the achievement in spoken
English focusing on three aspects: cognitive, affective, and environmental. The study
was conducted with Thai EFL undergraduate students with average grades in five
listening and speaking-related courses. Classroom observations of the learners’
learning styles and learning behaviors, individual interviews with each student, and
diary writings were used as the methods for data collection. The findings revealed thét
_the background knowledge of English, the willingness to use the language, and
exposure to language-using situations were the main factors for achievement in
English listening and speaking skills. The other supportive factors were students”
learning-cultural background, their learning styles, their goals for learning English,
and their opportunities to use the language. The results indicate that both internal and
external factors influence the achievement in English listening-speaking skills. In
other words, the factors related to cognition, motivation, and cultural context play a
significant role in learning listening and speaking English effectively.

Noom-ura (2008) studied teaching listening-speaking skills to Thai students
with low English proficiency. Its aim was to explore the results of an intervention
designed to improve listening-speaking skills of 28 first year undergraduate students’

who had low English proficiency. The measurements involved pre-test, post-test, pre-
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questionnaire, post-questionnaire, classroom observation, self-reflection, and course
evaluation. The findings revealed that the participants gained higher confidence in
using English. They showed good rapport among themselves and with teachers. They
reflected on their changes cognitively, affectively, and behaviorally. The study results
indicate that confidence is the key factor that influences the Thai EFL learners’
listening-speaking skills.

McDonough and Sunitham (2009) investigated whether Thai EFL learners
reflect on and remember language forms. They focused on the learners’ interaction
through collaborative dialogue during self-access computer activities. The language-
related episodes (LREs) that occurred when the learners carried out the activities were
examined using the developed tests that targeted the linguistic information discussed
in those LREs. There were 48 learners participating in the study. The results showed
that the learners’ LREs involved lexical items more often than grammatical forms.
They successfully resolved the majority of their LREs while they were collaborating,
The test performance revealed that they remembered less than half of the lexical items
and one-third of the grammatical forms that they had discussed. This study; although,
focuses on the learners’ interaction through collaborative dialogue and has found their
difficulties in retrieving lexical items, it does not provide information on what the
learners are reacting during the lexical-searching period such as pausing or repeating
words in order to hold the speaking floor for completing their speaking turns.

Patanasorn (2010) investigated the effects of procedural, content, and task
repetition on accuracy and fluency in an EFL context. 92 Thai EFL learners consisting
of non-English majors were separated into a procedural repetition (n=37), content
repetition (n=28), and task repetition group ( n=27). The instruments consisted of a
pretest, three treatment tasks, an immediate post-test, and a delayed post-test. The test
tasks were film retell tasks. The three tasks included task repetition, content repetition,
and procedural repetition. Transcriptions of the learners’ performance on the film
retell tasks were analyzed. The results revealed that the procedural repetition promoted
the learners® accuracy of the past simple tense while the content repetition improved
their global fluency. The task repetition did not influence any major changes on the

learners’ accuracy or fluency. Patanasorn’s study reflects that macro-planning in
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speech production processes as evidenced by the learners’ global fluency when
performing the content repetition task has positive influence on the learners’ speaking
fluency globally.

Boonkit (2010) conducted a qualitative study: action research to investigate
the factors enhancing the development of speaking skills and the strengths and
weaknesses of speaking performance of 18 Thai EFL undergraduate students using a
task-based approach and structured interview. The findings indicated that confidence,
creativity of topics, and speaking competence were the key aspects of improvement
when speaking while the students’ lack of confidence and anxiety about making errors
in pronunciation and grammatical structure were categorized as their weaknesses. The
findings of students’ weaknesses are in line with those found in Noom-ura (2008).

Forman (2011) examined humorous language play initiated by a bilingual
EFL teacher and taken up by 31 post-beginner Thai EFL undergraduate students. A
framework of verbal art was adopted to locate the use of humor in relation to both
language play and to creativity more broadly. In-class observation and textual analysis
were adopted. The findings showed that the verbal humor observed in the class was
identified as having two foci: linguistic, relating to word-play, and discursive, relating
to social positioning. The play was beneficial to the students in learning listening and
speaking with understanding of affective, sociocultural and linguistic dimensions. The
study does not provide knowledge on the students’ level of fluency during performing
or the communication strategies used by the students in bringing the communication to
its goal.

Chotirat and Sinwongsuwat (2011) studied the effects of scripted and non-
scripted role play activities on oral performance: a case study of repair organization in
conversation of Thai college students. They investigated the students’ repair in talk
obtained from role-plays using scripted and non-scripted role plays. The results showed
that in the non-scripted role plays, the students employed self-initiated self-repairs to try
finishing their turns by collaboratively searching for relevant words. They often repeated
the problematic unit as well as using fillers as turn-holding devices while searching for a
word. Non-scripted role plays were found allowing the students better opportunities to

practice relevant features of language use in actual interactions than those in scripted
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role-plays. The study results suggest that a type of DFs, repairs, play a role in speech
communication. It is treated as one of the Thai EFL learners’ communication strategies.
However, the interpretation was not made by native hearers of English. Their perception
and interpretation should be investigated for a more rigorous result. Fujiwara’s (2011)
study aimed to explore the dimensional structure of the language learning beliefs of
542 Thai learers of EFL, to determine if the conceptually developed categories were
empirically identifiable, and to examine the cultural variations of language learning
beliefs. Through factor analysis, a five-factor structure was identified: learning and-
communication strategies; important aspects of language learning; expectations and
difficulty of learning English; nature and aptitude of language learning; and difficulty
and ability of language learning. A Thai language version of Horwitz’ 35-item Beliefs
About Language Learning Inventory (BALLI), translated from Yang’s (1999) 35
BALLI items in the English Learning Questionnaire, was used for this study. The
study results suggest that, to Thai BEL learners, learning and communication strategies
are necessary for improving language proficiency.
Chiravate (2011) studied the perception of politeness in English requests by

Thai EFL learners by investigating to what extent they differ from native speakers of
English in the use of politeness strategies and if there was evidence of L1 influence on
the learners’ use of politeness strategies. The participants included 30 native speakers
of English and 60 Thai EFL leamners: 30 high-proficiency and 30 low-proficiency
learners. The instruments were judgment task consisting of 12 situations varying in
social and psychological factors. The results showed that the learners’ use of
politeness strategies was different from that of native speakers. In comparison with the
native speakers, the learners tended to use less politeness strategies while the learners
with high proficiency and those with low proficiency differed from the native speakers
to a greater extent. In certain situations, the difference in the use of politeness
strategies between the native speakers and the learners can be attributed to L1
influence. The analysis shed light on the difficulty experienced by L2 learners in
acquiring aspects of L2 pragmatics.

Rodpradit and Sinwongsuwat (2012) investigated the impact of using scripted

and non-scripted role-play activities on EFL learners’ speaking performance. The
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participants were 12 engineering staff of a hotel. 15 lessons of the English for hotel
engineering staff course were given twice a week, each lesson lasted two hours. Pre-
test and post-test through actual interaction with a native speaker of English were
administered to assess the participants’ oral English performance. It was shown that
the participants’ post-test scores on vocabulary and fluency were significantly higher
than the pre-test scores. The non-scripted role-play activities better contributed to the
holistic improvement of learners’ performance evaluated by two native speakers in
face-to-face on-the-job interaction using the traditional rubric. T-test was used to
analyze and interpret the results from the pre-test and post-test of each participant. The
results support Chotirat and Sinwongsuwat’s (2011) findings about the effects of non-
script role-play activities on improving speaking skills in terms of the better
opportunities to practice in an actual communication interactively. However, the study
has left the issue of how the participants manage their communication when facing
difficulties in producing speech during conversing.

Ussana and Sinwongsuwat (2012) investigated the differences between two
types of oral English proficiency tests: interview interaction and two-party peer
interaction, in assessing learners’ English speaking performance. The objectives were
to determine whether the two tests produce different results when used in assessing
students’ oral performance with a traditional rubric; whether they differ in terms of the
interactional features produced by the students; and how the differences in
interactional features possibly contribute to the different score results and the
conversation-assessing ability of each test task. The participants were 10 M.3 English
program students of a secondary school in Thailand. The two test tasks involved a 5-
minute interview interactions and a 5-minute two-party peer interaction. Conversation
Analysis of the transcriptions obtained from the tasks was conducted. The results
produced by both test types were similar. However, it was also found that the learners’
limited conversational competencies, unequal social encounter, and limited
opportunities to produce interactional feature sufficiently led to difficulties during
interview interaction. The study also reported that a smile, a pause, acknowledgement
tokens (e.g. ‘yes”), fillers (e.g. ‘uhm’) or agreement tokens (e.g. ‘I think that foo’) were

used to keep the conversation going when the students failed to produce a complete turn.
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The authors suggested that phenomena such as fillers, stuttering, pauses of various
lengths, overlap and laughter, which they might have disregarded as speech
perturbations, are in fact meaningfully and purposefully produced, for example, fillers
such as uh’ and ‘whm’ may serve as turn-holding devices. Broken utterances and
stuttering can be used as devices to get attention from addressed recipients or to
preface speakers’ dispreferred responses, €.g. a decline to a request. This study infers
that taking notice of the structural organization of the conversations being engaged as
well as the meanings of disfluency phenomena during conversing, the learners may
make a more meaningful communication socially as well as be able to predict what is
going on in the conversation and how it unfolds.

Sinwongsuwat (2012) reassessed the mainstream tasks used for evaluating
Thai EFL learners’ speaking skills: face-to-face interview and role-play. Sinwongsuwat
suggested that non-scripted role-play activities allow Thai EFL learners to produce
approximately natural conversation in a form of oral communication in everyday life.
Phaiboonnugulkij and Prapphal (2013) compared the differences in strategies used in
an online language for specific purposes speaking test in tourism with two proficiency
groups of students, and to investigate the strategies that should be used for low-
proficiency students to improve their speaking ability for specific purposes. The Web-
based Speaking Test in English for Tourism and a coding scheme were used as
research instruments. Descriptive statistics, the Man-Whitney U test, percentages, and
qualitative content analysis from verbal reports were used in the data analysis. The
qualitative results indicated that high-proficiency students used more complex details
in all of the sub-strategies than the low-proficiency students who relied mostly on their
L1 linguistic knowledge. That is, low language proficiency level students are likely to
use code switching as their communication strategies. They may also produce DFs
such as silent pausing, filled pauses, or repetitions during communication.

Yangklang (2013) investigated the improvement of English stress and
intonation pronunciation of the 40 first-year students at a university after using an e-
learning program, and explore students’ satisfaction to the e-learning program for
improving stress and intonation pronunciation. The participants were randomly

selected. Pre-test was administered to classify the participants® abilities. Post-test was
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conducted 4 weeks after using the program. Arithmetic mean, standard deviation, and
percentage were employed to complete the students’ pronunciation achievement. The
results showed that the students improved their pronunciation after they used the e-
learning program and reported satisfactory with the program that it encouraged and
motivated their pronunciation improvement. This study helps building the students’
confidence in producing speech for communication meaningfully.

Ngowananchai (2013) investigated students’ improvement in speaking
competence shown when they are in different contexts: classroom and outside
classroom; and to examine the significant differences in terms of performance of
speaking ability in different contexts. There were 72 students participating in the
study. The experiment used Natural Occurring Conversation as a teaching model to
improve the speaking competence of students. The implementation period was 12
weeks. The results revealed that Natural Occurring Conversation promoted the
students’ confidence and felt free when speaking English in outside-classroom
context: interviewing tourists. However, their performance in speaking ability in both
in and outside classroom contexts was not significantly different since they relied
mostly on the prepared scripts. The results suggest that although the scripts help
increasing the students’ confidence in speaking English, the scripts themselves
decrease the students’ opportunities to practice speaking English naturally.

. Tananuraksakul = (2013) examined Thai EFL undergraduate students’
confidence and attitude levels before and after interventions in a listening and speaking
in English class with the notions of Hofstede’s power distance and Skinner’s positive
reinforcement. The study involved quantitative research approach. The results showed
positive impacts on the students’ levels of confidence in oral English communication
and attitudes towards teaching and learning of English to some degrees.

The above studies mostly focus on how to promote speaking fluency among
Thai EFL learners (e.g. Forman, 2011; McDonough & Sunitham, 2009; Noom-ura,
2008; Boonkit, 2010; Yangklang, 2013; Ngowananchai, 2013; Patanasorn, 2010;
Chotirat & Sinwongsuwat, 2011; and Rodp;adit & Sinwongsuwat, 2012); then, on
speaking assessment (e.g. Sinwongsuwat, 2012; Ussana & Sinwongsuwat, 2012; and

Phaiboonnugulkij & Prapphal, 2013), the factors influencing EFL speaking (e.g.
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Fujiwara, 2011; Tananuraksakul, 2013), and pragmatic aspects (e.g. Chiravate, 2011;
Tananuraksakul, 2013).

~ The second type of main question that has been asked involves the
communication strategies that the learners use to overcome their speaking difficulties
focusing mostly on the frequency of the strategies used by Thai EFL learners (e.g.
Malasit &Sarobol, 2013; Metcalfe & Noom-Ura, 2013; Chuanchaisit and Prapphal,
2009) as well as categorization of those strategies (e.g. Luangsaenthong, 2002; Somsai
& Intaraprasert, 2011). Summary of each cited study is presented next.

Luangsaenthong (2002) investigated the use of communication strategies for
oral communication of 60 first-year undergraduate students and compared the use of
those strategies with different English learning achievement. The study involved
quantitative research. The instruments were the communication strategies for oral
communication test and the communication strategies analysis form. The participants
were asked to describe the provided pictures in English. Their performance was tape-
recorded and transcribed. The results showed that the participants used approximation
strategy the most, followed by repetition strategy, and switch strategy the least. The
participants with different English learning achievement used different communication
strategies for oral communication significantly.

Chuanchaisit and Prapphal (2009) adopted a mixed-method research approach
to examining the types of communication strategies that low-language-proficiency
students selected and the pedagogical implications of helping those students to improve
their oral communication ability through the selection of effective communication
strategies. 300 Thai EFL undergraduate students participated in the study. The
instruments included the strategy use in speaking task inventory to assess the frequency
of the students’ use of communication strategies, a self-report questionnaire, and an oral
communication test consisting of four tasks: a warm-up task, an interview task, a
description task, and a problem-solving task. The students’ oral performance was
taped recorded and transcribed. Independent t-test and descriptive statistics were
employed. The results revealed that the high-ability students preferred risk-taking
strategies such as social-affective, fluency-oriented, help-seeking, and circumlocution

strategies whereas the low-ability students tended to employ more risk-avoidance
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strategies like time-gaining strategies. The authors analyzed that because of high
proficiency in English and cognitive flexibility, the high-ability students used most of
the risk-taking strategies. On the contrary, the lower English proficiency of low-ability
students may lead them to utilize risk-avoidance strategies and relied more on their
world-knowledge than on linguistic knowledge. Thus, the high-ability students were
more successful in communication than the lower competent ones. However, the
authors acknowledged that the evidence of how the two groups performed in terms of
their use of intelligible information units in the oral communication test was not
reported due to the study scope which did not include linguistic analysis of the
information units used by the students.

Prapobratanakul - and Kangkun (2011) focused on investigating the
communication strategies used by young Thai students, fourth-year undergraduate
students, during their speech communication through object description task. The results
showed that the most frequently used communication strategies were paralinguistic
strategies (i.e. gestures or facial expressions), followed by intra-linguistic strategies (ie.
circumlocution and approximation).

Somsai and Intaraprasert (2011) were interested in exploring how university
students majoring in English for International Communication cope with their face-to-
face oral communication problems. 48 students participated in the study. The
instruments consisted of a semi-structured interview. The transcribed data were analyzed
and found that there were two main categories of communication strategies employed by
the students: 1) strategies for conveying a message to the interlocutor, and 2) strategies
for understanding the message. The main category 1 was further sub-categorised into
two groups: continuous interaction, and discontinuous interaction. The purposes in using
the continuous interaction were to sustain the interaction and to achieve a
communication goal. The speakers may utilize a circumlocution strategy using familiar
words or phrases, using time fillers and appeals for help. The discontinuous strategies
were adopted when the speakers faced difficulties to conveying message. Thus, they
found an alternative method such as switching topics, appeals for help from hearer or

dictionary in order to understand the message, and asking for repetition. The continuous
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and the discontinuous strategies termed by this study are equivalent to Farch and
Kasper’s (1983) achievement and the reduction strategies, respectively.

Malasit and Sarobol (2013) investigated types of communication strategics
employed by M.3 (grade 9) English Program students at a secondary school, the
effects of task type and English speaking proficiency: high, middle, and low on their
use of communication strategies. The data were collected using one-way and two-way
speaking tasks, andio recording, and transcriptions of verbal data. Data analysis was
based on integrated framework comprising avoidance strategies (Tarone, 1980) and
compensatory strategies (Faerch & Kasper, 1983; Dornyei and Scott, 1997). The
findings showed that the most frequently used strategies were fillers or hesitation
devices. The use of self-repetition and code switching strategies varied from participant
to participant. The high proficiency students relied on compensatory strategies while the
lower ones utilized the avoidance strategies. The authors noted that the students’
‘slipped’ fillers in their actual speech rather than ‘used’ them. The least frequently used
strategies were foreignizing: morphologically and phonically adjusting L1 to L2.
English proficiency did not have impact on the choice of strategies. Two-way
communication helped promoting interaction and opportunity to negotiate meanings. It
can be seen that the study categorizes filled pauses and repetitions as communication
strategies and marks that the students produce filled pauses unintentionally. However,
the mark has been left unproven.

Metealfe and Noom-Ura (2013) compared the communication strategies that

were used by two groups of Thai EFL undergraduate learners: those with high and low.

‘English language proficiency. The total participant number was 104. All were first-year
students. The quantitative data were collected using an adapted version of oral

communication strategy inventory, a 62 item self-reporting questionnaire used across a

‘number of different countries to assess communication strategy. The findings showed -

that message reduction and alteration and negotiation for meaning whilst listening were,

- respectively, the most frequently reported speaking and listening strategies. The high-:

. proficiency learners were reported significantly higher use of social-affective, fluency-
oriented, negotiation for meaning during speaking, and circumlocution. The low

proficiency learners were reported significantly higher use of message abandonment and



96

less active listener strategies. The results of this study are in line with other above cited
studies that the high proficiency L2 learners use achievement strategies while the lower
ones adopt avoidance or reduction strategies.

The methods of inquiry mostly conducted by all the above studies are
quantitative approaches. The data were collected through pre-test and post-test,
questionnaires, classroom observation, learners’ self-reflections, and interviews.
Speaking tasks such as retelling stories, describing pictures, role plays with and without
scripts were used as stimuli for eliciting oral communication data. There are a small
number of studies using qualitative approach, for example, Boonkit’s (2010) action
research design with task-based approach to data collection.

According to the above previous studies, there are three points indicating that
disfluency phenomena in Thai EFL learners’ speech are worth studying. First, the
occurrence of DFs is the consequence of cognitive processes which involve the
automaticity of speech production system, and it is one of the key features that mark the
degrec of speaking fluency. However, the occurrence of DFs has not been of the
researchers’ interest as found in the previous studies. Instead, they have paid attention to
speaking fluency in relation to communication strategies. Thus, the point of DFs as
markers of speaking fluency has been left unexplored even though some DFs (repairs,
repetitions, and fillers) were reported. This suggcsts'that the findings reveal mainly one
aspect of communicative  ability that _.is the leaners’ _performance of speech
conmumicatién. According to the theories irwol\}ed human communicative ability (as
discussed at the beginning of this chapter), speech communication ability cannot be
explained dimensionally through only one feature of communicative ability — speaking
performance for this case. The feature indicating the learners’ communicative competence
is required to complete the explanation. Second, the categories of DFs reflect how the
learners cognitively produce their speech. In other words, disfluency categories inform the
sources of difficulties to producing speech, for example, the problems involve language
rules or language use. This is another issue that has not been investigated by the previous
studies on Thai EFL leamers’ speech communication. Third, some types of DFs such as
filled pauses repetitions, and repairs were analyzed as members of the communication

strategies used by the learners in those studies. Despite the fact that the findings are
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generalizable since they were obtained through large data analyses, they inform only the
learners’ ways to overcome speaking difficulties, they do not provide a deeper
understanding of the learners’ speaking difficulties in terms of their automaticity in
processing speech production, their intention in using a type of DFs as their
communication strategies or other communicative functions such as DMs for turn taking,
and interpretations of the DFs as perceived by the native hearers.

Tn conclusion, the knowledge of disfluencies is a gap that needs to be fulfilled to
complete the overall picture of speaking ability among Thai EFL speakers. The current
research will; therefore, aim to study the disfluencies that occur in Thai EFL speech in
order to investigate the learners” speech production processes, their perspectives on the
communicative functions of disfluencies, as well as the native hearers’ interpretation of

those disfluencies.

Chapter Summary

The ultimate goal in using language is for communication. Human
communicative ability demands various types of knowledge from different
disciplines. Speech communication is considered fundamental ability of people.
However, all related knowledge needed for forming the ability is not basic, instead,
rather complicated. A variety of knowledge and skills such as language knowledge,
contextual knowledge, sociocultural knowledge, communication strategies knowledge,
appropriate applicability knowledge, speaking skill, conversational skill, and
interactional skill are required. Disfluency phenomena do not only reflect how
people cognitively process speech production, but they also do something related to
how people perceive or interpret the messages and the inference attached to the
messages via the DFs produced by the communicators. The forms, functions, and
interpretations of those DFs among the people who have the same native language
have been found inconsistent. The knowledge on the forms of the DFs produced by
L2 speakers, as well as their communicative functions and interpretations through
the native hearers’ perspective has been rarely found. This study therefore aims to seek

the truth. The theoretical framework for this study was as in Figure 5 showing that
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a speaker sends messages to a native hearer through spontaneous dialogues. Both the
speaker and the hearer possess communicative ability. During interaction through
dialogues, the speaker may have an intention to produce DFs functionally. The

hearer’s interpretation of those DFs may or may not correspond to their functions as

intended by the speaker.
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. Spontaneous dialogue
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Ability Ability

Language knowledge
Contextual

Language knowledge
Contextual

knowledge knowledge
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Appropriate & Interpersonal [<~ =+ =2  Interpersonal / Appropriate
applicability of the functions functions = applicability of the
above knowledge A (DMs & CSs) above knowledge
(DMs & CSs)
< 7
~ 7/
~ s
. ~ ,/ T

: N Vo :

! i

; : - DFs ; : .

! No intention/ Unaware No intention/ Unaware !

H ) ) Pauses ; .

: of intention N of intention !

————— > - — ->| Repetitions |- - - PR

Speech production P Speech production
difficulties difficulties
(DMs/CSs as indicators (DMSs/CSs as indicators
of SLA) i oo i i ] > of SLA)
Figure S Theoretical framework for the current study

Note: The sign —>

represents the direction of messages.

The sign -->
The sign <-->
relationship.

shows that the phenomenon pointed by the arrow may occur.
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In conclusion, disfluencies found in both L1 and L2 speeches reflect
cognitive processes of speech production which can result in speech delay and signal
difficulties in producing speech. They are the features indicating the degree of fluency
in speaking. However, it is unclear in three points (1) the interaction between the types
of L2 disfluencies and L2 speakers’ language proficiency, (2) the interaction between
L2 speakers’ intentions in using disfluencies and the native-English-speaking hearers’
interpretation of those disfluencies, and (3) their roles as communication strategies and
as discourse markers facilitating interaction in a conversation as intended by speakers
and/or as interpreted by hearers especially in EFL/ESL speech. In order to understand
disfluencies from both cognitive and interactional sociolinguistic views rather than
through only one of them as previously studied, this study will apply the framework
merged from the two views. The speech production model of Levelt, (1989) in
combination with Levelt, et al. (1999) and Manyhart (2003) (see detail in Chapter II)
will be used as the cognitive framework to examine types of disfluencies in English
speech produced by native Thai learners of English and the speakers’ cognitive
difficulties during speaking. The analytical framework of discourse marker functions
adapted from Brinton (1996), Aijmer (2002), and Liu (2013) will be applied to
investigate the discourse-like functions which involve textual and interpersonal
functions. The characteristics of L2 disfluencies will be analyzed based on those found
in L2 speech (see Table 4, 5). The framework to identify the L2 disfluencies in doing
the functions as communication strategies is adapted from Dornyei (1995) (cf.

Dornyei, 1995; Doryei & Scott, 1997; and Fulcher, 2003).



CHAPTER III

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter deals with the research methodology describing the materials, and
the methods employed in the current study. It begins with research method followed by

descriptions of the participants, instruments, data collection, and data analysis.

Research Method _

This study employed a quantitative research method to address the five
research questions as stated in Chapter I. The quantitative method was used when a
researcher attempted to determine a relationship between or within variables (Mackey &
Gass, 2005). Conceptually, quantitative research method is divided into two types:
experimental and associational or correlational. The experimental research method is to
determine whether there is a casual relationship between the independent variables and
the dependent variable. In other words, it is used for testing the impact of a treatment—
manipulation of an independent variable on an outcome; all other factors that might
influence the outcome are controlled (Creswell, 2003; Mackey & Gass, 2005). The
correlational research method focuses on the co-oceurrence of the independent and the
dependent variables, not their cause-effect relationship. Its goal is to determine whether
a relationship exists between variables and make predictions about a single dependent
variable or outcome. This type of quantitative method is often used in survey-based
research to provide a quantitative or numeric describing of trends, attitudes, or opinions
of populations by studying a sample of that population. From sample results, the
researcher generalizes or makes claims about the population. The basic concern of
correlational research is to identify the degree to which the two types of variables change
together, on average (Creswell, 2003; Mackey & Gass, 2005; Hatch & Farhady, 1982).

Considering the purposes in using each type of quantitative methods, the
correlational research design was the most appropriate for serving the objectives of the
current study which concentrates on comparison of the Thai speakers’ intentions when

producing each type of DFs and the native-English-speaking hearers’ interpretations of
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those DFs; and the difference in the Thai speakers’ English proficiency levels and types
of the DFs produced. The advantage of this methodology is that it provides a systematic
scientific way for a statistical analysis of the results with comprehensive answers to the
research questions. The obtained results were acknowledged as true and unbiased
(Creswell, 2003; Mackey & Gass, 2005; Hatch & Farhady, 1982; Rudestam & Newton,
2001).

Participants

To serve the study purposes in examining DFs in spontaneous English
dialogues between Thai learners and native speakers of English, Thai speakers of
English and native-English-speaking hearers were purposively selected as the speakers
and the hearers, respectively. Although there were different terms that were used to refer
to the receiver of message in conversation such as listener, interlocutor, audience, and
hearer, the term ‘hearer’ was used in the present study. The reasons were that first, to
_maintain its similar concept as widely used in the studies on DFs, DMs, CSs, and speech
communication (e.g. Zhao, 2013; Schiffrin, 1987; Blakemore, 1992; Hymes, 1972,
Goffinan, 1981; Levelt, 1989; Swain, 1995; Canale & Swain, 1980 Whitman & Boase,
1983; Munby, 1991); and second, the focus of the current study was on the speakers’
active role in conversation rather than the counterpart; the term ‘hearer’ suggested that
he/she was a conversation participant who mainly had a reception role (cf. Dynel, 2010).

Each group of the participants was described as follows.

Speakers

The speakers consisted of 30 students. They were purposively selected using
the following criteria: (a) they were Thai learners of English as a foreign language; (b)
they spoke Thai as their mother tongue (c) none of them had experiences abroad to
native English-speaking countries; (d) they had the same average length of exposure to
English — 15 years through classroom learning; (¢) they were the fourth-year students
with the same experience in taking 15 English courses in English linguistics (i.e.
Introduction to English Linguistics, Practical English Phonetics and Phonology, and
English Morphology and Syntax) and English for communications (i.e. English for

Communication 1 and 2, Listening and Speaking for Situational English, Listening and
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Speaking for Social Communication, Occasional Public Speaking, Communicative
English Writing, Formulaic English Writing, Creative English Writing, Fundamental
Strategic English Reading, English Reading for Interpretation, Analytical and Critical
English Reading, and Introduction to English Translation); (f) they had different levels
of English language proficiency; (g) they were studying in the same university, Loei
Rajabhat University which provided English courses for non-native English students
who were native Thai speakers in majority. Most lecturers of English courses in the
university spoke Thai as their first language. The main medium language for instruction
was Thai. With all these settings, Loei Rajabhat University, were considered under the
context of English as a foreign language (EFL); and (h) all agreed to participate in the
study.

The number of speakers was based on the number of the qualified learners
within a class. Empirically, it was found by the previous studies (Riazantseva, 2001; de
Jong, et al., 2013; Liu, 2013) that the non-native speakers’ level of English language
proficiency, linguistic knowledge, and linguistic skills influenced their production of
disfluencies. With these experiences, the students were assumed to have sufficient
language knowledge and ability to communicate in English meaningfully and likely to
produce information-rich data for the study.

The speakers were classified into 3 groups according to their levels of
language proficiency as indicated by their grade point average (GPA). The GPAs were
calculated specifically from all the 15 taken English courses. To determine the
members of each group, Z-score was applied for converting (in other words,
standardizing) the GPAs which were in a normal distribution to become a standard
normal distribution. The results showed that there were 5 members for the high-
proficiency speaker group (HPS), 11 members for the mid-proficiency group (MPS),
and 14 for the low-proficiency speaker group (LPS). The division was to serve the
objective of the study in investigating whether there was any difference in the types of
the disfluencies produced by the Thai speakers with different English proficiency
levels. In this study, the term “speakers” referred to Thai learners of English who

participated in the research.
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Hearers

There were 3 hearers. They were purposively selected using the following
criteria: (a) being native speakers of English; (b) being the lecturers at Loei Rajabhat
University; and (c) being readily accessible to the researcher. |

The number of hearers was grounded on the principle of interrater reliability
that two or more raters judged the same set of data in the same way which represented
the same phenomenon (Mackey & Gass, 2005). The purpose was to obtain the stable
and consistent results and it served as a within-case checking by three hearers. With
lecturer status, the hearers were believed to provide justified judgments and able to
articulate the problems and the opinions which were informative for the current study

(Creswell, 2005; Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012; Mackey & Gass, 2005).

Instruments
To obtain the required data, a speaking task for creating a spontaneous
dialogue, descriptors for categorizing types of the DFs, and a checklist of speakers’

intentions and hearers’ interpretations of DFs were used for collecting the data.

Speaking Tasks

Developing Speaking Task

The speaking task involved the activities that stimulate speakers to use a
language to achieve a particular goal in a particular speaking situation (Bachman &
Palmer, 1996; Luoma, 2004). For the present study, a speaking task of spontaneous
dialogue between a speaker and a hearer was under the designed task specifications
following Fulcher’s (2003) framework of speaking task which comprised six
components: (1) task orientation, (2) interactional relationship, (3) goal orientation, (4)
interlocutor status and familiarity, (5) topic(s), and (6) situation. The descriptions of task
objective and the task specifications were shown in Table 12.

The purposes of speaking task were (1) to create spontaneous speech of
English, (2) to stimulate communicative interaction through a dialogue, and (3) to
obtain the types of DFs produced by the speakers. The speaking task required the

speakers to talk about their general information such as, name, hometown, family,
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education, future work, and experience in traveling abroad. The purposes were
grounded on the following reasons.

Firstly, spontaneous speech of English was adopted as the communication
form in this study with the reason that it was produced without preparation and it was
characterized mainly with DFs and ungrammaticalities (Liu et al, 2005; Lease, et al.,
2006; Mareiiil, et al., 2005). Thus, DFs were likely to arise in a spontaneous speech.
Additionally, spontaneous speech was the conversation commonly found in everyday life.

Secondly, a dialogue represents a foundational form of social interaction.
Speaking is a meaningful interaction and is both personal and a part of a shared social
activity between speakers (Luoma, 2004). Such social interaction enabled the speakers
to make a spontaneous speech of English naturally. It allowed the hearers to interpret
the communicative roles of DFs contextually. Due to the prompt-response nature of
the dialogue, the speakers may have intentions in using DFs for communicative purposes.
Lastly, regarding to the topic of talk, the caveats that the researcher should be aware of
were that speaking tasks were artificial for the speakers to act out and the actions may
not normally occur in real life situation. The results of situation may not be truthful;
and the topics may not be relevant to the speakers’ knowledge (Schreiber & Asner-
self, 2011; Creswell, 2005; Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012; Mackey & Gass, 2005).
The current study, therefore, chose the topics on the speakers’ general information
which involved their self-introduction, hometown, family, education, future work, an
experience in travelling abroad. The chosen topics were considered relevant to the
speakers” knowledge and experience which then increased the degree of topic
familiarity to the speakers and enabled them to retrieve the required vocabularies more
easily. Thus, they were encouraged to carry on the speaking task naturally and freely
with a wider range of vocabulary. The hearers helped stimulating the speakers to talk
as much as possible. Such basic social interaction allowed the researcher to observe
the communicative roles of DFs as communicative interaction between a speaker and a
hearer naturally.

The speaking task for the current study was a communicative task pertaining to
problem-solving, decision-making or opinion-expressing. The task specifications used in

the current study were shown in Table 12.
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"Table 12 Task Specifications

Specification Elements Details

Task objective To elicit from the speakers’ spontaneous speech of English the forms and
communicative functions of disfluencies that were used by each speaker

in order to achieve a communication goal.

Task orientation Each speaker had to talk with the same hearer who was a native speaker of
(speaker-oriented English for about 5 minutes as maximum. The outcome was dependent
outcome) upon the speaker. The task was conducted in English.

