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ABSTRACT: This research paper aims at contributing to 
the investigation on L2 speech production phenomenon 
analyzing fluency in monologic and dialogic oral produc-
tion. In this paper fluency is approached in terms of 
speech rate and is measured in two distinct events, namely 
monologue and dialogue. Six Brazilian learners of English 
as a foreign language attending the third semester of a 
language course in Florianópolis participated in the study.  
Data was analyzed quantitatively, that is, the number of 
words produced was divided by the number of seconds 
spent to produce such words. Since the purpose of this 
study was to analyze fluency in terms of speech rate, vari-
ables such as accuracy, lexical density, and complexity 
were disregarded. For this analysis partial words, repeti-
tions, and non-target-language words were excluded from 
the calculation. Results indicate that nature of the task 
affects speech rate. Another finding corroborates previous 
studies (Riggenbach, 1989; Ejzenberg, 2000) revealing 
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that speech rate is higher in dialogic events in comparison 
with monologic events. 
 
RESUMO: O objetivo deste trabalho é contribuir para a 
investigação sobre o fenômeno da produção da fala em 
segunda língua (L2), analisando a fluência da produção 
oral monológica e dialógica.  Neste trabalho fluência é 
abordada em termos de velocidade e é avaliada em dois 
eventos distintos: monológico e dialógico.  Seis aprendizes 
brasileiros de inglês como língua estrangeira, que fre-
qüentavam o terceiro semestre de um curso de línguas em 
Florianópolis, participaram do estudo.  Os dados foram 
analisados quantitativamente, isto é, o número de palavras 
produzidas foi divid ido pelo número de segundos gastos 
para produzi-las.  Considerando que o objetivo do estudo 
foi analisar a fluência, em termos da velocidade, varáveis 
como correção, densidade lexical e complexidade foram 
ignoradas.  Para esta análise, partes de palavra, repeti-
ções, e palavras que não pertenciam à língua alvo foram 
excluídas da análise estatística.  Os resultados indicam 
que a natureza da tarefa afeta a velocidade.  Outro acha-
do confirma estudos anteriores (Riggenbach, 1989; Ejzen-
berg, 2000), mostrando que a velocidade é maior nos eventos 
dialógicos em comparação aos monológicos. 
 
KEYWORDS: L2 speech production, fluency, speech rate; 
monologue; dialogue. 
 
PALAVRAS-CHAVE: Produção da fala, fluência, monólo-
go, diálogo. 
 
 
 



CÉLIA BELL 

Linguagem & Ensino, Pelotas, v. 6, n. 2, p. 55-79, jul./dez. 2003 57 

 

INTRODUCTION 

“Speaking is a complex task that requires processing 
at many different levels more or less simultaneously” (S-
chmidt, 1992 p. 376). Because of its productive characte-
ristics, speaking in a second language (L2) involves the 
development of a particular communicative skill which, in 
turn, differs from reading and writing skills (Bygate, 
2001). Due to the many variables involved in studying 
talk, research on L2 speaking is still in its infancy. Bygate 
(2001), for instance, points out that “for nearly 20 years 
the TESOL convention has run annual colloquia on the 
teaching of reading and writing, but not on speaking or 
listening” (p.14). On the other hand, the development of 
technology has favored the emergence of studies on L2 
speaking. Beginning from the 70’s, the use of tape-
recorder in language classrooms has enabled the widespre-
ad study of talk (Bygate, 2001). Therefore, this research 
paper aims at contributing to the investigation on L2 spee-
ch production phenomenon analyzing fluency in monolo-
gic and dialogic oral production.  

