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Abstract:

This thesis examines the occurrence and nature of disfluencies in the spontaneous speech of Czech
teachers of English, particularly false starts and repeats. Based on previous research on fluency,
disfluency, and cross-linguistic influence, this study investigates whether speakers' patterns of
disfluency in their first language (Czech) correspond to patterns in their second language (English),
despite their high level of language proficiency. The theoretical part introduces key concepts of cognitive
and temporal aspects of fluency, communicative functions of disfluency, and the role of language
transfer in second language production. The analysis uses the English Teacher Corpus and compares
two spontaneous monologues from each speaker, in their L1 and L2. Disfluencies were manually
identified and categorised according to consistent methodological criteria. The results show that
individuals who produce a higher number of false starts and repeats in Czech also produce a higher
number of false starts and repeats in English. Additionally, the types of repeated words and the average
length of disfluencies in both languages show notable similarities. The findings suggest that speech
fluency habits developed in the first language persist even at advanced levels of second language
proficiency. The study contributes to a more nuanced understanding of the speech fluency of L2 teachers

and emphasises the complex interaction between language competence and cognitive speech planning.

Keywords: fluency, disfluency, false starts, repeats, teacher language, English Teacher Corpus,

frequency comparison, English of Czech teachers of English, language transfer
Abstrakt:

Tato prace zkouma vyskyt a povahu dysfluenci ve spontanni feci ¢eskych uciteld angli¢tiny, zejména
plané zacatky a opakovani slov. Na zaklad¢ ptredchozich vyzkumt plynulosti, dysfluence a
mezijazykového transferu tato studie zkoumad, zda dysfluence mluvéich v jejich matefském jazyce
(Cesting) odpovidaji tém v jejich druhém jazyce (anglicting), a to i pies jejich vysokou troven jazykové
znalosti. Teoretickd Cast predstavuje kliCové pojmy kognitivnich a Casovych aspektt plynulosti,
komunikaéni funkce dysfluence a roli jazykového transferu v produkci druhého jazyka. Analyza vyuziva
korpus English Teacher Corpus a porovnava dva spontanni monology kazdého mluvciho v jeho L1 a
L2. Dysfluence byly ruéné zaznamenany a ¢lenény podle konzistentnich metodologickych kritérii.
Vysledky ukazuji, ze mluvci, ktetfi v cestiné produkuji vyssi pocet planych zacatkli a opakovani, je
produkuji ve vy$si mife i v anglictiné. Kromé toho jsou typy opakovanych slov a praiméra délka
dysfluenci v obou jazycich velmi podobné. Vysledky naznacuji, Ze navyky plynulosti feci ziskané v
prvnim jazyce pretrvavaji i na pokroc€ilé Grovni znalosti druhého jazyka. Studie tak pfispiva k lepSimu
pochopeni plynulosti fe€i ucitell L2 a zdUraziuje slozity vztah mezi jazykovou kompetenci a

kognitivnim pldnovanim feci.

Klic¢ova slova: plynulost, dysfluence, plané zac¢atky, opakovani slov, ucitelsky jazyk, korpus uéitelské

angli¢tiny, porovnavani frekvence, angli¢tina ¢eskych uéitelt angli¢tiny, jazykovy transfer
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1 Introduction

There are many aspects of language that one must perfect before being able to claim to
have mastered it. Although a strong knowledge of grammar and an extensive vocabulary would
be a presumed requirement for such a statement, other important factors, including fluency, are
often neglected. And, hopefully, as a future full-time English teacher, one of my biggest goals
should be to achieve - or at least strive for - perfection in the language. I have often encountered
the opinion that Czech teachers of English sound like a textbook or an encyclopaedia and lack
fluency in the language. So, the invitation to use and contribute to the English Teacher Corpus
intrigued me. Although I went into the project not knowing what my bachelor's thesis topic
would be, after listening back to the recordings of the three teachers I had made, a question
arose. One of the teachers kept repeating themselves often, both in their L1 and L2, which
almost gave the impression of disfluency. In contrast, the other teacher's speech sounded
smooth, and despite frequent repeats in English, their speech still sounded much more natural,
rather than hurting the impression of good fluency. Is there a correlation between the number
of repeats and false starts a person makes in their L1 and L2? And how do they differ across
those two languages?

When people speak, they often hesitate, repeating words, stopping mid-sentence, or even
restarting their thoughts entirely. This happens not only in a second language, but even when
speaking one’s mother tongue. And since those interviews, I have thought about this topic a lot.
These repeats and false starts are interesting, as they could reveal the inner processes of
planning, thinking, and searching for words that occur beneath the surface of fluent speech. In
particular, I became curious about how these disfluencies behave when speakers move between
languages they know well, especially between their native language and a language they use
professionally, such as English. Having tutored, taught adults, and worked as a substitute
English teacher at a gymnazium, I have had the chance to observe language not only as a learner,
but also from the other side of the classroom. It made me realise how much pressure teachers
often feel to speak fluently and confidently, and how easily some disfluencies, such as repeats
or false starts, can affect the self-impression of proficiency. I started to wonder whether these
natural hesitations really signal a lack of fluency, or whether they are simply a normal part of
real-time speech planning that persists across languages. While researching existing literature,
I noticed that many studies focus either on fluency and disfluency in first language (L1) speech
or in second language (L2) speech, but much less often on the transfer between the two. Some
researchers have studied whether fluency skills transfer from L1 to L2 (e.g., Derwing et al.,

2009; Peltonen, 2018), but the specific mechanisms behind disfluencies, especially false starts
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and repeats, have not been fully mapped across languages. Most importantly, I realised that few
studies have focused on highly proficient non-native speakers, such as EFL teachers, whose use
of English is advanced, but whose L1 processing habits may still influence their speech. This
gap in research led me to focus on the question of disfluency transfer: do speakers who produce
more disfluencies in their native language also tend to produce more in their second language?
And if so, do the characteristics of those disfluencies, such as which words are repeated, or how
long hesitations last, reflect each other between L1 and L2?

To study these questions, I work with recordings from the English Teacher Corpus
(ETC), a unique project that records interviews with Czech EFL teachers both in English and
Czech. Using these data, I analyse two spontaneous monologues, one in each language, and
compare the occurrences of false starts and repeats. My aim is not only to measure how often
disfluencies occur, but also to find out whether the structure and length of hesitation show some
cross-linguistic patterns. At the end of this study, I hope to have a better understanding of how
second-language fluency is shaped not only by external teaching and learning, but also by
internalised habits from the speaker’s first language. For the purposes of this study, I have the
following research questions:

1) Do teachers who produce more disfluencies in Czech (L1) also produce more

disfluencies in English (L2)?

2) Which word classes appear most often in one-word repeats in L1 and L2?

3) Are disfluencies longer in English (L2) than in Czech (L1)?
Based on previous studies suggesting partial transfer effects in fluency behaviour (e.g., Graf,
2017; Derwing et al., 2009), I believe that a relationship will exist between disfluency patterns
in the two languages: that speakers who produce more disfluencies in Czech will tend to do so
in English as well, and that hesitation patterns (both in word class and disfluency length) will

show similarities across languages.



2 Theoretical background
2.1 Fluency

As this paper focuses on disfluencies, it is essential to first address what fluency is.
Fluency is a rather difficult topic to define. To measure it, a set of measurable variables that
create a model of what we call "fluency" is needed, as we are trying to assign concrete,
assessable parameters to an abstract concept. If we were to try to find a definition, after a quick
search, we would discover that it is not a concept which everyone agrees on. For example, the
Cambridge Dictionary provides a simple definition: "the ability to speak or write a language
easily, well, and quickly." The Merriam-Webster Dictionary provides an even shorter answer:
fluency is "the quality or state of being fluent". And when clicking on the word fluent, it states:
"capable of using a language easily and accurately". While both dictionaries are presumably
satisfactory for the average speaker to understand the meaning of the word, both leave the
question - what does it mean to speak "well, easily and accurately"? To find a sufficient answer,
it is worth considering the word itself. Fluency comes from the verb to flow, meaning to move
smoothly, gracefully, and is often associated with water or time. In Czech, the word plynulost
and its verb form plynout also have similar connotations of a continuous and peaceful
movement of a body of water or of time itself. We can also consider the Czech word zbéhly,
from the verb béZet (to run), which also indicates movement. The German version would be die
Fliissigkeit, this time the word der Fluss (ariver) or fliefSen (to flow) being directly incorporated
within the term itself. These are examples of just three of the many languages that view fluency
in a similar light. The only way to detect or document motion is to associate it with time. This
suggests that it is a smooth, continuous matter that occurs over time. This knowledge leads us
to wonder what is happening within that time, for example, how much I can fit into that time
and what I can fit in, for instance, apart from the content language itself. However, there are
many more ways to view the factors contributing to the impression of fluency. It constitutes
many aspects, which can include knowledge of vocabulary and grammar, flow, continuity,
automaticity, or smoothness of speech (Koponen & Riggenbach, 2000). Other factors suggested
are speech rate, length, frequency, non-lexical fillers, and others (Rossiter et al., 2010, p. 584).
2.1.1 Cognitive fluency

Nevertheless, this is not the only approach to the question of fluency. Some researchers
do not look at it from the perspective of temporal variables but see fluency, for example, as
cognitive, as in the mental process necessary in generating speech. This includes how quickly
and effectively a speaker can retrieve lexical items and construct grammatical structures.
Linguists interested in cognitive fluency often look at hesitations, false starts, and self-
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corrections as indicators of the effort involved in producing speech. In her research, Wray
concludes that formulaic language is necessary to 'sound fluent'. In her book, Formulaic
Language and Lexicon, she summarises its contents as follows: "The book culminates in a new
model of lexical storage, which accommodates the curiosities of non-native and aphasic speech.
It proposes that parallel analytic and holistic processing strategies are able to reconcile, on the
one hand, our capacity for understanding and producing novel constructions using grammatical
knowledge and small lexical units, and, on the other, our use of prefabricated material which,
although less flexible, also requires less processing. The result of these combined operations is
a language that is fluent and idiomatic, yet crafted for its referential and communicative
purpose" (Wray, 2002, p. 1). These pre-stored pieces of language facilitate cognitive processes
involved in language production and comprehension. As formulaic sequences are stored and
retrieved as whole 'chunks' from memory, the brain does not always have to construct sentences
from individual words or syntactic rules. This reduces the cognitive load during language
production, allowing for more mental resources to be available for other aspects of
communication, such as the content of the message or the social nuances of interaction.
Therefore, for some researchers, fluency is increasingly understood not simply in terms of
syntactic proficiency, expansive vocabulary, and the mechanics of speech rate and continuity,
as stated previously. Instead, a growing body of researchers emphasise the cognitive processes
involved in retrieving linguistic data. For those, cognitive agility' in accessing and deploying
linguistic knowledge is essential to what constitutes fluency.

Having considered both the temporal and cognitive aspects of fluency, it is apparent that
interruptions or breaks in this flow - disfluencies - play a crucial role in how speech is produced
and perceived. It is, therefore, useful to examine disfluency as such and not to consider it merely
as the 'opposite’ of fluency.

2.2 Disfluencies — the opposite of fluency?

Now that it has been established that fluency is a broad subject involving various factors,
it is time to shift to the topic of disfluency itself. As described above, the very term disfluency
indicates it to be the opposite of fluency. It is noteworthy, however, that that is not necessarily
true, and not all researchers share this view. As Williams (2022) writes, this is a relatively newly
researched domain that has already expanded beyond the perception of disfluencies as merely

a part of speech disorders and has begun to be addressed in more detail in linguistics and

'Cognitive agility' could be seen as rapid and efficient access to stored linguistic information and the seamless
execution of this information in real-time communication.



psycholinguistic studies. He proposes that "[a]s social interactants, speakers have to consider
the effect on the listener and beware of interruptions, non-sequiturs, mistaken inferences, and
other hazards, and intervene in the stream of speech to change course when necessary"
(Williams, 2022, p. 2). Williams believes that disfluencies often indicate new or difficult-to-
articulate information in speech, serving pragmatic functions rather than merely being errors or
flaws in speech. He notes that disfluencies (e.g., filled pauses and repetitions) can help listeners
by signalling upcoming complex information or changes in speech, which can assist in guiding
listeners' expectations and facilitating comprehension. As Arnold et al. (2003) similarly
conclude, disfluencies, such as hesitations ("uh", "um") or elongations ("theee"), commonly
occur when speakers refer to objects or concepts that are new in the discourse rather than
familiar or previously mentioned. There are multiple ways to perceive disfluencies, and to study
them, it is necessary to 'choose' the correct variables and approach.

The study of disfluencies, such as false starts and repeats, can be thought of as belonging
closely to the area of cognitive fluency. Belz et al. show how disfluencies, such as self-
repetitions and false starts, occur in both L1 and L2 speakers of German, demonstrating how
cognitive processes affect language fluency. As they state, "Krashen (1988) identifies the
overuse of this increased monitoring? during second language speech production as one reason
for disfluencies. For native English, Schneider (2014, 243) investigates two-word chunks and
concludes that 'the more likely two words are to co-occur, the less likely speakers are to place
a hesitation between them'. Assuming that learners of a second language know fewer
prefabricated chunks, we would expect them to produce more silent and filled pauses than
native speakers" (Belz et al., 2017, p. 8). As apparent from this passage, Belz et al. connect the
cognitive 'burden’ of language production to the occurrence of disfluencies. Their research also
emphasises the challenges faced by L2 speakers of a language when accessing and using
linguistic structures as fluently as native speakers. According to Belz et al., disfluencies are
phenomena that “do not add propositional content to an utterance” yet are crucial in the
speaker's cognitive processing of language (2017, p. 118). For instance, filled pauses and self-
repairs, including false starts and repeats, indicate the speaker's cognitive strain. They manage

speech production issues and help re-plan utterances, which is critical for maintaining fluency

2 'Monitoring' in language production refers to the cognitive process where speakers supervise and adjust their
speech output to ensure linguistic accuracy. This can involve detecting and correcting potential errors during
speech, a mechanism that is mainly present in second-language learners. Overusing this monitoring can lead to
increased disfluencies, such as pauses and hesitations, as learners consciously apply grammatical rules and
search for appropriate and 'correct' lexical items.