Items to be assessed Repetitions, repairs, and pauses (filled pauses, unfilled pauses,

and prolongations)

Interactional Two-way, between a speaker and a hearer. The hearer and the speaker

relationship talked about the speaker’s general information. The hearer attempted to

encourage the speaker to speak as much as possible.

Goal orientation: None, because the dialogue was a small talk without any specific topic.
Interlocutor status The hearer and the speakers were not familiar with one another.

and familiarity The hearer’s status was considered high and the familiarity was low.
Topics: Any topics of the speaker’s general information, e.g. self-introduction,

hometown, family, education, future work, and experience in travelling abroad.

Task materials None, because it was spontaneous in nature and the topics,were from the

the speaker’s experience

Situations: Conversation. Both speakers and hearer co-construct meaning by

exchanging information, opinions, and views. During talking, there was
a partition blocking the hearer’s view from any gestural movement
might be made by the speakers to assist them in expressing thought or to

emphasize what was said.

According to Brown & Yule (1983), the task was transactional in nature. It was
message-oriented and involved information exchanged between two or among more
conversation participants, The methodology that was typically applied to elicit DFs in
the previous studies included storytelling, story recalling techniques, picture describing,
picture naming, and role plays (with and without scripts) (e.g. Forman, 2011;
McDonough & Sunitham, 2009; Noom-ura, 2008; Boonkit, 2010; Yangklang, 2013;
Ngowananchai, 2013; Klomjit, 2013; Patansorn, 2010; Sinwongsuwat, 2012; Ussana &
Sinwongsuwat, 2012; Chotirat & Sinwongsuwat, 2011; and Rodpradit & Sinwongsuwat,
2012). Those techniques revealed some flaws in terms of speakers’ memory capacity
(e.g. storytelling, story recalling, picture naming, and role plays with scripts) which

represented mainly the data from speakers’ cognitive process; and in terms of limited
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vocabularies involved (e.g. picture describing and role plays with/without scripts) which
might have not allowed L2 speakers to utilize a wide range of vocabulary. Thus,
spontaneous dialogue using the speakers’ topics of their general information was
adopted for data elicitation. The task was tested for efficient elicitation of the data prior
to implementation and in order to systematically record the data generated from the
speaking task, descriptors for categorizing types of the DFs and a checklist for

identifying the speakers’ intentions and hearers’ interpretations of the DFs were applied.

Descriptors as Criteria for Categorizing Types of DFs

To establish the truthfulness of the data, the descriptors for categorizing types
of the DFs were created. The categorized data from the researcher were cross-checked
with the data provided by the trained categorizer. The descriptors (Table 13) were
developed based on the types and the characteristics of L2 DFs as reviewed and shown

in Table 3 in Chapter II.

Table 13 Descriptors as Criteria for Categorizing Types of DFs

Types of DFs Characteristics

Pauses Suspension in mid-utterance with or without fillers
Non-lexicalized filled pauses  Vocalics e.g. ah, uh, um, eh, mm...and their phonological

variants and sound lengthening (prolongations) e.g. theeee...

’

thuuuuh, fovooo...

Lexicalized filled Pauses Non-vocalic fillers e.g. well, I mean, you know, and like

Unfilled pauses (Silence) Suspension with silence

Repetitions Repeated words, phrases, or sentences e.g. fo clean...to clean
Self-repetitions Repeating one’s own word or stress of words immediately
after they are said

Other-repetitions Repeating something the interlocutors said

Repairs Amendments that speakers make resulting in reformulation
of the articulating utterance i.e. correcting, completing,
revising words/ phrases/ sentences(rephrasing) by means of
substitutions/ insertions/ deletions

Self-initiated repairs Repairing initiated by speakers themselves

Other-initiated repairs Repairing as initiated by the interlocutors
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The descriptors contained the description of each type of DFs. After obtaining
the verbal data from speaking task, the data were categorized by the researcher and
another categorizer who was trained to use the descriptors for categorizing the DF-
types prior to categorizing the data using the created descriptors as a framework to
identify the type of each DF. The categorizers filled in the blank column with the
forms of the DFs obtained from the speaking task. In order to statistically ensure that
the content validity in the descriptors, an evaluation of the validity was conducted by
three content experts using the Index of Item-Objective Congruence or IOC (Rovinelli
& Hambleton, 1977). Each item in the instrument was evaluated by giving the item a
rating of 1 for clearly measuring, -1 for clearly not measuring, or 0 when it was
unclear whether the listed item could measure the content. The items with the IOC of
greater than 0.5 were adopted. The results in showed the IOC of higher than 0.5 mostly.
Thus, the Descriptors for Categortizing Types of DFs were acceptable and then adopted

for this study.

Checklist for Intentions/Interpretations of DFs

Another instrument for obtaining the data was a checklist for the speakers’
intentions and the hearers® interpretations of DFs (intention-interpretation checklist). It
was designed to address the research questions and developed based on the types and
the characteristics of L2 DFs shown in Table 3, the functions of discourse markers
shown in Table 7, and the DOrnyei and Scott’s (1997) taxonomy of communication
strategies (CSs) which were already explained in Chapter II. However, the taxonomy
is re-presented in brief The taxonomy dealt with both psychological and social
interactional processes. It was based on how communication strategies contributed to
resolving conflicts and achieving mutual undeistanding. The taxonomy was divided into
3 main categories: direct strategies, indirect strategies, and interactional strategies. The
sub-strategies under each main category were shown in Table 14. The list of discourse
marker functions (Table 7) and the communication strategies (Table 14) were included
into the items in the designed checklist (shown in Table 15). The purposes of the
checklist were to obtain the data on (a) the types of DFs produced by Thai learners of

English, (b) the learners’ intentions when producing DFs and (c) the hearers’
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interpretations of the DFs produced. However, the interpretation of DFs by only one
hearer could be distorted or biased. To manage the problem, the interpretations of DFs
were made by three hearers. The same checklist (Table 15) was used by the researcher

and an expert, the speakers, and the hearers.

Table 14 Dornyei & Scott’s (1997) Taxonomy of Communication Strategies

CS Categories Descriptions Strategies
Direct strategies Strategies used when a speaker Message abandonment
lacks resources, and censists of any Message reduction
moves used in order to assist speech Message replacement
production Circumlocution

Approximation

Word coinage
Restructuring

Literal translation

Code switching

Mime

Mumbling

Omission

Retrieval

Use of all-purpose words
Use of similar sounding words
Foreignizing
Self-rephrasing

Self-repair
Other-repair
[ndirect strategies Strategies used to create the Fillers
conditions for mutual Repetitions
understanding when a speaker Self-repetitions

Other-repetitions

Verbal strategy markers

(speaker’s performance-related issues)

Feigning understanding (hearers’ issues)
Interactional Cooperative exchange between two or Appeals for help
sirategies more interlocutors to overcome problems Comprehension check

Own-accuracy check

Asking for repetitions

Asking for clarification

Asking for confirmation

Guessing

Expressing non-understanding

Interpretive summary

Response

Repeat (after other repair)

Repair

Expand

Confirm

Reject

To establish the reliability of the checklist, the checklist was inspected by two

experts before having it tried out with a pilot study prior to conducting the main study.
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10C procedure was used. The results showed that all items were acceptable (10C = 1)

by the three experts. Details of the checklist were provided in Table 15 as follows.

Table 15 Checklist for Intentions/Interpretations of Disfluencies

Time Types of disfluencies
(sec.no.#) sziamvoamyadada
Fwiti

Intentions/ Interpretations of each disfluency
mnumm’t/ﬂnﬁmmvnamsqnﬁni’ﬂuﬁa:ﬂi:mn
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O Unfilled pauses (silences)
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Repetitions nisyadn

O Sclf-repetitions
msgAdAauD

O Other-repetitions
mgas Angarau

Repairs miuhilsfianan

OO0  Self-initiated repairs
¥ sad ¥
maud ludoud i lavdya

O Other-initiated repairs
msudlydoudidnlaviiu

Oogao
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OgE

O O Oooo O

1. Thinking about a vocabulary (frdsRrArAn)

10.
1.

19.
20.

2

23.

. Thinking about grammaticality (hdsRanuiulamned
. Thinking about addmb, reducing, changmg, or repairing
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. Know the word but don’t know how to pronounce it

Sandmitdsonifuihiiiaceanisstnls

. Thinking about coherence and relevance

- 4
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e i
fna&inta

. Thinking about appropriateness (e.g. politeness)
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; Thmkmg about shlftmg to othcr new toplc

fmAaRIAUMIRsE sl olmian winnFedligelwmitug

. Thinking about opening/closing conversation

Adsdanmiumsinfiu/yd nsaunan

. Having found a mistake in speaker’s speech
p

virhiifoRanaauetidlulisudrsediia
Avoiding unnecessary silence (FundebilfidouTarbidntg

Making smooth speech after long pause
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. Giving clues for prediction of next utterance
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Signaling to hearer for help (dsdyanuserntamiosnipla)

Waiting for hearer to speak (idsolitfpinga)

. Blank head (Lil##zaz1n)
22.

Do not have enough knowledge about the topic.
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Uncertain about the content or the topic (hiwdlsfuniy
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In conclusion, all the 3 instruments: (1) the speaking task was proven efficiently
cliciting the data of L2 DFs as required; (2) the descriptors as criteria for categorizing the
types of DFs; and (3) the checklist for intentions/interpretations of DFs were acceptable
for their reliability and validity. Ti“le following section reports about how the pilot study

was conducted and its results.

Pilot Study

The pilot study was conducted in order to check if the procedures were
feasible as planned and if the developed checklist and the descriptors were effective
and practical to all the parties concerned. The conduction followed the actual steps of
data collection procedures. While the participants for the main study consisted of 3
hearers and 30 speakers, those in the pilot study included 1 hearer and 5 speakers.
Connelly (2008) and Treece & Treece (1982) suggested 10% of the project sample size
as the minimum sample size for a pilot study. Thus, to establish reliability during the
pilot study, the sample size of 5 speakers for this project which was equivalent to 15%
of the total number of the speakers participated in the main study was determined. The
speakers had the same qualifications as required by the study but these speakers were
not included into the main study. They had different levels of English language
proficiency, ranking from the highest to the lowest GPA of only English courses taken:
4.00, 3.80, 2.75, 2.55, and 1.97. The hearer was a lecturer who was a native English
épeaker. One English lecturer (native Thai) was trained for categorizing the DFs.
The same trained expert was one of the two DF categorizers (including the researcher)
for the main study. The instruments were speaking tasks, a checklist for intentions and

interpretations of DFs, and descriptors for categorizing types of DFs.

Pilot Study Results

The Effectiveness of the Instruments

Speaking Task
It was found that speaking task could elicit spontanecous speech from the

speakers and it could well serve the social interaction aspect of language. Both the
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speakers and the hearers could carry on conversations naturally and the speakers

produced information-rich data.

Descriptors for Categorizing Types of DFs

It was found that the descriptors were informative and clearly described the
characteristics of DFs. The agreement between the two categorizers (as shown in table
14) could be statistically reported that for the student 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, the agreement was
89.66%, 90.91% , 70.00%, 100%, and 84.00% respectively. The overall agreement
was 88.00%. The percentage of the agreement was considered high; that is, the
descriptors for categorizing types of DFs were efficient.

However, there were some disagreements concerning: the differences between
the ungrammaticality aspect of the speech (i.e. rhey are come from..) and the
characteristics of DFs, the difference between phrase repetition and sentence repetition
(i.e. I want....), repetition of acknowledgement words (i.e. yes yes!), and slips of the
tongue (i.e. / reallily...). The solutions were that:

1. All ungrammaticality aspects were not considered a DF since they did not
break the utterance; except, a certain ungrammatical feature was repeated or repaired.
This is because the repetitions and the repaired affected the speakers’ flow of their
utterances.

2. If the repetitions were not made for the whole sentence but partially, it was
not considered a sentence repetition but a phrase repetition; for example, “ Iwant..”

3. The repetition of acknowledgment words such as “yes yes!” was not
considered a disfluency item but repetition for emphasis of acknowledgement.

4. Slips of the tongues were not considered DFs. The reasons were stated
earlier in the scope of the study that such aspects were not included.

5. The researcher developed a more practical form for checking and categorizing

the types of DFs

Checklist for Intentions/Interpretations of Disfluencies
There was no problem for both the speakers and the hearers in using the

checklist. Thus, it was applicable effectively.
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The Feasibility of the Planned Data Collection Process

The time for sound recording — 5 minutes was appropriate for the speakers to
produce the target data. The number of sound recordings which was 5 recordings a day
was possible for the two categorizers to do their categorization of DFs within one day
before the sound listening task which was to be held the next day.

However, it was rather difficult to arrange the appointment for all the parties
concerns to meet at the same time. As a result, only the speakers and the hearer who was
the interlocutor were arranged for doing the sound listening on the next day (after the
speaking task day). The other two hearers were arranged to do sound listening separately
at their convenient times.

It was found that some speakers seemed to wait for answering the yes-no

questions. Thus, they did not produce information-rich data. To solve the problem, the
hearer was asked to use the Wh-questions more and used the yes-no questions only where
necessary such as to serve as a guide for the next question which was Wh-question.
In addition, the speakers’ topics of interest were only about the basic information related
to their everyday life. The researcher, therefore, asked the hearer to carry on the
conversation as naturally as possible using the basic questions that were related to the
speakers’ personal information and their desires. The questions were: (1) How many
people in your family? (2) What does your father/mother do? (3) What do you want to be
after finishing your study in the university? (4) If you have money, which country would
you like to visit?

Thus, all the data collection process and procedures were feasible and adopted

for collecting the data step by step as follows.

Data Collection

Step 1: Speaking Task Activity

1. The speakers were grouped according to their levels of language proficiency
indicated by the z-scores of their GPAs. Three groups of speakers were classified:
high-proficiency speakers (5 members), mid-proficiency speakers (11 members), and
low-proficiency speakers (14 members). The speakers were scheduled to perform their

speaking task with a hearer on different days, 5 speakers at maximum a day.
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2. The speakers were informed about the objectives of the research, what
they were required to do and not to do. They were assured that all their mistakes did
not affect the evaluation of their performances in any English courses; their
performances were to be kept confidential and used only for the research. Thus, they
felt free to carry on a conversation with the hearer.

3. A hearer was invited to sit at the arranged chair behind the partition waiting
for a speaker to come in. The hearer was asked to control the recorder. Before the
speaker entered the room, the speaker had been provided with a brief instruction. The
researcher reminded her/him again about what s/he was not allowed to do. When the
speaker took a seat, the hearer asked him/her about his/her general information using

the following questions:

Could you please tell me a little bit about yourself?

Where are you from?

Could you tell me more about your hometown?

How many people in your family?

What does your father/mother do?

What do you want to be after finishing your study in the university?
If you have money, which country would you like to visit?

The dialogue started when the recorder was turned on. Guiding questions
were provided to the hearer in order to stimulate the speaker to talk. The hearer was
asked to carry on the conversation naturally and to encourage the speaker to speak as
much as possible. A partition that was placed between the speaker and the hearer was
to avoid gestural interference which may affect the hearers’ interpretations of disfluencies.
The length of the conversation was about 3-5 minutes. When the conversation ended, the

hearer turned the recorder off.

Step 2: Categorizing DF-Types

After step one, the speeches were examined for categorizing the DF-types
within the same day after speaking task had completed so that they were able to be
used as reference for the meeting on the following day with the Thai speakers who
produced the speeches and three native-English-speaking hearers. The researcher and

another trained expert categorized the DFs occurring in the verbal data from speaking
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tasks using the checklist for intentions and interpretation of DFs following the timeline
of the dialogue. The categorization of data involved making decisions about which
type or sub-type a DF belonged to. The types and the characteristics of DFs shown in
table 13 were used as the framework for categorizing the DFs arose in the present
study.

Step 3: Meeting with Hearers: Recollection of Intentions/Interpretations

The next day after speaking task, each speaker and the three hearers met for
checking the intentions and the interpretations of the DFs in the speech from the
spontaneous English dialogues. Prior to checking the DFs, they were explained about
the instructions and how to use the checklist. Then, they checked in the list
independently as the sound record was being played to stimulate their recall of each DF.
The sound record was stopped or replayed each time a DF arose and the participants
were asked to check the item which was true to them until the sound record finished.
Then, another meeting was made with another speaker but the same hearers. The same
process of checking was followed again with each speaker until finished.

The same procedures of step 1, 2, and 3 were followed with another two groups

of speakers.

Data Analysis

The researcher and the trained expert did the analysis. The target data
collected in the current study consisted of (1) L2 DFs, and (2) the speakers’ intentions
and the hearers’ interpretations of the DFs.

For research question (1), analysis of the DF types had already been done in
step 2. The pauses, the repetitions, and the repairs identified by both categorizers were
counted as DFs. Then the occurrence frequency of each DF type was calculated so as
to observe the tendency of DFs produced by the 30 Thai speakers. The statistical
analysis for calculating the occurrence frequency of DFs was mode value. Mode value
was the most frequent score in a data set. It was used for categorical data where the
most common category was needed to know (Mackey & Gass, 2005).

For research question (2) concerning with the Thai speakers’ intentions when

they produced each type of the DFs, based on the data obtained through step 3 (checklist),
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the speakers® intentions as checked were counted for the frequency of each intention
type. The mode value was applied. The analytical framework to identify the intentions
was shown in Table 11. The representative intention for each disfluency was determined
by the intention identified with the highest frequency. In case that two or more different
intentions were identified with the same frequency, the data were uncounted and
classified as “simultaneous intentions” group.

For research question (3), the hearers’ interpretations generated from step 3
(checklist) were counted for the frequency of their occurrence. The mode value was
also applied. The same analytical framework as used for identifying the intentions was
adopted. The representative interpretation for each disfluency was indicated by the
highest frequency of interpretation as identified by at least two hearers.

For research question (4), the difference between the speakers’ intentions and
the hearers’ interpretations was statistically analyzed using Chi-square Test for
homogeneity of proportions with the claim that the proportions of the frequency of
intentions identified by the speakers and the frequency of interpretations indicated by
the hearers as per the three functions of DFs (DFs as markers for speech production
difficulties, DFs as matkers serving textual functions, DFs as conversational devices
serving social interaction during conversation) were the same.

For research question (5), the difference in the types of the disfluencies
produced by the Thai speakers in different English proficiency levels (high, mid, low)
was determined by using Chi-square Test for homogeneity of proportions with the
claim that the proportions of the frequencies for all the disfluency types produced by
each group of speakers were the same.

The research findings were presented in the next chapter.



CHAPTER 1V

FINDINGS

The aim of this chapter is to report the data collected (see Appendix) and their
analysis. The findings are presented related to each research question and the objectives
of the study which were to examine types of the disfluencies (DFs) produced by the
native Thai speakers, the speakers’ intentions during the occurrence of each type of DFs,
the native English-speaking hearers’ interpretations of each type of DFs, the difference
between the speakers’ intentions and the hearers’ interpretations, and the difference in
the types of the DFs produced by the Thai speakers with different English proficiency

levels. The details are as follows.

Finding 1: Types of Disfluencies and Their Frequencies

Research question I: What were the types of DFs and their frequencies
produced by Thai learners of English in their spontaneous English dialogues with native
English speakers?

The answer to this question was obtained by using the L2 DFs categorization
criteria which was used as the framework to identify the DF types found in the verbal
data from the speaking task. The criteria were developed based on the types and the
- characteristics of the L2 DFs revealed by the previous research findings. The description
of each type of DFs was shown in Table 11, The obtained data were categorized based
on the criteria. The details are shown in Table 16. According to Table 16, each DF was
counted, grouped into sub-types, and then categorized into the main DF types. The mode
value showed that the 30 Thai learners of English (hereafter referred to as “speaker(s)”)
produced 3 main types of DFs with 7 sub-types. The 3 main types consisted of pauses,
repetitions, and repairs. Each of them had its sub-types. Pauses were produced at the
highest frequency (79.90%), repetitions were the second highest (14.07%), and repairs
were found with the lowest frequency (6.03%).
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Table 16 Types and Frequency of DFs in English Speech by Thai Learners

DF-Types Sub-Types of DFs Frequency Counted % of Grand Total
Pauses Non-lexicalized Filled Pauses 711 51.04
A Lexicalized filled pauses 22 1.58
Unfilled pauses 380 27.28

Total 1113 79.90

Repetitions Self-repetition 156 11.20
Other-repetitions 40 2.87

Total 196 14.07

Repairs Self-initiated repairs 83 5.96
Other-initiated repairs 1 0.07

Total 84 6.03

Grand Total 1393 100.00

When ranking within the sub-types, the mode value showed that the highest

frequency fell into the non-lexicalized filled pauses (51.04%), the second was unfilled

pauses (27.28%), the third was self-repetitions (11.20%), the fourth was self-initiated

repairs (5.96%), the fifth was other-repetitions (2.87%), the sixth was lexicalized filled

pauses (1.58%), and the lowest was other-initiated repairs (0.07%). All the details of

the frequencies ranging from the highest to the lowest were as shown in the following

table.

Table 17 Sub-Types and Frequencies of DI's in English Speech by Thai Learners

Sub-Types of DFs Frequeney Counted % of Grand Total
Non-lexicalized filled pauses 711 51.04
Unfilled pauses 380 27.28
Self-repetitions 156 11.20
Self-initiated repairs 83 5.96
Other-repetitions 40 2.87
Lexicalized filled pauses 22 1.58
Other-initiated repairs 1 0.07

Total 1393 100.00

Explanation on the phenomena of each DF-type is presented next.
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Pauses

Type 1 was pauses, the type with the highest frequency of 79.90%. The sub-
types under pauses were non-lexicalized filled pauses, unfilled pauses, and lexicalized
filled pauses. Among the sub-types, the non-lexicalized filled pauses were produced

with the highest frequency of 51.04%. This sub-type was marked by ah, uh, um, eh, er,

=

some Thai markers such as 8uu..., 89, 89, 89, 18y, 18,8, and 8z, and prolongations or

sound lengthening. Unfilled pauses were found the second highest frequency of
27.28% and marked by silences. Lexicalized filled pauses (like and and) were
produced at the lowest frequency of 1.58% which was much lower than the non-

lexicalized filled pauses and the unfilled pauses.

Repetitions

Type 2 was repetitions which were produced with the second highest frequency
of 14.07% in comparison with the total number of the DFs produced. Their sub-types
including self-repetitions and other-repetitions were revealed. The frequency of the
self-repetitions was found the highest (11.20%) while that of other-repetitions was
found the lowest (2.87%) which was much lower than the first type of repetitions. The
self-repetitions that were mostly found were word repetitions such as “I, I, I from
Khonkaen” “my, my family...” .she is, is...” and “...very, very good”. Phrase repetitions,
for example, “I think, I think so” were found at the lower number than word repetitions
while sentence repetitions such as “I don’t know, I don’t know” were rarely found.
However, although the form of repetitions for emphasizing the message and that of
repetitions as disfluencies were identical, the function of repetitions identified by the

speakers was considered the final and was counted.

Repairs

Type 3 was repairs which were produced at the lowest frequency of 6.03 %.
The sub-types were self-initiated repairs and other-initiated repairs. The former type was
found at the highest frequency (5.96%) and the latter was at the lowest (0.07%). The
data showed that self-initiated repairs by revising the message (e.g. she...he is clever)

were the most frequently made by the speakers especially by the low-proficiency group.
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The self-initiated repairs by deleting (e.g. I e like travelling) were found at the lower
number than the revision while the self-initiated repairs by inserting (e.g. I want (fo be)
a teacher) were produced at the lowest number.

In sum, the answer to this question was that pauses, repetitions, and repairs
were the three main types of DFs made by the speakers. Pauses tended to be produced at
the highest frequency, repetitions were the second, and repairs were produced at the

lowest frequency.
Finding 2: Types of Disfluencies and the Speakers’ Intentions

Research question 2: What were the Thai speakers' intentions when they
produced each type of the DI's?

The answer to the second question was obtained through the developed
Checklist for intentions/interpretations of DFs. Each speaker was provided with the
checklist and used it while listening to his/her own conversation with the hearer from
* the audio record. When each DF in the speaker’s speech was found, the speaker
identified his/her intentions by choosing from those stated in the checklist. The
frequency of the items as marked by the speaker was counted and categorized. The
data were analyzed using the mode value. In case that two or more items were
identified, the items were grouped as one if they were under the same intention. If
there were more than one intention for each DF, the representative intention was
determined by the intention which had the highest frequency. If there were two or
more different intentions were identified with the same frequency, the data were
uncounted and classified as “simultaneous intention” group.

The findings indicated that the Thai learners had intentions to use the DFs
based on three functions: (1) cognitively managing speech production difficulties, (2)
textual functions, and (3) interpersonal functions. More explanation on the intentions
and their frequencies identified by the speakers is presented in Table 18 which showed
the speakers’ intentions ranged from the highest to the lowest frequency were: speech
production difficulties (37.76%), interpersonal functions (23.76%), and textual functions
(23.55%).
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Table 18 Frequencies of Thai Speakers’ Intentions on Production of Each DF-Type

Speakers' Intentions

DF-Types Speech Textual  Interpersonal  Simultancous  Total
Production  Functions Functions Intentions
Difficulties
Pauses Frequency Counted 430 250 275 158 1113
% of Total 30.87 17.95 19.74 11.34  79.90
Repetitions Frequency Counted 65 42 51 38 196
% of Total 4.67 3.02 3.66 273 1407
Repairs Frequency Counted 31 36 5 12 84
% of Total 2.23 2.58 0.36 0.86 6.03
Grand Total  Frequency Counted 526 328 331 208 1393
: % of Grand Total 37.76 23.55 23.76 14.93  100.00

The speakers’ intentions as shown in the table can be reported as follows.

Speakers’ Intentions

Intention 1: To cognitively manage speech production difficulties

The intention of cognitively managing speech production difficulties was
related to English language knowledge which included vocabularies (retrieving or
thinking about the meaning of vocabularies), grammaticality (e.g. “he is...ah...he was™),
pronunciation (e.g. “web..ah.wave”), knowledge about the topic (ah...ah...silences...I.1.1
don’t know) and remembering information (mmm...about eightyyyy....). Under this
intention, the speakers also reported that they were thinking about nothing (blank
head) when producing a DF marker. It was found that the highest frequency, 37.76%, of
the total number of DFs (1393) were for the intention of cognitively managing speech

production difficulties.

Intention 2: To serve textual functions

The intention in using DFs for textual functions was dealt with adding,
reducing, changing, or repairing information, coherence and relevance, mistakes
detected, and uncertainty about the content or the topic; for example, “/ want to be
English teacher ...ah...soldier...uh..soldier teacher” ;and “and... (silences)....because...
wh...he can good job...ah...he can do good job”. It was found that 23.55% of the total
number of DFs produced for serving textual functions. Among the three intentions,

textual functions were found at the lowest frequency.
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Intention 3: To serve interpersonal functions

The intention for interpersonal functions included using DFs as markers
before rephrasing the utterance for appropriateness (e.g. politeness), shifting to other
new topic, opening/closing conversation, avoiding an unnecéssary silence, making
smooth speech after a long pause, resuming fluency after interruption, emphasizing on
the intended message, checking understanding, expressing understanding, confirming
shared assumptions, holding time to continue speaker role, giving clues for prediction of
next utterance, signaling to hearer for help, and waiting for hearer to speak. 23.76% was
reported as the frequency for the speakers’ intention in using DFs for interpersonal

functions. Some examples were as follows.

Hearer: “Do you live nearby?”
Speaker: “...(silence)...ah... ... (silence).....”

(The speaker identified the DFs as signaling to hearer for help, avoiding an unnecessary silence,

and holding time)

Hearer: “Do you live around the universify?”
Speaker: “...ah...Here, Here?” “Ilive at...ah...ah....Kotmarin dormitory... near...near
seven...seven-eleven”

(The speaker identified the DFs as checking understanding and holding time to continuc speaker role.)

However, for some DFs (as shown in the above example), the speakers identified
more than one intention. Thus, those DFs were categorized into a group of ‘simultaneous

intentions’. More explanation is as follows.

Simultaneous Intentions

The DFs under the group of simultaneous intentions were identified by the
speakers as having more than one intention. That is, there were more than two intentions
identified with equal number of frequency. Although it was possible that each speaker
might have more than one intention in using each DF, the present study used mode value
to determine the intention identified with the highest frequency for a DF as the
representative of each speaker’s intention in producing a DF. Thus, the DF with two or

more intentions that held the equal number of frequency was uncounted and classified
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under simultaneous-intention group. Under the group, 14.93% of all DFs were reported
serving more than one intention at a time being produced.

Tt can be concluded that the highest frequency (37.76%) in using DFs was for
the intention of cognitively managiné speech production difficulties while the lowest
(23.55%) was for serving textual functions. The intention with the second highest
frequency (23.76%) identified by the speakers was for interpersonal functions, and
14.93% was for simultaneous intentions. According to the table, details of the findings

on DF-types and the speakers’ intentions in using them are presented as follows.

Pauses and Speakers’ Intentions

The number of 1,113 pauses was produced in total. Among pauses, the highest
frequency of 30.87% was identified as serving the intentions to cognitively manage
the speakers’ production difficulties. They were used at the second highest frequency
of 19.74% for interpersonal functions, and the lowest was for textual functions which
indicated the frequency of 17.95%. 11.34% was identified as having simultaneous
intentions, being uncounted data discarded.

It can be said that the speakers tended to use pauses indicating their cognitively
managing speech production difficulties rather than serving for interpersonal functions
and textual functions. Some pauses were identified with more than one intention. The

frequency for the pauses with simultaneous intentions was found.

Repetitions and Speakers’ Intentions

The number of 196 repetitions was produced in total. 4.67% of all the DF
items produced (1393) which was the highest frequency of all was to serve the
intention on cognitively managing speech production difficulties. 3.66%, the second
highest frequency was for interpersonal functions, and 3.02%, the lowest frequency,
was for textual functions. 2.73% was identified as serving simultaneous intentions.

Thus, the speakers tended to produce repetitions when they were trying to
cognitively manage their speech production difficulties rather than for interpersonal
functions and textual functions. Repetitions were used for textual functions at the

lowest rate of all. Some repetitions were also identified with simultaneous intentions.
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Repairs and Speakers’ Intentions

The number of 84 repairs was produced in total by the speakers. Textual
functions were identified with the highest frequency (2.58%) as the speakers’ intentions
when producing repairs. Those for cognitively managing speech production difficulties
were reported with the second highest frequency of 2.23%. The use of repairs for
interpersonal functions was found at the lowest of 0.36%. 0.86% was indicated with
simultaneous intentions.

It can be reported that the speakers tended to produce repairs to serve textual
functions rather than for cognitively managing speech production difficulties. It was
unlikely for the speakers to use repairs for interpersonal functions. Repairs with
simultaneous intentions were found with much higher frequency than repairs for
interpersonal functions.

According to the data, all the DF types served all the three functions but in
different degree. The phenomena indicated that the speakers had higher tendency to use
pauses and repetitions for cognitively managing their speech production difficulties
which were related to the problems on English language knowledge. Such phenomena
indicated high tendency for pauses and repetitions serving as markers for speech
production difficulties.

Repairs were different from pauses and repetitions. The data showed the high
tendency for repairs to be used for textual functions rather than for cognitively managing
speech production difficulties. There was low tendency for them to be used for
interpersonal functions during conversation. Thus, repairs were likely to be markers for
textual functions.

In conclusion, from the perspective of the Thai learners of English, their pauses
and repetitions highly tended to bé markers for speech production difficulties and
indicators of the level of second language acquisition. Conversely, the data revealed low
tendency for pauses and repetitions to be used as the speakers’ textual discourse
markers. There was a low tendency for repairs to be used as the speakers” communication
strategies and discourse markers for social interaction serving interpersonal functions

during the conversations.
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Other than the speakers’ intentions when they produced each type of DFs,
hearers’ interpretations of each DF were examined. The findings on the hearers’

interpretations of each DF-type are reported in the following section.

Finding 3: Hearers’ Interpretations of the Disfluencies Produced

Research question 3: What were the native English-speaking hearers’
interpretations of each type of the DFs?

To answer this question, the same checklist for intentions/interpretations of
DFs as provided to the speakers was also applied to obtain the data. The purpose of
using the same checklist was to compare the speakers’ intention and the hearers’
interpretation of the same DF. The three native English-speaking hearers listened to the
same audio record as did the speakers. They identified their interpretations in the
checklist independently. Only the same interpretations of the same DFs that were
identified by at least two of the hearers were counted for frequency since they provided
truly representative samples statistically (Creswell, 2003; Mackey & Gass, 2005). The
interpretations as marked were analyzed using the mode value.

In order to assess the degree to which different hearers (as observers) give
consistent estimates of the same phenomenon, the percent of agreement among the
hearers’ interpretations of each DF item was measured. Based on the total number of DF
items (1393) produced by the speakers, the three hearers indicated 100% agreement of
interpretations for 451 DF items or 32.38% of the total, and 66.67% agreement by two
out of three hearers for 803 DF items or 57.65% of the total while only 139 items or
9.98% of the total were identified as 0% agreement among the hearers. Thus, it
statistically reported high percentage for the consistency in the agreement of hearers’
interpretations of DF items.

The result revealed three functions of DFs according to the hearers’
interpretations: (1) cognitively managing speech production difficulties, (2) textual
functions, and (3) interpersonal functions. However, there were some DFs analyzed as
uncounted data since there was no agreement among the hearers’ interpretations. This

group of data was assigned in the category named ‘uncounted data’.
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To compare the occurrence frequencies of the hearers’ interpretations for
each type of the DFs, the data are reported in percentage. The mode value was
calculated to determine the frequency numbers. The frequencies of the native English-

speaking hearers’ interpretations of DFs are reported in Table 19.