Regardless of the concept of fluency among resear-
chers, the totality of them seems to agree with the fact that 
fluency refers to a temporal phenomenon. Some studies 
(Richards & Schmidt, 1983; Lennon, 1990; Riazantseva, 
2001) have shown that fluency involves a set of patterns 
such as speech rate, sentence selection, pausing and hesita-
tion and even position of pausing and hesitation. Due to 
these various facets of fluency and to the complexity in-
volving the observation of each variable, this study focu-
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sed on L2 fluency in terms of speech rate. Here, speech 
rate is analyzed in two distinct oral activities – monologue 
and dialogue – in order to investigate the effect of type of 
oral activity on speech rate. The purpose of this first secti-
on is to introduce the objective of this study and to outline 
the structure of this research paper. In section two I intro-
duce the theoretical background to the study. First, I point 
out the aspects of second language speech production. 
Second, I display some definitions of fluency. Third, I 
present speech rate definition. Finally, I deal with some 
factors influencing L2 speech rate. In section three, I in-
troduce the objective of the present research paper and the 
research questions I aimed at pursuing. The significance of 
the present research paper is discussed in section four. 
Section five points out the method that was applied in or-
der to carry out my investigation, the results of the study, 
and the conclusion. Finally, the limitations of the study are 
outlined in section six. 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The theoretical background to the present research 
project includes the aspects of L2 speech production, the 
characterization of fluency, the definition of speech rate, 
and the factors influencing speech production. 

Second language speech production: 

Very few researchers have tried to explain how lan-
guage is produced in the human brain. One attempt to figu-
re out this complex process was offered by Levelt in 1989. 
Basically, Levelt’s model divides the speech production 
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process into message generation, grammatical encoding, 
phonological encoding and articulation. According to Le-
velt, these processes take place in three processing compo-
nents, namely, the conceptualizer, the formulator, and the 
articulator. The conceptualizer is responsible for genera-
ting the messages. The author divides this step into macro-
planning and microplanning. During the macroplanning 
process the speaker elaborates the communicative goals 
and retrieves the information needed to express such goals. 
During the microplanning process the speaker selects “the 
information whose expression may realize the communica-
tive goals” (Levelt, 1989 p.5). The next component of 
Levelt’s model of speech production is the formulator. 
This component is responsible for grammatical and phono-
logical encoding. In other words, the formulator gathers 
syntactic, morphological, and phonological information 
about the lexical items – which are stored in the mental 
lexicon – in order to form the utterances that will be pro-
duced. The last component, the articulator, is responsible 
for the phonetic and articulatory plans for the utterance. 
That is to say that, the “execution of the phonetic plan by 
the musculature of the respiratory, the laryngeal, and the 
supralaryngeal systems” (Levelt, 1989 p.12) is activated in 
order for the speaker to actually produce the utterance. 
Levelt’s model is considered a very influential model of 
speech production (Poulisse, 1991; De Bot, 1992). Howe-
ver, it is a monolingual model; therefore, my next step is to 
present a bilingual model for speech production. 

 Drawing on Levelt’s (1989) model of language 
production, De Bot’s (1992) model attempts to describe 
how L2 speech production takes place. In other words, 
while Levelt’s model describes monolingual processing, 
De Bot’s model is an attempt to adapt Levelt’s model to 
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bilingual processing. In his model, De Bot assumes that 
many aspects of speaking are the same for monolingual 
and bilingual speakers; therefore, his intention was to 
change the former model as little as possible. 

Basically, the modifications made by De Bot to a-
dapt Levelt’s monolingual model to a bilingual model are 
the following. Concerning the conceptualizer, De Bot sug-
gests that it is not language specific, as presented by Le-
velt. Rather, the conceptualizer is language specific only in 
the second phase of language oral production – the micro-
planning – whereas the first phase – the macroplanning – 
is not language specific. In other words, during the elabo-
ration of communicative goals and the retrieval of the in-
formation needed to express such goals – that is, macro-
planning – there is no choice for language. Only when the 
speaker elaborates the communicative intention by selec-
ting the information whose expression may realize the 
communicative goals – that is, microplanning – language 
is selected.  

Regarding the lexicon, De Bot assumes that there is 
one single lexicon where lexical elements in different lan-
guages are stored together. For him, however, there is a 
separate system for every language as far as the processing 
components in the formulator – lemmas and forms – are 
concerned. In sum, lexical items are selected from one 
single lexicon but the syntactic information about the utte-
rance – lemma - and the morphological and phonological 
information about the utterance – form – are assumed to 
have different entries for each language.  

Finally, De Bot suggests that the articulator is not 
language specific. The bilingual speaker has models for all 
sounds and syllables in the different languages. That is, 
there is only one articulator for bilingual speakers who 
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have an extensive set of sound and pitch patterns from 
both languages to work with. 