(Belz et al., 2017, p. 119). Fox Tree conducted another study suggesting disfluencies to be a
part of cognitive fluency, and it provides a focused examination of how such disfluencies impact
the cognitive processing required for understanding subsequent speech. The study shows how
speech disfluencies, such as false starts and repetitions, require higher cognitive effort from
listeners, directly supporting their ability to process and interpret subsequent linguistic
information effectively. She writes, "Listeners require additional processing time to integrate
these disrupted elements into their ongoing interpretation of the speech, reflecting a significant
cognitive load" (Tree, 1995, p. 709). This increased cognitive effort fits well with the idea of
cognitive fluency, which focuses on how people use their mental processing abilities and
strategies to handle and understand language in real time. These findings emphasise that
disfluencies reflect the mental 'burden' of speech production. In addition to revealing the
cognitive load, these disfluencies may also serve strategic purposes - an idea that will be
explored next.

For a thorough analysis of what lies behind the feeling of being "fluent" in a language,
these factors play a significant role.®> Disfluencies, such as filled pauses and repeats, are
sometimes used strategically by speakers to manage the timing of language production, giving
themselves time to plan their speech (Ferreira et al., 2004, p. 722). This strategic use is reflected
in the fact that these pauses and repetitions can provide a time window that allows speakers to
organise their thoughts and continue their speech more coherently. The presence of disfluencies
also affects the listener's processing of language. For example, filled pauses might signal to the
listener that the speaker is searching for the correct lexical item or syntactic structure, which
influences how listeners interpret the ongoing speech. This can help the listener adjust their
expectations and processing in real time to accommodate the speaker's disfluencies (Ferreira et
al., 2004, p. 723-724). Ferreira et al. state: "Disfluencies, which typically occur when the
speaker is uncertain how to continue, form part of the linguistic input a listener must interpret.
These include filled and unfilled pauses that affect the timing of substitution operations in the

parser's processing, thus playing a strategic role in the management of speech production”

3 An example of this would be person 1, who speaks very quickly but outwardly sounds like their speech is still
smooth and fluid. Such a person, however, would very likely have more disfluencies produced when counted,
such as false starts. Their words could, colloquially speaking, ‘overtake their thoughts’, and the so-called
disfluencies would serve at that moment, for example, to buy more time so that their speech and thoughts would
meet again. Alternatively, a person 2 may be very nervous, in which case their speech production process would
be affected by this state. And it would depend solely on the particular individual how they react to such a
situation, whether in such cases, for example, their speech slows down and they stutter less or, on the other hand,
even more, or whether that individual instead starts speaking in a similar way as described in the example with
person 1.



(2004, p. 722). It is not the subject of this paper to deal with the thought processes that lead to
seemingly fluent or disfluent speech. Nevertheless, the reason why it is important to consider,
for example, cognitive fluency when researching anything related to speech fluency, although
this is a factor that is difficult to measure, is that the conclusions that are drawn from the
research will always be influenced by these factors. Even merely having a respondent feeling
'under the weather' on a given day may lead to results that do not correspond to their actual
speech, for example. For this reason, it is important to bear in mind that the data may not
perfectly reflect actual speech patterns.

So far, disfluencies have been discussed only generally and by using examples. According
to Williams (2022), six main types of disfluencies can be measured and subsequently analysed,
including silent pauses, filled pauses, prolongations, repetitions, self-corrections, and false
starts. In my work, I focus on repeats and false starts, fully acknowledging that there are others.
In the next section, false starts and repeats will be discussed.

2.3 False starts and repeats
2.3.1 False starts
2.3.1.1 False starts according to Williams

A false start is defined as the speaker abandoning the initial utterance to start again or
continue in a different direction. Williams (2022) explains that a false start consists of three
components: the "problem source," an "editing phase" where the speaker pauses or uses filler
words, and a "revision" that corrects or reorients the utterance (p. 215). Unlike errors requiring
correction, false starts are often preventive adjustments made before the listener perceives a
problem. Williams also emphasises Levelt's (1983) concept of "covert corrections," where the
speaker identifies a problem and corrects it without significantly disrupting fluency (p. 215).
These changes are less about maintaining grammatical accuracy and more about ensuring
natural discourse flow.

False starts are an essential part of spoken language and reflect the active involvement
of the speaker in monitoring their speech. As Kormos (2006, cited in Williams, 2022:235)
argues, false starts reveal the cognitive processes of the speaker as they navigate planning and

formulation problems. The complexity of false starts, especially for advanced learners, often



implies the speaker's attempt to meet higher discourse demands* while keeping communicative
coherence.
2.3.1.2 Why false starts matter

False starts allow speakers to adjust their communication in real time, which means they
can improve their clarity and accuracy. Williams (2022) stresses that false starts not only help
speakers organise their thoughts but also benefit the listener as they promote "discourse
coherence" (p. 217). This coherence, first described by Levelt (1983), emphasises that false
starts help incorporate new ideas into ongoing communication, making speech more structured
and comprehensible to listeners. Additionally, false starts are significant for language
acquisition. Williams (2022) notes that beginner and intermediate learners rely on false starts
to self-monitor and experiment with language structures, often to revise utterances to reflect
more accurate linguistic forms (p. 235). According to Verhoeven (1989, cited in Williams,
2022), false starts function as "productive devices" that allow learners to try and improve their
language use (p. 235). This repetitive process helps not only language development but also
helps learners internalise the 'norms' of the target language over time. False starts can also reveal
how speakers adapt their language to contextual demands. In spontaneous conversations, false
starts occur more frequently because they allow speakers to adjust their utterances based on
listener feedback or surrounding context. As Williams (2022) comments, this flexibility is
crucial for effective communication in real-world settings (p. 217).
2.3.1.3 Why false starts occur

False starts occur mainly due to cognitive and linguistic difficulties during speech
production. Williams (2022) explains that false starts often occur when speakers face high
cognitive load, such as recalling complex or low-frequency vocabulary, structuring ideas, or
planning grammatical forms (p. 217). This phenomenon corresponds with Skehan's (2009)
findings that planning demands significantly affect fluency, especially for less proficient
speakers (as cited in Williams, 2022:215). In addition, false starts often occur during tasks
requiring unstructured responses, where the speaker must simultaneously both conceptualise
and formulate their ideas. Williams (2022) points out that these problems are more pronounced
in second language learners, who often lack the automaticity of native speakers and must rely

on working memory to construct utterances (p. 235). This reliance on limited cognitive

4 Discourse demands would be the challenges of organising ideas into a clear and meaningful flow. An example
would be presenting an argument during a debate, where speakers must align content with context and audience
expectations (Skehan, 2009, as cited in Williams, 2022:215).



resources increases the likelihood of disfluencies such as false starts. Social and contextual
factors also contribute to false starts. Williams (2022) cites Bortfeld et al. (2001), who found
that variables such as topic complexity, speaker role, and audience presence influence the
frequency and nature of false starts (p. 217). These factors suggest that false starts are not
merely linguistic errors but adaptive strategies shaped by the environment and the speaker's
communicative goals.
2.3.1.4 Proficiency level and false starts

The frequency and nature of false starts vary significantly across levels of proficiency.
Williams (2022) explains that beginner and intermediate students produce more false starts due
to their limited automaticity and working memory, which prevent them from planning and
producing fluent speech (p. 235). In contrast, advanced learners produce fewer false starts,
reflecting their better fluency and linguistic accuracy. However, Williams points out that
advanced learners' false starts are often better formulated and strategically used to increase
discourse coherence (p. 235). As mentioned previously in the chapter “Disfluencies — the
opposite of fluency?”, this could occur, for example, when a proficient speaker with a faster
speech rate pauses and therefore bides more time to collect their thoughts. However, in general,
lower-level speakers produce more disfluencies.
This approach is consistent with the findings of Verhoeven (1989, cited in Williams, 2022), who
described false starts as "productive devices" that allow learners to experiment with language
use and improve their speech (p. 235). As learners increase their proficiency, they rely less on
false starts for self-control and more on other fluency strategies, such as pre-emptive planning
and lexicalised filler devices.® Williams (2022) notes that this shift reflects the learner's
increasing automaticity and ability to produce accurate and coherent speech without frequent
interruptions (p. 235).
2.3.2 Repeats
2.3.2.5 Definition and naming them

Academics differ in their approach to classifying this phenomenon. What they agree
with is that a sequence of identical elements constitutes a repetition. However, the main debate
is whether to count only repeated words and phrases or also include the repetition of phonemes.
Kjellmer (2008) defines repeats broadly as the occurrence of an identical spoken element
immediately or almost immediately repeated within the same turn. His definition includes

single sounds (“d-d-dog”), parts of words (“re- really”), whole words (“I I I don't know”), and

3 such as “uhm” or filler words as “like”, “you know” or “I mean”.



sequences of words (“It is it is a big issue”). This corresponds with Williams (2020):
“Repetitions are the immediate and identical repeat of spoken material just uttered, e.g., w-w-
will, i-is, a a de-dependent phrase.”
On the other hand, Clark and Wasow (1998) define repeats primarily as a speech repair
mechanism that occurs when a speaker commits to a word or phrase but then suspends speech
before restarting.® A similar definition can be found in a study by Graf (2017), where repeats
are defined as segments of speech (whole words and clusters of words) that are involuntarily
repeated in close proximity without adding any propositional content to the message. This paper
will classify and categorise repeats according to this second definition, i.e., it will consider only
repetitions of whole words and word clusters as repeats. The repeat of individual phonemes and
syllables will be considered a false start (e.g. av-avoiding will be classified as a false start
because its realisation is taken as: the first attempt, second attempt and final realisation).

Naming this topic is also another problematic issue. As can be seen, the terms repeat,
repetition, and self-repetition are all widely used and often with the same intent. However, this
paper will only talk about repeats, which Graf (2017) describes in his paper. Graf's definition
differentiates repeats from repetitions, which involve the deliberate repetition of words or
phrases for rhetorical or other purposes. He provides these to illustrate the difference:

1. arepeat: “I mean the the play is really great.”

2. arepetition: “The language really was very very nice.” (p. 67)
Distinguishing between these two is crucial as they serve different roles in spoken discourse.
Repeats point to some cognitive processing limitations; in other words, they occur when the
speaker struggles to plan or formulate their speech. They reflect the real-time demands of
spontaneous speech production.” On the other hand, as mentioned before, repetition is an
intentional tool speakers use to achieve certain goals, such as emphasising something or
structuring discourse. Repeats are also often seen as markers of disfluency or hesitation and
therefore might negatively impact the listener's fluency perception. In contrast, repetition
indicates the speaker's intention and can improve clarity and the listener's comprehension.
2.3.2.6 Why repeats occur

Repeats occur because of cognitive and speech production challenges. Clark and Wasow

(1998) explain that repeats often happen as part of the commit-and-restore model, where a

® They provide the example "I, uh, I wouldn 't be surprised at that." They state that ,,the speaker starts with "I",
pauses with "uh", then repeats "I" before completing the phrase (p. 202).
7 as the speaker is forced to “produce the language on the spot”
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speaker prematurely commits to a word, suspends speech, and restarts with a repeat. "In the
commit-and-restore model, repeats arise as speakers are trying to produce constituents,
especially major ones such as noun phrases (NPs), verb phrases, prepositional phrases, clauses,
sentences." (Clark & Wasow, 1998, p. 204) This process allows the speaker to "buy time" for
planning and repair while keeping the other party still engaged. An example of this would be "I
uhm I think...", where the speaker hesitates to form an idea but still manages to keep the
listeners focused on them.

As mentioned in the chapter on false starts, repeats can also happen within a wide range
of proficiency levels. Like false starts, they can happen to less advanced speakers who are
simply searching for words, but also to more advanced ones, whose speech rate might be higher,
for example. Consequently, they can let their "thoughts overtake their words, leading to repeats.
2.4 Language transfer

Second language acquisition is influenced by numerous factors, among which is language
transfer. It is the process by which a speaker's L1 affects their L2 at various linguistic levels.
When learning a new language, speakers often rely on the structures, pronunciation patterns,
and speech habits they have already learned in their mother tongue. This influence of L1 can
be either beneficial, because it can help learners see similarities between the two languages and
therefore assist their learning process, or problematic, when the differences lead to errors or
disfluencies (Odlin, 1989). Transfer happens naturally when learning a language, and it can
influence our pronunciation and grammar, as well as when and how we, for example, hesitate.

Now that false starts and repeats have been examined in detail, it is necessary to consider
how language transfer might explain why Czech speakers of English produce these disfluencies
in their L2. Czech and English are both Indo-European languages; however, they differ
significantly in their phonetics, syntax, and fluency strategies, which leads to observable
instances of transfer. Examining how Czech speakers' L1 influences their speech in English
helps determine whether the tendency to produce frequent false starts and repeats in their native
language carries over into their L2.