Table 19 Frequencies of the Hearers’ Interpretations of DFs

Hearers’ Interpretations

DF-Types Speech Textual Interpersonal Uncounted  Total
Production Functions Functions Data
Difficulties
Pauses Frequency Counted 487 190 315 121 1113
% of Total 34.96 13.64 22.61 8.69  79.90
Repetitions  Frequency Counted 56 59 64 17 196
% of Total 4.02 4.24 4.59 .22 14.07
Repairs Frequency Counted 28 51 4 1 84
% of Total 2.01 3.66 0.29 0.07 6.03
Grand Frequency Counted 571 300 383 139 1393
Total % of Grand Total 40.99 21.54 27.49 9.98  100.00

The data showed that, among the three types of DFs, hearers’ interpretations of
the DFs as markers for cognitively managing speech production difficulties was at the
highest frequency of 40.99%, as conversational devices for interpersonal functions at
the second highest frequency of 27.49%, and as discourse markers serving textual
functions at the lowest frequency of 21.54%. 9.98% of the data was uncounted as
there was no true representative statistically determined by the mode value. Thus, this
set of data was discarded.

The frequency of each interpretation as per DF-type is reported as follows.

Pauses and Hearers’ Interpretations
It was found that 34.96% of the total number was interpreted as markers of the
speakers’ speech production difficulties; 22.61% which was the second highest
frequency was interpreted as for interpersonal functions; 13.64%, the lowest, was rated
as the speakers’ markers for textual functions. 8.69% of the total was identified as

uncounted data discarded.
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Thus, pauses in conversations tended to be interpreted as indicators of the
speakers’ speech production difficulties at the highest tendency, as conversational
devices: speakers’ communication strategies and discourse markers for social interaction
at the second highest, and as discourse markers for textual connection at the lowest

tendency.

Repetitions and Hearers’ Interpretations

The number of 196 repetitions was found in total. 4.59% of the total, the
highest frequency was interpreted as serving interpersonal functions; 4.24%, the second
highest frequency, was for textual functions; and 4.02%, the lowest, was interpreted as
the speakers’ markers of their speech production difficulties. 1.22% of the total was
repetitions as uncounted data.

It can be summarized that repetitions had the highest tendency to be interpreted
as indicators of speakers’ conversational devices serving interpersonal functions. They
were likely to be perceived as the speakers’ discourse markers for textual connection at
the second highest tendency while they were interpreted as the speakers’ markers for

speech production difficulties at the lowest tendency of all.

Repairs and Hearers’ Interpretations

The number of 84 items was found as the total number of the repairs produced.
The highest frequency of 3.66% of the total number was interpreted as doing textual
functions. The second highest frequency, 2.01% of all, was identified serving as the
speakers’ indicators for speech production difficulties. The lowest frequency of 0.29%
was reported as repairs for serving interpersonal functions. 0.07% of the total was
uncounted data.

This means that the hearers perceived repairs as discourse markers for textual
connection at the highest tendency, as indicators of speakers’ speech production
difficulties at the second highest tendency, and as conversational devices serving
interpersonal functions at the lowest tendency.

According to the results, the three functions of DFs as interpreted by the hearers
were found in all DF types. However, each DF-type was identified with different highest

tendencies of interpretation. Pauses were likely to be perceived as markers signaling the
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speakers’ speech production difficulties. The hearers’ indicated the lowest tendency for
pauses to be interpreted as the speakers’ discourse markers for textual connection.
Repetitions tended to be perceived as the speakers’ conversational devices for social
interaction during conversation rather than marking as the speakers’ speech production
difficulties and textual connections. For repairs, the hearers reported the highest tendency
as for the speakers’ discourse markers for textual connection. Repairs as doing
interpersonal fimction serving social interaction in conversation were rated with the much
lower percentage than that of textual functions.

The findings on the DF-types, the speakers’ intentions and the hearers’
interpretations of each DF-type as reported in the previous sections were used as the
data for further analysis to obtain the knowledge on whether there was any difference
between the speakers® intentions and the hearers’ interpretations. The findings were

reported as follows.

Finding 4: Difference between Speakers’ Intentions and Hearers’ Interpretations
Research question 4: Was there any difference in the Thai speakers' intentions

and the native English-speaking hearers’ interpretations?
o

The answer for this question was analyzed from the data for the questions 2 and
3 which were about the speakers’ intentions and the hearers’ interpretations of the DFs
produced. Chi-square test of homogeneity was applied to determine the difference in
proportions between the speakers™ intentions in using each type of DFs and the hearers’

interpretations of the DFs. The results were found as shown as follows.

Overall Result

According to Table 20, it was found that speech production difficulties were
the function with the highest frequency (39.38%) as identified by both the speakers and
the hearers; interpersonal functions were the second highest (25.63%); and textual
functions were at the lowest frequency (22.54%). 12.46% was under the uncounted data.
The overall result from the testing for the difference between the speakers’ intentions
and the hearers’ interpretations using Chi-square test of homogeneity indicated the

p-value (.000) which was less than the significance level (.05). That is, the proportion of
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the speakers’ intentions in using all types of the DFs was not identical to the proportion

of the hearers’ interpretations of those DFs.

Table 20 Comparison of Speakers' Intentions and Hearers' Interpretations *

Intentions and Interpretations

Speech Textual Interpersonal ~ Uncounted  Total
Production Functions  Functions Data
Difficulties ~ Discarded
Speakers  Frequency Counted 526 328 331 208 1393
% of Total 18.88 T 11.88 7.47 50.00
Hearers Frequency Counted 571 300 383 139 1393
% of Total 20.50 10.77 13.75 4.99 50.00
Total Frequency Counted 1097 628 714 347 2786
% of Total 39.38 22.54 25.63 12.46  100.00

* P < .05 (.000): comparing the proportion of the total frequencies for the speakers’
intentions in using all DF-types (pauses, repetitions, and repairs) and the proportion
of the total frequencies for the hearers’ interpretations of all the DF-types as
signaling speakers’ speech production difficulties, as doing textual functions, and as

serving interpersonal functions

However, it was found that the ranking pattern of the frequency in using DF-
types as intended by the speakers and the frequency of the hearers’ interpretations of the
DFs were the same; speech production difficulties as the highest, interpersonal functions
as the second, and textual functions as the lowest. The frequencies of speakers’
intentions in using all DF-types as per the three functions were 18.88%, 11.88%, and
11.77%, respectively, and those of hearers’ interpretations of all the DF-types as per the
three functions were 20.50%, 13.75%, and 10.77%. 4.99% and 7.47% of the total
frequency counted from the speakers’ intentions and the hearers’ interpretations,
respectively, were uncounted data discarded.

Thus, the overall test result revealed that the proportions of the intentions and
the interpretations were not the same, but the ranking patterns of frequency according to
the speakers’ intentions and the hearers’ interpretations were the same.

When testing the difference based on each DF-type, the results were as follows.
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Pauses

For pauses, the result (see Table 21) revealed that the highest frequency of
19.32% of the total was speakers’ intentions in using pauses as markers indicating
‘cognitively managing their speech production difficulties, the second was pauses as
conversational devices serving social interaction during conversation at the frequency of
12.35%, the lowest was 11.23% for textual connections, and 7.10% was identified as
simultaneous intentions which became uncounted data for the present study. The
frequencies of the hearers’ interpretations of pauses ranked from the highest to the lowest
were: 21.88% was interpreted as markers of the speakers” speech production difficulties;
14.15% was perceived as conversational devices serving social interaction during
conversation, 8.54% was for textual connections, and 5.44% was uncounted data

discarded.

Table 21 Comparison of Speakers' Intentions and Hearers' Interpretations of Pauses*

Intentions and Interpretations

Speech Textual Interpersonal ~ Uncounted Total
Production Functions Functions Data
Difficulties Discarded
Pauses
Speakers Frequency Counted 430 250 275 158 1113
% of Total 19.32 11.23 12.35 7.10 50.00
Hearers Frequency Counted 487 190 315 121 1113
% of Total 21.88 8.54 14.15 S.44 50.00
Total Frequency Counted 917 440 590 279 2226
% of Total 41.19 19.77 26.50 12,53 100.00

*P < .05 (.000): comparing the proportions of the frequencies for the speakers’
intentions in using pauses and the proportions of the frequencies for the hearers’
interpretations of pauses as signaling speakers’ speech production difficulties, as

doing textual functions, and as serving interpersonal functions

The analysis through Chi-square test of homogeneity indicated the p-value of
.000 which was less than the significance level (.05). Thus, it can be concluded that the
proportion of the speakers’ intentions in using pauses was not identical to the proportion

of the hearers’ interpretations of pauses.
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Although the frequencies from the intentions and the interpretations were
reported different, the ranking patterns of the frequencies as found in the speakers’
intentions and in the hearers’ interpretations were the same. That is, speech production
difficulties were ranked with the highest frequency, interpersonal functions were the
second, and textual functions were the lowest.

Therefore, for pauses, the proportions of the three functions of pauses (speech
production difficulties, textual functions, and interpersonal functions) as intended by the
speakers and as interpreted by the hearers were found different, but the ranking patterns

of the frequency based on the speakers’ intentions and the hearers’ interpretations were

the same.

Repetitions

For repetitions (see Table 22), the difference between the speakers’ intentions
in using repetitions and the hearers’ interpretations of the repetitions were analyzed with
application of Chi-square test of homogeneity. The result revealed the p-value of .005
which was less than the significance level (.05); thus, the proportion of the speakers’
intentions in using repetitions was not identical to the proportion of the hearers’

interpretations of the repetitions.

Table 22 Comparison of Speakers' Intentions and Hearers' Interpretations of

Repetitions*
Intentions and Interpretations
Speech Textual Interpersonal  Uncounted Total
Production Functions  Functions Data
Difficulties Discarded
Repetition
Speakers Frequency Counted 65 42 51 38 196
% of Total 16.58 10.71 13.01 9.69 50.00
Hearers Frequency Counted 56 59 64 17 196
% of Total 14.29 15.05 16.33 4.34 50.00
Total Frequency Counted 121 101 115 55 392
% of Total 30.87 25.77 29.34 14.03  100.00

*¥P < .05 (.005): comparing the proportions of the frequencies for the speakers’
intentions in using repetitions and the proportions of the frequencies for the hearers’
interpretations of repetitions as signaling speakers’ speech production difficulties, as

doing textual functions, and as serving interpersonal functions
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In comparison of the frequency ranking pattern, it was found that the
frequencies of the hearers’ interpretations and the speakers’ intentions were different.
Through speakers’ intentions, by ranking from the highest to the lowest, 16.58% of the
total was used as markers of the speakers’ cognitively managing their speech production
difficulties, 13.01% was to serve interpersonal functions for social interaction during
conversation, 10.71% was for textual connections, and. 9.69% was simultaneous
~ intentions. Through hearers® interpretations, the highest was 16.33% for repetitions as
the speakers’ conversational devices for social interaction during conversations, 15.05%
was interpreted as doing textual functions, 14.29% of the repetitions were perceived as
the speakers’ markers of speech production difficulties, and 4.34% was uncounted data.
It can be said that, for repetitions, the ranking patterns of the frequencies as per speakers’
intentions and the hearers’ interpretations were different.

In conclusion, ranking patterns of the frequency in using repetitions as intended
by the speakers and the frequency of hearers’ interpretations of repetitions were different
and the proportions of the intentions and the interpretations as per the three functions

were not the same statistically.

Repairs
For repairs, the frequencies of the speakers’ intentions and the hearers’

interpretations were compared as in Table 23, as follows.

Table 23 Comparison of Speakers' Intenfions and Heavers' Interpretations of Repairs*

Intentions and Interpretations

Speech Textual Interpersonal Uncounted Total
Production Functions Functions Data
Difficulties Discarded
Repairs
Speakers  Frequency Counted 31 36 5 12 84
% of Total 18.45 21.43 2.98 7.14 50.00
Hearers Frequency Counted 28 51 4 1 84
% of Total 16.67 30.36 2.38 0.60 50.00
Total Frequency Counted 59 87 9 13 168
% of Total 35.12 51.79 5.36 7.74  100.00

*P < .05 (.007) comparing the proportions of the frequencies for the speakers’ intentions

in using repairs and the proportions of the frequencies for the hearers’ interpretations of
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repairs as signaling speakers’ speech production difficulties, as doing textual functions,

and as serving interpersonal functions

According to the result from Chi-square test of homogeneity, the p-value of
.007 which was less than the significance level (.05) was given. That is, the proportion
of the speakers’ intentions in using repairs to serve the three functions and the
proportion of the hearers’ interpretations of the repairs were not identical.

However, Table 23 showed the same ranking patterns of the frequencies as per
speakers’ intentions in using repairs and the hearers’ interpretations of repairs. The
pattern indicated repairs for serving textual functions at the highest frequency (21.43%
by speakers, 30.36% by hearers), repairs for marking their cognitively managing speech
production difficulties at the second highest (18.45% by speakers, 16.67% by hearers),
and repairs as conversational devices for social interaction during conversation at the
lowest frequency (2.98% by speakers, 2.38% by hearers). 7.14% of repairs was found as
the speakers’ simultaneous intentions while 0.60% of the hearers’ interpretations of repairs
was discarded as there was no agreement of interpretations among the three hearers.

Thus, for repairs, the proportions of the intentions and the interpretations were different,
but the ranking patterns of frequency as per the speakers’ intentions and the hearers’
interpretations were the same.

In conclusion, there were two major results obtained for answering the research
question 4: the proportions of frequencies; and the ranking patterns of ﬁ'equency.

First, for the overall result, the proportion of the speakers’ intentions in using
all types of disfluencies and the proportion of the hearers’ interpretations of all the
disfluency types according to the three functions were not identical statistically. The
same results were also found when analyzing each type of the DFs individually.

Second, as overall result, the ranking pattern of frequency according to the
speakers’ intentions in using the disfluencies and the ranking pattern of frequency
according to the hearers’ interpretations of the disfluencies based on the three functions
(cognitively managing speech production difficulties, textual functions, and
interpersonal functions) were found the same. In the same way, the results as analyzed

based on an individual type showed that the frequency ranking patterns compared
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between the speakers’ intentions in using pauses and the hearers’ interpretations of
pauses, and those compared between the intentions in using repairs and the
interpretations of repairs were also found the same. Only the frequency ranking patterns
compared between the speakers’ intentions in using repetitions and the hearers’
interpretations of the repetitions were found different.

Thus, the speakers’ intentions and the native English-speaking hearers’
interpretations of the disfluencies were different statistically. However, the ranking pattern
of the frequency in using the disfluencies by the speakers compared with the pattern of
frequency for hearers’ interpretations of the disfluencies tended to be in the same

direction.

Finding 5: Types of Disfluencies and Speakers’ English Proficiency Levels

Research question 5: Was there any difference in the types of the DFs produced
by the Thai speakers in different English proficiency levels?

The same data for analysis to obtain the answer to question 1 were divided into
three groups according to the speakers’ levels of English language proficiency indicated
by their GPAs with application of Z-score for a standard normal distribution of the data.
The result showed three groups of speakers with different English language proficiency
levels but with different numbers of members in each group. The group with positive
z-scores from 1.00 and higher was assigned as the high-proficiency group (5 members);
the group with positive z-scores from 0.00 and higher, but lower than 1.00 was the mid-
proficiency group (11 members); and the group with negative z-scores lower than 0.00
was the low-proficiency group (14 members). The groups were hereafter referred to as
high, mid, and low, respectively. The results are presented in terms of overall result and

individual type of disfluencies.

Overall Result

According to Table 24, the data showed that the low-proficiency group
produced the highest number of DFs in total (46.16%), the mid-proficiency group was
found with the second highest number (45.01%), and the high-proficiency group
demonstrated the lowest number of DFs (8.83%). The Chi-square test of homogeneity

indicated the p-value of .000. Since the p-value was less than the significance level (.05),
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it can be explained that the proportions of the frequencies for all the disfluency types
produced by each group of speakers were not identical. Details of the difference are

presented next.

Table 24 Comparison of All DF-Types and Speakers’ Levels of Proficiency*

DF-Types Sub-Types of DFs Proficiency Levels
High Mid Low Total
Pauses Non-lexicalized filled pauses ~ Frequency counted 73 350 288 711
% of Total 5.24 2513 20.67 51.04
Lexicalized filled pauses Frequency counted 0 12 10 22
B % of Total 0.00 0.86 0.72 1.58
Unfilled pauses Frequency counted 25 132 223 380
% of Total 1.79 948 16.01 27.28
Total Frequency counted 98 494 521 1113
% of Total 7.04  35.46 37.40 79.90
Repetitions  Self-repetitions Frequency counted 9 77 70 156
% of Total 0.65 353 5.03 11.20
Other-repetitions Frequency counted 4 15 21 40
% of Total 0.29 1.08 Bl 2.87
Total Frequency counted 13 92 91 196
% of Total 0.93 6.60 6.53 14.07
Repairs Self-initiated repairs Frequency counted 12 41 30 83
- % of Total 0.86 2.94 215 5.96
Other-initiated repairs Frequency counted 0 0 I 1
% of Total 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07
Total Frequency counted 12 41 31 84
% of Total 0.86 2.94 223 6.03
Grand Total Frequency counted 123 627 643 1393
% of Total 8.83 4501 4616 100.00

*P <05 (.000): comparing the proportions of the total frequencies for all the DF-types

as produced by the speakers at different levels of English language proficiency

Pauses and Speakers’ Levels of Proficiency

As per Table 25, the data showed that the low-proficiency group demonstrated
the highest number of pauses in total (46.81%), the mid-proficiency group produced
pauses at the second highest number (44.38%), and the high-proficiency group produced
the DFs at the lowest (8.81%). The p-value of .000 which was less than the significance
level (.05) indicated that the proportions of the frequencies for pauses as produced by

each speaker group were not identical statistically.
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In comparison the frequencies of sub-types produced by each group, it was
found that, for non-lexicalized filled pauses, the highest number was made by the
mid-proficiency group (31.45%), the second highest was by the low-proficiency group
(25.88%), and the lowest was by the high-proficiency group (6.56%). Lexicalized
filled pauses were also produced at the highest number (1.08%) by the mid-proficiency
group, and the second highest (0.90%) was by the low-proficiency group, while the
high-proficiency group did not produced any lexicalized filled pauses in their
utterances (0%). Unfilled pauses were produced at the highest number (20.04%) by
the low-proficiency group, the second highest (11.86%) was by the mid-proficiency

group, and the lowest (2.25%) was by the high-proficiency group.

Table 25 Comparison of Pauses and Speakers’ Levels of Proficiency™

DF-Types Sub-Types of DFs Proficiency Levels
High Mid Low Total
Pauses Non-lexicalized Frequency counted 3 350 288 711
filled pauses % of Total 0.56 31.45 25.88 63.88
Lexicalized Frequency counted 0 12 10 22
filled pauses Y% of Total 0.00 1.08 0.90 1.98
Unfilled pauses Frequency counted 25 132 223 380
% of Total 225 11.86 20.04 34.14
Total Frequency counted 98 494 521 1113
% of Total 8.81 44.38 46.81 100.00

*P < 05 (.000) comparing the proportions of the frequencies for pauses as produced by

the speakers at different levels of English language proficiency

When compared the ranking of frequency of the sub-types, the same patterns
were found in all groups: non-lexicalized filled pauses were the highest, unfilled pauses
were the second-highest, and lexicalized filled pauses were the lowest. According to the
ranking, the frequencies as of the high-proficiency group were 6.56%, 2.25%, and 0%,
those as of the mid-proficiency group were 31.45%, 11.86%, and 1.08%, those of the
low-proficiency group were 25.88%, 20.04%, and 0.90%, respectively.
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In conclusion, the mid-proficiency group demonstrated the highest number of
two sub-types of pauses: non-lexicalized filled pauses and lexicalized filled pauses. The
high-proficiency group produced the second highest number of the two sub-types as in
the mid-proficiency group. The low-proficiency group produced the lowest number for
the two sub-types, but demonstrated the highest number of unfilled pauses, while the
high-proficiency group gave the lowest number of unfilled pauses. However, the same

ranking patterns of the frequencies for the sub-types were found produced by all groups.

Repetitions and Speakers’ Levels of Proficiency

The data from Table 26 revealed that the mid-proficiency group produced the
highest number of repetitions in total (46.94%) while the low-proficiency group
produced the second highest number (46.43%), and the high-proficiency group
produced the lowest (6.63%).

Table 26 Comparison of Repetitions and Speakers’ Levels of Proficiency*

DF-Types Sub-Types of DFs Proficiency Levels
High Mid  Low Total
Repetitions Self-repetitions Frequency counted 9 77 70 156
E % of Total O IRIIVD 35.71 79.59
Other-repetitions Frequency counted 4 15 21 40
% of Total 2.04 7.65 10.71 2041
Total Frequency counted 13 92 921 196
% of Total 6.63  46.94 46.43  100.00

*P =331: comparing the proportions of the frequencies for repetitions as produced by

the speakers at different levels of English language proficiency

When compared the frequencies of sub-types, it was found that the highest
number of self-repetitions (39.29%) was made by the mid-proficiency group, the second
highest (35.71%) was by the low-proficiency group, and the lowest (4.59%) was by the
high-proficiency group. For other-repetitions, differently, the highest number of
other-repetitions (10.71%) was demonstrated by the low-proficiency group while the

second highest number (7.65%) was made by the mid-proficiency. The lowest (2.04%)
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was produced by the high-proficiency group. For all groups, self-repetitions were found
with higher number than other-repetitions: 4.59% and 2.04% for the high group, 39.29%
and 7.65% for the mid group, and 35.71% and 10.71% for the low group.

Based on the result from Chi-square test of homogeneity, the p-value of .331
was given. As the value was greater than the significance level (.05), the result can be
explained that the proportions of the frequencies for repetitions as produced by each
group of the speakers were not different.

It can be concluded that there was evidence showing that the repetition number
produced by the speakers at all levels of proficiency followed the same distribution
pattern: self-repetitions as the highest, and other-repetitions as the lowest. While the
mid- and the low-proficiency groups tended to produce high number of repetitions, the

high-proficiency group demonstrated the lowest number of all sub-types.

Repairs and Speakers’ Levels of Proficiency

For all groups, repairs were produced at the lowest number of all the three main
types. The mid-proficiency group produced the highest number of repairs (2.94%) in
total, the low-proficiency group demonstrated the second highest number (2.23%), and
the high-proficiency group was found with the lowest number (0.86%). However, since
the number of repairs produced by all the speaker groups was very small, the Chi-square
test of homogeneity was not applicable to the case. Thus, the analysis was made by
considering the result from Table 24 which represented the overall result of the analysis
for the difference in the types of the DFs produced by the Thai speakers in different
English proficiency levels.

According to Table 24, it was found that self-initiated repairs were pljoduced at
the highest number (2.94%) in the mid-proficiency group, the second highest (2.15%)
was in the low-proficiency group, and the lowest (0.86%) was in the high-proficiency
group. For other-initiated repairs, only the low-proficiency group was found produced
such type of repairs and only one item (0.07%) was found.

For all groups, self-initiated repairs were made at the highest number while
other-initiated repairs were the lowest. Thus, the same ranking patterns of frequency

were also found in repair production of all the groups.
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Thus, the answer to the research question 5 was that the speakers of different
levels of language proficiency produced different proportions of disfluency types.
Repairs were produced at the lowest frequency by all groups. The mid-proficiency
group produced the highest number of them while the high-proficiency group
demonstrated the lowest number. All speakers groups produced self-initiated repairs in

a much higher number than other-initiated repairs.

Chapter Summary

The study results can be summarized that:

Types and frequencies of the disfluencies produced

Pauses, repetitions, and repairs were three main disfluency types found
produced by the Thai learners of English; each of the main type had its sub-types:
lexicalized filled pauses, non-lexicalized filled pauses, and unfilled pauses were under
pauses; self-repetitions and other-repetitions were under repetitions; and self-initiated
repairs were under repairs. Pauses were found produced at the highest frequency,
repetitions were the second highest, and repairs were the lowest. For the sub-types,
non-lexicalized filled pauses were produced at the highest frequency while other-

initiated repairs were found rarely produced.

Types of disfluencies and the speakers’ intentions

There were three intentions informed by the speakers: disfluencies served as
the speakers’ indicators for their managing speech production difficulties; disfluencies
for textual functions, and disfluencies for interpersonal functions. The results indicated
that Thai learners of English highly tended to use pauses and repetitions as markers for
speech production difficulties rather than doing textual functions and interpersonal
functions. In contrast, repairs tended to be used as textual discourse markers but low
tendency to be used as speakers’ communication strategies and discourse markers for

social interaction serving interpersonal functions.
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Native English-speaking hearers’ interpretations of the disfluencies

The same three functions as found as the speakers’ intentions to use DFs were
also found in the hearers’ interpretations. To hearers, L2 DFs tended to be perceived as
speakers’ markers for cognitively managing speech production difficulties at the
highest frequency, as conversational devices for interpersonal functions at the second
highest frequency, and as discourse markers serving textual functions at the lowest
frequency. As of each type, pauses had the highest tendency to be interpreted as
markers signaling the speakers’ speech production difficulties and had the lowest
tendency to be interpreted as discourse markers for textual connection. Repetitions had
the highest tendency to be perceived as the speakers’ conversational devices for social
interaction during conversation rather than marking as the speakers’ speech production
difficulties and textual connections. There was the highest tendency for the hearers to
interpret repairs as discourse markers for textual connection while the lowest tendency
was the interpretation of repairs as being conversational devices for social interaction

during conversation.

Comparison of speakers’ intentions and hearers’ interpretations of DFs

There was statistically strong evidence suggesting a significant difference
between the speakers” intentions and the hearers’ interpretations of all disfluency types.
Despite the statistical difference, both the speakers’ intentions in using disfluencies and
the hearers’ interpretations of the disfluencies tended to follow the same pattern of
frequency ranking based on the three functions: cognitively managing speech
production difficulties, textual functions, and interpersonal functions. Thus, although
the speakers’ intentions and the hearers’ interpretations were not identical, they tended

to perceive the functions of disfluencies in conversations in the same way.

Comparison of the disfluency types produced by the speakers at different

levels of English language proficiency

The low-proficiency group produced the highest number of disfluencies, while
the high-proficiency group demonstrated the lowest number. Statistically, the speakers
in different levels of language proficiency produced different proportions of disfluency

types. However, the speakers of all proficiency levels revealed the same pattern of
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frequency for the disfluency types; that is, pauses were found at the highest number,
repetitions were the second highest, and repairs were the lowest.

Under pauses, non-lexicalized filled pauses and lexicalized filled pauses were
made by the mid-proficiency group at the highest number, while the low-proficiency
group produced them at the lowest number. The low-proficiency group demonstrated the
highest number of unfilled pauses, while the high-proficiency group produced the lowest
number of unfilled pauses. All groups were likely to follow the same tendency that non-
lexicalized filled pauses were produced at the highest number, unfilled pauses were the
second, and lexicalized filled pauses were the lowest. The number of those sub-types of
pauses produced by all groups was different statistically.

Under repetitions, both sub-types consisting of self-repetitions and other-
repetitions were produced at the highest number by the mid-proficiency group, but
demonstrated at the lowest number by the high-proficiency group. The production of
repetitions in all levels of language proficiency groups were found the same statistically.
In all groups, self-repetitions were produced at the highest number while other-
repetitions were shown at the lowest number.

Under repairs, self-initiated repairs were found at the highest number in the
mid-proficiency group, but the lowest in the high-proficiency group. None of other-
initiated repairs were found in the mid- and the high-proficiency groups but one in the

low-proficiency group.



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSION

The current study was conducted to explore the DF phenomena in L2 speech,
Thai learners of English as a foreign language in this case. The findings on the

phenomena were summarized and discussed as follows.

Summary

In the spontaneous English dialogues between the Thai learners of English
and the native English-speaking hearers, it was found that the learners produced three
main types of DFs consisting of pauses, repetitions, and repairs. Comparing the
occurrence frequencies of the three types, the study revealed that out of the total
number of 1393 DFs. The learners tended to produce pauses at the highest number,
repetitions at the second, and repairs at the lowest. For the sub-types, non-lexicalized
filled pauses were produced at the highest frequency while other-initiated repairs were
produced with the lowest frequency. The learners indicated three intentions in using
the DFs in their speeches. The hearers also reported three interpretations of the DFs
appearing in the learners” speeches. The three functions as intended by the speakers
and as interpreted by the hearers included: DFs as markers for cognitively managing
speech production difficulties; DFs as discourse markers serving textual functions; and
DFs as conversational devices for interpersonal functions. All the three functions were
found in all DF-types.

To the L2 speakers, disfluencies tended to be used as markers indicating their
speech production difficulties rather than as discourse markers for textual functions
and social interaction serving interpersonal functions. In the same way, to the hearers,
L2 disfluencies also tended to be perceived as speakers’ markers for cognitively
managing speech production difficulties rather than as conversational devices for
interpersonal functions and as discourse markers serving textual functions.

Pauses were likely to be identified as markers indicating speech production

difficulties by both the speakers and the hearers. The speakers tended to use repetitions
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for the same purpose as pauses, while the hearers tended to perceived repetitions as
conversational devices serving interpersonal functions. Repairs for both the speakers
and the hearers were likely to serve textual functions. Pauses and repairs had low
tendency to be identified as conversational devices serving interpersonal functions by
both the speakers and the hearers.

The speakers’ intentions in using disfluencies and the hearers’ interpretations
of the disfluencies were found different statistically. However, their perceptions of L2
disfluencies’ roles in conversation were found in the same direction. Cognitively
managing speech production difficulties was the function rated with the highest
tendency to oceur. Textual functions were rated as the second highest, while interpersonal
functions were placed at the lowest.

The findings indicated a statistical difference in the propottions of disfluency
types as produced by the speakers in different levels of language proficiency. However,
all the speaker groups showed the same trend on the occurrence of disfluencies: pauses
occurred at the highest number, repetitions at the second highest, and repairs at the
lowest. For pauses, speakers in all levels were likely to produce non-lexicalized filled
pauses at the highest number, unfilled pauses at the second highest, and lexicalized filled
pauses at the lowest. However, while the mid group produced the highest number of
non-lexicalized filled pauses, the low group demonstrated non-lexicalized filled pauses
at the lowest number. The high group tended to produce unfilled pauses at the lowest
number; conversely, the low group produced unfilled pauses at the highest number.
Lexicalized filled pauses were not found in the high group but in the mid and the low
groups. For repetitions, all groups produced self-repetitions at the highest number and
other-repetitions at the lowest number. Both self-repetitions and other-repetitions were
found produced at the highest number by the mid group, but at the lowest number by the
high group. For repairs, self-initiated repairs were produced at the highest number, the
second highest, and the lowest by the mid group, the high group, and the low group,
respectively. However, only the low group found produced other-initiated repairs.

There were some interesting points in the findings to be discussed for more

understanding of the answers to the research questions and how the findings can connect
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to the already known about the research questions investigated. The discussion is as

follows.

Discussion on the Main Findings
Discussions on the main findings from the study are presented with respect to

each individual research question.

Types of DFs and Their Occurrence

The speakers produced three main DE-types which were: pauses, repetitions,
and repairs. Sub-types were also found under each main type. The main DF-types
found in the present study were the same as those reported in the previous studies.

However, some implications of the occurrence of each type were discussed as follows.

Pauses

In comparison with repetitions and repairs, pauses were most likely to be
produced by the Thai learners. This result responded to the study by Fehringer and Fry
(2007) that L2 speakers produced high number of disfluencies such as filled pauses,
repetitions, and repairs.

The phenomenon can be explained that L2 disfluencies reflected the speakers’
limited capacity in memory and low automaticity of speech processing (Fehringer &
Fry, 2007; de Bot, 1992; Sajavara, 1987; Tang, 2015). The difficulties were dealt with
lexical retrieval, grammaticality, pronunciation, and appropriateness. In addition;
according to Levelt (1989) and Levelt et al (1999), pauses occurred when the speakers
were trying to form their message with linguistic features rather than when they were
trying to speak it out. That is, the speakers tended to process words by encoding the
message on their minds with syntactical, morphological, phonological, and phonetic
features. They paused by using fillers (e.g. ah, um, and er..) and/or sometimes without
fillers but silence. The pausing was considered a reflection of the internal checking
process that the speakers were performing in their minds (Levelt, 1983, 1989; Kormos,
2006) before saying the utterance which was thought having the fewest or no mistakes.
That is, the plan for the intended message was monitored before saying it (Postma &
Kolk, 1993).
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The checking process, as explained above, involved self-monitoring of covert
speech (cf. Menyhart, 2003; Levelt, et al., 1999; Levelt, 1989) or the utterance that
had not yet been said; the DFs were then produced in the form of pauses. Since speech
production process is feed-forward on a step-by-step basis (Levelt, 1989; Levelt, et él.,
1999), the execution of the next process will not be possible if the current process is
not completed. Thus, when the message was not completed with linguistic features,
the next step of speaking-- saying it ouf, could not be made.

As a result, the arising pauses were the disfluencies that occurred before the

speakers produced the utterance.

Sub-types of Pauses

Pauses were marked with non-lexicalized filled pauses such as ah, uh, um, eh,
er, and mm..., lexicalized filled pauses such as like and and, or unfilled pauses
(silences).The current study found two lexicalized filled pauses: /ike and and in the L2
speeches; and the speakers fended to produce them at a much lower number than the
other two sub-types.