To conclude, L2 speech production can be conside-
red a complex process not yet entirely understood. Howe-
ver, models such as Levelt’s (1989) and De Bot’s (1992), 
presented above, give us a path to follow in order to better 
understand learners’ performance in L2 production. Since 
speech production involves Levelt’s three components and 
since “speaking rate encompasses the working of the who-
le model” (Towell et all, 1996 p.93), the comprehension 
about Levelt’s and De Bot’s models of speech production 
become relevant for this study. 

Fluency 

There are a number of variables underlying the con-
cept of fluency (Lennon, 1990; Schmidt, 1992; Pawley & 
Syder, 1983). For instance, to Lennon (1990) there is a 
broader and a narrow sense for fluency. The former repre-
sents “the highest point on a scale that measures spoken 
command of a foreign language” (p.389). The latter refers 
to “isolatable components of fluency such as correctness, 
idiomaticness, relevance, appropriateness, pronunciation, 
lexical range, and so on” (p.389).  

Pawley and Syder (1983) analyzed fluency under a 
different perspective. They investigated nativelike lexical 
and grammatical selection in utterances, and nativelike 
fluency. According to them, native speakers select natural 
forms of expressions that are judged nativelike even if they 
are not grammatical. They suggest that if a language lear-
ner is to achieve nativelike control, then, s/he must learn 
not only the set of rules underlying the target language but 
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s/he must also learn a means for knowing which of the 
well-formed sentences are nativelike. 

Another contribution for the definition of fluency 
comes from Fillmore (1979). According to the author, 
there are four categories of fluent speakers. The first one is 
the speaker who speaks fast, that is, who fills time with 
talk such as a disk jockey. The second is the one whose 
speech is coherent, complex and dense. Fillmore describes 
the third type of fluent speaker as being the one who 
knows how to use language appropriately, and in a variety 
of contexts. Speakers who control aesthetic functions of 
language, being creative and imaginative, would compose 
the last type of fluent speakers.  

Finally, Riazantseva (2001) suggests that fluency is 
also related to controlling pausing and hesitation pheno-
mena. The author investigated the rela tionship between L2 
proficiency and pausing patterns. According to her fin-
dings, nativelike fluency presents norms of pause duration, 
frequency, and distribution of these pausing phenomena 
throughout language production. Riazantseva concludes 
her study suggesting that knowing how to pause and hesi-
tate in an L2 is part of fluency characteristics to be achie-
ved by L2 learners.   

To sum up, the concept of fluency may be conside-
red distinct for native and non-native speakers (Richards & 
Schmidt, 1983). It may also be related to other features 
such as correctness, pronunciation, and lexical choice 
(Lennon, 1990). Fluency may have a varied number of 
concepts and definitions but one feature seems to be com-
mon to any view of fluency, that is, its temporal feature. 
Therefore, the present research paper analyzed fluency as a 
temporal phenomenon, that is, it analyzed fluency in terms 
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of speech rate. The features of speech rate – as used in this 
study – are presented in subsection 2.3. 

Speech rate 

 As we could see in subsection 2.2, there are diffe-
rent definitions for fluency. Rather, there are different 
viewpoints to approach fluency. But, apart from these vi-
ewpoints, there are also the variables within fluency itself. 
In other words, fluency presents variables – such as pau-
sing, hesitations, reformulations, replacements, false starts, 
and repetitions – that also have to be considered in speech 
production.  

Due to the fact that “measurement of pausing covers 
many factors” (Towell et all, 1996 p.92) and that knowing 
why speakers pause is hard to assess, the present research 
project did not analyze pausing and hesitation phenomena. 
It concentrated on the measurement of speech rate purely 
in terms of number of words produced per second in each 
activity. In other words, the measurement of speech rate 
excluded repetitions, non-target-language words and parti-
al words, and was calculated by dividing the number of 
complete words in a given speech sample by the time ta-
ken to produce them (measured in seconds). 