2.4.1 Types of language transfer

Language transfer is generally divided into two main categories: positive transfer and
negative transfer (also called interference) (Odlin, 1989).
Positive transfer occurs when the structures of L1 and L2 are similar, which makes language

acquisition easier for learners. For example, Czech and English both share a subject-verb-object
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(SVO) word order in basic declarative sentences (He reads a book. — On ¢te knihu.)®. Since the
syntactic structure is similar, Czech speakers do not have significant difficulties with this.
According to Odlin (1989), positive transfer can often lead to the speaker sounding more fluent,
as learners can automatically apply familiar structures, which reduces cognitive load during
speech production.
Negative transfer occurs when L1 and L2 differ, which leads to errors or unnatural speech
patterns (Odlin, 1989; Verhoeven, 1989). Czech, unlike English, lacks the continuous aspect,
which results in Czech speakers often avoiding or misusing progressive tenses (She reads now
instead of She is reading now). This can also cause hesitation or pauses when speakers try to
construct an unfamiliar verb form in real time (Belz et al., 2017). Belz et al. (2017) suggest
that these pauses and errors originate from increased cognitive processing demands, as L2
speakers must adapt to structures that do not exist in their native language.
Both types of transfer contribute to disfluency production, but it is negative transfer that is most
relevant to this study, as it can lead to increased occurrences of false starts and repeats (Tree,
1995; Belz et al., 2017). Studies on second-language fluency suggest that speakers have greater
difficulty producing spontaneous speech when L1 and L2 have substantial grammatical
differences, leading to more frequent pauses, repeats, and reformulations (Belz et al., 2017).
These findings support the view that disruptions in fluency are not solely caused by low
proficiency but can also result from the influence of L1 structures on L2 processing.
2.4.2 Transfer in phonetics, morphology, syntax and fluency

The way Czech speakers of English process and produce language is shaped mainly by
their L1 phonological, syntactic, and fluency patterns. This influence affects grammar,
vocabulary, pronunciation, speech rhythm, and disfluency patterns, all of which can contribute
to false starts, pauses, and repeats. Studies on crosslinguistic influence show that transfer effects
occur in spontaneous L2 speech, particularly when L1 and L2 differ significantly in
phonological and syntactic structures (Odlin, 1989; Verhoeven, 1989).
2.4.2.7 Phonetic transfer

Czech stress patterns differ significantly from those in English, with Czech typically
placing stress on the first syllable of a word regardless of length or morphology. In contrast,
English varies stress based on lexical and grammatical function (Belz et al., 2017). This often

leads to hesitation or mid-word pauses as Czech speakers attempt to recall and apply the correct

8 Czech, of course, has a much more flexible word order than English, so the pronoun in the example above can

be moved after the object of the sentence in a certain context, or even omitted entirely.
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stress pattern (/dive'lopmant/ instead of /d1' velspmont/). In their study, Belz et al. (2017) noticed
that advanced German learners of English often produce hesitations and self-corrections when
dealing with English stress patterns, particularly in words where the stress placement is different
from that of their native language. This is similar to the challenges faced by Czech speakers, as
mentioned above, with the example /drva’lopmant/ instead of /dr 'velopmant/. Czech also lacks
certain English vowel distinctions, which can lead to self-corrections, prolonged hesitations, or
false starts when speakers try to differentiate vowel length (Koponen & Riggenbach, 2000).
Common problematic pairs for Czech learners include, for example, sheep vs ship, pool vs pull,
and beat vs bit.
2.4.2.8 Morphological and syntactic transfer

Czech is a highly inflectional language, which allows it to have a relatively flexible
word order. On the other hand, English relies on word order and auxiliary verbs. Morphological
transfer, the influence of a speaker's L1 morphology on their L2, has often been underestimated
in second-language acquisition research. However, Jarvis & Pavlenko (2008) argue that "the
claim that overt inflectional morphology does not transfer is not only inaccurate but also
obfuscates the fact that L2 users very frequently do exhibit CLI effects in their language
comprehension and production" (p. 93). Studies have documented instances where L1 speakers
apply native inflectional morphology to L2 words, such as Czech learners of Russian applying

_n

Czech inflectional endings on Russian words (rabotnice instead of rabotnicy = "workwomen")
(Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2000, p. 92). Another example they listed was the case of Finnish and
Swedish speakers of English’, who transferred their spatial markers when using English
prepositions. In their experiment, the participants were shown a scene from a film where the
characters were sitting in the grass. As Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008) state, "The Finnish-speaking
participants overwhelmingly described the protagonists as sitting on the grass, whereas the
Swedish-speaking participants showed a preference for saying that they were sitting in the
grass. The use of either preposition is acceptable in English depending on the length of the
grass; the native English control group used in far more frequently than on, given that the grass

in the film is quite high" (p. 93). These findings suggest that morphological transfer is an

important aspect of crosslinguistic influence (language transfer).

° An interesting point to note is that Swedish is part of the Germanic language family (as well as English),
whereas Finnish belongs to the Finno-Ugric languages. This, of course, causes Swedish to have "more in
common "with English than Finnish.
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Syntactic transfer (the influence of a speaker's L1 syntactic structures on their L.2) has
often been assumed to be minimal in second-language acquisition research. However, recent
studies show that this assumption might be incorrect. As Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008) write,
"Syntax, like morphology, has been widely assumed to be immune to CLI effects. [...] Yet, this
assumption is not warranted, and recent studies have documented ample instances of syntactic
transfer in various types of data" (p. 96). A study by Zobl (1992) found that learners from
different L1 backgrounds showed distinct patterns in their acceptance and rejection of
ungrammatical sentences influenced by the syntactic norms of their first language (Jarvis &
Pavlenko, 2008). Another example of this was as follows: "One example of this phenomenon
was observed by Jarvis (2003) in a case study of a Finnish-English bilingual who rejected some
grammatical L1 Finnish sentences that violated the less flexible word order constraints of her
L2. That is, the relatively rigid SVO word order constraints of English appeared to influence
her intuitions of well-formedness in her L1 Finnish" (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008, p. 97). These
findings suggest that syntactic transfer is a significant factor in L2 acquisition, which helps both
language comprehension and production.
2.4.2.9 Fluency and disfluencies transfer

Czech speakers often transfer speech planning strategies from L1 to L2 English, which
can lead to disfluencies that reflect habits in the native language rather than deficiencies in the
second language. For example, in English, a repeat is not necessarily perceived as hesitation.
As Graf (2017) argues, such repeats can serve as a supportive means to help the speaker control
the conversation when planning the next utterance. When transferred to English, however, the
same behaviour can be interpreted as a sign of lower fluency due to the different norms of what
qualifies as ‘fluent’ speech in the two languages.

Although these repeats can be perceived negatively by listeners, researchers have
repeatedly argued that they perform a crucial function in speech planning, especially for L2
learners. Gotz (2013) argues that “these performance phenomena should not be evaluated
negatively because they contribute to an impression of naturalness in speech” (p. 33).
Disfluency features like repeats and false starts occur in predictable, systematic ways, not just
as signs of breakdown. As she explains, “since performance phenomena are not used randomly
but in a systematic way, i.e. at certain positions, and with certain functions [...] their usage
enhances the speaker’s productive fluency” (Gotz, 2013, p. 42).

The key factor here is the pressure to plan. In spontaneous speech, all speakers need
time to organise their thoughts, but in L2 speech, this requirement increases greatly. G6tz (2013)

notes that “there is high planning pressure especially in spontaneous speech and that it is
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increased when a foreign language is being spoken. Naturally, more planning phases are
necessary when speaking in the L2” (p. 34). As a result, L2 learners often rely on more than
one repeat to maintain fluency. “One repeat at the beginning of an utterance is not usually
enough even for advanced learners to cover their planning demands and in the majority of cases
more performance phenomena follow after the repeat, most of them in the form of disruptive
unfilled pauses” (Gotz, 2013, p. 36). This implies that learners transfer speech production
habits from their L1 context to their L2 context—not only in grammar or pronunciation but also
in how they plan and produce speech in real time. Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008) refer to this as a
conceptual or discourse-level transfer. They stress that “crosslinguistic influence may also
affect learners’ message construction processes, such as their selection and organisation of
propositional content and their planning of speech acts” (p. 123). It also influences how learners
organise their speech, including “the selection and sequencing of speech components, pause
placement, and discourse structuring, even in cases where the speech is grammatically accurate”
(Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008, p. 126).

In this way, even the ‘fluent’ and accurate speech of a learner can have traces of L1. “Transfer
need not be manifested solely in deviant or erroneous behaviour; it can also occur in subtle
ways in fluent and accurate L2 performance” (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008, p. 121). What and how
learners say is often influenced by the norms of conceptualising and organising discourse in L1:
“What people say in a second language and how they say it may be influenced by the language-
specific conceptualisations and discourse patterns of their L1” (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008, p.
123). This is especially relevant in the case of Czech speakers, whose L1 norms support flexible
word order, a high tolerance for filled pauses and repeats, and pragmatic repetition at the
beginning of utterances. When these strategies are transferred to English'®, the result can be
perceived as non-fluent - even when the message is clear. As G6tz (2013) puts it, “learners, no
matter how advanced, will probably never wholly eliminate their higher planning pressure
compared to speaking in their L1, but they could use the above strategies to make up for it in
an elegant and nativelike way without even losing their turn” (p. 42).

All of this is evidence of a clear conclusion: fluency transfer from a speaker’s first
language into their second is not only common but something that researchers have observed
frequently. As shown by both G6tz (2013) and Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008), even very advanced
speakers do not simply “switch off” their L1 habits when speaking a second language. Instead,

they draw on strategies they already know - consciously or not - to manage real-time speech.

10 where fluency and minimal overt planning are expected,
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2.4.3 Research on the transfer of fluency and disfluency across languages

The idea that fluency (especially disfluencies such as pauses, false starts and repeats) is
shaped not only by L2 proficiency but also by the habits of speakers in their first language has
gained increasing support in recent research. Several empirical studies suggest that what we
call “fluency” in a second language is often an extension or reflection of fluency behaviour in
the speaker’s native language. This section focuses on recent work that addresses the cross-
linguistic transfer of fluency and disfluency between L1 and L2 and discusses how their results
contribute to this research.

A key work closely related to the aims of this paper is Graf (2017), who examined over
1,900 instances of repeats in 13 hours of English speech by Czech learners. Graf notes that
clause-initial repeats, such as “I I think that...” or “and and then we...” are not merely random
hesitations, but rather phenomena that “might be seen either as a type of disfluency or as a
fluency-enhancing strategy which allows the speaker to gain time for planning speech”.!! His
data show that such repeats “are predominantly used at the beginnings of clauses or of
nominal/prepositional phrases, where planning pressure is felt most acutely”, which is a
conclusion that supports the view that they perform a pragmatic rather than an erroneous
function. An important point is that Graf raises the issue of transfer explicitly and argues that
“it would also seem worth our attention to see whether the use of repeats by L2 speakers mirrors
their use of this strategy in their L1, and whether, indeed, this might be a specific area of
language transfer” (p. 76). Graf's research is important not only because it focuses in detail on
types of disfluencies, such as clause repetition, but also because it examines the same
combination of languages as this paper: Czech as L1 and English as L2. However, while studies
focusing on Czech-English transfer are rare, several researchers have investigated fluency
transfer in other language pairs.

One such study is Peltonen (2018), who studied the speech of 42 Finnish learners of
English at two school levels. The analysis used both quantitative and qualitative tools to analyse
speech samples in both languages. The results showed that “L1 fluency is an important factor
in explaining L2 fluency and should be more widely acknowledged in L2 fluency research,

assessment, and teaching” (Peltonen, 2018, p. 688). Especially relevant is her study of stalling

! Graf defines repeats as “segments of speech which are involuntarily repeated in close proximity without
adding any propositional content to the message” (p. 67), which is the definition also used in this work to define
them. As mentioned before, he distinguishes them from intentional repetitions used for emphasis. His corpus
analysis involved identifying these segments across clause types and comparing their distribution to those found
in native speaker data.
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mechanisms, including repeats and filled pauses, in both languages. She did not always find
statistical correlations between L1 and L2 stalling, but Peltonen observed that “comparing L1
and L2 stalling mechanisms qualitatively helped to identify idiosyncratic patterns in their use”
(p. 685)'2.

A more statistical approach was taken by Duran-Karaoz and Tavakoli (2020), who studied
the relationship between fluency measures in Turkish (L1) and English (L2) using a large set of
breakdown and repair metrics. They found moderate to strong positive correlations between the
two languages in several areas: “number of mid-clause filled pauses (r = 0.60, p < 0.001),
number of end-clause filled pauses (r = 0.30, p < 0.048), number of mid-clause silent pauses (r
= 0.34, p < 0.024), and number of repair (r = 0.45, p < 0.003)” (Duran-Karaoz & Tavakoli,
2020, p. 684)!%. These results strongly support the idea that fluency behaviour is not
independent of different languages but is instead possibly shaped by consistent speech patterns.

Similar conclusions were reached in a longitudinal study by Derwing, Munro, Thomson,
and Rossiter (2009). They followed two groups of recent immigrants to Canada: 16 speakers of
Mandarin and 16 speakers of Slavic languages. They aimed to determine to what extent
temporal features of L1 speech correlate with developing L2 fluency in English over time'*.
Participants did identical narrative tasks in both their native language and English at three time
points over a year. The researchers observed significant correlations between L1 and L2 fluency
measures (such as speech rate, number of pauses per second) during early stages of L2 exposure
for both groups, but later, “only for the Slavic group” did those correlations remain strong. This
led them to propose that the continued L1-L2 fluency relationship in the Slavic group “might
be attributed to different amounts of exposure to English or to a closer relationship between
Slavic languages and English than between Mandarin and English” (Derwing et al., 2009, p.
534). Despite being based in an immersion setting (Canada), the study remains relevant because
participants were at an early stage of English acquisition, and the study directly compared

performance in both languages. Moreover, the fact that only some learners kept cross-linguistic

2 Her qualitative method involved selecting six speakers with frequent stalling phenomena in their L1 and
comparing how they used similar mechanisms in English. This showed cases where the same hesitation strategy,
such as repetition of conjunctions or fillers, was present across both languages, showing that fluency (or rather
disfluency) was transferred from L1 to L2.
13 Their methodology involved a series of monologue tasks in both Turkish and English. They focused especially
on “mid-clause” hesitations, which suggest high planning pressure areas and may show transfer, like clause-
initial repeats in Graf.
4 The “Slavic” group included Russian, Ukrainian, and Serbo-Croatian speakers, all of whom were recent
immigrants living in Canada for two months at the first data collection point. Their narrative tasks were recorded
in both their L1 and English, and analysed for pruned syllables per second, number of pauses per second, and
overall speech rate.
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fluency similarities while others did not give valuable context for this study’s focus - exploring
whether speaker-specific disfluency habits persist across language boundaries, particularly for
closely related language pairs such as Czech and English. Although there were no native Czech
speakers among this group of participants, the results are still relevant to this paper - according
to their findings, speakers of all Slavic languages experienced language transfer of specific
fluency strategies or disfluencies, and since Czech is a Slavic language, it is reasonable to
assume that the results would not differ there either.