The reason for such phenomena can be that “like” and “and”, by nature, are
content words (as shown in English dictionaries that they are the words with meanings).
The L2 speakers may have perceived them as meaningful words rather than
conversational devices; thus, they may have thought that using these words might
affect the meaning and the grammaticality of the utterance.

Such conclusion was made according to the evidence that the speakers used a
large number of non-lexicalized filled pauses and unfilled pauses which were non-
words but silence and vocalies. It was much easier for the L2 speakers to produce the
vocalics: uh, ah, um etc. or kept silent than saying a word which highly demanded
decision on making a choice of grammatical features, appropriate vocabularies and
pronunciations. The speakers put more efforts in producing lexicalized filled pauses
than just pausing with vocalics or silences. They, then, were likely to produce vocalics
and silences rather than lexicalized filled pauses. As a result, lexicalized filled pauses

were found in a much lower number than lexicalized filled pauses and unfilled pauses.
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Thus, lexicalized filled pauses “like” and “and” in the Thai learners of English
were disfluencies signaling L2 speech production difficulties rather than being discourse
markers such as “/ike” which was suggested by a previous study (Bu, 2013) that it
indicated learners’ L2 acquisition when it was used in conversation. The finding of
“like” and “and” as markers of 1.2 speech production difficulties is a new knowledge
contributed by the present study.

Prolongations were also produced in word form (e.g. /., mother...) The
speakers had already decided to say something but somehow they hesitated to continue
their speech then they prolonged their utterance while thinking about how to manage
the difficulties. Such phenomenon was called process for self-monitoring of overt
speech (cf. Menyhart, 2003; Levelt, et al.,, 1999; Levelt, 1989). Prolongations were
therefore considered members of the disfluencies for self-monitoring of overt speech.

In conclusion, pauses tended to reflect L2 speakers’ speech production
difficulties occurring at the formulating level—when the message was encoded with
grammatical features; and the characteristics of their sub-types: word or non-word, can
affect the number of disfluencies in L2 speech. Since lexicalized filled pauses and
prolongations were marked in word form (e.g. like, and, and I....) which meant that
they had already been formulated with language features and been articulated as
words, they should be included into the group of the disfluencies for self-monitoring
of overt speech-rather than the disfluencies for self-monitoring of covert speech--the
disfluencies which occurred before being pronounced. Thus, prolongations and filled
pauses in word form which were grouped as lexicalized filled pauses by the previous
studies (Tang, 2015; Hlavac, 2011), are proposed to be in the group of the disfluencies
for self-monitoring of overt speech under the name “word-form pauses”: the pauses

that are marked in word form.

Repetitions
The two sub-types of repetitions: self-repetitions and other-repetitions which
were found in the previous studies (e.g. Dornyei & Kormos, 1998; Tang, 2015) were

also found in the current study.
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Sub-types of Repetitions

Among all groups of the speakers, self-repetitions were found at a much
higher number than other-repetitions. This can be explained that the speakers at any
levels of language proficiency tended to produce self-repetitions rather than other-
repetitions. That is, the speakers were likely to self-monitor or self-assess their speaking
performance as they were speaking. That means, when self-repetitions occurred, the
speakers might have found a mistake in their utterance or had some problems on
producing an utterance. Thus, they suspended their speech and trying to fix the speech
processing problem while repeating their own utterance. The evidence to support this
explanation was that repetitions tended to co-occur with other disfluency types: pauses
and repairs (cf. Savova & Bachenko, 2003).

In the present study, the co-occurrence with pauses was found both before and
after pauses. That is, the speakers detected some difficulties after or before producing an
utterance and tried to manage them. During managing the difficulties, they repeated
their utterance. When repetitions co-occurred with repairs, the repetitions tended to be
markers indicating that the utterance was going to be repaired. The speakers may repair
by inserting additional information, deleting, or revising some information.

For self-repetitions, from the present findings, it can be concluded that they
were indicators for the L2 speakers’ speech self-monitoring. The results of the
monitoring could lead to the phenomena of repetitions both preceding and following
other disfluencies: pauses or repairs. Self-repetitions could be considered a signal of the
speakers’ L2 knowledge in detecting a mistake in their own utterance and also an
indicator of their level of L2 proficiency when the repetitions co-occur with other
disfluencies. The mistakes could involve with idea conceptualization, message
formulation, and articulation of the message. The nature of repairs that co-occur with
repetitions can be an indicator telling the speakers’ level of L2 proficiency. It is interesting
for the future research to study in-depth on the nature of repairs to be made by L2 speakers
and the influence of L2 speakers’ language proficiency on the nature of repairs.

With regard to other-repetitions, they could be considered an indicator showing
that the L2 speakers did not detect the mistakes by themselves but by their interlocutor.

The data showed that the mid- and low-proficiency speakers demonstrated higher
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frequency of other-repetitions than the high-proficiency group. Thus, it is likely that the
L2 speakers with lower language proficiency rather than those with high language
proficiency would produce a higher number of other-repetitions. Thus, self-repetitions
occurring by themselves or with other types of DFs can be an indicator of the speakers’
level of L2 proficiency and the nature of repairs can tell much more clearly about the
speakers’ L2 proficiency. The speakers’ difficulties may involve idea conceptualization,
message formulation, or articulation of the message.

That is, through cognitive view, repetitions served as hesitation devices and
reflected low automatically speech processing which were out of the speakers’ control.
They co-occurred with pauses or repairs. Their position of occurrence could be before
and after other DF-types. The occurrence position as found informed that the self-
monitoring was a one-direction process. The self-monitoring can be made as internal
checking process of the message before saying and as external checking process of the
utterance after being said. Each type of the checking processes can result in different

types of DFs in L2 speech.

Repairs

Repairs referred to all the amendments that the L2 speakers made and resulted
in reformulation of the utterance. While there were two types of repairs found in
previous studies, the current study revealed two sub-types of repairs - self-initiated
repairs and other-initiated repairs. The other-initiated repairs were found only one item
in the L2 speeches. The reason could be that the speakers did not notice the hearer’s
initiated repairs, or the speakers did not pay attention to the hearer’s suggestion of the
repairs since it was done indirectly. The points that to what extent 1.2 speakers notice the
hearer’s initiated repairs and how they respond to the repairs that are initiated by the

interlocutor are recommended for future studies.

Sub-types of Repairs

Self-initiated repairs were the disfluencies that occurred when the speakers
found errors in their speech through self-monitoring process and decided to repair the
utterance. In doing a repair, the L2 speakers were required to possess the communicative

ability which involved language knowledge, contextual knowledge, socio-cultural
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knowledge, communication strategies knowledge, and appropriate applicability of all the
knowledge, and the speakers showed their efforts in making use of the ability to
facilitate their communication to achieve its goal. The occurrence of self-initiated repairs
in the L2 speakers’ speech could be considered as a positive sign of their L2 learning
that they had acquired some communicative ability while other-initiated repairs could
not since the repairs were initiated by others not the speakers themselves.

The occurrence frequency of self-initiated repairs was found the lowest among
the three disfluency types. It can be explained that due to the highly cognitive
demanding for making an utterance repaired, the L2 speakers tended to produce the
disfluencies at a lower rate. Thus, they tended to produce pauses and repetitions rather
than producing this type of disfluencies.

In conclusion, for the current study, repetitions and pauses played a role as L2
speakers’ hesitation devices and reflected their low automatically speech processing.
Self-initiated repairs in the L2 speeches could reflect the speakers’ communicative
ability while other-initiated repairs may reflect such ability if the speakers do not only
accept to follow the interlocutor’s initiated repairs but they are also able to make use
of the repairs appropriately. The occurrence position of disfluencies (before or after
articulation of an utterance) can tell how the disfluencies are produced. The co-
occurrence phenomena among different types of difluencies (repetitions with pauses or
repairs) are signals of the speakers’ L2 knowledge and L2 proficiency. The characteristics
of disfluency sub-types (word or non-word form) can affect the number of disfluencies
in L2 speech.

Rather than following the previous studies’ categorization, as indicated by
the findings from the current study, L2 disfluency types are proposed for two main
types: first, non-word-form disfluencies which occurred during self-monitoring of
covert speech, and second, word-form disfluencies which occurred during self-
monitoring of over speech. Word-form disfluencies include repetitions, repairs,
prolongations such as I..., thuuuuhh... ..., theeee... ...., aaand... .... , and etc lexicalized
filled pauses e.g. editing terms like like, and, you know, I mean, and etc. Non-word-
form disfluencies include non-lexicalized filled pauses (vocalics like ah, uh, um, and

etc.) and unfilled pauses (silences). The categorization is based on when the
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disfluencies occur (self-monitoring before or after saying an utterance) since it can
reflect the speakers’ speech production system which involves memory capacity,
automaticity of speech processing (Fehringer & Fry, 2007; Belz & Klapi, 2013 Hilton;
2008), as well as their speaking ability as conversing in English (cf. Levelt, 1983;
Levelt, 1989; Levelt, et al., 1999; and Menyhart, 2003).

Additionally, the 1.2 disfluency types can also indicate the speakers’ linguistic
skills (e.g. lexical retrieval speed, articulation speed, and sentence building speed),
language knowledge (e.g. vocabulary and grammar knowledge) and processing skills.
The findings agree with those discussed in the previous studies such as in Hilton (2007)
and de Jong, et al. (2013).

The knowledge of word-form and the non-word-form disfluencies and its

implication were provided in more details in the implication section.

Speakers’ Intentions in Using Disfluencies

The findings showed three intentions in using each type of the DFs: (1) to
cognitively manage speech production difficulties; (2) to serve textual functions; and (3)
to serve interpersonal functions. Discussion in the interesting point of each intention is

presented as follows.

Intention 1: Speakers’ Cognitive Management of Speech Production Difficulties

The findings showed that only pauses and repetitions were highly used for this
purpose. It can be explained that the two disfluency types reflected that the main
problem which the L2 speakers mainly concerned was in the domain of language
knowledge rather than contextual or sociocultural knowledge. The evidence was that
most speakers indicated their problems about language that they were not sure about
how to correctly pronounce the word intended to say. Some had listening problems.
They pointed that their pausing after the hearer had asked a question meant that they
were trying to understand the question and sometimes they repeated the question in
order to confirm the question being asked.

Pauses and repetitions were considered hesitation devices signaling their
English language deficiency with low automaticity in processing speech production. In

other words, to the L2 speakers, when they were using pauses or repetitions, it meant
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that they were in the state of non-fluency and they were trying to keep going by using
pauses and repetitions. Thus, the two types of DFs indicated their low automaticity and
their degree of English language acquisition. This finding corresponded to those from
previous studies such as in de Bot (1992), Sajavara (1987), and Tang (2015) which
pointed that L2 DFs like pauses demonstrated the speakers’ difficulties, less
automatically speech processing than L1 speakers. This finding also agreed with those
DFs in L1 speech as indicated in several studies, for example, Johnson (1961), Garrett
(1975), Dell (1986), Chomsky (1965), Watanabe, et al. (2007), Levelt (1989), Levelt,
et al. (1999), Fromkin, (1971), and Harley (2000) that DFs were signals of cognitive
problems occurting during speech production processes and were unable to be

controlled by speakers.

Intention 2: Disfluencies for Textual Functions

Textual functions involved with maintaining syntactic and semantic coherence
in speech. The findings showed that, among the three disfluency types (pauses,
repetitions, and repairs), repairs were the type that tended to be used by the speakers
to serve textual functions at the highest rate. The difference can be resulted from the
characteristics of repairs that highly demanded for sufficient L2 knowledge for
correcting, completing, or revising words, phrases, and sentences in order to create
semantic coherence and relevance while pauses and repetitions signaled the speakers’
limited range of vocabulary and their effortfulness in accessing vocabularies. Thus, it
can be concluded that repairs were likely to be used as discourse markers for textual
functions in maintaining syntactic and semantic coherence in speech rather than being
markers for cognitively managing speech production difficulties like pauses and
repetitions. This finding agreed the conclusions from the previous studies (as
discussed in e.g. Levelt, 1989; Clark, 1996; Shriberg, 1996; Clark & Fox Tree, 2002;
van Hest, 1996; Kormor, 2002; Dornyei & Kormos, 1998; Schiffrin, 1987) that the
characteristics and functions of disfluencies both in L1 and L2 speeches are similar to
those of discourse markers in four aspects: (1) they are normally used in spoken
language; (2) they can be detached from the utterance without hurting the utterance

meaning; (3) they can be in the word form and the non-word form such as well, I
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mean, and uh, um respectively, and (4) they can be used for connecting message in a

text; and they can function in constructing textual coherence.

Intention 3: Disfluencies for Interpersonal Functions

Although pauses were found being used for the function of cognitively
managing speech production difficulties at the highest, the L2 speakers also indicated
that they tended to use pauses to serve interpersonal functions as well. However, the
occurrence number of the latter was far below that of the former. It means that the L2
speakers were likely to use pauses to cognitively manage their speech production
difficulties rather than to serve the interpersonal functions. According to several studies
(e.g Fuller, 2003; Wang, 2009; Zhao, 2013; Bu, 2013; Fehringer and Fry, 2003; Hilton,
2007, 2008; Liu, et al., 2010; Chen & Pu, 2002), L2 disfluencies can function as L2
speakers’ communication strategies for stalling or gaining time; and they can also be
used as markers for turn-taking (Watanabe, et al., 2008), turn-holding, and time holding
(as discussed in Kahng, 2014; Tang, 2015; and Guillot, 1995). It is possible that most of
the L2 speakers may not know how to use pauses for interpersonal functions due to their
less familiarity with the pragmatic usage of English language. Such phenomena was
similar to those found by Zhao (2013), Fuller (2003), and Wang (2009) that it was likely
that non-native speakers of English were not aware of relationship between the use of
markers and contextual situation. Thus, the number of pauses being used for
interpersonal functions was much lower than the number of pauses used as markers for
cognitively managing speech production difficulties. Only a few speakers said they
paused for conceptualizing some ideas to speak and for holding the speaking floor since
they had not yet finished their intended message.

Although the speakers reported that they used pauses for several social-
interaction purposes, most of them reported that, different from unfilled pauses
(silences), they tended to highly use filled pauses (e.g. um, ah, uh, prolongations, and
lexicalized filled pauses) to avoid unnecessary silence. That means the speakers used
filled pauses as markers showing that they had obliged in carrying on the conversation
with the hearer. Thus, they took responsibility for maintaining meaning connection

within the message (Scollon & Scollon, 2001) and bringing the communication to its
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goal. According to Tubbs & Moss (1981), such interpersonal obligation is considered
difficult when it involves the interaction between people from different cultures since
it tends to create more misunderstanding rather than understanding due to small area of
common experience among them. The L2 speakers’ underuse of pauses for interpersonal
functions can be a reflection of their weak L2 pragmatic practice. This finding is
consistent with that found in the studies by Liyanage & Gardner (2013), Zhao (2013),
Quan and Zheng (2012), and House (1999). |

Simultaneous Intentions

Simultaneous intentions referred to the two or more intentions for one disfluency
item that were identified by the speakers. This can be explained that it was possible for
the speakers to use disfluencies for serving several purposes at the same time. The
speakers found showing the large number of simultaneous intentions were in the mid
and the low proficiency groups. The high proficiency speakers demonstrated the much
lower rate of simultaneous intentions than the other two groups. The reason for such
phenomena could be that the more advanced L2 speakers were likely to be more
confident in using language as their tool for communication. Thus, the purpose was
clearly identified.

It can be concluded from the present study that the L2 speakers showed that the
intention most likely to be demonstrated when using L2 disfluencies was to serve their
own needs in trying to overcome the difficulties in speaking English. Pauses and
repetitions were used as the types serving this function. However, the speakers also
pointed that some sub-types of pauses such as filled pauses and prolongations were
likely to serve as their communication strategies during conversation. For repairs, it was
obvious that repairs in L.2 speech were identified as the disfluencies which behaved like
discourse markers for maintaining agreements within the utterances in terms of both
grammaticality and meanings. Thus, all types of pauses and repetitions were used as the
L2 speakers’ ways in solving their speech difficulties; filled pauses including
prolongations and lexicalized filled pauses were used as L2 communication strategies;

and repairs were used as L2 discourse markers for textual coherence and relevance.
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Disfluencies and Hearers’ Interpretations

The findings for this research question showed the same three functions of
disfluencies as intended by the L2 speakers: first, disfluencies as markers for
cognitively managing speech production difficulties; second, disfluencies as markers
serving textual functions; and the last, disfluencies as communication strategies or
conversational devices for interpersonal functions. The hearers interpreted that the
occurrence of all the disfluency types was to serve all the three functions. This means
that the hearers tended to perceive that all the types of L2 disfluencies possessed some

meaning during conversations.

Interpretation 1: Disfluencies as Cognitive Management of Speech Production
Difficulties

The hearers’ interpretations indicated high tendency for pauses to be used to
cognitively manage their speech production difficulties. For this function, the hearers
commented that pauses mostly occurred as the speakers were thinking about the
vocabulary, trying to remember the information or to recall the fact required, and
making a decision. For example, when the speakers repeated a particular word in their
utterance such as “yeah yeah some...some...”, the hearers indicated that the pauses were
like stalling to find correct word. One of the hearers called the L2 speakers’ filled pauses
as hesitation devices since many of the speakers demonstrated their hesitations when
they paused during utterance. All the three hearers noticed that pauses were largely used
by the L2 speakers to serve this purpose. Such interpretations showed that to native
English-speaking hearers, pauses reflected the L2 speakers’ problems on accessing the
vocabulary needed; and they were signals of the speakers’ hesitations especially those
involved with language problems. They were commonly used by the L2 speakers when
the speakers were self-monitoring and trying to detect errors in their speech. For
example, when one of the speakers was asked about the reason why she wanted to
become a teacher, she said “My mother is my ...(paused and then slowly said the word
“inspiration” as)...in-sa-pi-ra-tion”. The hearers viewed such phenomenon that maybe
the speaker visualized the word ‘inspiration’ since she almost said it as if she was

reading it. Another example that two of the hearers raised was that when the information
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intended to speak involved with Thai names such as temple name, school name, and
dormitory name, as well as when the speakers failed to access the required vocabulary,
they mostly paused their utterance before switching the language from English to Thai.
One of the hearers pointed that the speakers demonstrated such reaction because they
were trying to translate the words. As a result, code-switching was used as their means
to overcome the language difficulties. Thus, to the native English-speaking hearers,
pauses were likely to be perceived as markers of insufficient L2 knowledge and non-
fluency. The present findings agreed with the previous studies (e.g. Fehringer & Fry,
2007; Belz & Klapi, 2013 Hilton; 2008b; Hilton, 2007; and de Jong, et al., 2013) that L2
pauses revealed the speakers’ problems on memory capacity and automaticity of speech
processing which mainly involved linguistic skills such as vocabulary accessing speed

and also sentence building speed.

Interpretation 2: Disfluencies as for Textual Functions

The hearers opined that pauses and repetitions were sometimes used to
demonstrate that “they (the speakers) are not sure or uncertain” rather than “they don't
know” about the language and/or the information related to the topic being discussed,;
and “sometimes they paused or repeated their own utterance because they may not
know how to respond to the question — what more they could add as they had already
answered the question previously.” The hearers added that the speakers paused the most
when they were questioned to expand on their answers (answer to “why” questions),
when the subject changed, or when they were trying to think about the relevant topic.
The hearers suggested the evidence supporting the textual functions of pauses and
repetitions that “He (the speaker) agreed with my suggestion but he repeated himself as
he redirected the topic to give his answer. He's a confident speaker, comfortable
chatting.” “She repeated ‘4’ for clarity, to correct the pronunciation of the first utterance
of 4’.” From these comments, the hearers perceived L2 pauses and repetitions as the
markers used when the speakers were focusing on creating unity of the meaning in
the message, having found a mistake in their speech, or uncertain about the content or

the topic.
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Thus, pauses and repetitions in the L2 speeches were likely to be interpreted as
having textual functions in terms of maintaining semantic and syntactic coherence
between the intended speech plan and the actual speech production, clarifying the
previous statement, marking for amendment of speech, clarifying syntactic ambiguity,
and holding syntactic commitment to maintain continuity.

In conclusion, although pauses were interpreted as doing textual functions at
the highest frequency in comparison with the other two types of disfluencies: repetitions
and repairs, which were found with the second highest and the lowest, frequency,
respectively, for textual functions, all the disfluency types were likely to co-occur and
the hearers tended not to interpret the role of disfluencies in L2 utterance without taking
the other disfluencies co-occurring with them into consideration. Thus, disfluencies in
context were meaningful to the hearers. Since disfluencies themselves did not contain
lexical meaning, when the hearers said they serve textual functions, it means that the
disfluencies behaved like discourse markers in creating textual coherence in terms of

both meanings and grammaticality.

Interpretation 3: Disfluencies as for Interpersonal Functions

Through the hearers’ perspectives, the L2 speakers tended to highly use pauses
as conversational devices for interpersonal functions. The hearers pointed that the L2
speakers largely used pauses, especially, filled pauses to break silence between the
question and their answers. Such phenomenon was interpreted by the hearer-s that the
speakers paused for processing question (thinking about the answer, or calculating answer
to numerical questions). That is, pauses in this aspect behaved like discourse markers for
acknowledging a speaking turn and cueing for the new and/or the difficult-to-produce
information. For example, when the hearer asked a question: “How far is it?” the speaker
said “Um...about...(silence)... 10...kilometers”.

That is, “um” behaved like a discourse marker for acknowledging a speaking
turn and “silence” occurred when the speaker was estimating the distance, which was
difficult-to-produce, before saying the number. They were clues for the hearers to
predict what the speakers were going to say next. Sometimes the hearers were able to

predict the following repair of the utterance. Thus, to the native English-speaking hearers,
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pauses, especially filled pauses which included fillers in word form and prolongations
were perceived as devices for turn taking; turn holding, time-gaining during the
conversations.

It can be said that pauses in L2 speech were discourse markers for interpersonal
functions in different conditions.

When they occurred at the beginning of an ufterance especially before the
speaker answering the hearer’s question, they were for turn taking purpose (cf. Fuller,
2003; Wang, 2009; Zhao, 2013; Bu, 2013; Fehringer and Fry, 2003; Hilton, 2007, 2008;
Liu, et al., 2010; Chen & Pu, 2002). For example, “um” in the following sentence:
“um....about...(silence)... 10 kilonieters”.

When they occurred in mid- utterance, they were for turn holding, time gaining,
or time holding while gathering thoughts and/or remembering the information required
(cf. Chotirat & Sinwongsuwat, 2011; Ussana & Sinwongsuwat, 2012; Tang, 2015;
Watanabe, et al., 2008; Guillot, 1995; Kahng, 2014); for example “silence” (unfilled
pauses) and “and” (prolongations-a sub-type of pauses) in the following sentence:
“umm...because...(silence)...they are kind teachers....and....lovely.”

Thus, filled pauses helped facilitate the hearers” perception of the L2 speakers’
acknowledgement of what the hearers have said, which means that the speakers have
heard, understood, tried to understand, or tried to respond to the hearers’ message. The
acknowledgement, therefore, is like a signal showing that a communication between the
speakers and the hearers has taken place.

It was interesting that the hearers in the current study additionally pointed
with remarks that, in generally, pauses in the L2 speeches tended to be natural and
some were habitual aspect. That means, it was acceptable to the hearers that pauses
occurred naturally. They did not feel that pauses were intrusive in their conversation at
all. In other words, pauses did not hurt the overall meanings of the utterance and they
were perceived as natural pauses like in the English L2 speech (as commented by the
hearers). It was noted that pauses were found occurring in the speech produced with
continuity. The speakers kept their speech going regardless of ungrammaticality or
incorrect pronunciation. This is a good news for L2 speakers that when speaking English

with native speakers (especially for the high-stake tests like IELTS), it is important to
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keep the conversation going, although sometimes it is difficult to pron.ounce.a particular
word or sound, because the hearers can predict what the speakers intend to say and it can
help the hearers to understand throughout the conversation. Rather than avoiding the
difficult-to-pronounce word/sound, the L2 speakers are recommended to try to say the
word/sound so that the hearers are not confused. However, if possible, correct
pronunciation is the best. In terms of grammaticality, it was unexpected that none of the
hearers mentioned about this aspect of the L2 speeches. The hearers mostly focused
more on the meanings of message and the speakers’ ability for communication.

With regard to pauses as the speakers’ habitual aspect, as perceived by the
hearers, it can be explained that although the overuse of pauses in L2 speeches does
not lessen the hearers’ comprehensibility of the message, they reflect that the speakers
do not speak in a normal rate which means non-fluency, as perceived by the hearers.
Thus, inappropriate use of pauses can be markers of weak pragmatic practice (cf.
Tavakoli, 2010).

The findings showed that repairs were not likely to be interpreted as doing
interpersonal functions, only a small number of them were found. The possible reason
can be that self-initiated repairs in the present study found focusing on prgmmciation
and grammaticality rather than on appropriateness. Thus, the hearers were likely to
perceive the repairs as having low degree in doing interpersonal functions during
conversation.

Thus, to native English-speaking hearers, disfluencies in L2 speech, especially
pauses, do one function, at least, during conversation. There is high potential that the
hearers would interpret pauses and repetitions as signals of L2 speakers’ non-fluency.
However, the two types of DFs are also likely to be perceived as discourse markers for
building textual coherence contextually. Besides, pauses are perceived as markers for
social interaction during conversation. However, it seems like the hearers do not
perceive that the L2 speakers have intentions to use them. The evidence is that they have
found L2 DFs produced naturally and habitually. Thus, to them, L2 DFs are likely to
occur unexpectedly but once they occur, the hearers perceive them as having some

social functions in conversations.
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Comparison of Speakers’ Intentions and Hearers’ Interpretations of Disfluencies

The statistical results revealed that there was strong evidence (small p-values
of: .000 as overall test result, .000, .005, .007 as test results based on each disfluency
type) confirming that L2 speakers’ intentions in using disfluencies and the hearers’
interpretations of the disfluencies were not identical. However, it was interesting that
both the speakers and the hearers indicated the same direction in perceiving the roles of L2
disfluencies in conversations that the disfluencies tended to function as signals of L2
speakers’ speech production difficulties at the highest frequency, as textual connections at
the second highest and as conversational devices or interpersonal functions at the lowest.
" This means that although the L2 speakers and the hearers had the same understanding of
the roles of L2 disfluencies in speech, their degree of attention paid to each role were
different. The evidence from the overall test result (see Table 20). Speech production
difficulties were perceived as the function mainly found for L2 disfluencies. However,
the number of uncounted data consisting of speakers’ simultaneous intentions and
hearers’ disagreement number of interpretaions revealed that there was a rather high
number of simultaneous intentions (7.47%) made by the speakers in using disfluencies.
In contrast, there was a much lower number of disagreement among the hearers’
interpretations of disfluencies (4.99%). The phenomenon reflected that it was rather
difficult for L2 speakers to tell about their exact intention in using a disfluency in each
case, then more intentions were identified with hesitation. As a result, the speakers
demonstrated a very close number of the occurrence between the disfluencies for textual
functions and interpersonal functions (11.77% and 11.88%, respectively). Differently,
the low number of hearers’ disagreement in interpreting the roles of disfluencies
indicated the hearers’ stronger decision on assigning a role for each disfluency than did
the L2 speakers. The evidence was the sharp difference between the disfluencies
interpreted as doing textual functions and those as interpersonal functions (10.77% and
13.75%, respectively). Based on analysis of each individual type of disfluencies, the
same phenomena were also found in the speakers® intentions in using pauses and
repetitions in comparison with the hearers’ interpretations of the disfluencies.

However, repairs were viewed in the same way by the two parties. Both of

them considered repairs as having a role of textual connections in a much higher degree
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than as having a role of interpersonal functions (21.43% : 2.98% for speakers, 30.36% :
2.38% for hearers, respectively). Thus, repairs for both the hearers and the speakers
were unlikely to be conversational devices for interpersonal functions.

These phenomena were considered as a reflection of the native English-
speaking hearers’ strong experience about the roles of disfluencies in speech
communication, while the same kind of experience that the L2 speakers had was rather
weak. Thus, for native speakers, L2 disfluencies have some functions in speech
communication, basically, they are markers of low degree of fluency; however, pauses
and repetitions are likely to be perceived as conversational devices or communication
strategies that L2 speakers use to overcome their speech difficulties, while repairs were
discourse markers for textual connections. For L2 learners, L2 disfluencies are mostly
caused by their low automaticity in speaking, which can be caused by their weak
knowledge of L2 language and communication skills.

It is important for L2 learners to understand the roles of disfluencies as
interpreted by the native speakers; espccial‘ly, when taking a high stake test such as
IELTS to realize that the more they produce utterance without hesitations or thinking too
much, the more chance for them to be interpreted by the hearers as having higher ability
in L2 communication since the hearers are likely to interpret the disfluencies in a

positive way, for example, as the speakers’ habitual or natural aspect.

Speakers’ Levels of English Proficiency and the Types of Disfluencies Produced
Statistically, the findings revealed that the speakers at all levels demonstrated
the same pattern in producing disfluency types: pauses were found produced at the
highest number by the speakers from all levels, repetitions were the second, and repairs
were the lov;fest. However, each of the types was found produced in different numbers
by speakers at different levels of English proficiency. Although there are some studies
inform about the high number of disfluencies demonstrated by weak L2 speakers, none
of them found providing the knowledge on L2 disfluency types and their ranking pattern
as produced by L2 speakers at different levels of language proficiency as in the present
study. This new knowledge indicates that, when assessing 1.2 learners’ speaking ability,

one of the criteria should be considered is the number of each disfluency type rather than
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considering only the number or the types of disfluencies since the characteristics of
disfluencies in combination with their occurrence frequencies can better indicate the
learners’level of speaking ability.

Discussion on the speakers’ levels of language proficiency based on each type

of disfluencies is presented next.

Pauses and Speakers’ Levels of English Proficiency

In comparison with other speaker groups, the low proficiency group
demonstrated the highest number of pauses while the high proficiency group produced
pauses at the lowest number. This phenomenon indicated clearly that pauses are markers
of low language proficiency. The weak L2 speakers reflected their difficulties in
processing their speech production while the advanced ones reflected their higher
automaticity in processing their speech production. Thus, it can be claimed that pauses
are signals of non-fluency in L2 speakers. Such claim is strongly supported by the
statistical evidence of Chi-square test of homogeneity with the p-value of .000 which
below the significance level (.05) showing the significant difference in the number of

pauses produced by different groups of L2 speakers.

Repetitions and Speakers’ Levels of English Proficiency

The findings revealed that repetitions were found at the highest number in the
mid proficiency group while the high proficiency group made repetitions at the lowest
number. However, the results showed that the frequency of repetitions made by each
group was very close, especially that of the mid and the low proficiency groups
(0.93% for the high, 6.60% for the mid, and 6.53% for the low). The phenomenon
reflected that the speakers at the mid and the low levels were more likely to produce
repetitions at the same number but sharply contrast with the number made by the high
group. Thus, it is unlikely that repetitions can be markers of low L2 proficiency and

automaticity in producing speech.

Repairs and Speakers’ Levels of English Proficiency
Repairs were found in a very close number in the mid- and the low-proficiency

groups (2.94% and 2.23%, respectively). In contrast, the high-proficiency group
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produced the much lower number (0.86%) than the first two groups. However, there
were some differences in the nature of repairs made by the first two groups and the
latter. The reasons for explaining the phenomenon is that repairs required various kinds
of knowledge to form communication ability. Although, the speakers with sufficient
knowledge of L2 and communication ability are likely to do the repairs at the higher
frequency than the lower, the data showed that the lower proficiency speakers repaired
their speech by deletion at the higher number than the advanced speakers did.

This can be explained that as repairing did not involve only the well-
formedness rule but also the pragmatic rule, the speakers were required to do the two
processes simultaneously (as discussed in van Hest, 1996 and Kormor, 2002). Thus the
speakers with low language proficiency level may not have sufficient knowledge to
make a repair by revising or inserting language features in the utterance. Thus, the
nature of repairs can reflect the speakers’ L2 acquisition (cf. O’ Connor, 1988; van Hest,

1996; Liu, 2009; Chen & Pu, 2002.

Implications

The findings indicated that disfluencies in L2 speech were significant in two
dimensions. [irst, through cognitive view, disfluency types in L2 speech reflected the
speakers’ speech processing difficulties or low automaticity in speaking, and the extent
to which their L2 was acquired. Disfluency types were also a clue for a better
understanding of the L2 speakers’ problems in relation to the levels in speech production
processes: whether the problems involved with conceptualizing ideas during the
macroplanning process or involved with the microplanning process which can be
formulating the message to be uttered or articulating the formulated message as an
utterance.

According to the current findings, the present study suggested to classify L2
disfluencies based on their sources into two main types: word-form disfluencies which
were caused by the speakers’ self-monitoring of overt speech and non-word-form
disfluencies which were caused by the speakers’ self-monitoring of covert speech (see

Figure 6).
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Figure 6 Sources and types of disfluencies produced by Thai learners of English

Word-form disfluencies consisted of repetitions (self-repetitions and other-
repetitions), repairs (self-initiated repairs and other-initiated repairs), and lexicalized
filled pauses (and, like, and prolongations, for example, /....., inspi...ra....tion). The
occurrence of these disfluencies was caused by the checking process executed after
articulation which involved the speakers’ self-monitoring of their overt speech, an
articulated utterance that was encoded by all linguistic rules as known to the speaker
(knowledge from L1, L2, and interlanguage systems). When the speaker monitored the
already articulated utterance and detected a mistake, he/she re-planned the speech either
at micro or at macro planning level depending on thernature of the detected mistake such
as the mistake on idea conceptualization, or linguistic representations, and then, he/she
began encoding processes in speech production again. In other words, the speaker
retrieved their mental lexicons and linguistic rules from three sources: the speaker’s first
language, the speaker’s foreign language, and the speaker’s interlanguage (a language
system created by L2 speakers). Lexis and linguistic rules which were drawn from any

sources of the three language systems caused some disagreements between lexical
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access and articulatory planning, or between the articulatory planning and execution (cf.
Menyhart, 2003). Word-form disfluencies arose as a result of such disagreements which
were from self-monitoring process of overt speech.