 Factors influencing speech production 

Doughty and Long (2000) state that the type of task 
and the conditions under which the task is performed may 
influence some L2 speakers’ output. That is, factors such 
as time pressure, nature of the task, planning, and time for 
planning may affect learners’ performance. As an example 
for the influence of time pressure in speech production, 
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Doughty and Long (2000) describe some situations in 
which learners know and can access and apply grammar 
rules but, due to time pressure, they “alter the message 
itself to avoid the linguistic problems, resulting in occasi-
ons when the absence of items in the data really may re-
flect ignorance” (p.155). 

Concerning the nature of the task, some researchers 
have contributed to the elicitation of the factors inf luen-
cing speech production (Riggenbach, 1989; Ejzenberg, 
2000). For instance, in her doctoral dissertation, Riggen-
bach (1989) focused on two speech genres, namely dialo-
gue and monologue. She approached fluency in these two 
oral language production activities in order to study what 
features of the speech of highly fluent speakers differed 
from those found in highly non-fluent speech. Her second 
goal was to investigate whether fluency differed across the 
two aforementioned speech genres. Here I will focus only 
on her second part of the investigation. 

In order to answer the second research question, six 
subjects were selected. They performed dialogic and mo-
nologic tasks and their performances were audiotaped and 
transcribed for the analysis of fluency characteristics such 
as pausing, unfilled pauses, repair, and speech rate across 
the two speech genres.  The results indicated that, in terms 
of pausing, subjects performed less fluently in the mono-
logue as compared to the dialogue activity. Another aspect 
of fluency – unfilled pauses – was found to be more fre-
quent and longer in the monologue than in the dialogue. 
Concerning repair, her findings revealed that there was an 
increase in the occurrence of repair in the monologue. 
Where speech rate is concerned, subjects spoke more slo-
wly in the monologue than they did in the dialogue. This 
study confirms the assumption that not only the nature of 
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the activity does affect oral production but also that in 
monologic events learners’ speech rate lowers due to “the 
absence of an interlocutor or interviewer [which] forces 
the subject to be responsible for filling (or not filling) the 
discursive space [by herself/himself]” (Riggenbach, 1989 
p.139). 

Another factor influencing speech production is re-
lated to planning. Ortega (1999) reports that under condit i-
ons of planning, the subjects of her study were able to 
produce significantly more fluent and complex language. 
Results from her study indicate that opportunity to plan 
before an L2 speaking task enhances learners’ attention to 
form. Also, learners employ a wide variety of cognitive 
and metacognitive strategies in their oral production and 
monitor their output. The author suggests that planning 
may lessen the cognitive load of a given task and free up 
attentional resources needed to accomplish the task.  

An analysis of speech production from a different 
perspective – time for planning – is presented by Mehnert 
(1998). In her study, she investigated different amounts of 
planning time on the speech performance of L2 speakers. 
She investigated four groups of learners. The first group 
had no planning time available and the other three groups 
had 1, 5, and 10 minutes of planning respectively. The 
results of her study showed that accuracy of speech impro-
ved with only 1 minute planning but did not increase with 
more planning time. Complexity of speech was significan-
tly higher for the 10-minute planning condition only. To 
sum up, Mehnert’s findings reveal that planning time does 
affect L2 speech production. 

Drawing from the above contributions, the present 
research study tried to lessen pressure over the learners by 
providing a friendly environment for the tasks. In other 



L2 SPEECH RATE 

Linguagem & Ensino, Pelotas, v. 6, n. 2, p. 55-79, jul./dez. 2003 66 

words, learners were not told that their fluency would be 
measured in the tasks. They were told that the tasks were a 
rehearsal for an oral test they would have later on. Also, 
participants had 10 minutes for planning since, according 
to Mehnert (1998), “fluency and lexical density of speech 
increase as a function of planning time” (p.83). Finally, 
this researcher was aware that the nature of the task would 
influence participants’ performance. 