Another observation comes from de Jong, Groenhout, Schoonen, and Hulstijn (2015),
whose work is frequently cited in recent fluency transfer studies (such as Peltonen or Duran-
Karaoz and Tavakoli). Working with English and Turkish learners of Dutch, they found that “all
correlations between L1 and L2 fluency measures were statistically significant, the strength
ranging from r = 0.37 in mean syllable duration to r = 0.76 in silent pause (SP) duration” (as
cited in Peltonen, 2018, p. 686)'°. They argue that adjusting L2 fluency scores for L1 fluency
provides a more accurate measurement of true L2 ability. This supports the core assumption of
this paper that fluency and disfluency in English should be understood according to each
speaker's Czech fluency profile.

Taken together, these studies show that the question posed by Graf - “whether the use of
repeats by L2 speakers mirrors their use of this strategy in their L1” (Graf, 2017, p. 75) - is not
only valid, but already being explored across different language pairs using a range of well-
developed methodological frameworks. This research contributes to this growing field by
focusing on false starts and repeats, which remain understudied compared to general measures
such as pause frequency or speech rate. By focusing on false starts and repeats, this study
contributes to the growing body of research on fluency transfer by asking whether disfluency
patterns in Czech are carried over into English. If they are, this work examines how the word

classes involved in these disfluencies (repeats specifically) differ between the two languages.

2.5 Research questions

This thesis, as previously described, focuses on disfluencies, repeats and false starts to be
exact. The previous chapters dealt with defining the terms and presenting past research that
addressed similar topics. As can be seen, apart from Graf's (2017) research, there are not many

studies on teachers' language, English, compared to their mother tongue, Czech (and thus L1-

15 Their regression analysis found that L1 fluency correction improves the predictive power of L2 fluency
measures such as syllable length, especially when determining vocabulary knowledge.
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L2 transfer within fluency). For this reason, I have chosen the following three research
questions, the answers to which will help me better understand the tendencies in Czech teachers'
speech:
1) Do speakers who produce a higher number of false starts and repeats in their L1,
Czech, also produce a higher number of these disfluencies in their L2, English?
2) Which word classes appear in one-word repeats in L1 Czech and L2 English, and how
do their distributions differ across the two languages?
3) Do speakers produce longer disfluencies (in terms of the number of words) in their L2

English than in their L1 Czech?
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3 Analysis — data and method
3.1 English Teacher Corpus (ETC)

For my research, [ used the English Teacher Corpus project (hereafter referred to as ETC),
which is a spoken corpus that documents the English of Czech teachers of English as a foreign
language (EFL), along with a parallel subcorpus of native English teachers teaching in the
Czech Republic. This is a unique project that focuses neither on traditional language learners
nor on the language of teachers in lessons, but on their English outside the classroom. As the
project’s website states, “ETC represents a pioneering project as it is the first of its kind to
compile a spoken learner corpus specifically focused on EFL teachers’ language use” (English
Teacher Corpus, 2025).

3.1.1 How ETC works and its background

The recordings in the corpus track both spontaneous and semi-spontaneous speech through
a structured interview consisting of five parts. These include:

1. Task 1: a monologue in English, where the teacher reflects on some parts of their

teaching experience of their choice;

2. Task 2: a dialogue in English, which takes the form of a semi-guided conversation on

topics related to education or the previous task;

3. Task 3: a description of a sequence of pictures in English;

4. Task 4: reading a short text aloud in English;

5. Task 5: a dialogue in Czech (their L1), whose content is identical/similar to Task 1.6
This structure allows us to study how different tasks affect speech and compare L2 and L1
performance for the same speaker. Since the final section is in Czech, researchers can observe
the differences and similarities in fluency, structure, or non-fluency between the two teachers’
languages.

According to the corpus metadata (updated in June 2024), the Czech subcorpus includes
25 teachers (19 female, six male) who self-assessed their English proficiency as B2 (n=1), C1
(n=9), C1+ (n=5), and C2 (n=10). The native-speaker subcorpus includes 15 teachers (8 female,
7 male; mean age 32.6) from countries such as the UK, the US, and South Africa. In total, the
recordings last 12.5 hours and contain 76,122 tokens in the Czech subcorpus and 31,898 tokens

in the native speaker data. All interviews were transcribed using the Whisper Al tool, further

16 In the interviews, the teachers were given a few points that served as suggestions of possible topics to discuss.
These were topics such as 'what you enjoy about being a teacher and what you don't enjoy' and 'what you would
like to change in education'. Of course, they were given the freedom to talk about anything else, provided that it
was related to their profession/life as a teacher.
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processed using corpus tools such as EXMARaLDA, which offers a time-aligned transcription,
and finally were checked by the project leaders.

In addition to being a great source of semi-natural spoken English for analysis, the ETC
was created with several clearly defined goals. These include supporting research into teacher
language use, contributing to teacher training, and improving how teacher language proficiency
is assessed. The authors also emphasise that the corpus is meant to give students in teacher
training programmes practical experience with research and data collection. The project’s
website states: “To engage L2 teacher-trainees in the process of corpus compilation as part of
their pre-service university teacher training, providing them with practical experience and
insights into their future profession” (ETC, 2024). As a participant, I conducted three interviews
myself, thus supporting the project and furthering my own experience.

The interviews were anonymised, and the participating teachers gave informed consent
through a profile form that also collected metadata (such as previous education or residence
abroad). The corpus covers not only language but also teachers’ reflections on their work and
profession, which is often related to their pupils, teaching problems, educational policy, or
modern concepts in teaching, such as using artificial intelligence. This makes the data useful
for both quantitative linguistic analysis and qualitative research focused on discourse. It is
beneficial as it provides insights “into the professional perspectives and experiences of
teachers” (ETC, 2024).

Looking ahead, the ETC is expected to be made available through the KonText interface
of the Czech National Corpus. There are also plans to extend the project internationally, with
partner universities in countries such as Poland, Germany, Austria, and Taiwan contributing
comparable recordings. The project will eventually become the International English Teacher
Corpus and later the International Corpus of Teacher Language, which will include recordings
of non-native teachers of other foreign languages. This expanded version “will offer data for
both linguistic and qualitative content analysis”.

3.2 Research focus, use of the corpus and data

In my research, I focus on disfluency features in the speech of Czech EFL teachers -
specifically, the number of false starts and repeats they produce in both their L1 (Czech) and
L2 (English). For this purpose, I analyse recordings from Part 1 (the English monologue) and
Part 5 (the Czech monologue) of the ETC interview. These two parts were chosen because they
contain the most natural and spontaneous parts of the interview. Unlike reading or picture
description tasks, these monologues allow speakers more freedom in what they say and how

they say it and are more suitable for studying individual speech production patterns.
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I aim to find out whether teachers who produce fewer dysfluencies in their native
language (Czech) also tend to produce fewer dysfluencies in the L2 they are teaching (English).
If such a pattern exists, it could support the idea of a transfer of fluency-related traits from L1,
suggesting that fluency is not only determined by second language proficiency. However, it
may also reflect individual speech habits or cognitive strategies that are common to both
languages (as discussed in previous chapters on language transfer). In addition to analysing the
total amount of disfluencies, I also examine which parts of speech are most frequently repeated
during hesitations in each language. This will allow me to see whether hesitation behaviour in
L1 and L2 targets similar types of words or shifts based on language structure. Finally, I
examine whether disfluencies tend to be longer in English than in Czech, to assess whether

speaking in a second language increases the complexity of hesitation.
3.3 Method

To be consistent in marking disfluencies, it was necessary to establish a set of rules that
would help me measure them. Firstly, when highlighting all the disfluencies in learners'
speeches, | had to not only review the transcripts of the interviews but also simultaneously listen
to them. By only seeing the transcripts, misinterpretations of specific passages could occur, as
utterances are not complete most of the time, and the tone of the speaker’s voice often reveals
whether a passage is a deliberate occurrence in speech or a disfluency. Below, I will describe
specific cases where a set of rules proved to be not only important but also necessary.

3.3.1 The distinction between false starts, repeats and everything else

As mentioned previously, I focus only on repeats, not self-repetitions'’. This type of
disfluency is not apparent simply from the transcript itself. Therefore, a recording is necessary
to decide whether the utterance of two or more repeated words was intentional (self-repetition)
or not (repeat). This also applies to the question of whether the speaker is self-correcting or if
it is a FS. Again, the recordings either show that they only “stuttered”, and therefore, it cannot
be marked as a FS, or they paused slightly on the word/phrase, creating one.

Another rule I decided on when finding FS and R in transcripts was that I do not include
filler words and sounds as words. As described above, disfluencies occur in speech for many
reasons, whether it is nervousness or ‘buying time’. I have observed that while some people use

sounds such as uhm, ehm, em, or er when searching for words, others use filler words or phrases

17 As Graf (2017) distinguishes in his study on disfluencies, and as was previously mentioned in the chapter
Repeats — Definition and naming them
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instead. That is why when marking disfluencies, I have decided not to count as words the
following list of words/phrases:
- inrecordings in L2 (English): like, you know, okay
- inrecording in L1 (Czech): vlastné, jako, jakoby, prosté, vlastné jakoby.'®
To illustrate this, a repeat would be counted as one in all the following cases:
(1) what I really enjoy enjoy is singing;
(2) what I really enjoy (er) enjoy is singing;

(3) what I really enjoy you know enjoy is singing.
And a false start in the following ones:

(4) what I don't what I really enjoy is singing;

(5) what I don't (uhm) what I really enjoy is singing;

(6) what I don 't you know what I really enjoy is singing.

3.3.2 Marking repeats and false starts
Firstly, all speakers were assigned a speaker ID to stay anonymous, which is why I will be

commenting on their interviews by using these codes (such as CZ001, CZ024). In this research,
FS and R are recorded using the labelling presented in Graf (2017).! Individual disfluencies
are recorded in the transcripts in the following ways:

(7) <R_1_2_ P> 11 just thought of it last week®’ (CZ010)

(8) sometimes <R_1 2 X > it's it's like (eh) heavy responsibility on my shoulders?! (CZ002)

(9) <R _2 2> she's just she's just walking around®’> (CZ007)

(10) it turned out that I <FS_1> would wouldn't stay in in Brno (CZ010)

(11) <FS_3> the textbook chan= the textbooks change (CZ007)
In terms of the marking of the word classes in both languages, I have kept the same marking
as Graf:»
Ad - definite article; Ai - indefinite article; Ao - other determiner; B - preposition; C -

conjunction; D - discourse marker; E - existential there; F - filler; G - adverb; Ip - infinitive

18 Of course, all of these must be used as filler words to not be counted as a part of the speech.

19 As this study focuses specifically on false starts and repeats, its labelling is well suited to the purpose of my
paper.

20 <R 1 2 P> = twice occurring preposition (= a repeat of a preposition which happened twice)

2L <R 1 2 X> = twice occurring contraction (= a repeat of a contraction which happened twice)

22 <R _2 2> = twice occurring repeat of two words

2 “Meaning of the codes in the fourth position of the tags” (Graf, 2017).
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particle; J - adjective; N - noun; O - other; P - pronoun; R - rhetorical; V - verb; W - wh-word;
X — contraction.?*

To verify the correct word class of each word, I used the online version of Cambridge
Dictionary® for words from task 1 (monologue in English) of Slovnik spisovného jazyka
Ceskeho?0 for task 5 (monologue in Czech).

The classification of disfluencies as either R or FS was based not only on the formal
characteristics of the utterance but also on the speaker’s assumed intention and the surrounding
context. Unlike relying only on structural criteria, I chose to prioritise the interactional and
cognitive function of the disfluency - that is, how it appeared within the spontaneous flow of
speech. The tagging system I used was chosen to reflect this approach as clearly and
consistently as possible across both tasks 1 and 5 (English and Czech monologues).

Repeats were defined as the immediate recurrence of a word or phrase without a clear shift in
structure or meaning. These typically occurred during moments of hesitation, self-monitoring,
or planning. In my tagging, repeats were included only when they interrupted the progression
of the utterance or signalled a delay in formulation. I did not include stylistic or emphatic

repetitions, nor repetitions that occurred as part of fixed expressions or rhythmic sequences.?’

(12) <R_1 2 P> 11 just thought of it last week (CZ002)

(13) <R _2 2> she's just she's just walking around (CZ007)

(14) so Idecided to: <R _1 2 N> obtain (er) obtain a license or (eh) qualification (CZ025)
However, I did not count repeated fillers like uh uh or erm erm as repeats. These were treated
as a separate class of disfluency and were not included in the FS/R analysis. Similarly,
conjunctions that were repeated at the beginnings of utterances, especially when they were
clearly interactional (“so, so what I wanted to say...”), were not tagged unless they disrupted
the structure or delayed the message.

False starts were marked when the speaker initiated a phrase or clause and then abandoned it,
which often led to them starting again with a different structure. What mattered in my decision-
making was not only whether the word or phrase was repeated or interrupted, but whether the
speaker was shifting course, which thus suggests some cognitive processing, repair, or

reformulation. I identified two major patterns in my dataset that occurred repeatedly:

241t is important to note that contractions, in terms of counting the number of words repeated, are marked as 1:
<R 1.2 X>it¥its.
% https://dictionary.cambridge.org/
26 https://ssjc.ujc.cas.cz/
7 as explained in the chapter about repeats (‘Definition and naming them’)
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Unfinished false starts

In these cases, the speaker began a word or phrase and abandoned it midway. These were
marked with an equals sign (=) and reflected moments where the speaker failed to retrieve the
full lexical form or restarted before completing the word.?®

(15) Iwork <FS_ 1> ma= mostly with kids or mainly with kids (CZ025)

(16) aby si to prosté clovek <FS 1> zku= zkusil (CZ005)
I chose to mark these not because they represented clear lexical errors, but because they
signalled cognitive disfluency (a moment where the speaker's planning failed or where they
hesitated). Even if the unfinished item was brief or phonologically small, it reflected a
disruption.

Finished false starts

These included complete words or phrases that were then abandoned or restructured. I marked
them when the speaker obviously changed the direction of the utterance or started it again,
usually with a different structure or focus.