Non-word-form disfluencies cons&sted of non-lexicalized filled pause (e.g. uh,
ah, um, etc) and unfilled pauses (silences). This group of disfluencies involved the
checking process executed prior to articulating an utterance, or at formulating level. In
other words, the speaker was self-monitoring his/her covert speech and decided not to
produce any utterances. It was a reflection of the internal checking process that the
speakers performed in their minds (cf. Levelt, 1983, 1989; Kormos, 2006). That is, the
preverbal plan for the intended message was monitored before articulation (cf. Postma
& Kolk, 1993). Since the speech production process proceeded on a step-by-step basis,
if the speaker failed to complete the current step, the next step could not be possible.

As a result, no utterance was produced but silences, uh, ah, um, er, mmm...., #a, g8, or

other non-lexicalized filled pauses. According to the current findings that the weak L2
speakers (Thai learners of English in this case) produced the highest number of non-
lexicalized filled pauses and unfilled pauses, it can be explained that the source of
disfluencies in their L2 speech was mainly from the problems occurring during
microplanning process at formulating level. The results agreed with the previous studies
(cf. Fehringer & Fry, 2007; Belz & Klapi, 2013; Hoshino, 2006) that unfilled
pauses and non-lexicalized filled pauses in L2 speech were related to the speakers’ low
memory capacity and automaticity of speech processing.

It can be concluded that non-word-form disfluencies were markers of low
automaticity in processing speech production which was caused by insufficient L2
knowledge, the knowledge was too limited to be used for encoding the utterance at the
formulating level. The evidence was from the findings that the low proficiency
speakers produced much higher number of non-word-form disfluencies than did by the
high proficiency speakers. Another piece of evidence confirming this conclusion was the
speakers’ identification of non-word-form disfluencies (such as silences and uh, ah, um)
as their markers of speech production difficulties. In contrast, word-form disfluencies

in L2 speech such as self-repetitions, other-repetitions, self-initiated repairs, other-
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initiated repairs, lexicalized filled pauses, and prolongations were produced at a much
lower number than the non-word-form disfluencies. Such phenomenon indicated that
to reach the articulating level, the speakers required many kinds of L2 knowledge
consisting of phonology (pronunciation), morphology (word formation), syntax
(grammar), semantics (meanings), and pragmatics (meaning in context). As a result, it
was rather difficult for the weak L2 speakers to produce word-form disfluencies.
Moreover, some types of disfluencies in this group which involved higher cognitively
demanding such as self-initiated repairs by revising or inserting language features in the
utterance tended to be performed by the high-proficiency speakers while the lower ones
were likely to produce self-initiated repairs by deletion rather than revision or insertion.

Thus, although number of disfluencies can indicate L2 speakers’ state of
fluency, the characteristics of disfluencies are crucial for tracing back to the source of
the speakers’ difficulties in producing L2 speech and also crucial for assessing their L2
acquisition. As a result, the L2 speakers’ symptoms of speech production difficulties can
be diagnosed for a proper treatment.

Second, through sociolinguistic view, the previous studies indicated that
disfluencies serve as L2 speakers’ communication strategies and discourse markers for
social-interaction between speakers and hearers. For the current study, it was found that
the L2 speakers’ intentions and the hearers’ interpretations of each disfluency types
agreed with the previous findings in some degree (see Figure 7).

From Figure 7, both the speakers and the hearers had the same perspectives on
the roles of pauses in conversation that they had the highest tendency to function as
speakers’ signal of speech production difficulties, the second highest for interpersonal
function, and the lowest for textual function. That is they both perceived that pauses
were markers of low automaticity in spe;aking. Such implication was supportive to the
conclusion from the analysis through cognitive view that the non-word-form
disfluencies (non-lexicalized filled pauses and unfilled pauses) were overused by weak

1.2 speakers and the phenomenon reflected how the problem arose.
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For repetitions, through the speakers’ perspective, the major role of repetitions
was a signal of speech production difficulties while textual functions were the minor
role. For hearers, the major roles of repetitions in conversation was speakers’
communication strategies and discourse markers for social interaction serving
interpersonal functions, while being a signal of speech production difficulties were the
minor role for them. That is the hearers tended to interpret repetitions as a conversational
device rather than speakers’ problems.

Repairs were perceived differently from pauses and repetitions. Both the
speakers and the hearers pointed the same perception on the role of repairs in
conversation, That is, the most-likely-to-occur role of repairs was discourse markers
serving textual functions in linking the messages in speech to create meaning relation
within utterances (i.e. repairing by insertion, revision, and deletion) while the least-
likely-to-occur role of repairs was communication strategies and discourse markers for
social interaction serving interpersonal functions during conversation. Thus, it can be
cléarly said that repairs tend to be discourse markers for textual functions rather than
discourse markers for interpersonal function in conversation.

In conclusion, although the L2 speakers tended to use disfluencies for
signaling their difficulties, the hearers perceived that the disfluencies were not used on
purposes. Their occurrence . was not by intention of the speakers but they arose
naturally. It was the speakers’ habit to produce disfluencies, but once they were
produced, they were likely to be interpreted as having some communicative meaning
or being a conversational device to facilitate conversation. However, both the L2
speakers and the hearers considered that each type of disfluencies play different major
roles in conversation. For hearers, an overuse of the markers signaled the speakers’
weak L2 knowledge and lack of fluidity in speaking. The findings of the current study
offered significant information filling the gap on L2 disfluencies produced by Thai
learners of English that, first, L2 disfluency types indicated about what kind of speech
production problems being dealt by the speaker. The symptoms can be diagnosed for a
further proper treatment; second, it revealed the roles of L2 disfluencies in speech
communication as perceived by both native English-speaking hearers and L2 speakers,

especially in Thai EFL context. Since disfluencies serve as indicators for evaluating
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speaking fluency in international standardized tests such as International English
Language Teaching System or IELTS, the speakers’ realization of such interpretations
can make them pay more attention to the disfluencies to control the frequency of their
occurrence in speech, and make use of the disfluencies for socially interact with the
interlocutor on a purpose (e.g. signaling as communication strategies for social
interaction during speaking). The findings cannot only help promoting EFL/ESL
teachers’ and learners’ realization of the native English-speaking hearers” interpretations
of the DFs in L2 speech of English but also the interaction between EFL/ESL learners’
levels of English proficiency and the types of DFs that they produce. The EFL/ESL
teachers may apply the knowledge for creating an appropriate lesson plan to promote

EFL/ESL learners’ speaking ability and to void overusing DFs.

The major implications for further study suggested by the current study involve
interaction between the learners’ L2 proficiency level and DF-types; relationship
between the occurrence positions of L2 DFs and the learners’ L2 proficiency level; and

the co-occurrence patterns of each DF-types.
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APPENDICES

FREQUENCIES OF DISFLUENCIES, SPEAKERS’ INTENTIONS, AND

HEARERS’ INTERPRETED
Coding
Code Sub-Types of Dfs

Lexicalized Filled Pauses
Unfilled Pauses
Self-repetitions
Other-repetitions
Self-initiated repairs
Other-initiated repairs

NN B W=

Non-lexicalized Filled Pauses

Abbr.
NLFP
LFP
P
SREPT
OREPT
SREPR
OREPR

Speakers’ Intentions & Hearers’ Interpretations Abbr.

Speech production difficulties
Textual Functions
Interpersonal Funcitons

spd
tt
intp

: Sub-type | Hear}ers' Interpretations Rep.of :__Speakers' E Repof
ID | Grow | DF.»'a!1 DF Forms i | DF_Type | Hearers' ;__ln(entionsf Intentions
] i : i Code i H1 ! H2 H3 Inferpretations. i
11 1 NL-FP (um) . 1 Pavses 10 Gotp)| 10 Gntp)| 10 Gntp) __itp  : 8 | imp
1i 1 2 INL-FP (ah) | Pauses 10 (intp) |10 Gntp}| 10 Gntp)  intp 2 spd
L1 3 NL-FP (ah) 1 Pauses 10 Gintp)| 10 Gintp)| 10 Gotp) - intp 2 spd |
1l 4 NL-FP (uh) 1 Pavses .10 (intp)| 30 24 (spd) 0 1 spd
| 1T Fo S_VEI;!FP il | I piPasses Gt o i (spd]é ¥ (,sgd)f 24 (spd)  spd 1 spd
i} 6 |NL-FP(plgt) _ - 1 Pauses | 1|  2(spd 24 (spd) spd 10 spd
1 1 7 INL-FR(ah) " 1 ‘Pauses a 10 (inl,p}% 10 {intp) | 24 (sivt_i);_, spd I spd
1 1 - 8 INL-FP(ab) 1 Pauses | 10 (i) 10 Giatp)! 10.Gnip): intp 13 imp
10 1 9 [NL-FP(ah) 1 [Pauses 10 (intp) | 3G 10 lintp) intp 2 sod
1 1 10 |NL-FP (uh) 1 Pauses ¢ 10 (Gmg), 230 10 Gmp)  intp 2 sad
1. 1 11 |NL-FP (um) e 1 Pases | 3l 5a0 3l 23 | u
1 1 i 12 |uFp 3 ‘Pauses ; 3 (Wi 5 (it) 3 () 1t 23 F w
1! 1 13 [NL-FP (um) 1 iPauses | 10 (mp)| 24 (spd) 10 Gmp)? intp 21 spd
11 P 1 14 -‘NL,—FP (um) 1 Pauses | 10 (intp){ 10 (intp)| 10 (imp;l_f intp 15 intp
1 1 | 15 INL-FP(um) 1 ‘Pauses 15 Gotp)| 24 (spd)| 10 Gintp)  intp 23 it
a1 las e 3 Pases 15 Gntp) | 24 (spd)| 10 Gopd intp 23 it
1| 1|17 SREPT () 4 Repetions | 15 Cintp)| 24 (spd)| 10 Gintp) __inp 23w
1| 1 (18 NL-FPm) i 1  Pauses 10 Gntp) | 12 (intp) | 10 Cintp) intp 1 spd
1 1 19 NL-FP (um) 1 Pauses 10 (intp) | 24 (spd)| 10 (intp) intp 2 spd
1 1 20 [NL-FP um) L 1 Pauses | 24(pd)| 24(spd| 10Gmp)  spd i 15 intp
1121 INL-FP (um) I Pavses 24 (spd)| 24 (spd) S s 1 spd
f1 ol 1 22 INL-FP (um) 1 Pawses . 3w 23 i i 2 | spd
1 1 23 {SRPET (w) 4 Repetitions 3 (w 23 (! 10 (intp) spd 2 spd
1 1 | 24 UFP 3 Pauses 1(spddi 24 (spd)i 10 Gimp):  intp 1 | spd
1 1 25 {NL-FP (um) 1 Pauses | 24 (spdi 7 (intp)! 10 (intp) intp 15 | intp
1 1 | 26 INL-FP ) 1 Pauses | 23(0) 24 (spdd| 10 Gpi 0O 23 |
1 1 | 27 NL-FP(um) B 1 Pauses 23000 24 Gspd| 19 Gotp) 0 23 t
1, 1 | 28 NL-FP(Hmm.) 1 iPauses 23 ). 24 (spd 19 Gp) O . 23 o
1 1 29 INL-FP (N 1 Pauses 10 (intp) 540 10 Gup) int 15 intp
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_— Hearers’ Interpretations  Rep.of  Spealers' | Rep.of
1D | Group : DF# DF Forms L DF_Type Hearers'  : Intentions | Intentions
Code H1 H2 H3 Interpretations
20 1 1 INL-FPGh) 1 iPauses 3G0] 10 Gntpd! 10 (intp) | intp 21 | spd
20 1 | 2 INL-FP () I Passes | 300! 10 Gup 10 (mp)i intp 21 | spd
2 0 1 | 3 ISREPT (w) - 4 Repetitions 300 10 Gop| 10 (mtp):  inp ¢ 21 spd
21 1 4 INL-FP (o) 1 Pauses 24 (spd)! 10 Gotd| 10 (o) intp 3 o
2 0 1 _: 5 ISREPT(w) 4 [Repetitions | 24 (spd)} 10 Gnip)i 10 (ip): intp 3w
2 1 6 UFP 3 Pauses 1(spd); 24 (spd)i 24 (spd):  spd_ 3 [
12 1 7 SREPT (phr) | Repetitions 1(spd)|{ 24 (spd) 24 (spd):  spd 3 it
2| 1 8 INL-FP(ch) I Pases | 1(spd 7 CGop) 7 Gmp)  intp 21 spd
| 2 1 1 - 9 ISREPT (w) 4 Repelitions | 1(spd!  7(intp) 7 Gap): intp 21 spd
2 | 1 10 SREPT(¥) 4 Repetitions | 24 (spd 7(tpd| 13Cntp). intp 1 sod
121 1 11 UFP 3 iPauses {7 1 (spd)’ 77227@&5? 24 (spd}é spd ) tt
2 | 1 12 SREPR (re) 6 [Repairs | 1(spd| 22(spd)| 24 (spd  spd 5 1w
2| 1 13 NLFPGH) ™ Pases | mqn! | lotelby MOR o 5 u
21 1 14 NL-FP (ah) » 1 {Pauses s 24 (spd)|  3(0 24 (spd)i  spd 23 it
2 | 1 15 SREPR(e) 6  Repairs | 24 (spd) 3G 24 (s smd 23 it
2| 1 16 NL-FPGah) 1 Pauses 30 2(sad) 2(sd. s ! spd
2 1 17 NL-EP @) L1 lpauses Lispdi 20 2(spd . spd 3 it
20 1 18 Wupp |3 Pases | 1(sodi 2(spd| 2(spd).  spd 3 tt
2 | 1 19 [SREPT(w) {4 Repetitions | 1(spd| 2(spd|  2(spd. s 3 | @
2 | 1 20 NePRGR). < C1 Pawses | @l 23 3@ u 23 (0
2| 1 21 OREPT(s) 4 5 Repetifions | 23Q0) 2@ 3@ w23 | o
2 | 1 29 |SREPR (asd 6 Repairs | 23(0| 230 340 1 23 u
7 Subrtype | Hearers' Interpretations Rep.of | Speakers’ | Rep.of
D Gow OF# DFFoms | DF_Type | ' ; Hearers  Intentions Intentions
" Code | O H3 Interpretations .
| 3 1 i I NL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses | 24 (spd)| 10(Gmp). 10Gotw)  ntp ;21 - | spd |
3 1 .2 INLFP () [ Pauses 24 (spd)| 10 Gwp) " 10 (intp) _ intp 21 spd
'3 1 3 NL-FPGh 1 Pauses | 24 (sd)| 1(spd) _ 24(spd)  snd 2 spd
311 4 INL-FP (plg) 1 iPauses C Lispd)| 7 Gt _l_D__(i_n:p)‘é _intp 2 spd
31 5 jume 0 3. Pases | (sl 7(mp) 10Gop) mp 2 |
3 1 6 NL-FP(uh 1 Pauses | .24 (spd) 24 (spd)| 14 (intp)  spd 5 i
3 1 7UFP 3 §Pauses 24 (spd)| 24 (sod). 14 Gimtp)  spd 5 Lt
3 1 8 UFP 3. Pauses 19 (intp)} 6 (intp): 10 (intp) intp 12§ spd |
3 . 1 9 NLFP@W 1 iPauses 3 (w) 3. 10 Gne): 1 spd
3 1 1 10 NL-FP(uh .1 Pauses 24 (spd)| 10 Cintp): 10 Gintp):  intp 20 0 spd
3 0 1 - 11 NL-FP (uh) 1 Pauses | 24 (spd)| 2 (spd)i 14 (intp) spd 2 21 sd
3 1 12 SREPR(ms) = 6  ‘Repairs | 24 (spd)i  2(spd). 14 (intp) spd 2 21 | spd |
3 ¢ 1 - 13 INL-FP (oh) 1 |Pauses 24 (spd) 30 24 (spd) spd 2 114 0
3 ¢ 1 . 14 INL-FP (uh) 1 Pauses 23 G0} 10 Gintp) | 10 (intp) intp - 2 spd
3 1 | 15 NL-FP (um) 1 Pauses 23 (0 15 (Gntp). 7 (intp) intp 21 ¢ 1 spd
3 1 . 16 [UFP 3 Pauses 24 (spd) 23G0; 1 (spd spd 1 o ospd
3 0 1 17 NL-FP(ub) 1 Pauses | 1(spd) 2300 7 Gintp) 0 1 s
3 1 18 !UFP 3 |Pauses 24 (spd)! 10 (intp): 24 (spd) spd 2 2 spd
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ID : Group: DF# DF Forms Sub-type | DF Type | Hearers' Interpretations Rep.of | Speakers' | Repof
Code . Hearers' Intentions : [ntentions
Hl H2 H3 | Interpretations
4 1 | 1 INL-FP(ah) 1 iPauses 11 (Gntp): 24 (spd): 24 (spd):  spd | 1 ¢ : snd
411 2 lup 3 lpases | 11Gmp) 14 Gop) 7 Gown) intp 14 ~inp
41 3 NL-FP (Buw) 1 Pauses 10 Gntp). 10 Gl 7 () intp spd
41 4 INL-FP(um) I Pauses 28 (spd) 7 lolp) 17 Gt intp 21 spd
4.1 | 5 UFP 3 iPauses 14 Gotp) 14 (ntp). 21 (spd) intp 23 1t
41 6 lue 13 Pamses 21 (spd). 2300 21 (spd)  spd o
401 T INL-FP (@) I Pases  L(spd)  20spd  1(spd  spd | 21 spd
4 1 8 NL-FP (plgt/thwouuh) I IPauses Lpd 23060 TGup) 0 | 1 . | spd
41 9 NL-FP () 1 [Pases s 2300 2(spd)  spd 2 s
41 10 NL-FP (@) b Pwses 300 30 17 G t 3 | it
41 _ } 3. Pases | Mlpd . 3W WGw 0 0
411 120 P i) TSN CuGpd dled  1Gpd  sd 2 s
41 13 INL-FP (pletfrooocommmm) 1 24 (spd). 24 (spd)i 24 (spd)i  spd 2 | spd
41 14 U | P 21 (spd)’ L 20 (spd) spd 23 | n
41 15 |NL-FP (Sum) L 15 Gintp) | T(np). intp 1 spd
4 1 16 |SREPR (de) 6 Repairs 30 20spd: w3 it
4117 NL-FPGH) 1 Pases  2(spd) Lispd) _ spd 2 211 s
1 | 18 |OREPT (w) _ 5 Repelitions 14 (int), 14 Gntp)| 14 Gintp) intp 14 inip.
i OREPT () 5 iRepetiions - 300 3 3. w1 spd
41 20 |SREPR(re) 6 Reirs 30, 3 3@, w3 | w |
41 18821 ;NL~FP(-’{HNH) 777777 1 Pauses 8 (intp): 10 (intp): 17 (intp) itp 7 | inlp ‘
4 1 22 [SREPR (rev) 6 Repirs 30 30 3w it 2 s
L4 MA23 ENL—FP (ah) B! ;‘Pau,sgs, 1 (spd): 1 (spd) 1 (spd): spd 2 . spd
4 1 24 ISREPR (rev) 6\ Repairs Lispd) 3000 3w 3 W
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ID _{Group: DF# ~ DF Forms :Sub—type: DF_Type Hearers' Interpretations | Rep.of  ‘Speakers' Intentions | Rep.of
. o - Code R Hearers’ Intentions
HL H2 H3 Interpretations
5 1 1 INL-FP (ah) 1 Pauses 10 (intp) | 10 (intp) | 7 (intpd | intp 18 intp
5 . 12 P 3 Pauses T(pd| 3G 21(spd|  sd 1 25 spd
5 | 1 | 3 INL-FP (olgthbowwuh) | 1 Pauses 300 1(sodi 17 Gl 0 13 | intp
5 1 1 | 4 INL-FP(h) — 1 Pauses 340 3(; 17 Gntp) Wi 15 o
5 1 5 INL-FP (ch) 1 ‘Pauses 15 (intp)| 15 (intp) | 15 (intp) intp 1 i6 15 intp
5 1 6 NL-FP (ah) .1 ‘Pauses 24 (spdd} 1 (spd)} 7 (intp) spd 1 i spd
5 | 1 | 7 NL-FP(plgtbwnamb) | 1 Pauses | 24 (spd| 4 (spd)| 17 Gintp)l  spd 4 sl
-5 1 8 INL-FP (um) 1 ‘Pauses 110 Cintp)! 10 (intp) 6 (mtp)}  inip 6 ! intp
|5 | 1 {9 (U - 3 Pases |21 (spd 19 Gop)| 21 (spddl  spd 14 . ] intp
5 1 1 | 10 [UFP .3 Pawses | 20(nip), 20 Gp){ 24 (s inip 3 1820 intp
5 | 1 | 11 INL-FP (b 1 Pavses |10 Gnp)| 2 (spdi 20spd)  sed 1isi | 1 0
5 | 1 | 12 NL-FP (b ' Cl(spdl 3@ 76! 0 15 intp
50 1 |13 jUFp_ 4 Gotp)| 7 (o)} 21 Gepd| intp 6 | imp
5 | 1 | 14 INL-FP () Pavses | 15 (intp)| 15 dintp) |15 Ginp)! inlp 12 18 | imp
5 1 1 | 15 jup | Pases | 1(spd|  S0F TGl 0 5 7. | | 0
5 1 | 16 NL-FP(ah) _ Pauses 300, 30 1Ged 1:2:3/5] ¢
5 | 1 | 17 NL-FP (plgtithececy.) Pases | 30 3G 1Ged 4. 1 2 3 5] 0
5 | 1 | 18 [NL-FP(ah) (24 Gp0) 1(spd| 1 Gspd)|  spd 2g3i | 0
5 | 1| 19 ISREPT (pho) s {14 Gup)! 7 Gpd, 7o) g 20 23 0
5 | ¥ 2o\ jueng e C o 1(pd 6l 1(spd|  spd : 0
5 | 1 | 20 INL-FP () ul 1 (spd 1(sod| 1(spddi  spd
§ | 1| 22 [SREPR (rev) 6 3 3 3w
5 | 1 i 23 [UrP s 1(spd) 1Gspd)| 70ng)|  spd
5 | 1 | 24 SREPR (i) 6 L(spd 1(spd) 7 Gap)|  spd
5 1 | 25 INL-FP (platftoco-) | A4, 1Gspd)! 2 | 17 Ginp)| . spd
5 1 | % OREPT() 5 Repelitions | 15 Goup)| 14 Gntg)| 7 Gintpd| inep
5 | 1 | 27 INL-FP(lahooo-) i 1 Pauses | 1lspd) 23(0} L(spd| . spd
5 | 1 ! 28 INL-FP (platfstodyyyy) | 1 Pauses 3@ 3 1Gdl
5 1 | 20 'SREPR (deb " 6 Repirs 30 3! 17 G  n ,
5 | 1| 30 ISREPR (rey) 6. Repairs 2 (spd)| 2 (spd)| 21 (spd|  spd 2 it
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DF#: _DF Forms Sub-type : DF _Type Hearers' Interpretations Rep. of Speakers' Rep.of
kI N o N . Code Hearers' Intentions © Intentions
H1 H2 H3 Interpretations |

6 2 1 NL-FP (ah) . 1 23 () 20 (intp). 17 (imtp) intp 24 | spd
_6 2 | 2 UFP 3 23 (0 20 Ginp): 17 Gimip):  intp 24 \ri spd
S8 2 1 3 INL-TP (plgtI) 1 24 (spd) 24 (spd): 17 (intp): i i
S 6. 2 i 4 INL-FP (ab) 1 14 (intp) . 15 Gt 1 (spd)
6 B 5 NL-FP (da) 1 1 (spd)! 10 (intp) 7 Gintp): |
6 2 ;6 NL-FP(pll) 1 1 (spd)? 15 Cintp): 17 (intp)

6 2 : 7 NL-FP (plgyL) 1 1 (spd) 3w 17 (intp)
6. 2 8 NL-FP(er.) - 1 Tspd: 3G 1 (spd)
6. 2 ' 9 SREPTGW 4 3@ 3w 3@
.6 2 . 10 UFP . 3 1 1(spd) 21 (spd)
6: 2 1nowup_ 3 14 Gnwp): 14 Gow)| 21 (spd)
6. 2 12 NL-FP (plgtl) 1 L1 Gspd 15 G 7 Ginip).
(61 2 13 uPP_ - 3 21 (sod)| 24 (spd). 21 (spd):
: 6 i 2 | 14 SREPR (rev/grammar) 6 3 (ll),é 3@ 2 (spd)
S 6: 2 15 NL-FP (ah) L 15 ()i 15 (intp). 17 Cintp) ©
(61 2 16 NL-FP (lavls) e 15 Gntp) |
{6 2 | 17 NL-FP (plg/froommm. 1  16spd) 4 (spd)!
{61 2 | 18 UFP +againplease 3 14 Gup) 230 21
i6: 2 19 NL-FP (ah) 1 i 3G 19 Gotp)- 21 (spd).
{61 2 |20 NL-FPQum) 1 Pauses  :  1d(spd) 24 (spd 540}

6! 2 . 21 INL-FP (ah) 1 Pauses 10 Gmpd: 2 (spd) 50
(61 2 22 NL-FPGW 1 Pauses 15 (), 3G, 7l
{6 2 | 23 SREPT (w) ) 4 [Repetitions < I (11 R ) E 6
i6i 2 il AN 3 Pawses . 14 (mp)} 230 21(spd: O 13 | intp
{6 2 : 25 NL-FP(d0) 1 iPauses 15 Gnp! 15 Gnip): 15 Ginp).  intp 15 intp
16 2 . 2 SREPT (W) ! 4 iRepetitions 3D 3G 3@ i iy | spd
‘gl 2 3 Pauses 21 (spd: 14 Giotp): 7 Gmp):  itp 9 o
gt 2 1 Pauses 14 Gotp), 14 Gntp): 7 Cintp)] intp_ 19 intp
i o2 N 1 Pauses 14 G| 15 Gowd: 2 (spad intp 14 inp
L6 2 1 Pavses. i 1 (spd 15 (intp) 5@ 0y i 15 intp
igi 2 1 [Pauses 1 (spdd! 15 CGintn) 5 () 0 intp
(6 2 S il ) pauses 24 (spd): 10 (in 7 (o) intp B intp
f6: 2 L—FP (plgt/my.-) 1 Pauses 1 (spd); 3 2(spd)  spd P om
6 : 2 1 Pauses - (spd) : 2 (spd)i 1 (spd)i spd intp
6 2 i1 pauses 3G0: 24 (spddi 5 (W)} u 5 1 1t
(6 2 1 Pauses L(spd 2G50 sped 14 intp
i6 2 | [ 1 Pauses 3 3 3G it 4 spd
©6 . 2 | 38 INL-FP (ah) 1 Pauses 3 EN 3! u 12 spd |
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ID | Group: DF# DF Forms Sub-type: DEF Type Hearers' Interpretations Rep.of | Speakers’ Intentions Repof |
o Code Hearers' - =  Intentions.
H1 H2 H3 | Interpretations
FANEE INL-FP (ah) 1 Pauses 10 (intp)© 10 Goepd| 7 Gimp)i  imp P 1 o spd
7 2 UFP 3 1 (spd) 3 5 (1) w 1 :3 L0
T BB NL-FP (er) 1 15 (intp) 3a0i 21 (spdd|  intp 6 e intp
7 . 2 vFP 3 14 Gintp) | 7 Gintp)| 7 (intp) intp 9 10 0
7 l2 NL-FP (er) 1 24 (spd} 15 Gintpd, 7 Gintp)| inip 2 514 0
7 . 2 i 6 ‘UFP 3 Pause 14 Gintp) 14 Goep)| 14 (intp) | intp 1 i7i9 0
7 2 7 NL-FP (er) 1 iPauses 24 (spd). 13 Gip)| 1 (spddi  spd 15 _ intp
7 0 2 i B NL-FP(e) 1 (Pauses 23 (w: 14 Gatp). 1 (spd 0 1 18 spd
7 2 3 Pauses 2 (spd) 2 (spd)| 2 (spd) spd 8 intp
| 2 4 Repatitions 2 (spd)’ 2 (spd)! 2 (spd) spd 8 E intp
7 i 2 i 1 iPauses 15 (intp)] 3@ 21 (spd) 0 7 intp
L7 1 2 © 12 ‘NL-FP (D) 1 Pauses .10 Gimp)i 10 Gntp) 1 (spd)|  intp 15 intp |
. 7 i 2 © 13 UFP 3 Pauses 15 (i) 11 Gimtp) 7 (i) i 15 intp
. 7 i 2 © 14 UFP &3 pawses. i ld(spd) 14 Gmp): A(spd)i  sed 1 bp s spd
7 i 2 : 15 Upp 3 Pauses 21 tspd)i 7 Gmp) 7 (intp) it - 1 4 spd |
70 2 16 NL-FP(e) | Pauses 24 (spd) 4(spd| dtspd|  spd ;1 457 0
FaNsEr Y oo 3 Pauses |14 titp)i 14 Gt) M Gl imp 1 (517 0
i 2 18 21 Pawses 14 (Cintp): 23 (0] 7 Cintp) 7 8% } intp |
EEERSTT i © 3 Pauses 18 Gmp. 23 G0 14 Gatp) Nz is| | B
. 7 2 20 INL-FP(da) 1 Pawses 15 (intp) 15 (mp) 15 Gintp)]  intp ‘14 115 20° inp |
7 2 21 NL-FP(h) 1 :Pauses $ 10 Gntp) . 10 (spd) | 17 Cintp) | intp g R 0 l
9 i 2 : 22 LFP(and) _ i 2 30| 17 Gnto) | 0o i o
. 7 . 2 23 NL—FP (ah) L& 15 Gintp)| 24 (spd! O ntp
7 0 2 | 24 NL-FP(ah) e 21 (spd)  L(spd)|  spd spd
7 2 © 25 ISREFR (rev) L8 21 (spd) 2 (spd) | spd ;i sod |
. 7 2 | 26 UFP 3 Ja0 1(spd!  u 0
7 2 27 NL-FP () =+ 300 340, I (spd)]| u o |
7 (el eshyrrd ! G ltsod) 2(spd)| 2(spd)  spd inp_ |
. 7 . 2 . 20 UFP 24 (spd 7 Gimp)| 7 Gintp)|  intp e |
7 : 2 30 NL-FP (sh) 1 ‘ 30l 2 (spd)| spd f i oa |
g (Wl alfiurel 3 i 30, 1(spd|  spd 0o |
7 2 32 UFP 3 Paus 1000 4 Go0! spd o
PR 3 Pauses 7 Gup)| 7G| intp BE
7 2 3% NL-FP(ed) I Pauses | 19 (intp) 7 Gowp) 7 Cip)! intp it
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]w 108 ‘c: |ao iw loo 1:: ‘m =) [m Ioc

1D | Group : DF# DF Forms Sub-type | DF_Type Hearers' Interpretations Rep. of Speakers'|  Rep.of
e - ~ Code Hearers' Intentions Intentions
H1 H2 H3 Interpretations:
81 2 11 |NL-FP (plgtfis) 1 Pauses | 24(spd)i 24 (spd)| 24 (spd)  spd 24
8 2 2 {NL-FP (uh) 1 iPauses 24 (spd)| 24 (spd) 7 (intp) spd 1
8 1 2 | 3 INL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 24 (spd)| 24 (spd)| 17 Gintp):  spd 1
8! 2 | 4 INL-FP(ah) 1 Pawses | 24(spdi Tl 7 (ap)l  intp 1 B
8 2 | 5 NL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses - 2(sod)l  3(0  2(pd)  spd B ]
8 | 2 | 6 NL-FP(eh) 1 Pauses 2(spdl 3 3wi uw 1
8 i 2 | 7 INL-FP(olgl-) 1 Pauses 2(spd)l  3(W| 7 (intp) 0 1
8| 2 | 8 INL-FP(plst/mother.) 1 Pauses Lispd| 2 (spd| 17 Ginp)i  spd 21
8 0 2 9 INL-FP(um) |1 Pauses L(spd| 24(spdbl  7Gmp)l sod 1 _
8. 2 10 INL-FP (lgL) 1 Pawses  ©  Lfspd) 7 (np) 17 Gote): oo 1
'8 2 11 NL-FP(um) ) i—l Pauses | 24(spd. 10Gnwp)i 7 Goip)i intp 1§
L2 12 NL-FPGW) i ‘Pavses i 24 (spd)] 3l 3w tt S
| 2 i13jure C Pases L 5 3wl 3w w1 |
2 | 14 [NL-FPGh) Sl 1 Pases i 1Gpd|  3(w]  2(sd  spd 21
2 | 15 [NL-FP () Pases 24 (spdi 300! 1(spd)  spd 21
L2 16 INL-FPm) Pases | 10Gop) | 10Gop) | 19 Gnup) e 24
[ 2
2
2
2
2
| |
2
2
2

|

NL-FP (ah)

| |
P, AT [ STy (UG AR P (SO 7.1 5

__Pauses

24 (spd)| 2 (spd) 2 (s

;1@ NL-FP (ah) -Pauses 24 lﬁspd)i 24 (spd). 2 (spd) _ -
| 2 19 IN-FPum) Pavses L 24 (spd)| 24 (spd) 7 G
L 20 INL-FP(plgtlin.) 1 Pases i 24 (spd] 24 (spd) 2 (spd)| | sy
- 21 |NL-FP (ah) Pases | 240sp)| 24 (spd) 24 (s sl
| 22 INL-FP Gah)_ L Pases | 19 (Gntp) 14 Giop) 19 Cintp) it
| 8 | 23 [OREPT(w) 5 Repelitions | 10 (intp)| 14 Gintp) | 19 Cinip) t
8 | | 24 INL-FP (d0) 1 Pases 15 Gap)l 15 Gotp)| 15 Gwp) o i intp
8 | 2 | 25 INL-FP(ah) 1 Passes 15 (iatp)l 15 Gotp)| 15 Gotp)!  intp 15 intp
8| 2 | 25,%[«117—59 (wm) 1 [Pauses 24 (spd)| 28 (spd)| 17 (imtp).  spd 11 s
8 . 2 | 27 NL-FP (plat/about.) 1 Pamses  2(spd)! 30| 1(spd):  spd 24  spd
8| 2 28 INL-FP(eh) 1 Pamses - 2(spd|  3M0| T(w: 0 24 siid
§ | 2 | 29 jUFP 3 Pawses . 20spd| 3} 1(spd:i  spd | i 24 spd
8 2 30 (SREPT (w) |4 [Repetitons | 2(spd)| 30|  2(spd! _ smd 24 spd
8| 2 |31 U {3 Pauses 28 (0F 7G| 20(spd O 24 spd
18 2 ?ﬁz_iNL-FP (plgt/not sure.--) 73; . ;Pauses .23 (_lQ%_ __23_((I)§ 17 (imp)j _ 24 ospd
8§ | 2 | 33 INL-FP (platlam.-). 1 _ Pauses _ 23(0| 23! 76  w 24 | spd
8 | 2 34 |SREPT (w) . 4 Repetitions © 24 (spdl  3(W] 17Gap) 0 21 | spd
8 . 2 35 INL-FP (ah) repetitonof (a | Pauses 24 (spddl B0, 20spd spd 1 spd
8 2 36 NL-FP(pla/mother:) I Pauses 2(spd| 2 (spd)  2(spd  spd 1| sw
"8 | 2 | 37 INL-FPGR) 1 Pases - 2Gpdi 30 8 1 s
|8 0 2 | 38 ISREPR(rev) 6 Repsirs  : 2(spd| 2(pdl 2(spd)  spd 1 sod
8 . 2 39 [UFP 3 Pauses  2a(spd 24 Gpd| 17 (mw)  spd 24 | spd |
| 8 | 2 | 40 [NL-FP (Smau) U1 Pawses ¢ 24(spd) 24 (spd 17 () spd 24 spd
18 2 4 ISREPT (w) | 4 Repetitions | 2(spd)| 24 (spd 7 Cimp)  spd 2 1 s
8 i 2 :'42 |LFP (lkeka.) |8 2 (spd) 500! 2 (spd spd 2 spd
8 | 2 43 |upp 1.3 24 (spd)| 14 Gintp)! 21 (spd. spd 24 sd
8 | 2 | 44 INL-FP(ah) 1 b 24 (spd)i  23G0  Tlmp 0 21 it
8 2 45 NL-FP (ah) 1 Pauses 1(spd)i 24 (spd) | 17 (intp) | spd. 1 spd




202

Subtype _ Hearers' Interpretations Rep.of |  Speakers Rep.of
ID | Goup ; DF# DF Forms | DF_Type Hearers' Intentions Intentions |
Code HL H2 H3 Interpretations i

9 2 | 1 NL-FP (plgt/ammm. )i 1 |Pauses  2(spd’  2(spd) 7 (ntp)  spd 14 23 0

9 2 | 2 INL-FP(plgtffor=) | 1  {Pauses 300 24 (spd 1(spdi  spd 3 14 0
9 | 2 | 3 INL-FP(um) 1 |Pauses L(spd:  2(spd)i 7 (i)  spd 3 14 0
9 2 4 INL-FP(plgifi) 1 [Pauses 3 4(spd]  dlspdi  spd 114 230 0
9 | 2 i 5 wrp 3 Pawses - 300 I(spd  Tlap) 0 1148 23 0

9 2 6 UFP 3 iPauses 2(sp:  2(spdi 2 (spd) spd 1 spd

9 2 | 7 ISREPR (del) 6 |Repairs 3w 3w 3 () u i spd

9 | 2 | 8 [LFP(keah-) 2 [Pauses L1Gsod): 230 1 (spd) 1 s
9 | 2 9 |UFP [ 3 Pases | 1(spd)’ 4 (spd 4 (spd) VI . B
) 2 | 10 ISREPT (w) L4 iRepetitions | 1(spd)i 4 (spd) 4 (spdd}. T I N
1 9 | 2 11 NL-FP (um) il | otPilses © 24 (spd) 4 ,{spd];if 4 (spd): 1 spd
9 | 2 | 12 NL-FP (um) {1 Pauses . 1o 10 Gmp) 7 Gntp): 23! u
¢ | 2 |13 lurp 3 Pauses. 1 (spd) 10 Gtp) | 21 (spad) 23] T
9 | 2 14 ISREPT(w +  [Righions | 18 loip) L 7 Gh 23 1w
8 | 2 | 15 [UFP b 3 ipPauses 2 (spd): 1 14 tiatp)} 23] | n
9 | 2 | 16 INL-FP(plgifmv.) 1 iPauses 2 (spd) 14 (intp) | 23! it
9 | 2 | 17 ISREPTGW) 4 [Repelitions | 2 (spd) 14 Ging) 23l | i

9 | 2 g lucplle=g N\ gF 3 Pauses C2(spd). 4 (spd) 24 (spd)i 1 14) 0
9 | 2 | 19 NL-FP (um) 1 Pauses 10 10 (gt 7 tintp) RN spd
9 | 2 | 20 lupp 3 Pauses 10 Gintp) . 10 Ginipd 7 (intp) 1l 22} spd
9 2 | 21 INL-FP(pla1.) 1 Pa 1(spd): 13 Gmp). 17 Ginp) i 4 intp
9 2 . 22 INL-FP(ah I iPauses 24 (spd 2(spd)  TCmp)  sd | 1F 3 0

9 2 23 NL-FP(plgtll-) I (Pauses | 24(spd)i  3(w. 17 Gup)! 1l 3l 0

9 2 | 214 [OREPT(w) 5 [Repeliions | 14 Gintp) | 14 (intp). 14 Cintp). 1 0
L9 92 25 INL—FP (um) b ;Pauses, . 10 (intp): 24 (spd): 2 (spd) d 0
9 2 | 26 ISREPT (phr) {4 (Repatitons | 3Gl 3Gd 176G _w |
9 2 | 27 'UFP o 1.3 lPauses 17 (mp). 23°GD: 17 Gap):  intp
9 B 28 !NL—FP(uh) i 1 |Pauses A7 Gmp) | 23w 17 (intp) intp
9 2 29 ?UFP_ T L E10 6oL (spd): 17 Gintp):  intp
9 . 2 | 30 [UFPwwwbsluner 3 Pauses a0t s s Sl
1 9 | 2 |§ 3l | NL-FP(plgtfis=-) 1 Pauses 1 (spd)i 2 (spd) 2 (spd): i
9 |z 32 UFP L3 (Pases 1(spd) 2600 20pd) , 1 3| u
8 | 2 | 33 [SREPT (phr) i 4 [Repetitions | 14 (intp). 14 (intp) 21 (spd): il 14! i intp
9 | 2 | 31 wurp | 3 Pases . 23G0) 21(spd. 2Uflspd!  sd | 3 i
9 | 2 | 35 [NL-FP(oigtsas) | 1 [Pavses 30 30 176wl @ | 3l 1 0
FREEEE " i L3 |Pases Lisod) 2360 7Guwi 0 1 1l 3 0|
9 | 2 i 37 ISREPT (w)_ [ 4 Repeiit 1(spd), 2300 17Gog)l 0 13 0

9 2 | 38 INL-FP (pigin-) | 1 |Pauses mp) 300  1(spd 0 1 spd
9 2 39 UFP 3 |Pauses bl 300 2Gedl 0 1 spd
9 | 2 | 40 INL-EP (pigtfby-) T Bausesv b oissd) 3 W _ginp] 0 I
9 | 2 . 41 uFp 3 Pauses 11 Gintp) 10 Gintp) ' 1 (spdd | inip_ a1l 11 s
9 2 42 ISREPT (w) 4 [Repctitions - 3an: 3w 7 (intp}: tt 14 i iatp

9 2| 43 |SREPR (deD 6 |Repais | 2(pd 30 3@  w 3 B o

9 2 | 44 |UFP 3 |Pauses i1 Goip) 3w 2 (spd) 0 i spd
9 | 2 | 45 [SREPT (W) 4 |Repetitions 2 (spd) F(.  20spdi  spd | 21 spd
9 | 2 | 46 |UFP 3 Pawses - 2(spd) Ja  2(spd)  spd 21 spd

9 | 2 i 47 |SREPT (w) 4 [Repetitions . 3GD. 7)) 7 Gow. inip 3 u

9 2 | 48 |UFP 3 ‘Pauses 30 23aD 2 (spd) it 1 spd

9 2 | 49 [SREPT (phr) 4 Repetitions © 3@ 23(w 7 lintw) w | spd

9 2 | 50 lUFp 3 Pauses 3 () 30 2 (sod) it 14 intp
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D Grow DFf | DFForms  Sub-type | DEType | Hearers' Interpretations Rep.of | Speakers' | Repof |
- Code | Hearers' Intentions : Intentions
H1 H2 H3 Interpretations
10: 2 | 1 NL-FP (b 1 Pauses 24 (spd) 8 (intp) 1 (spd) cspd P14 inlp
100 2 2 NMoFP.ab 1 Pases | 24(pd 10Gmp  dGed sl M4 inp
10 2 0 3 NLFPGm) 1 Pases 24 (spd) 30 1(spd  spd ¢ 18 intp
100 2 | 4 INL-FP (um) 1 Pases | 24(spd 24 (spd: 7 (inp) sod 17 intp
10 2 : 5 INL-FP(Sun) 1 Pauses 24 (spd): 24 (spd) 7ntp): spd 1 15 : - inlp
100 2 | 6 NL-FPGR) L1 Pases 2M(spd  24(pd TG sk B intp
100 2 | 7 NL-FP (b L1 Pases . 24(spd 24(pd.  1(spd  sd 5 u
10. 2 | 8 NL-FP(sh) © 1 Pases | 2 (spd 24 (spd) TGy spd 5 i 4 @
100 2 : 9 NL-FP (um) 1 Pases i 3(0 20(pd  L(spd  spd 3w
100 2 . 10 NL-FP (um) b1 pauses | 24(spd 10Gup) 7 (g g 2 | spd
10 2 11 NL-FP (ab) 1 Pauses C1spd Alspd 7 () spd 3 [
110} 2 12 INL-FP(ah) o o~ 1 Pauses 3 '_Z_4_{_spcj)_é 24 (spd) | spd 8§ . intp
(100 2 13 NL-FPGH 1 Pawses | 24(spd 1 (spd), spd 5 1
100 2 14 NL-FP (b “ 1 Pauses 30 2 (spd) s 13 intp
10 2 15 NL-FP(m) 1 Pawses ¢ 15Gap):  10Gmp)  7Gmp)  dmp 14 inlp
10 2 16 NL-FP (um) 1 Pases | l(pd 300 1(spd  spd 21 spd
100 2 - 17 NL-FP 1 Pauses | 24(spd. 24 (spd. 24 (spd| s 13 -\ intp |
10 2 | 18 NL-FPGD) 1 Pawses o LDt Afspd 17Guw)  spd 18 intp
10 2 19 ILFPGand) 2 Pauses i 20spd)  Afspd: 17(mp)  sed 18 it
10 2 52 NLFPGR) 1 Pases 3@ 3@ 1(ed w21 @
10 2 | 21 NL-FP(um) = 1 1 Pases . 300 10 Gop) TGl intp 8 - intp
10 2 22 UP [ ¢ 3 Pases i 300 10Gap) 7 Citp)  intp 8 intp
10 2 23 NL-FP (ah) 1 Pauses 1 (spd) 4 (spd]  1(spd  sed 12 i
10 2 | 24 NL-FP (ah) I L 24 (spd): 4 (spd)i 24 (spd) sod 12 intp
10 2 | 25 INL-FP(Bww) 1A | 1500w 10Gng) TG imp - 3 1w
100 2 26 INL-FP (sh) 3 24 (spd) . 10 (inty 7 (inlp) intp | (.
2100 2 | 27 INL-FP () 1  10Gu: 3w 20Ged. 0 L | spd
10 2 | 28 NL-FP(ah) 1 24(spd)]  BMOL . 1(spd osd P2 © 0 spd
100 2 129 NL-FPGRW) - 14 Gp) 10 Gapdi  Tlmw) e - 7 | inp
10 2 30 :OREPT (phr) 5 Repetitions 15 Gintp): 10 (intp): 17 h'nlp)' intp T 4l intp
10 2_; 31_5N_L-FP(ah) L N o) I iPauses i l_(sod] =1 (st); 2(spd)  spd 5 it
0 2 32w 3. Pauses | 1(sed) . 1(sp), 17(n). spd 5w
10: 2 33 UFPtpardon “d ;P@,usgs 14 Gnt) |14 Giotp) 1 (s ip 17 i ip |
110 2 | 34 NLFRGW) | Pauses . A€l 14Gup)  20spd:  inp | 19 . imp
10 2 35 SREPT(syllable ex.explain) 4 Repetitions | 1Cintp) 14 G 7 Gt o 19 . - imp |
100 2 36 OREPT(ph) 5 Repetitions | 2(spd 14 Go) M (np)  ntp | 14 i inip
10 2 37 NL-FP () I Pases | 24(pd 10Gau)  T(sed  sd 5 0w
10 2 - 33 NL-FP (ah) - 1 iPauses 2iﬂd) 10 (intp) l(stlé spd 13 - itp |
10 2 39 NL-FP(fw) 1 Pauses [ 24 (spdl 10 Gntp)l 7 G intp 7 intp
100 2 40 NL-FP(plathio) 1 Pauses 24 (spd) 10 Gp) 17 Gt w7 . ¢ inip
100 2 © 41 INL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses. 2(spd)  L(spd)  1(spdi  spd i .1 i - spd
10 2 | 42 INL-FP(ah) 1 iPauses 24 (spdi 10 Gintpd! 1 (spd) spd 1 4 sd |
100 2 43 INL-FP (ah) 1 Pauses ¢ 2(spd  3()  2(spd  sd 5 |
10 2 ¢ 44 UFPtme? - 3 Pamses 13 (Gmtp) 7 )l 7 Cintp) ip 23 o
100 2 | 45 NL-FP(Suw) 01 Pases . 24 (spd) 100G TG w5 t
10 2 | 46 INL-FP ) 1 [Pauses 24(spd  6Gntp)  1(Gpd) s 6 intp
10, 2 | 47 NL-FP (ah) 1 Pases | 24 (spd) 24 (spd  2(spd  spd ¢ 4 ospd |
100 2 | 48 NL-FP (sh) - 1 Pauses 2(spd 3w 1(spd)  spd 2 spd
L2 | 49 KL-FP (W) 1 iPauses 24 (spd) 300 2 (spd spd 2 i s |
2 50 NL-FPGw) 1 Pauses 15 Gntp). 10 (intp): 17 Gintp): it i intp
i 51 ?%NL*FP (ah) 1 Pauses 24 (spd): 10 (intp) 1 (spd) spd 8 intp
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| ID_: Growp: DF# : DF Forms ‘Sub—type! DF Type | . Rep.of | Speakers' Intentions: Repof |
- ] _ Code | Hearers' Intentions |
! H1 H2 H3 Interpretations ;
11§ 2 ¢ 1 INL-FP (ah) 1 |Pauses 24 (spd)! 24 (spd): 1 (spd) spd 4 I8 0
11 2 2 INL-FP (ah) 1 EP;mses | 24 (spd)| 24 (spd): 7 (intp) spd 21 _spd |
11 2 3 INL—FP (rept of ah) L Pauses 3 3 3w it 2 0 i
11 2 4 SREPR(rev) . 6 |Repairs 340 3 an 3w W 2 o
11 2 5 NL-FP (plgt/8uu.-) 1 Pauses 30w 24 (spd)i 1 (spd) spd 3 t
11 | 2 : 6 SREPR(inst) . G [Repairs | 15 (intp). 24 (spd). 7 Gintp)i  intp_ 3
11 2 7 :NL-FP (ah) +againplease - 1  Pauses 23 (t): 10 (imp): 17 (intp) intp 14
11 2 & NL-FP (ah) - 1 [Pauses 24 (spd): 24 (spd) 2 (spd) spd 11
11 : 2 : 9 :UFP i 3 'Pauses 3 (i) 300 2 (spd 1t 21
2 NL—FP (ah) 1 Pauses 3 300 3 i 3
2 SRPET (w) __ 4 Repetitions 3@ 3 3 (0 u 3
2 _ SREPR(inst) . 6 Repairs 30 3G0) 340 1t 3 |
2 i 13 NL-FP fum) 1 Pauses  10(Gmp) 500 1 (spd): 0 A7 . inp |
2 14 UFP 3 [Pauses - 24 (spd): 24 (spd) 7 (inlp): spd 5 o ] |
2 15 NL-FP (ah) 1 iPauses | 24 (spd) 24 (spd)i 17 (intp): spd 5 o
2 o 1 Pauses | 1 (spd)i 13 (intp)? 4 (spd): spd i 4 o |
2 1 Pauses | 20 (intp)* 14 (intp): 19 (intp)§ 0
2 65 Repetitions | 14 (i 14 Gintp) | 14 Gintp): intp 23 B B
2 1 Pauses 110 Gotp): 3 () 5 it
2 3 lPause a3 s5ani 3 3 t
~ 6 Repairs 3 0. 5 (¥ = 3 () t 3 [13
i 1 Pauses | 24 (spd): 24 (spd): 24 (spd) spd 10 | intp
1 Pauses 24 (spd) 24 (spd): 24 (spd) spd 10 11 i
3 Pauses | 24 (spd) 24 Cspd) | 17 Gintp)i  spd 5
1 Pauses | 24 (spd) 24 (spd)i 17 Gmtm)  spd 5
; I e T 7 (intp): 23 (intp) 7 Gatp) | intp 5
27 ISREPR(del) et NG i 3 w 3
28 INL—FP(plat/you-) 1 23 (intp) | 17 (intp) inip 5 W
1 pd) i 23 (intp): 2 (spd) spd 1
1 Pauses | 24 (spd): 24 (spd): spd 1
— 3 Pauses | 24 (spd)i 24 (spd) 24 (spd): spd 1
NL—HP (ah). Ml .o ] Pauses 3! 2}7(7513(1}5 1 (spd) i Al
33 ISREPT(w) 4 Repetitions | : I 1
1 | fPausesi| . 1
35 [UFP+again please 3 Pauses intp 14
36 NL-FP (ab)tves 1 Pauses inlp 16
{NL—FP (ah) 1 Pauses spd -4
i 3 Pauses sl 2
-FP{plgi/in-*) 1 Pauses 1 (spd). 24 (spd) § (: spd 3
NL-FF (ah) o N T Pauses P24 (spd): 24 (spd)i 18 (intp): spd @ 1¥
11 NL-FP(OK) £ Y% 1 Pauses 24 (spd)| 24 (spd)| 19 (intp)i
2 :NL-FP (ah) 1 |Pauses 1 (spd): 14 (intp)
. N 3 Pauses 3000 14 (otp¥! 7 (in
1 iPauses
| 3 Pauses
1 “iPauses
3 1" 3 [Pauses
2 G Repairs
2 5 |Repetitions | 19 (intp) i
2 | 50 ‘NL-FP(ah) . 1 [Pauses 19 Gatp):
2 51 :NL—FF(dn) 1 |Pauses 15 (imp) |
2 52 INL-FP (aW : 1 |Pauses 18 (intp) | 30
2 53 NL—FP(um) 1 |Pauses | 24 (s 24 (spd) spd 4
11 2 ! 54 SREPT(w) 4 [Repefitions | 1 (spd) 16 Gintp) _ spd 4 16!
11 2 | 55 UFP - 3 Pauses 3w 3 it 51
11 © 2 : 56 NL-FP(plgvl-") 1 Pauses 1(spd): 8 (intp): 7 (intp}i  inlp 8 10
11 2 57 INL-FP(ah) 1 |Pauses 1 (spd) 8 (intp): 18 (intn) intp 8 10
11 2 58 SREPR(rev) 6 Repairs. 30 3w 3 () (38 3
11 2 59 NL—FP(Sw) .1 |Pauses | 24 (spd) 10 (intp) 7 (intp) intp 5
11 2 I 60 :NL-FP (sh) 1 |Pauses 24 (spd)’ 24 (spd) 7 (intp) spd 7 b
11 2 61 :SREPT(w) 4 Repetitions 1 (spd) 3 () 3 () 1t 1 3
1 2 62 NL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 1 (spd) 3 (0 30w 1 3 Iid
11 2 - 63 SREPR(rev) 6 Repairs 2(spd): 2 (spd). 2 (spdd:  spd 3
1 2 64 NL-FP(plgt/to) 1 Pauses 1 (spd) 300 1 (spd) spd 1
11 2 65 iNL—FP (ah) 1 Pauses 2 (spd) 3 2 (spd) spd 1
1 ;o2 66 ISREPT (pho) : 4 |Repetitions 3 (o0 50 300 it 5
11 2 67 iSREPT (w) 4 | Repetitions 300 17 Gop)i 3 () u 3 5
it 2 68 INL—FP (ah) 1 Pauses D24 (spd): 18 (intp) inip 1 5
11 i 2 : 69 NL-FP(plat/l-) 1 iPauses 23 () 3 () 1t 1 4
11 . 2 © 70 ISREPT(w) 4 Repelitions | 23 ¢ 3 mn 14
11 2 71 INL-FP(plgt/do--) 1 Pauses | 1Gspa) 23 a0 18 (Gmp) 0 1
12 5 72 INL-I 1 Pawses | A0 3 (W 18 lntp) It 4
11 2 73 SREPR(inst) i 6 |Repairs | 30 300 3w u i i3
11 2 : 74 ISREPRfins) 6  |Repairs | 2(spd)’ 23 (0 2 (spd spd 2 i3
11 i 2 1 75 [NL-FP (ah) 1 Pawses | 300 3@ 3w u 4 :
11 2 76 SREPT(w) 4 Repetitions | 30: 3 a0 3 ap t 4
V1 . 2 © 77 NL-FP (ab 1 Pauses | 24(spddi 3 ()} 18 (intp) o 3