(17) I'm struggling <FS 1> to with (er) the teaching of English (CZ006)

(18) aby ziistaly néjaky naroky ale <FS 3> aby se to aby se prosté osekaly ta fakta (CZ006)
In both examples, the speaker initiates a grammatical structure but then abandons or restructures
it, which indicates a shift in the intended direction of the utterance. In (17), the speaker begins
with “to” but then changes course to “with,” suggesting a momentary hesitation. Similarly, in
(18), the initial clause “aby zistaly n¢jaky naroky ale aby se to” is interrupted and restructured
into “aby se prosté osekaly ta fakta,” which reflects some redirection of thought.

Overlapping repeats and false starts

Occasionally, a false start and a repeat occur within the same segment of speech. These are
cases where a speaker begins an utterance, interrupts themselves, and then restarts with the
same word or phrase, resulting in a repeat within or following a false start. In the following
example, the speaker begins to say "secondary school", but stops after the initial /s/ sound, then
starts again with "secondary", which is immediately repeated:

(19) the first idea came in a <FS_1>s=<R 1 2 J> secondary secondary school (CZ007)

28 The only instances where the equals sign was not used were in the case of task 5 (in Czech monologues).
When the speaker produced a false start starting with ne-, the transcription program detected it as a full lexical
word. Therefore, it did not use the same marking as with other unfinished false starts. This can be seen in the
following example: i kdyz sem treba <FS_1> ne neudélala upiné vsechno (CZ004).
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Here, the false start is marked at the point of interruption (“s="), indicating the speaker’s initial
failed attempt. The restart, however, contains a repeat of “secondary”, which shows both the
hesitation and the speaker's attempt to stay fluent.
The following instance (20) gives an example of a case where a false start is immediately
followed by a repeat that continues the utterance. In (20), the speaker begins to say "pomaha",
abandons the structure, and then continues with a restarted phrase that begins with a repeated
personal pronoun:
(20) protoze mi to <FS 1> pomaha <R 1 2 P> ja ja sem rada pripravend (CZ002)

The false start "pomaha" appears as an initial attempt at the clause, but it is not completed or
integrated syntactically with what follows. Instead, the speaker restarts the idea from a different
point, and in doing so, repeats the pronoun "ja". This results in a layered disfluency where the
interruption (FS) is immediately followed by a repeat (R) as the speaker reformulates the
utterance.
In my dataset, overlaps between false starts and repeats occurred more frequently in Task 1 (the
English monologue) than in Task 5 (the Czech one). This difference may reflect higher
cognitive demands or lower automaticity in L2 production, leading speakers to revise and repeat
more often within a single stretch of speech. Regardless of language, though, these combined
disfluencies needed to be tagged individually in order to maintain consistency and accuracy in
the annotation process.
3.3.3 Counting the words in a recording

Unlike determining what is and is not a disfluency, when counting words in individual
interviews, filler words (such as ‘you know’ or ‘like’) must be included.?® This is because the
word count is meant to reflect the speaker’s complete verbal output, not just the content-
carrying words. Leaving filler words out would artificially lower the word total and risk
exaggerating the relative frequency of disfluencies, especially in more hesitant or nervous
speakers. Contractions are also counted as one word here, as they represent a single grammatical
unit spoken as a single lexical item.

In the recordings, any speech produced by the interviewer (at the start of the interview
or during it) was excluded from the analysis, as it does not reflect the language use of the
teachers themselves. Additionally, many interviewees began their answers by reading the task

prompt aloud before responding. This portion was deliberately excluded from the word count,

% For this reason, when counting words, a definition of a word would be “a sequence of letters enclosed by
spaces”.
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as it does not represent spontaneous speech, but rather the reproduction of a pre-written
instruction. Including it would not only increase the word count, but the speaker’s actual
production choices could also be misinterpreted, such as lexical selection, fluency, or hesitation
patterns. Since the goal of this study is to analyse natural, unrehearsed language in spontaneous
monologues, only the language content that followed the reading of the prompt was considered.
Similarly, in Task 5 (in L1, Czech), if a speaker began their monologue in English before
switching to Czech, the English portion was excluded, because it does not contribute to the
intended L1 dataset.

3.3.4 Calculations and tests

After highlighting all separate disfluencies within the transcripts, they all needed to be
counted for any further research to be possible. This proved to be one of the most challenging
parts of the thesis, as the results had to be carefully gone through many times with repeated
listening to the recordings and subsequent corrections (if necessary).

To do this more efficiently, I used Python to automatically extract each marked
inconsistency into an Excel table. This script allowed me not only to list the disfluency and its
tag (e.g., <FS 1>, <R 1 2 P>), but also to include the surrounding context: specifically, the
five words preceding the disfluency and the seven words following it. Filler terms such as er,
uh, or erm were excluded from this count. These boundaries were chosen based on the most
frequent tags in my dataset, which were typically <R 1 2> and <FS 1>. In these cases, the
disfluent part itself often consisted of one or two words, meaning that the pattern "five words
before - disfluency - five words after" could be effectively captured by using seven words after
the marker. These concordance lines were then manually reviewed to ensure the immediate
context made sense, adjusting the number of surrounding words if necessary to avoid broken
structures or incomplete sentences. I then highlighted the disfluency itself and recorded its
individual details.>

After annotating each speaker's disfluencies, I calculated their relative frequency per
hundred words (phw) using a basic formula in Excel.*! This step ensured that speakers with
longer monologues were not overrepresented in the final analysis and allowed comparison
between speakers regardless of transcript length.

To test whether speakers who produced more disfluencies in English (L2) also tended to

produce more disfluencies in Czech (L1), I used Lancaster University's online log-likelihood

30 for example, whether it was a repeat or false start, or how many words were repeated or restarted.
31 = (amount of a particular disfluency type within that speaker/their word count)*100
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calculator (UCREL Log-likelihood Wizard)*2. This test determines whether the observed
difference in disfluency counts between the two corpora is statistically meaningful or likely to
have occurred by chance.

To study whether individual speakers produced disfluencies differently in Czech (L1) and
English (L2), I used a paired t-test’>. The paired t-test is designed to compare two related sets
of values, in this case, each speaker’s use of disfluencies in both languages, to determine
whether their differences are statistically significant. What makes this method well-suited for
this research is that it accounts for within-speaker variation, making it possible to assess
whether disfluency patterns in L1 and L2 differ consistently across participants, rather than just
in overall totals. For the analysis, I used relative frequencies of disfluencies per 100 words
instead of raw counts. This was necessary because many speakers produced more words in one
language than the other, for instance, speaking more extensively in Czech than English. If raw
frequencies were used, higher disfluency counts might simply reflect longer speech rather than
an actual difference in fluency. Relative frequencies enable a fair comparison because they
show how often disfluencies occur in relation to the amount of speech produced. This step
normalises the data and helps ensure that the statistical results reflect differences in fluency
behaviour, not just differences in speech length. For each comparison (false starts, repeats, total
disfluencies, and disfluency length), I entered two columns of speaker-level relative values (L1
and L2) into the calculator. The output included the mean difference, standard deviation,
confidence interval, and p-value, which together indicate the size, direction, and statistical

reliability of the observed difference between the two languages.

32 https://ucrel.lancs.ac.uk/llwizard.html

33 https://www.statskingdom.com/paired-t-test-calculator.html
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4 Results

This chapter discusses the results of the study, covering both quantitative findings and
selected qualitative observations. The analysis begins with a comparison of overall disfluency
frequencies in Czech and English, followed by a more detailed examination of how specific
disfluency types, false starts and repeats, behave across the speakers' L1 and L2. The lexical
structure of one-word repeats is then examined to determine which parts of speech are most
frequently repeated. Lastly, the average length of disfluencies (measured by the number of
words involved) is compared between L1 and L2 to see whether speaking a second language
leads to longer or more complex hesitations.

4.1 Comparison of total disfluency frequency in L1 and L2

Across the two Tasks, there were 547 disfluencies in total, of which 296 were in Task 1
(L2, English monologue) and 251 were in Task 5 (L1, Czech monologue). These data suggest
that speakers produce fewer disfluencies in their native language. Taking into account that the
total number of words from Task 1 and Task 5 differs further supports the observation that the
total number of words produced in Task 5 is significantly higher than in Task 1.
To address this, the relative frequency of disfluencies per 100 words was calculated for each

speaker. These values are presented in the table below, sorted by speaker and language:

Speaker_ID Disfl phw_E Disfl phw_CZ
CZ001 0.93 1.35
CZ002 2.51 0.85
CZ003 2.67 2.46
CZ004 1.70 2.14
CZ005 1.44 1.04
CZ006 3.61 1.99
CZ007 2.30 0.15
CZ008 1.44 2.19
CZ009 5.93 3.62
CZ010 4.72 2.86
CZ011 4.35 0.99
CZ012 0 0.16
CZ013 2.77 1.89
CZ014 3.27 1.57
CZ015 0.69 0.72
CZ016 0.51 0.32
CZ017 1.20 2.23
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CZ018 1.41 0.88
CZ019 5.05 1.31
CZ020 1.46 0.77
CZ021 2.13 1.78
CZz022 3.73 2.88
CZ023 0.84 0.81
CZ024 0.56 1.01
CZ025 1.27 0.92

Table 1. Relative frequencies of total disfluencies per speaker in L2 (English) and L1 (Czech)

The next step was to evaluate whether the observed difference in total disfluency frequency was
statistically meaningful at the corpus level. A log-likelihood test was conducted using raw
disfluency frequencies and the total number of words across all interviews in Czech and
English, respectively. The test was carried out using Lancaster University's online log-
likelihood calculator. The resulting log-likelihood score was 30.50, exceeding the standard
significance threshold of 3.84 (p < 0.05) and confirming that the difference in disfluency
frequency between L1 and L2 is statistically significant. However, this corpus-level difference
does not appear consistently at the individual level. When calculating the log-likelihood
separately for each speaker, only a few speakers (e.g., CZ019, CZ007, CZ011) reached the
critical threshold of 3.84.

This suggests that although there is a general trend in the dataset, the behaviour of individual
speakers varies considerably. In other words, the overall result may be influenced by a subgroup
of speakers who show substantial differences between L1 and L2, while other speakers show

little or no differences.
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Relative frequency of total disfluencies per speaker in
English and Czech (phw)
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Figure 1. Relative frequency of total disfluencies per speaker in English and Czech. Each pair of
bars represents one speaker s disfluency rate phw in their L2 (English) and L1 (Czech).

A paired t-test was then used to compare the relative frequency of total disfluencies per
100 words between the two languages. The significance level was set at a = 0.05. Any result
with a p-value below this threshold was interpreted as statistically significant. Speakers
produced, on average, 2.3 disfluencies per 100 words in English (SD = 1.60) and 1.5 in Czech
(SD = 0.90), t(24) = 3.20, p = 0.004. This result is statistically significant and confirms the
difference observed at the corpus level, which suggests that speakers are overall less fluent in
their L2. Unlike the log-likelihood test, which evaluated the distribution of disfluencies based
on raw frequency, the paired t-test specifically compares variations within a single speaker. In
this case, it is not only the number of disfluencies produced that matters, but the fact that most
speakers tended to produce more disfluencies in English than in Czech. This supports earlier
observations that only a few speakers showed a disproportionate number of disfluencies and
hints that even though the difference at the corpus level is partly due to some outliers, the overall

behaviour of the speakers is going in the same direction, just with different intensities.

In the table below, the mean relative frequencies of disfluencies per 100 words are presented
for each disfluency type, alongside the corresponding #- and p-values. These results are
important because they show whether the pattern observed in total disfluencies also holds true
for the two main disfluency types: false starts and repeats. While the overall difference between
Czech and English was statistically significant (»p = 0.004), looking at the differences by type
seems more nuanced. Repeats show a significant difference (p = 0.037), which suggests that
speakers tend to repeat more in English than in Czech. In contrast, the difference in false starts

is not statistically significant (p = 0.065), though it is just above the conventional threshold (a
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=0.05) and may still indicate a meaningful trend. A more detailed look at each disfluency type

and how they behave individually across the two languages will be discussed in the next chapter.

Measure mean (EN) | mean (CZ) t p

Total disfluencies (RF) 2.26 1.48 3.18 0.004
False starts (RF) 1.86 1.16 1.93 0.065
Repeats (RF) 1.29 0.87 2.20 0.037

Table 2. Mean relative frequencies of disfluency types and t-test results (L1 vs. L2)

4.2 Comparison of FS and R between L1 and L2

As disfluencies have been discussed as a whole so far, this chapter will address them
separately, by comparing false starts and repeats individually. Not all disfluencies behave in the
same way, and some played a bigger role in the difference between Czech and English than
others. This section focuses separately on each type to show how they differ across the two
languages. For each, I compared the number of occurrences and used paired t-tests to test the

differences.

4.2.1 False starts — comparison of L1 and L2

The first type of disfluency analysed separately was the false start. As with total
disfluency frequency, the number of false starts per 100 words (phw) was calculated for each
speaker in both Czech and English. These relative frequencies are presented in Table 3 below.

In addition, Figure 2 visualises each speaker’s production of false starts across the two

languages.
Speaker ID FS_E _phw FS_CZ_phw
CZ001 0.37 1.12
CZ002 1.14 0.57
CZ003 0.95 0.92
CZ004 1.02 0.91
CZ005 0.77 0.70
CZ006 1.14 1.05
CZ007 1.29 0.15
CZ008 1.08 0.82
CZ009 1.84 1.64
CZ010 1.10 1.19
CZ011 2.70 0.20
CZ012 0 0.16
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CZz013 0 0.29
Cz014 1.22 1.26
CZ015 0.69 0.36
Cz016 0.34 0.16
Cz017 0.80 0.45
CZ018 0.35 0.50
CZ019 2.16 0.36
CZ020 0.97 0.58
CZ021 0 0.48
CZ022 2.19 0.41
Cz023 0.67 0.35
Cz024 0.37 0.20
CZ025 1.01 0.26

Table 3. Relative frequency of FS per speaker in English and Czech (phw)
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Figure 2. Relative frequency of FS per speaker in English and Czech (phw)

On average, speakers produced one false start per 100 words in Czech and 0.60 false

starts per 100 words in English. Results of the paired t-test indicated that there is a significant

small difference between Czech and English, t(24) = 2.5, p = 0.021. Speakers tended to produce

more false starts in their native language than in their second language, although the difference

is relatively small. Individual speaker results, as seen in Figure 2, reveal considerable variation,

with some speakers producing more false starts in English, others showing minimal difference

between the two languages, and several producing more in their L1. This suggests that the

occurrence of false starts across languages is highly individual and does not indicate a consistent

transfer effect at the group level. The data also suggests that speakers tended to initiate false

starts similarly in both languages, most often after short introductory words such as pronouns
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("L" "we") or conjunctions ("and," "but"). There was no clear evidence that false starts in

English were systematically longer or more complex than in Czech, based on the data from the

T1 and T5 tasks.