1D CGrowup | DFE# DF Forms _ Hearers' Interpretati Rep. of . s* 5 Repof
3 Hearers' = i
¥ HZ H3 Interpretations.
2 1 INL—FP(eh) 1 15 (intp) | 10 Gnipd . 7 Cintpd intp
2 | 1 10 (intp) _imtp
2 1 24 (spd) spd
2 | | 3 L4 (intp) intp
NL—FP(ah)_ i SR imtp ¢
2 NIL-FP(Suu) 1 =pd
2 NL—FP(ah) - | intp
2 NL-FFP(ab) = 1 spd. E
2 NL-FP(plst/to--) 1 t
2 SREFT (s} —— 4 e -
_z SREPR (deD 6 I 3: 5
2 12 NL—FP(sh) 1 H . 2! 8 5% 7] i
2 13 SREPT(w) 4 == 1 2t at ¥ @ O
2 14 SREPR(rev) G w o ; p: o2 3 7 9 o
2 158 NL-FP(ah) _ 1 - 10 intp 12 4 7. ¢ spd
i 16 FFP {pdgt/thuahh .} S 10 it 1
iz oz 17 3 iPawmses i 30w 24 [T 3
2 18 4 Repetitions : 3 (1)} 10 w 1
P 19 1 IPauses H H o i
2 20 L 1 Fauses w 1
2 21 SREPR(inst) 6 !Repairs : 1
2 | 22 NL-FP(ah 1 4
2 i 4
z 1
z 4 4
2 (ah} 1 4
2 27 SREPR{del) 4 lis .Y
2 28 NL—FP(um) 1 3
2z | 29 in >(plat/shee..) ol N1 3
2 FPlah 1 P 37 Gt : e 14
2 ISREPT (w) 4 7 Cintp) e 1
2 32 iNL—FPGh) 1 YT
2 33 NL-FPGb) 1
2 34 SREPRfrev) H 5
2 | a5 L=FP(ah) 1
2 4
2 —— 1
- g
=
i 8
I
LFP(ike.3h) 2
SREFT{w) P 4 Repetitions
1 |Pavses
1 {Pauses
1 Pauses
2 Pauses
.4 Repetitions,
= = 1 Pauses ]
5 |Repetitions
S Lk .
3 10 tintpd ] 17 dintp) !
. 1 ‘Pauses 9 (o 2 (spd)i
fuFP 3 Pauses 14 Cintpd
INL-FPlah) o 1 Pauses
T NL—FP(pizi/icache ~§ - ses
2 IUEP a
1 z | N1 4 1 Pauses
2z | 58 'SREPRGev) & [Repairs
z 60 NL—FF(ah) 1 iPauses
2 5  Repetitions
2 1 1 iPauses
2 | 1 Pauses .
2 1 1
2 & 1
2 a {Pauses 14 Gimpd 14
2 3 Pauses 14 (inip) 2!
-3 Al 2t
2 | ) 1 4t
z NL-FP(duu) 1 2:
2 71 SREPT() 4 2
2 72 SREPR(inst) [ 3 FH
2 73 UFP 3 17 [} - 4
2 . 74 NL—FP(sh i) 17 Gopd o 4!
2 (NL—FP(S3u) 1. P i 15:
2 INL—FFP(ah} i S ¥ o) i
2 NL—FP(ula/is--) : 1 2 (spd) i 2 (sed) i 17 limp) I -
2 REPR (del} i 8 2 (spdi: 2 (spdd | L7 (impd 2
oz SREPR(jnst) E— 3 () A 300 w 3
2 8 SREPT(w} _ 4 LB 3 a0i 3wl W b E
2 1 3 a0 3 () aani 7 intp
2 3 3 3 () ERU E R 1 7 intp
z 1 3 (o 3 a: 3 ()i w 1 kN i s=pd
2 4 3 3 (0 3 () (13 1 il spd
2 - 1 3 13 (imp) 2 5] P i spd
2 1 .3 2 tsped) 2 spd i 12F intp
2 1 3 Lgspd i 1 sed 12 S 1
2 SSREPT(w) 4 3 3 ) 2 ” T 12 intp
> _LEP(like) 2 3 1 Csymd) 1 - spd 3 W
- SREPR{d: [} __.3 3 () (13 3 13
z SREPT (phr) - 4 it 3 A 7 tt .. 2
2 NL-FP{ab) L Pauses ER{] L spd =T
2 NL-FP{plgt/thuvh.} 1 iPauses | 3wl 47 el 3
2 NL—FP(um) 1 iPavses 24 (spdi 10 Gntpd! 2 spet 7
oz _LFP(like.sh) 2 Pauses 24 (spddi 10 Lintpd 1 _ spa 7
L1z 2 SREPR (rev)..she_uh he 6 Repairs. 2lspd) 3 (0 2 spdd 3
1z 2 | NL-FP{ah} 1 Pauses 1 (spd) 3 () L spd B |
2 | UFP o 3 Pauses 23 (spdbi 23 Cspld} 17 _ spd 14 P
2z | _ISREFT (inst) 4 Repuitions | 14 Gntp)! 14 Gmpdi 7 into 14 C
Pl NL-FP(ga) ~ 1 Pauses 15 (ntp) | 15 Gntpdi 15 into 15
2 UFp 3 Pauses aayi  3un 2 N 5
2 NL-FP(ah) o E 1 Papses 3 () 3.un 1 13 51 -
2z NL—FP(ah) 1 Pauses 3 e 3 (0 7 Lintp) 13 5
2 1 Pauses 3 iy 3 (v 2 (zpd) i (13 s 4
2 1 Pause: 24 (snD) 3 (o 7 Cinp) (] 7 :
2 4 Repetitions | 24 (spd): 3 (v 2 tspd) spd B - S .
2 4 it 3 a0 3 G Lispdd:  m 5 i
2 2 1 Pavses 24 (spad) 3 av 1 (spd) spd i 5 i
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DF Forms _ | Sub—type | DF Type : Hearers'_Interpeetations Rep. of Speakers' ©  Repof
o _ Code | H _ Hearers® Intentions  : Tntentions
Hi - H2 H3 La ations i
2 1 NL—FP(um) o 1 24 (spd) 8 (inip) 2 (spd) spd 2 l 9 spd
2 2 ISREPT (phr) 4 3 () 6 Gnp): 3 () it 6 intp
2 3 NL~FP(ah)... LLI think- 1 300 14 (np) 30w 6 intp
.2 | 4 NL-FP(eh 1 24 (spd): 10 Gintp) . 2 (spd) sod & i Gmtp
2 5 NL—FP(um) 1 24 (spd) 3. Tlnp 0 3 w
2 6 NL—FP(um) 1 10 (o) 7 (into) 7 Ginp) intp 0 intp
2 ! 7 [NL-FP(ah) ah.. faculty 1 ~ 3 1 (spd) 3. w2z i spd
2 8 NL-FP(ah)+ed 1 s 1 3ap 2 (spd) 1 (spd) spd
2 9 NL-FP(Suw) S _ 1 |Pauses _ 24 (spd). 24 (spd)] 17 Gmp) spd
2 10 UFP ) .- 3 Pauses 3 () 2 (spd) spd
2 i 11 INL-FP(ah) I'vebeeo=ab | 1 |Pauses 3w 2 (spd) spd
2 12 :UFP# pardea o 3 Pauses 14 (intp) p) 21 (spd) intp
2 4 [Repetitions 10 Gutp) L 2lspd iwp
2 @ 14 Ay Pauses P24 (spd)i_ 1(spd): 1 (spd): spd
2 15 NL—FP (um)+-my teacher i (Pauses. ;10 (inp)! 340 17 Gnipd:  ntp
2 16 NL—FP(ah) her name is-ah--_ 1 T Glmp) 4 (spd:
2 17 {UFP . - 24 (spddi 24 (spd)
2 18 NL-FP(ah) il I . 24 (Gspd). 24 (spd)
rR L 8 lPauses i 23 (W) 14 (inp) |
z | BF M ST A
i 2 r. | 4 {Repetitions :
H <tsilence) 3 |Pauses :
. 2 SREFT (culture. culture) w ~ 4 [Repetitions
13 2 NL-FPlum) _ 1 Pauses
113! 2 SREET (=) 1, I, saw- y_ A 4 Repetitions : 30 ] 23
13, 2 L-FP(ah) _ 1 Pauses : 3 (w: 3 (i 2 (spd) tt 1
(13 2 L—FPiplgl) say--.. 1 ‘Pauses P 30 3 (uw) 17 (inlp)? . | 1
13, 2 REPT (w) (and, aod! 4 Repetitions 10 (ip) - i It 1
13| 2 .1 |Psuses i 10 Giotp): ot 1
33l 2 2 Pauses H [} e L
i1z 2 - Pauses CLispdi 23 (U o 1 1
13 2 4 |Repetitions : 14 Gnpdi 4 (spddi el | 11
13 2 1 Pauses ! 24 (spddi 24 (spd): 1
i1a! 2 - | NS Pauses 24 (spdi 24 (spdi i 1
fi3| 2 (SREPT(w) (LTstay) % Repetitions | 3w 3w 1 5
13| 2 | 36 NL-FP(ah) at_ah-, 1 |Pauses i 10 (mp):  ddspd); 24(spd);  spd | 1
i3 2 1. |Pauses | 10 Cinpdi | 28 (spd): 16spdi  spa | B
P3| 2 4 1 Pauses 7 (intp) | intp P21
13! 2 : L a3/ \lPauses 7 tintp) | intp 21
13 2 6 Repairs 300 8 u B 9
13 2 6 Repairs i t 1
P13 2 | 42 NL-FP(um) i Pauses L5 tintp) 1 intp 14
13, 2 43 SREPT(phr) about ray my family 4 Repetitions | 15 Ginip) | P 7 timp) | intp i4
13/ 2 NL—FP(uh) 1 Pauses L 24 (spd) T Gimp) 17 Gmpd | intp 5
13 2 1 Pauses S 10 (irap) | i 7 (inip] intp i 5 w
13! 2 | 46 (UFP(Im-sitencervery pround.of 3 Pauses P24 (spd)! 4 i N _ imtp
13| 2 [ 47 NL-FP(Suw) 1 Pauses | 24 (spddi 24 (spdd Ws 10 G
i3] 2 UEP (because _ 3 eaus ; & 5 u
13; 2 | 49 NL-FPaw | . i Pauses y i 1
13 2 | 50 :SREPfgev) . ™ 6 |Repairs 2 spd
1131 2 | 51 NL-FP(ah) .. y friends | 1 Fauses 5 3
13, 2 Al "y, |Pauses f24 (spd) 13 = intp___§
13 2 . 3 |Pauses | 24 (spd): B spd
rizl 2 54 INL-FPGh) 1 Pauses 24 tspl 24 (spddi __1s o
113 2 | 55 SREPT(ghr) LIgeiibree point eid 4 [Repati 24 (spd): 24 (spd)’ 5 w_
13 2 . 56 SREPT(w) eight, eighty—four 4 |Repetitions 1 (spd) 3 n
13 2 57 SREP( . 6 |Repairs 1 (spd) | = L
13 2 58 (UFP(silence+pardon) 3 Pauses 22 (spf- 20 (intp) - 19 intp
13 2 59 INL-FP(Suu) = - _|Pauses 14 listp) 20 Gimp): 17 (intp) : 19 intp
13| 2 60 {SRERT(w) L Idoa’ t-- 1 Repetitions - 14 Gotp): 20 Gmp): 17 Gitp) | 19 _intp__
13! 2 61 NL—FP{da) o | 1 Pauses © 15 (inp) 15 (intp) i 5 o
2 . 62 [SREPT(phr) I think, 1 think ' 4 |Repetitions 10 (inip) _3an — e o
2 63 NL—FP(8uy) 1 24 (spd) 24 (spd): 5 W
2 ! 61 :SRI ) 1 I want to be... i 24 (spd): 24 (spd) . L5 43
2 | 65 INL-FP(um) ) 1 s 24 (spd) 2 (spd) 17 Giup) | 5 u
2 66 SREP(del) inscldier B 6 1 (spd) 2 (spd) 2 (spd) 1 s
2 [ 67 ISREPT(w) sclier English teacher 4 1 (spd) 2 (spd): 1 (spd) 1 _ spd
2 | 68 SREPT{w) LIlke 1lke Ilke 14 3w KR 3 w 1 spd
2 69 NL-FP(ah) .sh.soldier 1 1 13 Gotp) 3 30 on 1 spd
2 70 NL-FP(idg0) 1 ke to beee-.ah 1 24¢spdd] 3 3 1 12 i intp
2 71 :NL-FPlplgt) lwooo-.carreers 1 (spd: 1 (spd) 4 (spd spd b§
2 | 72 UFP | 1 (spd) 2(spd) T Gmp)  spd 1
2 : 73 :SREPT(w) my, my parems ;_____ 1 (spd) 2 (spd) T linp): spd 1
2 SREPT (ghe) it's, it's ahe- 4 15 Cinp) | 3 (w) 7 Gintp) intp EOE
2 NL- W+ ] 1 15 (intp) | 340 17 Gnp) i intp 1
2 SREP(del) they are my heros ; 6 15 Giatp): 3 () 1
2 NL-FP(uh) - | 1 29 (spd). 340 . 5
2 | 78 INL-FP(uh) 1 1 24 (spd) 2 (spd) 5 wo
2 SREP(rev) I born. | was born L___G 24 {spdd: 3 )P L9 1 S
13, 2 . | 2 i 24 Gpdi 1 (spd) _} 5 . i
13 2 | 81 SREPT(p) they, they, tought, th¢ 4 10 Gatp! 1 Gspd L o
13| 2 | 82 NL-FP(ah).ah--about 1 24 (spd) 1 tspd) 1 spd
13! 2 | 83 NL-FP(ah) 1 13 (intp) 3w L spd
13| 2 | 84 SREP(del) 6 13 (intp} 2 (spd) Jiy; spd
13| 2 | 85 ‘urp o 3 22(spd) | 14 lintp) ! ity {5 tt
13 2 | 86 SREPT(w) I, I think its’ the same- 4 22(spd)| 14 Gimp) 5 u
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Sub-type Hearers' Interpretations Rep.of [  Speakers’ Rep.of
ID | Goup | DF# DF Forms DF_Type S _ Intentions
Code HL H2 H3 3
2 1 INL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses | 24 (spd! 24 (spd: 17 (imp) spd 21 spd
2 | 2 lurPpardon  : 3  lPauses 24 (spdl 7 Cimp)  spd | 14 - intp
2 3 NL-FP(zh) 1 iPauses 15 (mp) - 15 Cimp) intp 114 0
2 | 4 LFP(and) 2 [Pauses 15 Gmp) i 15 Gp): 15 (imp):  intp G 14 0
2 5 UFP 3 |Pauses 21 (spddi 7 (into)| 21 (spd) spd 22 spd
2 | 6 INL-FP@ED) 1 |Pauses 15 Cintp) 30} 15 Gntp): __inip 8 intp.
I P 3 |Pauses 15 (intp) 300 15 Gnp):  intp 8 : __intp |
2 8 3 Pauses 3 @ 2 (spd) R (TS | S A | 3 (4}
2 i 9 3 Pauses 1 (spd) 3 () 7 lntp): 0O 17 | 22 [}
2 10 o 3 Pauses 10 Gntp) | 14 (intp) 7 Gintp):  intp 156 intp
2 11 NL-] 1 Pauses 10 (intp) i 7 Limp) inlp 15 _intp
2z 12 NL-FP(#0) 1 [Pauses 15 (intp) _Gmp P15 1 L inp
2 ¢ 13 iNL-FP(um) 1 {Pauses  : 10 (imtp} 15 (intp) intp 3 [¢]
2 14 [UFP 0 3 lPauses . 2(spd)i 1 (spdd; 2i(spd)  spd 5 o
2 15 |NL-FP(ah) i1 lPauses 11 G 15 Gintp) . 15 (iatp):  imip t
2 | 16 INL-FP(Suw) _f 1 iPauses 23 a0 23 () 17 lintp) | o
2 17 {UFP+pardon > 3 Pauses w2311 17 lintp) ©
2 | 18 (UFP 4 3 fpauses | 23 (i ;
2 19 |{NL-FP{ah) 1 Pauses 3w
2 | 20 |urp_ 3 lpauses 23 G0 21 (spd):_ i
2 | 21 luFp b 3 lpawses 23 G0 21 (spd . 21 (spdd!
2 I e Repetitions 30 6 (intp) 1 (spd)
{ 2 I 1 |Pauses 10 (intp). 10 (intp)] 24 (spdd}
i 2 . 3 Pauses 10 (intp) 10 (intp)
2 NL- % 1 iPauses 10 Giotp) . 10 Gntpd 1
. {2 g SREPT(w) 4 [Repetitions 3ap: 3an:
14 § 2, 7 _{UFP__ 3 |Pauses .23 (- 23 (6
14 | 2 NL-FP(ah) . 1 |Pauses 230 234w
14 | 2 1 W A ] B L 23008 1 (Gpd:
14 | (2 /1 30 jUFP 3 i 21 (spddi 21 (spd) 21 (spd): spd
14 | 2 NL-EP(ah)_ 1 i 21 (spd) 21 (spd) 21 (spdi  spd
14 |02 32 ;UFP_ ooy 23 (): 23 () 21 {spd) t '
14 2 INL-FP(dn) e {15 Gutp) 15 Gmp) 15 Gp) - intp
14 |2 | 34 [SREPT(ph0 | 4 iRepetitions 300 Lised 30 tt
{14 |2 _F%i, Plom) 0 1 [Pauses | 10 Gap) 10 Gap). 7 Gintp) . intp
{ 14 |02 36 [OREPT (sat) I /s 10 Giep)© 10 Gimp) . 7 Gintp)© intp
a4 i Z UFE . i 3 i 1 (spd): Llspd): 1 (spd):  spd
_14 . _;SRF:P'thr) 4 _ERe;p_eti_lig_ns 1 (spd) 1 (spd) 1 (spd) spd i
14 2 39 INL-FPGR) | L iPauses 30; . 3w 2 (spd) it Y
14 el _;SREPR(mst) ’ ! 6 Repairs 300 7 (mp): 3 () L i i D
14 A | |SREPT (phr) | 4 Repetitions . 2 (spd) 2spd): _ ospd | i o
14 2 uep L N 3 |Pauses 2 (spd) 2 T il Neha ) i 0
14 2 UFr % N Fe P 3 lPsuses | 1 (spd)’  spd u
14 2% NL-FP(zh) _____;__1__ IPauses 1 (spd) spd 1 spd
14 | 2 INL—FP{ah) {1 jPanses 2 (sp0) W S {3 | o
[ 14 2 T T P - W 21 (spdi 23 (i 21 (spdi  spd | 22 i Cspd
14 2 luFp f 3  iPauses 23 ) 21 (spd i 21 (spd): spd [ 22 i spd
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Group: DF# DF Forms Hearers' Interpretations | Rep. of Speakers' Intentions | Repof
& | o Hearers™ | Intentions
H1 H2 13 Interpretations ] ]
2 I NL=FP(ah) 1 Pauses 10 Cintp) i 10 Gntp) : 15 (intp) intp 15
2 2 OREPT(w) 5 Repetitions | 15 intp) 14 (intp) ! 15 Gintp) intp 15
2 3 NL-FL(d0) : 1 115 Gitp) | 14 Gintp) | 15 Gintpd?  intp_ 15
2 4 NL—FP(sh) R | 2(spd) 2 (spd): 17 (intp}:  =zpd 14
2 | 5 UFP - 11 Gintp) | 24 (spd) 1 (spd) spd 14
2 6 UFP | 3 21 (spd) | 21 (spd) | 21 (spd) spd 1
2 . 7 NL-FPlah)_ I 1 10Gne)] 60, 20spdi O : 1
z | 8 |uFp | s 23 )} 7 (inp) 3 an u 2z
2 9 UEP B | 3 14 Gintp) | 14 (o) 21 (spdd!  intp 2
2 10 UFP $ 8 14 (intp) | 14 Gotp) i 21 (spd) intp__ 1
2 11 OREPT(w) i s 14 tintp) | 14 Gintp) ¢ 21 (spd) i 1
2 12 NL=FP(ah) I 1 10 tintp) | 24 (spd)] 21 (spd) | 1
2 13 SREPT (w) 4 3 () {11 (intp) 3 (w 6
2 14 UFP 3 Pauses 20 (iotp) 3 i 21 (spd))
2 15 OREPT(w) 5 Repetitions 14 (inip) ! 14 Gintp) | 21 (spd)
2 16 UFP A 23 ()| 14 Cintp) | 21 (spd)
i 2 i 17 NL-FP(ab) 1 5 intp) | 15 Gintp)} 15 Gintp)
{15 2 18 NL-FPGh 1 | 24 ¢sp)i 3 (7 17 Gintp).
15 2 19 NL-FP(plg/l-) i i 24 (spd) 3 i
15 2 1 1 (spd) 30
15 2 I Jresf: ! _3ani 24 (spd)
15 | 2 OREPT (ghr) 5 __Repetitions | 14 (imp)i 14 (intp)
. 15 2 NL=F2 (plgt/my=) I Pauses 3 (.
. 15 2 JSREPR(rex) = 4 B ‘Repairs 3w
15 2 25 |NL-FP(ah) +hughter I Pauses 14 Gnp) | 19 Gop) :
L 15 | 2 | 26 INL-FP(ah) | Pauses _3a0i 17 Gimpd: ol
2 27 NL—FP(ah) 1 Pauses : KR(OH o
2 28 |SREPT(w) 4 Repetitions aai . u
2 | 29 NL-FP(Suu) L Pauses | 21 (spd) :
2 | 30 NL-FP(ah) 1 {Pauses P17 Gimp) -
2 il ar | jJuFP o il Swer
2 | 32 |NL-FP(Sum) +laugher .
2 | 33 JNL-FPGh | = 1
2 | 34 |NL-FP(um) 1 24 (spd)
2 i 35 |UFP 3 Pauses_ 24 (spd)
2 36 | UFP+lughter 3 H 19 (intp)
2 37 NL-EP(ah) 1 Fauses P24 (spd): 23 (w) i
2 a8 |UFP 3 Pauses | 24 (spd)} 24 (spd)l 3 (1)
2 39 INL—FP(um) L1 Pauses | 24 (spd): 7 (iotp)
2 40 |NL—FP{ah) 1 Pauses 3 ()}
2 41 |NL—FP(ah) _ LY 1 Pauses 3 |
2 i 42 |LFP(apd) o v 2 | iPauses i 3 ()
2 i 43 |NL-FPlah \J 1 Pauses | 3 (n -
2 44 INL-FP(ab) 1 Pauses | 24 (spd): 1 (spdd L
2 45  OREPT(w) 5  Repetitions | 23 ()} 14 Giotp) | 19 (intp)| intp 14 F L |
2 46 |UFP L W 4 4. '8 Pauses [ 230l 230 17 Gow) 14 1019 -2zj 23
2 47 | NL-FP(plgt/I-) i Pauses | 2aani 23 ani 21 (spd): 1 1 fwiigize|23
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Hearers' pretations Rep. of _ Speakers' . Rep.of
ID ¢ Group : DF# DF Formrs [ DF_Type Hearers' Intentions Intentions
Code HL H2 H3 Interpretations.
A 1 iPauses 3@:  8(ntp)  TGmp): imp 5 B |
2 : 2 i b o 1 Pauses 3 () 2(spd) 17 (intp): O 5 .
2 3 NL-FP(plgt/amm--) 1 Pawses i 3 () 2 (spd) . 17 (intp) 0 5 (3
2 © 4 SREPT(phr) 4 iRepetitions 2 (spd) 24 (spd) 2 (spd) spd 1 [1}
2 . 5 SREPR(w/pronunciation)! 6  Repairs | 2(spd). 24 (spd): 2 (spd) spd 17 0
2 6 NL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 14 (intp) 3w 1 (spd) 0 1
2 7 UFP - 3 iPauses 14 (intp) 3 (w 2 (spd) 0 1
2 | 8 NL-FP(plgtfand.) 1 Pauses 1 (spd 30 17 Gntp) 0 1
2 . 9 UFP 3 Pauses 14 Gotp): 14 Goup) | 7 (intp) intp 20
2 | 10 ‘NL-FP(plgy/in.) 1 Pauses . 1(sod 4 (spd) 24 (spdi  sed  © 10
2 11 NL—FP(ptatfeightyyy.): 1 “Pauses 1(spd): 24 (spd)i 24 (spd): spd 1
2 UFP f 3 iPauses 1 (spd): 7lintp); 7 (intp)! intp 5; t
2 3 UFP 3 Pauses 2 (spd): 30 1(spdi  spd 5 u
2 14 NL—FP(um) 1 iPauses 24 (spd): 10 Cimp) . 24 (spd)|  spd 3 u
2 15 UFP 3 Pauses 19 Gmp) . 230D 7 (intp) intp 3 o
2 16 SREPT(w) 4 [Repetitions 3 3 (spa 3 () u 19 20 0
2 17 SREPT(wW) 4 Repetitions R (1) LI B (1) & 3 () wooo: 1 o spd
2 18 iNL-FL(ah) . 1 iPauses Lispd): 3 (0 21 (spd)i spd 3 5 i
2 19 UFP. . 3 ‘Pauses 1(sp)? 4 (spd); 21 (spd):  spd 5 1
2 20 INL—FP(plgt/and.) I Pauses . 1 (spd) : 1 (spd) ! : 37 0
2 21 SREPT(w) 4 Repelitions | 300 24 (spd)! pd i 1 i spd
2 | 22 [OREPT(w-Srisongkram: 5  ‘Repelitions : 24 (spd)i 14 (intp)| 14 Gintp).  intp : spd
2 23 uFP .3 ‘Pauses 2 (spd) 23 ()} 14 (i)’ 0 . spd
z INL—FL(ah) 1 iPauses Lispd)l 30 1 Gpd)i  spd . spd
2 ,~FL(ah) EFun b 21 (spd): : tt
2 o a E 1 Gspd 4 (sofspd . spd
2 | = " 14 (intp): 10 (intp): 1(spd):  intp — t
4 28 UFP_ 3 iPauses 23 (W) 23w 21 (spd) it o
2 29 NL—FP(um) 1 {Pauses F( 21 (spddi 21 (spdd: spd t
H 30 SREPT(w) 4 iRepetitions 3 21 (spd)i 21 (spdi  spd _ ) o
E| A 3 3w 21 (spd:  w 7 0
14 6 3] 3(w: 21 (spd)i W 7 0
2 NL-FP{plgt/l... 1 1 (spd) 3 (v 2 (spd)i _spd . W
2 UFP o 1 3 | iPauses 21 (spd) | 23 (' 21(spd  spd
2 NL-FP(um) 1 éP.mses __6_(&1!0]_: & (intp) | 2 \’sud);' _intp _u
2 NL-FP(plgt/in..) 1 ;P.mses 24 (spdl: D (T 24 (spd) ! spd. - spd
2 {SREPT (w) 14 [Repetitions 1 (spd) | 30 7 (intp) 0 2 B spd |
. e 4\ P 3 Pauses 30 3w 3 1t : . spd
2 SREPR(de) 6 Repairs 3l 3@ 3@ t 2 spd
2 ‘UFP M % S Pauses 1 (spd): 1(spd):  spd 3! w
2 ‘NL-FP(plgt/l..) 1 :Pauses 3 a0 3 a0 u iP5l 7 i 0
2 , SorriL 3 iPauses 3.0 360 3mi L w 5 7 0
2 {SREPT (phe) 4 Repetitions 2 (spd) 2 (spd)| 30 s 2! Cospd
2 44 SREPR(inst) 6 Repairs 2 (spd) - 30 3a0 u 2 spd
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Sub-type Hearers' Interpretations Rep. of Speakers’ Rep.of
o Group : DF# DF Forms DF_Type Intentions
Code Hi H2
17 3 1 NL-FP(plgt/ammm-) 1  iPauses T | 8 intp
17 3 2 [NL-FP(ah) o 1 Pauses 24, 10 intp_ spd
17 3 i3 wp__ 3 Pauses 24, 24 1 spd intp
17 3 4 NL-FP(=¥1) - 1 Pauses 19 14 19 intp B intp |
17 3 5 \UFP 3 Pauses 23 23 21 tt 14 intp
17 3 6 NL-FP(ah} i 1 ‘Pauses 3 11 3 t 1: 2 spd
17 | 3 . 7 !SREPR(rev) . 6 Repairs 3 1 3 u 12 spd
17 | 3 8 NL-FP(ah B 1 [Pauses 3] 3 17 w 21 spd |
17 3 9  SREPR(inst) 1 6 Repairs | 3 3 3w 7 9 0
17 | 3 10 INL-FPGR - 1 Pavses | - w 7. 9 0
17 | 3 11 {UFP - 3 Pauses 14 14 7 intp 15: 18 . intp
17 | 3 12 OREPT (w) 4 {5 Repetitions | : intp 16 18 intp.
17 |. 3 L-FP(ah) . 1 iPauses 0 21 ¢ Cspd
17 | 3 {UFP+again please iR 3 %Pauses_, 1t
17 | 3 15 [UFp JF»” S~ 3 Pases | 21f 23 1t
L7 | 3 INL-FP(zh) = L1 |Pavses’
17 i 3 {UFP_ b 3  Pauses
t 17 | 3 : 184 INL—FP{ah) " N 1 1 {Pauses
17 | 19 IUFP _ L i 3 !Pauses
17 | 20 NL-FP(ah) [ 1 [Pauses
17 21 NL-FP(ah)_ {1 lPauses
17 22 |SREPT(w) I {4 |Repetitions  inlp
17 231 - 1 iPavses
2 i T 24 ] e L gPauses
17 | BBl ooMiseERre . — A B Y
17 | 3 | 26 [LFP(and) T 2 |
17 . 27 SREPT(w) 4
17 (W4 | 3 |Pauses intp_ |
17 3 29 INL-FP(plgt/l-) .1 iPauses intp
17 | 3 | 30 [P J A S Pallses intp
L 17 3 | 31 NL-FPlplgyl) L b 1 iPauses | | i intp
17 | 3 32 SREPT(w) [ .4  [Repetitons | 2/ 3 4 intp
17 |3\ i 33.upp : b3 (Pawses |23 (24 24 0
_17 3 34 SREPT(w) there there 4 {Repetitions _5 1j JF 3! 2 spd
17 . 3 | 35 INL-FP@@h i |Pauses | 1 3. 17 intp
i 17 ¢ 3 36| N 1 {Pauses I 3 F3: S B 25! intp |
1w | o3 s | . 3 lPauses - 14l 14 9 ] intp
17 [ 3 | 38 \UFP_ Do 3 lpauses {2l 4 arh | intp
17 | 3 | 39 INL-FPGah)_ 1 lpawses I 3l 3 21 1 B
17 3 40 |{SREPR(inst) do ah do better 6 iRepsirs & 8i 3 2 spd
17 | 3 . 41 |uFP = || 3 Pauses 4 11} 24 7 i |
17§ 3 42 NL-FP(h) 1 Pauses 3 1 3 1 intp
17 | 3 43 INL-FP(ah AN AW T intp
17 . 3 44 [UFP+again please By Mwifatises : 14 24; 21% spd 19f 23! 0
17 : 3 1 45 \UFP i 3 :Pauses il 23§ 23 wf i 23 o
| 17 . 3 46 |SREPT(w) 4 4 IRepetitions i 23] 23 21} i 23
17 | 3 47 lurp 3 Pauses | 2/ 3 7| 0 2
17 ¢ 3 48 (NL-FP(ah) - 1 Pauses 2 3 7 0 2 d |
17 3 | 49 UFP 13 Pauses 2 2 spd
17 3 50 INL-FP(ah) I _ 1 Pauses 2 2; c spd
17 3 51 ISREPT(w) Ilwanttoahpolice | 4  Repetilions 1 2: 0o
17 3 52 UFP 3 Pauses 23 24 - spd
17 3 53 OREPT(w) here? 5 Repetitions 14 14 Cintp
17 | 3 54 INL-FP{ah) B 1 Pauses 1 3 spd
17 | 3 55 SREPT(w) hehe 4 |Repetitions 13 intp
17 | 3 56 NL-FP (a) |1 [Pauses 13 intp
17 | 3 | 57 |UFP he-clever 1 3  Pauses 3 24 4 spd |
i 3 58 !SREPR(rev) heis a clever 6 iRepairs 3 24 4 spd
17 3 | 59 ISREPT(phr) be canhe cangood job! 4  [Repetitions 3 3 spd
17 | 3 | 60 'SREPR(rev) he candogoodjob | 6  Repairs 33 spd
17 3 61 UFP+again please 3 iPauses 21 7 0
17 3 62 SREPT (phr) begin my life 4 |Repetitions 14 14 . imp
17 3 | 83 UFP 3 |Pauses 22010 23] spd
17 3 64 NL-FP(ah) 1 iPauses 1 10 0
17 3 65 UFP 3 |Pauses 23 24 7 0 5 it
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ID | Group: DF# DF Forms Sub-type! DF_Type | Hearers' Interpretations;  Rep. of Speakers' Intentions Rep.of
e Code _ Hearers' tions
H1 H2 : H3 | Interpretations

18 3 | 1 NL-FPGh 1 IPauses Ml 7 1 sd |21 spd
18 1 3 | 2 UFP (I~lke) 3 [Pauses 17, 3 1 0 6 14160 | | intp
18 3| 3 U 3 [Pauses 14 B 7 inip 3l 5 u
18 3 | 4 UFP(Ilkew) 03 Pases |21 2 1 s 1 s
18 i 3 5 UFP (has many-ahernative) . 3 ‘Pauses 1 5 1,  spd it spd
18 ¢ 3 6 UFPHasin 3 Pauses 24 3 1 sud 1 3i & tt
18 i 3 | 7 UFP (short pause) 3 |Pauses R T 15 21 itp
18 3 1 8 wrp 3 Pwses | ;i 23 21
18 3 | 9 NL-FPGW | lPases | 23 23 21
18| 3 | 10 UFP 3 |Pauses 3 a3 a

18 | 3 11 UFP+again please '3 |Pauses Lou M T

18 | 3 | 12 OREPT(w) strength "5 |Repetitions .. 1M=—14 18

8| 3 | 13 v o/ 3 [Pawses | 23

18 | 3 | 14 UFP (do*.teacher) ™ éP,apses !

18 | 3 15 UEP (is) p 3 ngqurgs

18 3 | 16 UFP - 3 Pauses i

18 3 | 17 SREPT(w) Llike 4 Repeitions |

18 | 3 | 18 URP(change) 3 Pauses |

18 | 3 | 19 WUFP(lketochonge=-) 3 Pauses | 23

18 3 | 20 U 3 fPusnst 40

18| 3 o 3 _Pases | 1l

18 | 3 | 22 NL-FPGW-) 1 Pauses Lo | i

18 | 3 . 23 ISREPT(phr) I'm I'm poor 4 [Repetitions | 110 1 2 spd 13 intp
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1D _{ Group: DF# DF Forms  DF_Type | Hearers' Interpretations:  Rep. of Speakers' Intentions  :  Rep.of
L SO, S _ Hearers® _Intentions
Hi H2  H3 | Interpretations
19 3 1 INL-FP(sh) 1  {Pauses : 10 10 7 intp 21 spd
19 0 8 | 2 NL-FP(zh 1 Pauses . 10, 100 7 intp 21 spd
19 3 3 UFP+again please 3 iPauses 24 5 21 spd I 14: ] intp
19 | 3 4 INL-FP(#2) 11 iPauses 15: 15 15 intp 5 15 0
19 ¢ 3 | 5 iNL-FP(sh) 1 Pauses _ 15 15: 15 intp 5i 15 _: O
191 3 6 UFP 13 iPauses 15; 151 15
19 3 7 UFP+again please 3 iPauses 14 14 21
19i 3 8 INL-FP(da) 1 Pauses | 15 15 15
19 3 9 UFP+again please i 3 Pauses 14 14 21
19 1 3 | 10 NL-FP(um) 1 1 iPauses 100 100 17
19 3 5 ¢ 5 3 {Pauses
19 | 3 | 12 INL-FPGW 1 |Pauses
19 3 | 13 NL-FP(ah 1  Pauses |
19 | 3 | 14 UFP+again please _j3 Pauses 1
19 | 3 | 15 NL-FP(ah) Lo bl m Mo Mg 10,
19 | 3 | 16 NL-FP(plgt/l) {1 Pauses
19 | 3 [UFP (I think-+-) 3 Pauses
19 3 EU_Ff:fa_gain please 3. {Pauses
|19 3 _ iy R | | N 3 [Pauses
i 19 3 ‘NL—FP{ah) 1 EPgursgsi -
18 3 21 UFP 3 Pauses
19 3 22 :Nl.jlﬂah)iii 1 %Pauses
19 3 23 [UFP 1 3 |pauses
19 | 3 | 24 SREPT(w) wawuriu | 4 IRepetitions |
19 | 3 | 25 NL-FP(ah) 1 (Pauses _
19 | 3 | 26 NL-FP(fuw) 1 lPauses
19 | 3 27 [UFP — "%
19 | 3 23 SREPT(phr) my grades ke 4 "
19 | 3 29 ISREPT(w) ininLoei 4 [Repetitions |
19 | 3 30 [OREPT(w) strength 5 |Repetitions
191 3 31 UFP ) B B
19 | 3 32 ISREPT(w) what what I }
19 | 3 . 33 SREPT(w) mymy skill 4 [Repetitions o
19 3 | 34 o i3 |Pauses 15 Cspd
19 Q 3 u 3 , 1 {Pauses 1: spd
|19 | 3 | 36 NL-FPGh) {1 |Pauses | 3 % spdl. i
19 | 3 | 37 NL-FP(ah) 11 fPauses | 1 1 1 spd 5 ] t
19 ! 3 38 UFP { 3 |Pauses . 2i 2: 7 spd 53 1 14
19 | 3 | 39 NL-FPum) 41 |Pauses | W o Y% EE ; w o
19 | 3 | 40 NL-FPGN 11 iPauses | | o 50 A AT . § 0
19 | 3 FP(ah! 1 1) fPauses O joo10o . alimp E | u
| 19 | 3 | 42 NL-FP(ah) P D 04 T 31”5 it i P 0
10 | 3 43 UFP i 3 lpauses o] etk 21 1t 23 | it




i 43

{NL—FP(plgt/my )

= W

1D  Group{ DF# DF Forms Sub-type | DF Type . Hearers' Interprelations
Code ! 1
H1 Hz H3 | Interpretations
1 lurp 3 Pauses 23 23 21 it 8t I inp
2 IUFP 3 Pauses 23 17 it 1} _ spd
3 SREPT(w) LI 4 Repetitions ) BT ;S T
4 UFP 3 Pauses 5 1 113 . ¥r b apd
_5_SREPT(w) LI S | Repetitions B} 1 1 1 spd
20, 3 i 6 :UFP + yes 3 Pavses 14 7 itp ] 24 spd
20 3 7 NL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 3 3 L ] _spd ¢
20 3 8 SREPT(phr) 4 Repetitions | 3 3
20 3 9 lUFP 3 |Pauses 3 .3
20 3 | 10 INL-FP(plgt/is:--.) 1 Pauses 3 17
3 11 (UFP 3 Pauses 3 7
3 12 ISREPT(w) LI o 4 iRepetitions | 7t 7
3 | 13 INL—FP(plgt/to-- B 1 Pauses | 3 17
3 14 !SREPR(rev) 6 Repairs | 3 - 3
3 15 NL-FP(plgt/I:-..) oo {pauses” 3 17
3 2 iPauses 17, 17
3 { 17 {UFP o 3 Pauses g . 2
3 | 18 |UFP (suchas-) .3 |/ |Pauses '\ 24/ 24;
3 19 :UFP £ 3 iPauses A W N3¢
3 20 SREPR{rev) — Al ™ 2 2
3 | 21 UFRP A 3
3 i22 0 P (pigtflo. cated 1. (Pauses
3 i 23 JUFP (--from) 3 {Pauses
3 | 24 {OREPT(phd) i
3 | 25 NL-FP(um) _iPauses -
3 26 ‘NL—FP(plgt/l-) _iPauses
{SREPR(del) . : 6 Repairs B
. UFP (but LI think [can doit better) 3 |Pauses L dme
3__ i 20 ISREPR{deD . o 6 | iRepairs ~ spd
3 : 30 INL—FP(lsss: t 1 {Pauses ¢ spd
3 | 31 INL-FP (plgt/io-) 1 {Pauses sod
3 | 32 UFP (bw.I.) by A T, 3 _Pauses spd
3 | 33 OREPT(w) hero | 5 _iRepetitions Lo ospd
3 34 NL—-FP(plgt/for:.) 1 Pauses 24 spd
3 | 35 SREPR(rev) are>were L il 6 I Repairs i spd
3 | 36 NL-FP(plgt/my.) . f| 1 [Pauses s
3 37 INL—-FP{(ah) L _ {Pauses. 1 spd
3 | 38 JOREPR(ms) . | iRepairs | spd
3439 ¥PGandy. | s WL _{Pauses
3 | 40 IUFP (they have a lot of--) Pauses
3 P4y {Onpd L 1 .
3 | 42 uFp
3
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ID | Group: DF# | DF Forms Sub-type; DF_Type : Hearers’ Inte ions. Speakers’ I ns Rep.of
— = i Code o Hearers' e i Intentions
H1 HZ | H3 | Interpretations
21 3 1 NL—FP(ah} 1 Pauses 2 8, 17 inp 2 spd
21 | 3 2 lUFP 3 Pauses . 4 24 spd |\ g wo
21 3 3 INL-FP(ah) 1 [Pauses 1 3 2 spd L i3ls 0
21 3 4 {UFP {member of---) 3 Pauses 3 3 3 {3 9 - (3
21 3 5 iNL-FP(ah) have.ah ber 1 Pauses 24 2; 2 spd 4 9 . [ I
21 . 3 | 6 ISREPT(w) memb: bero 4 ition: 3 4. 3 © 2 i3i1
L 21 i 3 | 7 (NL-FP(uh) is.ub.3 persoos 1 Pauses ¥ 1 1 spd. 14 i 8
21 3 | 8 :NL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 12 10: 7 intp 8 i
21 3 9 INL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 15 i 7 intp 1
21 | 3 | 10 |NL—FP(ah) be ah _ 1 |Pauses 24 3 1 spd i i
{21 3 11 {UFP (my mother--she-) 3 Pauses 2. 2 2 _spd 2 {8
21 3 i 12 INL—FP(ah) 1 Pauses 1 3 17 0 8
21 3 13 |SREPR(rev) she want.shence: 6 |Repairs 3 3 3 t 1 .
21 3 14 INL—FP{er) . Pauses 19 23 1 o 20 123
21 3 _juEp o i 3 Pauses : ! 20 it
L 21 3 ] iNL-FP 1. = Pauses 23
21 | 3 7 INL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 2
21 | 3 | 18 [SREPR(rev) Ilike.lthink. | 6  Repairs 8
21 3 . 19 ISREPT(w) this this place 1 a3
3 20 {UFP p 3 {Papse 3
3 | 21 [LFPGand) F 2 |Pauses 3 _
3 { 22 lurpad 3 Pauses 3
23 SREPT(w) very very 4 [Repetitions 1
3 | 28 NL-FP@R 1 |Pauses h
3 | 25 NL-IP{ah) inah- 1L [Pauses 3 3
3 | 26 IUFP L | 3 lPauses 3 B W
3 i 27 JurP Ll % 3 iPauses 14 0
a | 28 lUFP Sy 3 |Pauses I
3 | 20 ISREPT(phr) my famil 1 1 e
3 | 30 |NL-FP(an) my family i T
_3 8 Fa1 SUFEN 3 i sed
FTHER LT E 3 1 - wo
3 | 33 [SREPR{insy) 11hi i G R S |
3 | 34 [SREPT(phr) my school 4 Bl
5 35 |UFP _ a 3 | o
21 3 | 36 [NL-FPlah 1 18 it
L 21 3 | a7 lurp E 1 BN u
21 | 3 | 38 NL-FPGER) 1 Pauses 1 I T
21 1 39 {UFP sometime---. 3777'{1?9\15&5 f I spd |
21 3 1 |Pauses {48 "z‘_ ~ spd
21 3 § 1 |Pauses { E | spd
21 .l ] 1 |Pauses e & spd
21 3 i b 3 Pauses R
21 3 UFP. | 3 {Pauses 3 : I O
T21 | 3 | 45 INL-FP (plg/l-) I 1 iPauses 1 : T
L2l 3 | 46 ISREPT(pho) |wantto. lwant' 4 Repetitions 1t zai A spd o i |
21 3 | 47 SREPT(w) my. my skl ¢ 4 Repetitions 3 21 2 spd 2 | | spd