4.2.2 Repeats — comparison of L1 and L2

The second type of disfluency analysed separately was repeat. As with false starts, the

total number of repeats was counted for each speaker in Czech and English. The results for

individual speakers are shown in Table 4 below. Figure 3 gives a visual comparison of the two

languages.

Speaker ID R E R CZ
CZ001 0.56 0.22
CZ002 1.37 0.28
CZ003 1.72 1.54
CZ004 0.68 1.23
CZ005 0.66 0.35
CZ006 2.47 0.93
CZ007 1.01 0
CZ008 0.36 1.37
CZ009 4.09 1.97
Cz010 3.62 1.67
Cz011 1.66 0.79
Cz012 0 0
CZ013 2.77 1.60
CzZ014 2.04 0.31
CZ015 0 0.36
Cz016 0.17 0.16
Cz017 0.40 1.78
Cz018 1.06 0.38
Cz019 2.88 0.95
CZ020 0.49 0.19
CZ021 2.13 1.29
Cz022 1.54 2.47
Cz023 0.17 0.46
CZ024 0.19 0.81
CZ025 0.25 0.66

Table 4. Relative frequency of R per speaker in English and Czech (phw)
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Figure 3. Relative frequency of R per speaker in English and Czech (phw)

On average, speakers produced 6.70 repeats in English and 5.00 repeats in Czech. A
paired t-test indicated that this difference was not statistically significant, t(24) = 1.70, p =
0.103. Nevertheless, the difference in means points clearly towards a systematic tendency for
speakers to produce more repeats in their L2, English. Given the relatively small sample (25
speakers), it is likely that the corpus simply does not have sufficient statistics to confirm this

tendency at a conventional level of significance (o = 0.05).

A closer look at Figure 3 suggests that most speakers repeated more words in English than in
Czech. This pattern strongly supports the hypothesis that disfluency behaviour transfers from
L1 to L2, particularly when it comes to repeating themselves. Only a few speakers showed a
different pattern, using a similar number of repeats or slightly more in Czech. These cases seem
to be i1solated exceptions that do not reflect the general behaviour of the group. The overall

distribution across speakers points very clearly towards a transfer from L1 to L2.

When analysing individual repeated items from tasks T1 and T3, there is further support for
L1-L2 transfer. In both languages, speakers most frequently repeated short grammatical words
such as pronouns ("I," "he," "it") and conjunctions ("and," "but," "ale"). For example, "I I"
(CZ010) and "and and" (CZ003, CZ005) were common repeats during the English monologues,
while items similar to "ja ja jsem" (CZ014) and "a a potom" (CZ020) appeared frequently in
the Czech data. These repeats occurred mainly at the beginning of clauses or after the speakers
hesitated, which suggests that they rely on similar hesitation strategies in both their native and
second language. While the structure of repeated elements stayed consistent across both
languages, the frequency with which these repeats occurred was noticeably higher in English

for most speakers. This supports the idea that although the basic strategies of speech
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disfluencies in speakers are based on speech habits in their first language, cognitive demands

when speaking in a second language cause these strategies to occur more frequently.

In summary, although the statistical test did not reach the conventional threshold for
significance, the observed trends in the data strongly suggest the presence of L1-L2 transfer in
the use of repeats. Repeated patterns and consistency among most speakers suggest that this
type of disfluency reflects basic speech production strategies that speakers carry over from their

first language when dealing with the higher cognitive demands of the second language.

4.2.3 Comparing the behaviour of false starts and repeats

Several observations emerged when examining false starts and repeats in Czech and
English. Although both types of disfluencies tended to occur more frequently in English, repeats
followed a much more regular and predictable pattern than false starts did. False starts showed
significant individual differences - some speakers even had fewer false starts in English than in
Czech - and the t-test confirmed that this difference is not statistically significant. Repeats, on
the other hand, were much clearer: most speakers repeated more words in English, and what
they repeated, especially short grammatical words, remained surprisingly consistent across both

languages.

Something I noticed while going through the data was how differently these disfluencies fit into
the structure of a sentence. Repeats almost always showed up at the beginnings of clauses,
usually involving words like pronouns ("L," "he") or conjunctions ("and," "but"). It felt almost
automatic, as if when speakers hesitate, they grab onto something small and familiar to keep
their speech moving forward. False starts, by contrast, were less predictable. Sometimes they
interrupted whole stretches of speech, and sometimes they led speakers to completely rethink

the structure of what they were about to say.

Repeats also seem to hint at a lighter cognitive load. Speakers simply repeat the word they were
already planning to say, giving themselves some more planning time without having to change
the sentence. False starts, on the other hand, often mean a bigger decision: something wasn't
quite right with what was about to be said, and so the speaker had to make a real-time
adjustment. It makes sense, then, that repeats (the simpler and more automatic strategy) would
show a clearer and more consistent transfer from L1 to L2, while false starts would remain

messier and more speaker-dependent.

Overall, although both types of disfluencies show how speakers cope with the pressures of

second language production, repeats provide the strongest indications of transfer.
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4.3 Lexical characteristics of repeats

After looking at the overall frequency of disfluencies and how false starts and repeats
behave across languages, I wanted to take a closer look at what precisely the speakers were
repeating. Numbers alone do not tell the whole story. Repeats are not just random hesitations -
they reveal where the speaker pauses for a moment while planning, and which parts of the

sentence are so automated to the speaker that they repeat them without thinking.

In this chapter, I focus specifically on one-word repeats - the moments when a single word is
repeated right before the speaker continues their sentence. By examining the types of words
that speakers repeat in Czech and English, I aim to better understand whether hesitation patterns
are rooted in first-language habits and carried into second-language speech. This analysis
addresses Research Question 2 (RQ2): Which word classes appear most often in one-word

repeats in L1 (Czech) and L2 (English)?

For each language, | compared the distribution of word classes (pronouns, conjunctions, verbs,
and others) to see whether similar patterns appear. The results give a clearer picture of how
hesitation and planning work in spontaneous speech, and how much of this behaviour carries

over from L1 to L2.

4.3.1 Word classes in Czech repeats

I started by analysing one-word repeats produced during the Czech monologues. Table 5
below shows how often different word classes were repeated, and Figure 4 visualises their
proportions. As the table suggests, certain types of words were much more likely to be repeated
than others. Pronouns and conjunctions made up a large part of all one-word repeats, which
already hints at some interesting patterns in how speakers manage hesitation in their native

language.

I first looked at the word classes involved in one-word repeats produced during the Czech
monologues. Table 5 shows the frequency of different word classes being repeated, and Figure
4 visualises their proportions. Even at first glance, some interesting patterns become clear.
Certain types of words were repeated much more often than others, suggesting that hesitation

tends to cluster around specific parts of a sentence.
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Conjunctions ("a," "ale") made up by far the largest share of one-word repeats, accounting for
almost 40% of all cases. Pronouns ("ja," "on," "to") followed, representing around 20%.
Adverbs ("pak," "tak," "uz") came next, with 15.6% of the total, followed by prepositions and
verbs. The dominance of conjunctions and pronouns seems to reflect the natural structure of
Czech monologues, where speakers frequently need to link clauses together or momentarily

hesitate when retrieving a subject or restarting a phrase.

Proportions of word classes in one-word repeats
in Czech

"

20

26

C (conjunction) = P (pronoun) = G (adverb) = B (preposition) = V (verb)

Figure 4. Proportions of word classes in one-word repeats in Czech. For specific
counts and percentages, see Table 5.

What became particularly noticeable was the concentration of repeats around small
grammatical "function" words. Content words, such as nouns or adjectives, barely appeared
among the repeated items. This suggests that when speakers hesitated in Czech, they often did
so while dealing with grammatical words, not lexical ones. It suggests that hesitation is
something closely tied to planning the structure of speech, rather than searching for content
creation. However, it is also possible that speakers repeat function words while planning the
upcoming lexical material, particularly when retrieving content words proves more difficult. A
detailed analysis of the words following each hesitation would be necessary to confirm this, but

such an analysis was beyond the scope of the present study.

Word Class Count Percentage
C (conjunction) 51 39.80%
P (pronoun) 26 20.30%
G (adverb) 20 15.60%
B (preposition) 12 9.40%
V (verb) 10 7.80%

Table 5. Distribution of word classes in one-word repeats in Czech. Only conjunctions, pronouns, adverbs, prepositions, and
verbs were observed.
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The concentration of hesitation around these small grammatical elements reveals the role of
clause structure in spontaneous speech. Speakers typically did not hesitate over heavy content
words or complex ideas; instead, they paused at the connective points—the moments where one
clause links to the next or where a new subject is introduced. This pattern suggests that when
planning speech under time pressure, speakers are not only retrieving vocabulary but are

actively organising the grammatical framework that holds their sentences together.

Although only five word classes appeared in the one-word repeats from the Czech monologues,
their distribution already indicates the underlying processes. The strong prevalence of
conjunctions, in particular, shows the importance of smooth transitions between ideas in

maintaining the flow of speech and how sensitive these points are when the speaker hesitates.

4.3.2 Word classes in English repeats

After analysing the word classes in Czech one-word repeats, I moved on to the English
monologues. Table 6 and Figure 5 show how the distribution of repeated word classes shifted
when the speakers were speaking in their second language. Although some patterns remained
similar, the differences in proportions suggest that L2 speech may subtly influence which parts

of a sentence speakers rely on during moments of hesitation.

Pronouns were by far the most frequently repeated word class in English, accounting for 45%
of all one-word repeats. This is a noticeable shift compared to Czech, where conjunctions
dominated. Conjunctions and prepositions followed next in English, each making up 7.4% of
the repeated items, with definite articles (8.1%) and contractions (6.0%) also appearing among
the most repeated word classes. The prominence of pronouns in English may reflect the more
rigid syntactic requirements of English sentences, where subject pronouns are almost always

needed, unlike in Czech. However, a fuller discussion of this point will follow later.

Word Class Count Percentage
P (pronoun) 67 45.00%

Ad (definite Article) 12 8.10%

C (conjunction) 11 7.40%

B (preposition) 11 7.40%

X (contraction) 9 6.00%

Table 6. Distribution of word classes in one-word repeats in English. Only pronouns, definite articles, conjunctions,
prepositions and contractions were observed.
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Proportions of word classes in one-word repeats in

English
11 \
12 67
P (pronoun) Ad (definite Article) = C (conjunction)
= B (preposition) = X (contraction)

Figure 5. Proportions of word classes in one-word repeats in English. For specific counts
and percentages, see Table 6.

The overall picture shows that although hesitation strategies seem broadly similar across
languages, with grammatical "function" words dominating, the specific emphasis can shift
slightly depending on the demands of the second language. In English, maintaining
grammatical sentence structure becomes even more critical during hesitation, possibly leading
speakers to rely even more heavily on pronouns and structural elements rather than linking

devices, such as conjunctions.

Upon closer examination of the data, it became clear again that content words, such as nouns
and adjectives, were almost entirely missing from the one-word repeats. Just as in Czech,
hesitation clustered around the grammatical framework of the sentence rather than its content,
which supported the idea stated previously - that planning pressure affects structure more than

meaning in spontaneous speech production.
4.4 Length of disfluencies in L1 and L2

After analysing the frequency of disfluencies and types of repeated words, I focused on
the question of how long disfluencies tend to be in individual languages. In this part of the
analysis, I compared the average length of disfluencies, measured in terms of the number of
words, in Czech and English monologues. This part of the study addresses Research Question

3: Are disfluencies longer in English (L2) than in Czech (L1)?

To answer this question, I first calculated the average disfluency length for each speaker
separately in their L1 and L2, including both false starts and repeats. Then, I compared the

overall averages between Czech and English to see whether operating in a second language
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tends to increase the length of hesitation episodes. Table 7 below lists all specific occurrences

of disfluencies, categorised by the number of words.

Length Czech FS Czech R English FS English R
(words)

1 69 0 67 0

2 20 123 37 134

3 11 4 20 14

4 3 18 1 20

6 1 2 0 2

Table 7. Distribution of disfluency lengths in L1 (Czech) and L2 (English)

On average, false starts were slightly longer in English (1.64 words) than in Czech (1.54
words). Repeats showed a similar pattern, with English repeats averaging 2.36 words and Czech
repeats averaging 2.33 words. Although the differences are small, they are consistent across
both types of disfluencies. This suggests that speaking in L2 may create a slightly greater

planning load, resulting in hesitation stretches that are marginally longer compared to L1.

Distribution of disfluency lengths by type and language
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Length of disfl.: Length of disfl.: Length of disfl.: Length of disfl.: Length of disfl.:
1 2 3 4 6

mCzechFS ®CzechR ®English FS = English R
Figure 6. Distribution of disfluency lengths by type and language
When comparing disfluency types, repeats were notably longer than false starts in both
languages. This likely reflects the structural nature of repeats: speakers often loop not just a
single word, but a short phrase or group of words to buy themselves time, whereas false starts
tend to interrupt speech more quickly after a smaller fragment. The fact that this difference
persists across languages points to a broader pattern in speech production, where different types

of disfluencies serve slightly different roles in managing planning pressure.

Overall, while the differences are not substantial, the tendency for disfluency length to increase

in L2 and for repeats to involve longer segments than false starts supports the idea that hesitation
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is shaped by both language proficiency and the specific strategies speakers use to stay fluent

under pressure.

5 Discussion

The aim of this study was to determine whether patterns of disfluency, specifically false
starts and repeats, in English as a second language reflect the disfluency patterns of Czech
speakers in their first language. The results show that repeats occurred more frequently in first
language speech samples (T5) than in second language samples (T1), while false starts occurred
slightly more frequently in the second language. In addition, differences were found in the
distribution of word classes involved in repeats, with personal pronouns being repeated more
frequently in English and prepositions and conjunctions more frequently in Czech. The data did
not show a clear tendency for disfluencies to be systematically longer in English than in Czech;
however, structural differences between the two languages may have influenced the way
speakers planned and executed repairs and repeats. These results suggest that although some
transfer from L1 to L2 appears to occur, it may be influenced by structural differences between

the languages and by factors related to L2 proficiency.

A comparison of these results with Graf (2017) shows both overlaps and differences. Graf
found that repeats at the beginning of sentences, especially those of function words such as
pronouns, articles, and prepositions, are common in English as a second language among Czech
students and argued that such repetition may be a strategy for improving fluency rather than
simply a sign of lack of fluency. In this study, the high number of repeated pronouns in English
seems to be consistent with Graf's findings. However, data from Czech as a first language in T1
showed even greater diversity of repeated elements, with prepositions and conjunctions also
being abundant. This may indicate that the habits of Czech speakers in L1 are partially, but not
completely, transferred to L2, likely because English syntax, with its stricter subject-verb-object
word order, provides fewer opportunities to repeat prepositions and conjunctions without
compromising grammatical correctness. As Graf suggested, contact with English structures can

either reinforce some patterns similar to native speech or suppress others.

A study which also corresponded with my findings was done by Peltonen (2018). She
also stressed the role of individual patterns of disfluency transfer, finding that even when
statistical correlations were not consistently strong, qualitative analysis revealed speaker-
specific similarities between L1 and L2 stalling mechanisms. My study confirms this
observation. Although quantitative differences between T1 and T35 are evident (more repeats in

L1, slightly more false starts in L2), individual recordings showed considerable variation, with
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some speakers repeating frequently in both languages, while others spoke relatively fluently in
both languages. Due to the size of the corpus, it was not possible to study these differences
between individual speakers in more detail, but they are likely to be an important factor in

understanding how transfer works.

Duran-Karaoz and Tavakoli (2020) found a moderate to strong correlation between
several types of disfluencies in Turkish and English, particularly in filled pauses and repairs.
Although this study did not focus on filled pauses, the pattern observed in repairs (including
false starts) supports the idea that some types of disfluent behaviour are consistent across
languages. However, Duran-Karaoz and Tavakoli also noted that articulation rate and speech
rate did not correlate between L1 and L2, suggesting that language-specific constraints
influence temporal fluency more. This could explain why the distribution of repeats between
T1 and TS5 differs more markedly in this study: while certain types of planning problems (such
as hesitation at the beginning of sentences) continue to occur, how speakers resolve these

problems adapts to the possibilities of the language.

Derwing et al. (2009) found that correlations between L1 and L2 fluency were stronger
in the early stages of L2 acquisition among speakers of Slavic languages than among speakers
of Mandarin, and that this correlation persisted even after one year of contact with the language.
They proposed that typological similarities between Slavic languages and English may enable
the transfer of fluency patterns. Since Czech is a Slavic language, the results of this study are

essentially compatible with their conclusions.

Lastly, de Jong et al. (2015) found a strong statistical correlation between L1 and L2
fluency measures in two language pairs (English and Turkish learners of Dutch) and argued that
L1 behaviour control improves L2 fluency ratings. Their results support the idea that what
appears to be fluency in L2 often has its roots in the speaker's L1 habits rather than in the
speaker's level of language knowledge. The conclusions of this study are consistent with this
idea, although the relatively small size of the ETC (25 speakers) and the focus on specific types

of fluency rather than broader measures of fluency limit the possibility of generalising.

Several limitations of this study should be acknowledged. First, the small size of the
corpus limits the strength of the conclusions, as individual differences may have a greater
influence on the group results than in larger studies, given the sample size of only 25
participants. Second, the speakers in the teacher corpus were mainly from Prague and its
surroundings, which means that the sample may not fully represent the language use of Czech

teachers from different regions or backgrounds. Also, the recording conditions, such as the
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mood, health, or stress level of the participants, were not known, which may have influenced
the frequency and type of disfluencies observed. It also appears that some differences between
performance in L1 and L2 can be explained by structural features of the languages themselves
rather than fluency or planning ability. English syntax is less flexible than Czech and requires
explicit subject-verb forms, which may partly explain why personal pronouns were so

frequently repeated in TS compared to T1.

The results suggest that L1-L2 transfer plays a role in the development of speech
disfluency. Based on the data, it appears that speakers transfer some of their native disfluency
strategies into English. However, given the small size of the corpus and the limited
representativeness of the sample, it cannot be argued that the results provide strong or
generalisable evidence of L1-L2 transfer effects. To confirm these results, further and larger
studies would be necessary. However, the results of my study provide a great addition to the
already existing research on language transfer and may provide a good starting point for further

research on 'teacher language'.

6 Conclusion

The purpose of this research was to explore whether Czech teachers carry over habits,
such as starts and repeats, from their native language to English as a foreign language. The
results suggest that patterns of disfluency do not change completely when switching languages;
instead, certain habits, such as the tendency to restructure utterances mid-sentence, seem to
persist in both Czech and English. They also contribute to the growing body of research
showing that L1 fluency habits influence L2 fluency patterns. This result is important because
it supports the view that fluency in a second language is not built from scratch but is closely
related to speakers' behaviour in their first language. It shows that disfluencies are not just a
sign of poor language proficiency but are often a natural result of real-time planning. This
finding is significant for English teachers, who may expect themselves to speak perfectly in
class. Recognising that disfluencies are part of everyday speech can help shift the focus from

unrealistic expectations of fluency to supporting more authentic and confident speech.

Before conducting this research, I tended to associate fluency in English with the lack of
disfluencies. In my opinion, then, a "good" speaker was someone who spoke without noticeable
pauses, false starts, or repeats. After examining the recordings and analysing the disfluencies,
I've started to rethink this belief. When listening to the spontaneous speech of teachers who
were really proficient in English, it was obvious that even very skilled speakers sometimes

restart, repeat, or reshape their utterances, regardless of whether they are speaking Czech or
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English. These features did not signal a lack of ability; instead, they reflected natural speech
planning processes. And, to my surprise, it also worked the other way around - some of the
teachers I considered to have English not suitable for someone teaching languages could have
produced almost no disfluencies. As mentioned previously, some learners produce disfluencies
because their “words overtake their thoughts”, which, in my opinion, is not a sign of lacking
fluency. If teachers were to monitor themselves when speaking English, it could lead to a
slower, more careful, and less spontaneous language, which is precisely the opposite of what

speakers would want.

One question remains: what now? The results of this thesis suggest that disfluency
transfer from L1 is, to a certain extent, present, that speakers produce a high number of
disfluencies as a coping mechanism when lost for words or when thinking, and that the main
word classes that are repeated in a language are tied to the syntax of the language. Thinking of
the interviews, however, I believe that the most significant implication should be that teacher
education should not aim for complete smoothness but focus on managing planning difficulties
naturally. Ultimately, it was not the disfluencies produced that made the teachers sound not
fluent. Most teachers who produced a lot of disfluencies sounded nervous rather than
inexperienced. Therefore, implications for the future should focus more on helping teachers
feel confident. This could entail training in spontaneous speech and helping teachers model
realistic communication. Future studies should take into account the conditions of the
interviewees, their personality, as well as the corpus size. As this was a study conducted only
on 25 participants, the results cannot be highly generalisable and provide solid evidence of any

phenomenon.

Ultimately, fluency should not be measured by the absence of hesitation, but by the
speaker’s ability to continue communicating despite it. As (future) teachers, we can encourage
younger speakers to feel more confident about themselves. I hope that future teacher training
will place greater emphasis not only on formal accuracy but also on building confidence,
spontaneity, and resilience in spoken English. This project has made me reflect on how we
define fluency, how we listen to others, and how we prepare ourselves and our learners for real

communication... with all its natural imperfections.
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8 Resumé

1. Uvod

Tato bakalafska prace zkouma vyskyt a vlastnosti planych zacatkli a opakovani v feci
¢eskych uditelti anglictiny a porovnava jejich pouziti v matetském jazyce ucitelt (Cestina, L1)
av jejich druhém jazyce (anglictina, L2). Zatimco plynulost a dysfluence jsou v ramci vyzkumu
prvniho a druhého jazyka jiz dlouho studovany oddélené, vztah mezi nimi, zejména u vysoce
pokrocilych mluvcich, ktefi nejsou rodilymi mluvéimi, nebyl zatim pfili§ prozkouman. Na
zaklade pozorovani z osobni pedagogické praxe a prispévkl do English Teacher Corpus (ETC)
si tato studie klade za cil pochopit, zda se dysfluence jednotlivet pfenaseji z jejich L1 do L2 a
jak se projevuji v obou jazycich. Hlavni vyzkumné otazky se zabyvaji souvislosti mezi
frekvenci dysfluenci v riznych jazycich, typy slov, které se nejcastéji opakuji, a potencidlnimi

rozdily v délce dysfluence mezi ¢estinou a anglictinou.
2. Teoreticka ¢ast

Teoreticka ¢ast nejprve vymezuje klicové pojmy a pristupy k plynulosti a dysfluencim v
feci. Plynulost je chéapana jako casovy 1 kognitivni jev, ktery souvisi s rychlosti feci,
automatizaci a efektivnim kognitivnim zpracovanim. Dysfluence nejsou jen pierusenimi
plynulé teci, ale plni diilezité komunikacni a kognitivni funkce. Tato prace se zabyva dvéma
specifickymi typy dysfluenci: planymi zacatky, kdy mluvci prerusi vétu, aby preformuloval
svou myslenku, a opakovanimi, kterd jsou definovana jako okamzitd, identick4 opakovani slov

nebo slovnich spojeni bez zmény vyznamu.

Déle je zkouman jazykovy transfer, konkrétné to, jak mohou rysy prvniho jazyka mluvciho
ovlivnit produkci druhého jazyka nad rdmec gramatiky a vyslovnosti a zasahovat do
diskurznich strategii, jako je plynulost a dysfluence. Pfedchozi studie o pienosu plynulosti
(napt. Graf 2017; Peltonen 2018; Derwing et al. 2009) pisi o tom, Ze vzorce vahani, oprav a
planovani fe¢i mohou pretrvavat naptic jazyky. Tato prace tedy vychazi z ndzora, ze dysfluence
je prirozenou soucasti pldnovani fe¢i a mize byt ovlivnéna nejen Urovni znalosti, ale také

kognitivnimi navyky vyvinutymi v prvnim jazyce.
3. Material a metoda

Data pro analyzu pochazeji z English Teacher Corpus (ETC), sbirky nahranych
rozhovord s ¢eskymi a rodilymi mluv&imi angliétiny, kteff vyuéuji angliétinu v Ceské republice.
S kazdym ze za¢astnénych uciteli byl udélan strukturovany rozhovor slozeny z péti ukoli. Pro

ucely této studie byly vybrany pouze dva ukoly: spontanni monolog v anglictiné (ikol 1) a
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srovnatelny spontanni monolog v ¢estin€ (tkol 5). Tyto ukoly poskytly materidl vhodny pro

srovnani vzorci dysfluence v L1 a L2.

Analyza se zamé&fuje na nalezeni a oznaceni planych zag¢atk(l a opakovani v nahravkach. Cést
této prace se zabyva odliSeni téchto jevl od jinych typt dysfluence, jako jsou vypliova slova
nebo umyslné opakovani. Aby byly dysfluence spravné oznaceny, byly hledany jak na zaklade
pirezkoumani ptepisu, tak poslechem zvukovych nahravek. Vyplikova slova (,,uh®, ,,erm*,
,Vlastné*) nebyla zahrnuta do analyzy dysfluenci a byla zvolena pravidla pro jejich oznacovani

véetné rozhodnuti o hrani¢nich ptipadech.
Analyzovany byly tfi hlavni charakteristiky dysfluenci:

- relativni frekvence dysfluenci na sto slov (phw),
- lexikalni tfida opakovanych slov (napf. zajmena, slovesa, spojky)

- aprimérna délka dysfluenci méfena v slovech.

K urcenti statistické vyznamnosti rozdilti mezi vysledky L1 a L2 byl pouzit log-likelihood test

a nasledné t-test.
4. Vysledky

Rozbor ukézal, ze uclitelé obecné produkovali vice dysfluenci ve svém druhém jazyce
(angli¢tin€) nez v prvnim jazyce (Cestin€). Bylo ale vypozorovéno, Ze jednotlivci se chovali
rizné: mluvéi, ktefi produkovali vice dysfluenci v L1, méli tendenci produkovat vice dysfluenci
1 v L2. Tento vysledek podporuje hypotézu o mezijazykovém pienosu v plynulosti fe¢i. Pfi

srovnani dvou typi dysfluenci:

- plané zacatky byly celkoveé vyrazné Castéjsi nezZ opakovani.
- rozdil mezi L1 a L2 byl vyraznéjsi u planych zacatki, kdy mluvci produkovali vyrazné
vys$$i pocet planych zacatkli v anglicting.

- naproti tomu v opakovani byly mensi rozdily mezi obéma jazyky.

Lexikalni analyza opakovani ukazala, Ze funk¢ni slova, hlavné zdjmena, spojky a ptedlozky,
byla nejcasteji opakovanymi prvky v cestin€ i anglicting. To naznacuje, Ze véhani se Castéji
objevuje spiSe v mistech gramatické struktury nez ve vyznamovych slovech. Mezi obéma
jazyky vSak byly zjistény drobné rozdily: anglickd opakovani obsahovala mirné vyssi podil
spojek a zajmen, zatimco Ceskd opakovani obsahovala vice predlozek, coz pravdépodobné

souvisi s odliSnou syntaxi obou jazyki.
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Nakonec byla sledovana délka dysfluenci (méfena poctem slov) a bylo zjisténo, Ze jejich délka
byla obecné delsi v anglictiné. MluvEéi méli vétsi tendenci opakovat nebo preformulovat delsi

useky feci, kdyz mluvili ve svém druhém jazyce, coz odrazi vyssi kognitivni zatéz.5.
5. Diskuse

Vysledky poukazuji na to, ze strategie planovani feci jsou napfic jazyky relativné stalé,
coz podporuje myslenku, ze plynulost a dysfluence feci jsou pevné ukotveny v kognitivnim
stylu mluvéiho. Ucitelé, ktefi v Cestin€ Casto pouzivali plané zac¢atky nebo opakovali slova, méli
tendenci totéz délat i v anglicting, a to i presto, Ze jejich znalost angliCtiny byla na vysoké

arovni.