ID : Group | DF# DF Forms Sub-type | DF_Type : Hearers' Interpretations Rep. of Speakers'|  Rep.of
Cade @ Hearers' _Intentions Intentions
H3 Interpretations:
220 3 | 1 INL-FP(ah) Im.ah. 1 [Pauses 1 spd 6 intp__|
22 3 2 INL-FP(ah) issh. 1 Pauses. 24 41 spd 21 | spd
22 - 3 3 INL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 24 10 2 spd ] i
22 : 3 4 iSREPR(inst) my name ah my 6 ‘Repairs 24: 10 2 9 tt
3 5 INL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 24 15, 4 4 spd
3 6 [NL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 24 24 2l 2 spd
3 7 ISREPR (rev) 3 uh4 years 6 Repairs 3 3 3 B 1 spd
3 8 {UFP = 3 Pauses 21 23; 21 23 {3
3 9 INL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 8 23 21 22
3 | 10 |NL-FP(an o 1 iPauses 1 23 42 1 ez ]
3 fujorr I 32 iPauses 230 14 2 R
3 | 12 INL—-FP{sh) i 1 Pauses 12 108 21} 23
3 |13 jUFP () j— i 23
3 | 14 {SREPT(phr) I want, L.want.tc 4 2
3 NL—FP{(zh) ah-at Loei EW 1
3 INL-FPum) F o 1
3 NL-FP@Misah. 1 1 2
3 |NL-FP(a [ [T 1
3 UFP | L i 3 . 233 1
3| 20 INL-FP(olgtl-) 1 us 21 o1 WO 1
3 . 21 UFP 1 s Pauses 22 21 Iaal Mo
g _NL-FP(ah) 11 ‘Pauses cepdl 12 | spd |
22 . 3 & NL-FP(fa?) 1 -Pauses _ intp 14 intp |
22 - 3 i 24 UFPtagain please ol 3 intp g <k intp
22 ¢ sl MG, J Do Mt 14
22 3 | 26 |NL-FPGah Pt ipauses spd |14
22 . 3 | 97 \uFp o F3 \iPauses spd 1 14
(22 3 | 28 jurp ~ 13 iPauses _ spd
122 8 20 |NL-FP(um) b T Phwes g spd
22 3 | 30 urp . 3 iPauses spd |
22 3 | 31 NL-FPah) 1 Pauses spd |
82 0 3 | 32 INL-FP(aW ahah _ 1 iPapses intp i
| 22 3 33 |UFP . ¥ '3 Pauses spd
220 3 | 34 |NL-FP(um) llike.um..teachel ‘Pauses spd 3 j_ £
22! 3 | 35 |uEp Y. . Pauses | i 4§ g
22 . 3 | 36 OREPT(phr) done better Repetitions | ipt 18 1 inp |
| 22 | 3 37 JUFP o N Pauses | spd b g TE |
- 22 8 3 38 NL—FP(plat/l:-) Pauses intp i _intp
| 22 : 3 § 39 :UFP_ ) = 3 Pauses intp intp_
22: 3 | 40 NL-FP(um) um.it'ssh. | 1  Pauses intp - spd
22 3 | 41 WUFP I ™ N1 F3 g jpases 0 3 22 | spd |
22 3 | 42 |UFPIwanttobeateacher (df 3 Pauses Cspd 14 | imp |
22 0 3 | 43 INL-FP(plgt/my-) _ b 1 iPauses o 1| s
22 . 3 | 44 OREPT (w) star? |5 Repetitions i 2 sed
22 345 _EUFP b el E 3 Pauses spd 14 intp |
22 3 | 46 |NL-FPGh) N Bt ip 20 intp |
220 3 | 47 |OREPT(w) life b 5 0 {20 intp
23 1 3 | 48 |UFP (long pause) i 3 Pauses sed |14 intp

Z1S
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- Hearers Iterprelains | Rep.of | Spealers | Repof |
Goup - DF# DF Forms o DRy  Hearers’ Intentions : Intentions
Code HL H2 H3 | Interpretations
3 1 U N 13 [Pases 230 23 23  u 1 1 ospd
3 : 2 NL-FP(h . 1 Pawses : 23 2323 i 1 spd
33 NL-FPled) ervskeping 1 Pewses .23 10 23w | 3 o
3 | 4 ORBPT(sent) tell me about yourself 5  Repelitons 10, 23 14l imp | 16 inlp
35 NL-FRG) 1 Pases 2 15 15 wp | 1 iy
3 | 6 [UFPtagainplease 3 Pauses W23 23 23 HIN
31 7 NL-FPled 1 Passes 24 100 1 spd 1 spd
3 | 8 ue o 3 Pawses - 23 23 23 w5 L
31 9 éUFP+agafnLg!ea_s_e_ 3 Pauses 14} 14i 24}  imp 23 ; LS
3 10 UFP 48 Pases 23 23 23 23 | u
3 1L NL-FP(W B 1 Pawses i 23 19 23 & 22 spd
3 | 12 UFPHauwbter b3 Pauses o 23w 22 sod
3 13w |3 Passes 19) . 7l inp 23 t
3 ° 14 NL-FPO%I--come from.) : 1 Pauses 2. 2 2 spd 1 intp
3 . 15 SREPR(deD nature erlourism B iRepairs T 20 JLoafecily WiV ! 3 ¢ w
3 16 NL-FPGH) L ease om0 ) L5
317 M-t | 1 Pases | 11 10} 21 ZWVEREEE
3 | 18 UFPHughler.middle (aking sboutgrades) | 3 Pases | 11 10| 1:6 0
3 119 NL-FP(l-thnk) | 1. Pases | mi- 3 1w inlp
3 0 20 NL-FP(pigtfi-) w0 Al 2. 10| iR Y intp
3 21 ‘urp e Bt 3 1 T sod
3 | 22 NL-FP(w) AR a1 41 s
3 23 upp ran." 3 8 10 ) s
L3 20 NL-FPOw) . mide 1 8 10 7 1 sd
|3 | 25 UFP ) 3 23 23 7] it )3 i
3 % ‘LFPland) 2 23 93 190w 23 it
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ID : Group i DF# DFForms . Sub—type : DF Type | Hearers' Interpretations Rep.of | Speakers' @ Rep.of
- o Code :© __ Hearers' Int Intentions
H1 H2 H3 Interpretations
3 | {UFP s - 3 iPauses 14 200 7 intp } &2 spd
3 | 2 |OREPT(phr) myself o 5 ‘Repetitions 15 20 ) 1 2 i spd
3 | 3 |UFP - o 3 Pauses 1 23 21 spd 5 o
3 | 4 |SREPT(w) 4.4 years 4 Repetitions 1 131 spd 3 it
3 5 |UFP + again please 3 Pauses 19 7 21 intp 3 n
3 i 6 |UFP (longpause) o & Pawses b Xy ¥ 21 sed 12 spd
3 7 _|NL-FP{ah) 1 ‘Pauses 10 10 21}  intp 18 © ¢ imtp
3 8 |UFP+again please 3 _iPauses 14 14: 21§ intp 19 B intp
3 9 |UFP 3 Pauses 21: 23 21 spd 19 intp
3 10 [UFP o 3 iPauses 21 23 21 spd IR intp
3 | 11 [LFP(ike) I like-- 2 Pauses i intp
3 | 12 |UFP ) B 3 Pauses Cintp
3 |13 [urp il 3 Pauses w
3 | 14 OREPT(w) wouuri? _ 5 Repetitions | "
3 | 15 ‘UFP (wauuru isah) 3 Pauses spd
3 | 16 LFP (and) and.very 2 Pauses spd
3 117 ure #F #  p—tie, | 3 Pauses spd
3 | 18 UFP (many—) 3 Pauses spd
3 | 19 j_[_}FE A 1 r 3 _‘Pauses intp
3 §,72()7;NL7FPlahJ+n‘_l_uup'}_ 1 Pauses E* 1 ; ] j i intp |
3 i 2 EUFP + again please 3 Pauses _ y e i spd_ |
3 {22/ iuFprll _ 3 . Pauses _ j _intp
3 | 28 urp . .3 iPauses | intp
3 j! 24 OFP Gurader) " in e g ipsuees | inip
3 | 25 OREPT(w) grade BN | ko | intp
3 |26 iurp_ | 0 a0 pauses | o
3 | 27 [OREPT(phr) atschool 5 Repetitions | w
3 5 28 éNL—}iPLap)ﬁ[,jhEgk ah.. 1 Pauses _ § u
3 | 20 UPP 3 iPauses. | i
3 | 30 [SREPT(phr) I think good 4 ‘Repetitions | t
24 3 | 31 |OREPT(w) best 5 Repetitions | i
24: 3| 32 (UFP . | 3 Pauses ! ntp
24 3 | 33 ISREPRtins» ! 6 Repairs | i
24° 3 % 34 EN[:*EPJEb)J want..zh..] want to be.. qu_ ‘Pauses ! 1t
1241 3 | 35 NL-FPGh) P © 1 Pawses | it
240 3 | 36 lUFP 3 Pauses | intp
21 3 H 37 !UI?P N 4 b 3 Pauses 7% spd
24 3 ; 38 iUFP L™ T __EL i
24 3 | 39 [UFP._ L - 7 By "I intp
24, 3 | 10 |UFP 3 Pauses | intp
. ID meup' DF# : DF Forms éSub—lype: DF_Type : Hearers' Interpretations Rep.of i Speakers' Intentions Rep.of
1 B i : B =N H . Hearers' - E i | Intentions
; C.H1l | H2 | H3  Interpretations | i
25 | 3 | 1 NL-FP (ah) 1 Pauses 2008 28 s 103 191 _
25 | 3 | 2 SPEPR (rev) 6 ‘Repairs | 3§f 2 3 tt i3 9 o
25 | 3 3 SPREP (deD) 6 Repairs . 3 1 1 spd 0 3 (9 Lo
25 | 3 4 .UFP 3 Pavses 240 240 241 spd 2 359115 it
2% | 3 5 NL-FP(um) - 1 Pauses 1, 24 2 spd 2 i9: 0
25 3 6 UFP 3 Pauses 11, 24 10 itp 1 2 19 0
25 | 3 | 7 NL-FPf(un) i 1 Pauses 24 2 4 spd 9 E it
25 | 3 8 UFP 3 Pauses 24 20 100 spd 9 o
25 3 9 'NL-FP(um) i 1 Pauses 11 10 100  intp 22 b1 spd
. 25 ¢ 3 i 10 UFP i 3  Pauses 110 10! 10 intp 22 - spd
25 1 3 | 11 NL-FPGum) 1 Pauses & 10l 100 imp 9 2223 it
25 | 3 . 12 UFP_ 3 Pauses .4 10, 10 g+ 9 (2223 o
25 | 3 | 13 NL-FP(um) 1 Pauses 9 2l 2 spd 3 22 0
25 3 14 SREFPR (inst) .6 Repairs 9 2y 2 spd 3 {22 0
25 ] 3 15 -SPREP (rev) 6 ‘Repairs 3 2 2 spd 9 113 0
25 | 3 | 16 NL-FP (ah) - 1 Pauses 3 4 4 spd 1 {3:9 u
25 | 3 | 17 NL-FP (um) 1 Pauses 3 4 4 spd. 1 13:9; § © u
25 | 3 | 18 SPEPT(w) 4 Repetitions 3 4 4 spd 1 §{3:9 s
25 | 3 | 19 SREPR (inst) 6 Repairs 3 4 1 spd 1 139 i
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o o3 0w 60 fes ed (o w0 w0 e |

40 'UEP (about::-)

| 50 NL=FP(ah)

4

1

1

51 SREPT(phr) he canahlakeca 4
i 3

3

52 UFP+again please

54 UFP
55 UFP

_Repelitions

Pauses
iPauses

Pauses

Repetitions

Repetitions -

10101

o

»—v—-m‘u

©

e &0 0

o

1D Hearers’ Interpret _Rep.of | Speakers' Intenti Rep.of
P Hearers" Intentions |
HL HZ | H3 - Interpretations
3 1 UFP 3 Pauses 8 8 7 intp 14 i23 o
- 3 ) 2 owe 000000 3 jPagses | 2 BF 14 7 tp ¢ 1 (6 B
3 3 NL-FP{sh) 1 Pauses 1 1 21 spd 2 11 18 intp
3 | 4 NL-FP(an o | Pauses 10 1 i2 spd
3 5§ SREPT (w) about about ah 4,4 4 Repetitions 14 3 i6 o
B} 6 3 Pauses 1 - t spd
3 7 &1 Pauses 1 1 spd
3 8 3 Pauses i 3 1 3 0
3 9 ISREFT(w) in, imeresting+sile. 4 ‘Repelitions = 3} 1 3 el
3 10 :UFP 3 Pauses 8 23 tt
3 11 iNL-FP{al 1 iPauses 3 1 3.5 u
3 | 12 :UFP I 3 iPauses i 2
3 13 INL-FP(ah) .2h. at Loei L . 2
3 14 UFPtagsinplease | 8  Pauses 1
3 : 15 UFP il . 14
3 | 16 INL-FP(da) i 1 14
P 3 ; Wiy f1
3 | 18 INL-FPah) F 1
3 | 19 |UFPMieTrom--) JJ 01 3 2
20 NL-FP(ah) 2
21 NL—FP(ah) ah_about.. 5
22 iSREPT(w) about about ah 5
23 [UFP (- loei Rajabhat) 3 5
24 SREPT(w) my my morther an 4 3L
25 UFP g 1 3 3
26 NL-FPGh 1 8
27 UFP 3 1
28 SREPT(w) ¥a 7 wuowm 4 £
il a 2
i 5
3 | 31 NL-FP(an.) 1 5
3 32 UFPtagminplease ! 3 19
26 | 3 | 33 UFP_ .38 Pauses 19
3 34 NL—FP(zh) 1 ‘Pauses
3] 35 LUEE, - = 3 ‘Pauses
2] 36 SREPT (v) LI like i
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Sub—type, DF_Type  Hearers' Interprs
Code
H1 H2
&L 1 Pauses 24 10
3 1 ‘Pauses o240 10f
3 _ 4 iRepetitions 24 10
3 NL-FP (ah) Pauses 24 10
3 _NL—FP (ah/rept. of ah) Pauses 31 24:
3 NL-FP (ah) 1 [Pauses 21 24
31 NL-FP (ah) 1 Pauses 21 23
3 8 NL-FP(ah) 1 iPauses 23] 23
3_ 9 iUFP 3 Pauses
3 10 NL-FP (er) 1 iPauses
=S 11 CNL=FP(um) 1
3 3
3 == 3 Tt
3 1 LS
3 15 NL—FP (ah) imp 1 i3 1t
3 16 NL-FP (um) intp 1 3i9!l o
3 17 'NL—FP (ah) il e | spd 1 217 spd
3 18 OREPT (w) sy it 1 20 spd
3 19 NL—FP (ab) o spd 1. 39 ¢ _spd
3 20 UFP i o3 spd 1 _iz2; | spd
3 i i | 1 ip . L1 P27 spd
3 1 spd 3 i
3 8 3 spd.. 0. 3
3 A spd 1
3 | 86 FUFP J8__ L% J 3 spd T
3 26 iNL-FP (ah) + againpls = 1 13 2
a 27 SREPT (w) 4 spd 2
3 | 28 INL-FP (ah) 1 spd 1
3 29 NL—FP (um) e 1 it 1,
3 | 30 'SREPRGrew) . 6 spd Wl 108
31 FP (er+laughter) 1 tt L
| 32 ISREPR (del) & o i x
33 NL-FPGh - 1 1 2
34 NL-FP (ab) 1 spd 21
35 -NL-FP (ah) LY spd 1
36 UFP i = spd 1
37 NL-FP (pla) E_. 3 sped L
38 SREPT(s) 4 ‘Repetitions {3 1%
39 P (ah) 1 Pauses tt I
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_ID | Group : DF# DFForms | Sub—type | DF_Type | Hearers' Interpretations | Rep. of Speakers': Rep.of
— Code | Hearers' Intentions | Intentions
H1 H2 H3 | Interpretations

28 | 3 1 NL-FL(ah | 24 10 i spd 21 | spd
28| 3 2 NL-FL(plgtfam) 24 10 170 imp 6 intp
28 | 3 3 NL-FL(plgt/am--) L 24 2 24 spd 21 spd
281 3 4 NL-FL(ah) — 8 15 i ip 5 it

28 | 3 5 UFP n 8 15 11 intp 5 o
281 3 6 NL-FLGh) 1 2 2 spd 1 spd
28 3 7 _‘SREPR(rev) I am, I came fron 11 3 3 t 1 spd
28| 3 8 ‘LFP(and) o 1 3 3 5 o
28| 3 9 NL-FP(plgt/l learn-) -] 1 3 3 5 W
28! 3 | 10 NL-FP(er) iner- I 3. 3 3 it 6 intp
28 3 EFay ESREPR(de]) learn..I study in .3 3 3 1t 6 intp.
28 3 12 iUFP g i 20 | imtp
28 | 3 - 13 NL-FP(d0) -4 years L 15 itp
28 3 14 75UFP+again please 14 L intp
.28 3 ! 1 _spd
28 3 - | B 1 spd
28 3 I 4 1 spd
28 ¢ 3 8 NL-FP(8un) 1 5 o
28 3 19 wFP_ 3 5 . u
28§ 3 20 'QREP'T(phrJ come to Loei 5 14 ‘___igl_p_ _§
28 | 3 21 NL-FP(sa-) 1 15 inp |
28 | 3 . 22 NL-FL(ah Ly 5 o w
28 3 | 23 UFP(Ilike) o J1BAN T spd

28 . 3 . 24 SREPT(w) LLIhave ui RS 1 spd
28| 3 25 NL-FP (ah-+) k 1 L | spd
28 3 26 UFP 3 A |3 spd
| 28 | B3 27 [UFP { 3 L 2D spd
28 | 3 28 'NL-FP(ah) 1 21 spd
28 | 3 | 29 UFP 3 Pauses 15)  intp 14 mp
28 | 3 30 NL-FL(#a-) 1 Pauses 15] _intp 4 | i
28 | 3 31 NL-FP(ah) livein.ah. 1 Pauses il x* spd 1 spd
28 | 3 32 /\OFP” 3 'Pauses 2B i Ny spd

28 . 3 | 33 NL-FP(ah) 1 ‘Pauses _2§ intp a3 (1}
128 | 3 34 UFP(uauuriu--) {3 Pauses 15 g |5 i
|28 . 3 35 NL-FL(d2) 11 Pauses 7. itp | 5 u
|28 . 3 36 NL-FPah) 1™ =iRanises="| Fltintp 4 B 5 w
28 1 3 i { 3 iPauses _1_'3_ __intp _ 5 tt

28 3 FP(an {2  iPauses 21 § _ spd 3 o

28 3 39 \UFP+laughter,I'mnotswe | 3  Pauses Y. # 40 i m

28 3 40 [UFP (¥auuriu--) 1 3 Pauses | 21f  intp ¢ 3 e
128 ¢ 3 41 OREPT (w) school \ 77;—777 5 ‘Repetitions F, intp 15 _ intp
|28 | 3 42 INL-FPG®) | 1 Pauses | 7 inp 15 intp

28 | 3 43 UFP+pardon i 3 {Pauses 21! _spd 14 intp
98 | 3 44 NL-FP(d2-) {1 iPauses 15 intp 1 ospd
281 3 45 UFP | 3 |Pouses 150 it 1 spd
28 | 3 . 46 UFP (inemyschool | 3 |Pauses 1 spd 2 spd

281 3 47 OREPT(w) grade | 5  [Repetitions | 14 14 7 intp 14 intp

28 | 3 | 48 laughter+NL—FL(183.) 1 Pauses 23 23 21 tt 5 u

28 | 3 | 49 ‘UFP 3 (Pauses | 21 22 21 spd 21 spd
28 | 3 50 NL—FP(&m) 1 [Pauses 8 14 7 intp 21 spd
28 | 3 51 'SREPT(phr) dream job 4 (Repetitions | 14 14 7 intp 14 intp

28 | 3 52 UFP 3 [Pauses 14 22 2 spd 5 tt

28 | 3 53 NL-FL(ah) 1 Pauses 2 22 2 spd 5 it

28 | 3 | 54 SREPT(phr) mydreamjobah 4 Repetitions 8 23 1 0 1 spd
28 | 3 | 55 NL-FP(sh) ah-different | 1 Pauses 11 07 spd 3 ft

28 | 3 | 56 NL-FP(a) 1 Pauses 8 151 15 intp 5 o

28 3 57 NL-FP(ah) is ah-- . 1 iPauses 1 10 1 spd 2 spd

28 3 58 ‘NL—FP(ah) . 1 Pauses 21 3 1 spd 2 spd

28 . 3 | 59 UFP .3 Pauses 21 3 1 spd 2 spd

28 | 3 GO UFP+again please 3 iPauses 211 22 21 spd 14 intp

28 | 3 - 61 NL-FP(fuw) i 1 !Pauses 100 22l a7 intp 14 Cintp
28 3 62 UFP ] 3 [Pauses 21 22 21 spd 14 intp
28| 3 | 63 NL-FPah) 1 Pauses 1 22l 7] spd 5 w
28 | 3 | 64 SREPT(w) LI would like 4 |Repetitions | 3 22 7 0 5 it
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Sibivpe  Hearers' Interpretations © _ Rep. of peaters Rep.of |
10 : Goup | DF# DF Forrms - DF_Type | _ Hearers' Intentions Intentions
Code HL | M2 | H3 Interpretations |
20 . 3 i 1 INL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 24 17 e i 6 | intp
L 29 3 2 NL-FPGh) 1 Pauses 20 170 i 3 | it
20 0 3 1 3 NL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 24, 17 inp 3 |9 it
20 3 ! 4 wEP 3 Pauses 24, 1 spd o4 11 o
29 3 5 NL-FP(ah) - 1 _ Pauses 24, 7. intp 1 1 0
29 3 | 6 |NL-FP(zh)+again please |1 Pauses 15! 17 intp 5 it
20 © 3 i 7 NL-FPGah) 1 1 Pauses 24) 17 intp. 0 intp
29 3 | 8 |UPPtagain please - 3 Pauses 15 14 23 inp 10 ntp |
29 3 9 NL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 24 10 17 intp 5 ) o
29 3 3 10 NL-FP(ah) I think'ah. I Pauses 24 100 17 inlp 24  spd
.30 3 11 [NL-FP(sh) o L Pauses 24 3 3  u 9 w
20 3 12_UFP 3 Pauses 24 3 2. spd 9 it
1 20 : 3 13 |NL-FP(plgt/1-) N 1 ‘Pavses -_ 24 3 3 3 9 3 13
29 | 3 14 SREPT(w) L1I 4 Repetitions 24 3 2 spd 9 i @

29 : 3 | 15 |NL-FP(ah) Ivery good-: A PalscS™ By, Jh, W 1t (24 S -
. 20 ! 3 | 16 |SREPT(phr) el B Reperiliohss 5™ 3] 2. 2 spd i 24 - spd
20 3 17 |NL-FP(8un) 1 Pauses 17) ViR 17 e inp. 23 P

20 3 18 SREPT(w) Lllke 4 Repaitions © .3 3 1y T .23 : tt
29 3 19 [UFP{long pause) 3 Pauses 21 23 21} spd _1 1 spd
20 3 20 INL-FP(ah--yeah) 1 Pauses 9 18 17 _ifp w5 | 9 i18: @
29 | 3 . 21 [NL-FPGh S 1 Pauses 24 100 Wzl imp 24 L spd
29 | 3 1 22 |SREPT(w) LLI 4 Repetitions 24 10 2 spd 24 b . spd
20 | 3 23 INL-FPGnwah) B ln, gPgscs [ b TT 8L 241%, spd 51, | o
29 1 3 | 24 INL-FPGH) 1 Pauses 24 1 10 sod flhag _imp
20 3 25 |NL-FP(d2) 1 Pauses 15, 15 7 i 3 o
. 20 3 . 26 INL-FP(ah) B LY :Pauses E " W35 15 1 intp. 3 i 1t
29 : 3 . 27 |NL-FP(dn) My Besusesil | N 2 1 spd o dL ] "~ intp
20 3 28 SREPT(w) my my family i Repetitions 24 2 7 spd 11 ~intp
i 20 | 3 : 20 INL-FPled) = 1 Pauses 24/ 41 210 spd 5 1t
29 : 3 : 30 El}ig(mauuﬁu---] L 3 _E_PJUSES_ 24 -i 21 spd 1t
29 {3 | 31 |NL-FPGsah.) 1. iPauses 1 10 1 spd _ spd
i 29 : 3 32 NL-FPGW_ 1 Pauses M, Tl 3% 1i 8 spdl intp
20 3 33 |NL-FP(sh) 1| iPauses | i 1 3 5 it spd
29 3 34 [LTPGnd) 2 Pauses 201 § Sufaid o sed
2 3 35 INL-FP(ah) 1 iPauses = iG] 5 it 17 intp
.29 3 36 NL-FP{(ahsuchas:) 1 {Pauses 24 3i 24 _intp
20 0 3 . 37 |NL-FP{(ah Khonkaen zoo ah:) 1 Pauses 24 3 24 spd
20 3 38 [NL-FP(sh) 1 Pauses o4 Ao o spd
20 3 i 39 [NL-FPGh) 1 iPauses _ 5iFw 3t 8 . spd
20 . 3 : 40 UFP b ™" 3 .3 Pagses i Gy 30 7 spd
20 © 3 . 41 SREPT(w) my my school 4 [Repeiitions | 50 100 2 spd
20 - 3 42 INL-FPGia) 1 Pauses i 15 15 15 15 intp
29 3 43 |NL-FP(ah) 1l Wb 1 [Pauses @15 | \I6hooitit 15 e
20 3 44 |SREPT(w) LI like 4  Repetitions | 15! 15. 15 15 : intp
20 3 45 UFP {7080 iPauses) P2l TE el N intp
20 3 1 46 INL-FPGR) . 1 iPauses 1 21l 23 21 spd 15 intp
i 29 i 3 17 SREPT(w) %505t one 4 iRepetitions | 3i 4 4 spd 3 spd
20 | 3 : 48 NL-FP(ah.shto6) | 1 iPauses — 3: 1 spd 2 s
29 3 49 |UFP .3 Pauses 24 3 1 spd 2 spd
i 20 i 3 50 INL-FP(fun) 1 Pauses 15, 14! 2. intp |6 |14 0
29 3 51 |SREPT (w1, I think 4 Repetitions 240 14 170 inp 5 |14 0
29 3 52 |NL-FP(ah.) 1 Pauses : 13i 10 2 inlp 4 spd
29 3 | 53 |NL-FP(shI think--ah.) 1 Pauwses 1. 3 2 sd 1) spd
20 | 3 | 54 NL-FP(h) 1 Pauses 1 10 2 spd 1 spd.
20 | 3 | 55 |NL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 24 3 2 spd 7 8 o
20 | 3 | 56 |UFP - o 3 Pauses 24 31 o 31| spd
20 i 3 57 |SREPT(w) L1 4 Repetitions . 24 37 0 21 |  spd
29 i 3 : 58 [NL-FP(8un not yet) 1 iPauses 10/ 3 2 0 21 | spd
20 3 59 |NL-FP(Suw) 1 Pauses 21 23 21 spd 21| i sd
29 3 60 |UFP 3 Pauses 21 23 31 spd 21, 1 spd
29 ¢ 3 61 |OREPT (phr) Do you have sh-- = Repetitions 14 14, 14 intp 19 [ intp
29 3 62 |NL-FPGR) | 1 Pauses 14 1 14 e 19 | intp
. 29 ¢ 3 63 |NL-FP(because ah-) [77 1 Pauses 10 3 2 0 15! intp
29 | 3 | 64 [NL-FP(aa-) | 1 Pauses 10 100 5 iwp 3 |15] 0
29 | 3 | 65 |UFP 3 Pauses 10 10 78 inp 3 15} 0
20 ¢ 3 66 |SREPT(phr) 1.1 teach, 1 teach 1 Repetitions 10 100 17 inp 3 15 0
20 | 3 : 67 |[NL-FP@ah) 1 Pauses 20 4 17 i 23 t
20 | 3 68 |NL-FP(plat/near) 1 Pauses 3 & a7 0 23 i
29 3 69 |[NL-FP(8un) 1 Pauses 2 21 spd 24 L spd
20 1 3 70 |lughter+UFP 3 Pases 21 21 sl 24 spd
29 3 71 _|UFP (may be it's ok) | 3 Pauses i 13 3t tw 1 spd
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ID !|Grow: DF# | DFForms Sub-type. DF Type : Hearers' Interpretations tions Rep.of
f— & Code =— Intentions
i 1 H2 | H3
30 0 3 0 1 NL-FPGW i 1 [Pauses 24 110 i 10 | 0
30 | 3 | 2 NL-FPlsh {1 Pawses 24 2 | 2 | 0
30 3 : 3 NL-FPGh i 1 Pauses 24 oz 2 | - 0
30 | 3 i 4 SREPT (w) 4 iRepetitions | 24 2 2 0
30 | 3 5 NL-FPQh) 1 Pawses i 1 i 3 2 i
30 3 : 6 NL-FP(en) i1 Pawses 1 13 i 2
30 3 : 7 INL-FP (ah) 1 Pauses ¢ 20 1 1
30 | 3 : 8 INL-FP(uh 1 Pauses 21 101
30 | 3 ! 9 SREPT(w) 4 Repelitions : 1 & 3 4
30 | 3 ! 10 ISREPT (w) _ ) 4 Repetitions | 1 1 F 1
30 | 3 | 11 SREPR (inst) 6  Repairs | 23 - 10 . 1
30 | 3 . INL-FP (ah) i1 Pases | 23 P10 7
30 3 ! g 1 Pauses i 23 L
30 3 1 Paitest o 20 5 10
3 ’ 1 Pavses | 24 10
30 3 E 4 Repelitions | 24 10
30 | 3 INL-FP (ab) 1_iPiuses | 20 10
30 | 3 | 18 NL-EP () _ 1 Pavses | 23 7 bz
30 | 3 . 19 NL-FP(ah) 1 Pauses 21 . 24 ! 21
30 | 3 | 20 NL-FP(ah) 1 Passes ;21 . 24 ¢ 321
30 | 3 | 21 NL-FP (um) 1 Pauses 24 : 21
30 | 3 : 22 iUFP 3 2 o 1
30 | 3 ‘OREPT (phe) AT 252l
30 i 3 UFP+again pls 3 24 21
30 | 3 UFe b3 24 : 21
30 | 3 L-FP(ah) 1 10 : 10
a0 | & | INL-FP (uh) g’ A, 10 . 10
30 3 | 28 'NL-TP (plat/imitial consonant s 1 10510
30 | 3 | 20 NL-FP(ah) i 7 10
30 | 3 30 NL-FPGum) 1 7 14 hal
. 30 | 3 Al ) ) 7 %l
i3 | 3 \ I Pases 1.1 3 !
P30 3 4  iRepetiions 1 1 1 3 i 1
£30 | 3 F 34 INL-BPGw o 1 23 | ¥,y
.30 3 i 35 NL-FP(ch) . 23 ! 3 1
30 | 3 36 SREPT(w) 1 2 F 3 2
30 | 3 : 37 NL-FP (ub) 1 3 8 1
30 | 3 | 38 NL-FP(um) . 1 gl 340 @
130 . 3 30 (SREPR (ins0) . N O AR 1
30 3§ 40 NL-FP (um) i 3 i
£330 0 3 41 NL-FP(ch) 10 3 2
§30 | 3 . 42 NL-FP (platfand) 3 i )8
30 3 43 SREPT (w) — epel 3 A
.30 . 3 44 NL-FP (W 1 iPauses it 0
30 | 3 45 NL-FP (um) . 1 Pauses 1 2
30 | 3 . 46 SREPR (insd 6 iRepairs 23 1 1
30 | 3 © 47 NL-FP (zh) 1 iPauses 1 22 : 10
30 | 3 ;48 NL-FP (uh) i 1 Pauses R RE)
30 | 3 [ 49 SREPT (w) . 4 [Repetitions 1 i22 ¢ 10
30 | 3 ! 50 NL-FP (ah) 1 |Pauses 1 23 | 10
30 | 3 : 51 NL-FP(eh) 1 Pauses 3 23 21
30 | 3 : 52 NL-FP (plgtfand) 1 Pauses 3 23 21
30 | 3 :53 UFP 3 Pauses 1 23 I 2
30 | 3 © 54 SREPT (w) 4 [Repetitions 1 23 . 10
30 | 3 | 55 NL-FP (uh) i1 Pauses 1 23 10
30 | 3 : 56 -NL-FP(um) 1 Pauses 1 23 | 10
30 3 :© 57 ‘UFP 3 Pauses 1 23 10
30 | 3 : 53 SREPT (%) . 4  Repetitions . 1 i 23 i 10
30 | 3 ! 59 INL-FP (plgtand) 1 iPauses 21 ;23 | 21
30 | 3 | 60 UFP 3 Pauses 21 ‘23 @
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