Rozdil v délce a frekvenci dysfluenci mezi CeStinou a anglictinou lze vysvétlit nékolika
zpisoby. Za prvé, mluveni v druhém jazyce obvykle klade vyssi kognitivni ndroky, coz vede k
vetSim obtizim pfi planovéani. Za druhé, struktura anglictiny se striktnéj$im slovosledem a
odlisnymi normami diskurzu mtze klast vyssi naroky na mluv¢i Cestiny, kteti jsou zvykli na
flexibilnéjsi syntax jazyka. Toto potvrzuji i pfedchozi vyzkumy, které naznacuji, ze jazykovy
transfer ovliviiuje nejen gramatickou spravnost, ale i faktory, jako je plynulost. Vzorce
opakovanych slov odpovidaji zjisténim z jinych korpusti (napt. Graf 2017), které ukazuji, ze
funkeni slova slouZi jako béZnéd mista pro zavahani, jelikoz mluvei planuji lexikalni jednotky

pozdé€ji nez gramatické struktury béhem feci v redlném case.

Je dulezité, Ze zatimco zvySené dysfluence v L2 by mohly byt z hlediska vnimani
posluchace interpretovana negativné, vysledky naznacuji, ze takové dysfluence nemusi nutné

znacit neschopnost jazyk ovladat, ale spiSe odrazZeji pfirozené mechanismy planovani feci.
6. Zavér

Tato studie piispiva k pochopeni toho, jak se plynulost projevuje v riznych jazycich,
zejména u vysoce pokrocilych mluvcich, ktefi nejsou rodilymi mluv¢imi, jako jsou naptiklad
ucitelé daného jazyka. Ukazuje, Ze dysfluence je ovlivnéna zakladnimi kognitivnimi procesy,

které funguji podobné v matetském i druhém jazyce, a to 1 v piipadé€ pokrocilé jazykové trovné.

Vysledky mohou mit dopad na pohled na jazykové kompetence uciteltl a naznacuji, Ze obcasné
dysfluence, jako jsou opakovani a plané zacatky, by nemély byt automaticky povazovany za
ukazatele nizké rovné znalosti. Misto toho je lze vnimat jako béZznou a n¢kdy 1 uziteCnou

soucast spontanni feci.
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Dalsi vyzkum by mohl prozkoumat SirSi Skdlu typt dysfluenci, zaméfit se na vétsi vzorek
mluv¢ich nebo analyzovat dalsi faktory ovliviiujici pfenos plynulosti, jako je vék osvojeni L2
nebo pedagogicka praxe. Nicmén¢ soucasné poznatky potvrzuji, ze v realné komunikaci ucitelt
je plynulost slozitym jevem, ktery je tvofen nejen jazykovou znalosti, ale také navyky z jejich

materstiny.
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9 Appendices

9.1 Instructions for Task 1

Please choose one of the following topics. You can take 2—3 minutes to think about what you
are going to say, but please do not take notes. You will be expected to talk about the topic for
3-5 minutes without being given any prompts or questions. After this time, we will switch into

an informal conversation.

Topic 1:

Why did you decide to become an English teacher? Are you still happy with the choice? Have
you ever thought about doing something else?

Topic 2:

Have you changed as a teacher in the course of your career. How? And why?

Topic 3:

Do you remember any critical incidents in your pedagogical career which had an impact on

you as a teacher? What happened and how did it affect you? What did you learn?

9.2 Instructions for Task 5

Pohovoite v 3—5 minutach v ¢eském jazyce o tom, jak vnimate profesi ucitele. MlZete zminit

napft. nasledujici:

- co vas na praci ucitele bavi, a co naopak ne

- co byste ve Skolstvi radi zménili

- zda vnimate roli ucitele jako misi ¢i jako povolani

- jak vypada vas bézny pracovni den

- co byste doporucili studentiim ucitelstvi s ohledem na jejich pfipravu na ucitelskou
profesi

- atp.
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9.3 Example data with marked disfluencies from Tasks 1 and S from

speaker CZ003

9.3.1 Taskl

B: (uhu) okay alright (eh) can I start (erm) alright (erm) alright (er) so I decided to answer or to
talk about the first topic (erm) (er) why (eh) and answer the question why I decided to become
an English teacher (erm) because I think <R 1 2 X> it's (erm) it's rather interesting <R 1 2>
that I (er) that I didn't decide to (er) become an English teacher in the first place (erm) I was
very much against (er) teaching because a lot of people in my family are teachers (em) and I
thought (er) that that wasn't the right path for me (erm) and when I started studying (erm) (em)
(er) English at university I thought I would become a translator (erm) <FS_1> and (er) but (ch)
throughout my studies [ had multiple chances of (erm) teaching (er) substituting for other people
(erm) and (erm) contrary to what I had planned I (er) realised that I really enjoyed the job and
<FS 2> Ireally (erm) I was really good at it as well (er) if I may say so and so (er) I eventually
came to terms with the fact that that's going to be <R 3 2> what I have (eh) what I have to do
(erm) <R 1 2 P> [ (er) I 'm really happy that I chose (er) to become a teacher but I'm even
more happy that I chose to become an English teacher (erm) and (er) that is because of (er)
(erm) multiple reasons (em) I feel like language teaching (erm) is the type of teaching that
makes most the most sense to me (er) because (erm) it is very practical and skill oriented (erm)
and (erm) in contrast to other colleagues of mine I can definitely tell the students (er) when they
ask (em) is this gonna ever be useful (eh) in my life <R 1 2 P> 11 can always say yes (erm) it
1s because (er) nowadays everyone (erm) is expected to speak English at a certain level (em)
and so (em) I don't have to (er) let them memorise things that they're not gonna use if they
choose (em) a different path (er) like it happens in other subjects right (em) also what I really
like about teaching English is that (erm) <FS 1> you can (em) you have a lot of freedom in
terms of what types of topics (erm) you cover as long as you cover the skills you can do that
while (erm) (em) approaching a lot of different topics and I really like to: (er) get into a lot of
critical thinking or current politics (erm) (eh) civil rights and things like that and (erm) I don't
think I would have that freedom teaching other subjects (erm) and lastly I would say that (er)
what I <R 1 2 P> really really enjoy is that (er) through speaking and through practicing
speaking I get to: (em) get really close to the students and (em) I feel and <R 1 2 P> 1 that
has been proven right many times (eh) that I know the most about them (em) among other
teachers (er) because (em) in English <R 1 2 P> we we get to share a lot and there's also this
thing that (erm) in English <FS 3> students tend to (erm) very often they tend to be more honest
than they would be in Czech (erm) I'm not sure why and I'm sure that <R 1 2 P> [1 think there
(er) someone should (erm) (em) do a study on this but when speaking English they (erm) talk
much more openly about their struggles (erm) with their parents or in their relationships (er)
friendships and so on (erm) and they're much more open so I really enjoy that and the last
question is if I've ever (er) thought about doing something else (erm) as I said I considered
being a translator (em) I also considered (er) working in H R (eh) <FS_3> it was always (er) |
was always considering jobs that (er) included a lot of human interaction because that's (er)
what makes me happy (er) but since [ started teaching I can't imagine myself doing a different
job (erm) and (erm) yeah I think I said everything is that enough
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93.2 Task5

B: [...] myslim si ze by mél ucitel dostavat vic prostoru vénovat se pouze uceni a méné ¢asu by mél
travit papirovanim administrativou ale zaroven si myslim Ze tfeba i dozorovani na chodbéach vim ze v
jinych zemich to je tak Ze dozory na chodbach nedrzi ucitel ale jiny nepedagogicky pracovnik tfeba v
Italii to tak je a myslim si Ze by to tak mohlo byt Ze vlastn€ ten ucitel by potom mezi jednotlivymi
hodinami které oduci mél prostor si vycistit hlavu a odpo€inout si spis nez kdyz je na chodbé€ a napomina
studenty at’ neb&haji a zaroven za né vlastné celou dobu ma zodpovédnost coz bych fekla je narocna
Cast prace <FS_ 2> ktera se o které se vlastné nemluvi a ktera se dost podcenuje a to ze v té tfide to je
vlastné celkem bezpecné prostiedi a ucitel se vénuje tomu uceni ale jak vystoupi z té tfidy at’ uz je to
prosté na chodbach na htisti nebo pfi jakékoli exkurzi nebo cesté tak to potad toto konstantni hlidani a
vlastné ten pocit zodpovédnosti celou dobu <R 2 2> za zdravi (em) za zdravi t¢ch déti <R 1 2 V> je
je <R _1 2 G> hrozné hrozn€ narocny ja teti bod mé trosicku pobavil protoze hrozn¢ nemam rada

<R 1 2 C> kdyz kdyz lidi fikaji vétSinou v reakci na to <R _1 2 C> kdyz kdyz ucitelé¢ zadaji lepsi
finan¢ni ohodnoceni nebo <FS 1> néjaky né€jake lepsi uznani ve spolecnosti ze to prece nedélaji proto
ale Ze to delaji protoZe to je jejich poslani tak teda moc rada ucitelstvi uréité¢ moje povolani to znamena
ze za to ocekdvam néjakou finan¢ni odménu ktera bude dostatecna pro to abych vyzila ale zaroven
musim fict ze to vnimam tro§icku i jako svoje poslani nebo misi potfebuju aby prace kterou délam davala
néjaky smysl a myslim si Ze to tak ma vétSina uciteld které znam ale nejenom uciteltt myslim vétSina
lidi ktefi pracuji v takovych jako pomahajicich profesich nebo celkové ve sluzbach tak jak vypada Vas
bézny pracovni den mij bézny pracovni den vypada vétSinou hodné hekticky a mohla bych to popsat
tfeba na dnesnim pracovnim dnu protoze dneska zac¢al mij pracovni den uz v sedum dvacet kdyz jsem
mela <FS 1> schiizi schiizku s jednou maminkou mého studenta ktera potiebovala probrat n¢jaké jeho
obtize ve Skole a ta schlizka trvala do sedmi padesati péti takze jsem potom méla pét minut na to abych
se vzpamatovala a $la ucit prvni hodinu v tomhletom Skolnim roce mam hodné skupin které jsou v
pokrocilych ro¢nicich to znamena Ze konci pozdé takze skoro vSechny dny kon¢ime az osmou hodinou
odpoledne a mezitim mam teda nékteré volné hodiny které se snazim vyuzivat na pfipravu nebo na
konzultace se studenty nebo na rozhovory jako dneska idealné i na obéd ale vétSinou je to tak Zze o
piestavce moc nestiham potad za mnou chodi moje déti protoze jsem tfidni a ptaji se mé¢ <R 1 2 BJ>
na na n&jaké véci ohledné¢ rozvrhu <R 1 2 C> nebo nebo néjakych nadchazejicich akci nebo
omluvenek nebo tak <R 1 2 C>aa <R 1 2 C> kdyz kdyz to u¢im tak vétSinou potiebuju tieba tii
¢tvrté hodiny naprostého ticha takze tfeba cestou domi idealn¢ vibec nikym nemluvim nebo kdyz
potom dorazim domu tak taky ne abych si trosi¢ku vy¢istila hlavu posledni bod co bych doporucila
studentlim ucitelstvi s ohledem na pfipravu na ucitelskou profesi tak doporucila bych jim <FS 1> aby
prosté nejde ze se takhle neda Zit protoze vénujou piilis Casu ptipravam kazda hodina je strasné vycerpa
a <R 1 2 G> strasn¢ strasné je znervozinuje vlastné celou dobu sou v takovym pocitu nervozity
<R _1 2 C> aa tak tak bych jim chtéla fict Ze to ptejde ze to opravdu pfejde Ze mi to taky pfislo Ze to
prece nemiize nikdy skoncit <R 1 2 C>aa <FS 1> je zlepsuje se to postupné <R 1 2 C>aa mam
pocit Ze se v té roli citim ¢im dal tim lip ale fekla bych ze kriticky je ten prvni rok a <R 1 2 V> je je
dobre¢ si stanovit néjaké limity uz v tom prvnim roce které potom brani tomu aby ¢lovek vénoval uplné
cely sviij zivot té praci pro me to tfeba bylo a bylo to protoZe jsem méla mamku ucitelku <FS_ 2> ktera
u které sem néekteré véci jako odkoukala tak to bylo tieba ano udélam si pfipravu na ten dalsi den ale
nevezmu si ty véci uz domt takZze ja si praci domi neberu takze kdyz sem doucila tfeba v pil stvrty tak
sem tieba jesté hodinu hodinu a pll pracovala ale pak ptisla chvilka kdy uz sem musela jit domt a véci
jsem si domi nebrala a myslim si Ze nastavit si <FS_2> né&jaka takova néjake takoveéhle hranice hned
na zacatku je hodné uZiteény samoziejme se stane ze prosté sou tieba i obdobi ¢tvrtletek tak nékdy je
potieba nebo slohovku si tfeba vzit domt ale je dobré si drzet néjaky prostor bez té prace trosku <FS_1>
zdravé zdravy odstup <R 1 2 C> a a kdyZ se to nastavi takhle hned na zacatku tak se to pak lehceji
dodrzuje i v téch v téch nasledujicich letech protoze sem vidéla aZz moc zacinajicich uciteld ktefi prosté
tady travi ¢as potom do Sesti a stejné si potom sbali ten notebook a vSechny ty papiry a ucebnice a
vezmou si to domi a dlouhodobé to neni udrzitelny mize to chvilicku fungovat ale to je Gplné <FS 1>
nejjasnéjsi nejjistéj$i cesta jak vyhoiet a predpokladam Ze kdyz nékdo studuje uditelstvi tak ze se
pripravuje na béh na dlouhou trat’ ne na hvézdného ucitele na dva roky a pak konec takze doporucuju si
stanovit hranice a meze
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