 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY  
AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The objective of this study was to investigate flu-
ency in terms of speech rate in two distinct L2 oral activ i-
ties, namely, monologue and dialogue. As stated previous-
ly, I did not analyze other variables of speech rate such as 
pausing and hesitation drawing on Towell et all’s (1996) 
assumption that measurement of pausing covers many 
factors and that knowing why speakers pause is hard to 
assess. The aim of this research project was to investigate 
the following questions:  

 
• Does the nature of the oral activity affect fluency in 

terms of speech rate? 
• In which of the oral activities – monologue and dialo-

gue - does the speaker achieve higher speech rate? 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESEARCH:  

In line with Bygate’s (2001) assumption that L2 
speaking is an area of study that still needs a great amount 
of research, since focus has been, for a long time, on L2 
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reading, this study aims at contributing to the investigation 
of L2 speech production. The relevance of the study lies in 
three factors: 1) this study points out that the nature of the 
oral activity (monologue and dialogue) does affect L2 
fluency in terms of speech rate; 2) besides, this study veri-
fies that speakers’ speech rate is higher in dialogue than in 
monologue oral activities; and 3) the results of this study 
may contribute to better understanding of the factors influ-
encing L2 fluency in terms of speech rate in the perfor-
mance of monologue and dialogue activities.  

The objective of the present study was to verify flu-
ency, in terms of speech rate, in two distinct oral activities 
– monologue and dialogue. Two activities were applied in 
order to assess learners’ fluency. The participants, instru-
ments and procedures used in this study are described be l-
low. 

METHOD 

Participants 

Participants for this research were 6 learners of En-
glish as a foreign language attending the third semester of 
a language course in Florianópolis. Of the 6 subjects, 4 
were woman and 2 were men, ages ranging from 18 to 22 
with a mean of 20, thus predominantly young adult sam-
ple. All of the participants were attending undergraduate 
courses at the time of data collection, therefore, they are 
assumed to be culturally and cognitively able to perform 
the given tasks. 
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Instruments 

In order to assess participants’ fluency in terms of 
speech rate in monologic and dialogic oral tasks, two ma-
terials were applied. For the monologic oral task a short 
story in written and visual forms was used (see appendix 
1). For the dialogic oral task, maps of a city – drawn from 
the New Interchange course book (Ricahrds, 1997) – were 
used (see appendixes 2 and 3). Participants’ performances 
in the dialogic and monologic oral tasks were recorded at a 
language laboratory. With the help of a watch, I measured 
the time spent by learners in each task. Finally, I calcula-
ted the number of words produced per second in each task. 

 

Procedure:  

1. For the investigation on monologic speech production 
participants received a short story. Previous to the 
task, they read the short story in class and I solved any 
doubt concerning pronunciation and vocabulary (either 
giving the translation or explaining the word in Engli-
sh). 

2. Participants had 10 minutes to prepare an oral retelling 
of the short story. Then, they were given five minutes 
to retell the story. Each participant accomplished the 
monologue task without resorting to any written mate-
rial. They resorted only to the visual part of the story.  

3. Participants’ speeches were recorded individually at 
the language laboratory. They did not know what was 
going to be measured. 

4. For the investigation on dialogic speech production 
participants received a map of a city where one parti-
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cipant asked for information to the other participant in 
order to find the place s/he was supposed to reach. The 
target places were pre-established in the task. 

5. Participants had 10 minutes to recognize the places 
they should reach in the map. I reminded them of the 
vocabulary necessary to the task (for instance: turn 
left, on the corner of, etc.).  

6. Participants had 5 minutes to perform the dialogic oral 
task. 

7. Each pair of learners performed the dialogue without 
resorting to any other material but the map. Their dia-
logues were recorded in pairs at the language labora-
tory. Partic ipants were instructed not to speak at the 
same time, that is, while one participant was giving di-
rections the other was not allowed to speak. This ins-
truction was given because, in interactive discourse, 
interruption and scaffolding are common and can pre-
sent considerable problems for analysis (Foster et al, 
2000).  

Data analysis and Discussion:  

 Data was analyzed quantitatively, that is, the num-
ber of words produced was divided by the number of sec-
onds spent to produce such words. Since the purpose of 
this study was to analyze fluency in terms of speech rate, 
variables such as accuracy, lexical density, and complexity 
were disregarded. For this analysis partial words, repeti-
tions, and non-target-language words were excluded from 
the calculation.  

I decided to measure number of words per second 
instead of syllables per second (Riggenbach, 1989; 
Mehnert, 1998; Foster & Skehan, 1996) based on Bap-
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tista’s (2001) investigation on pronunciation errors of Bra-
zilian learners of English. In her study, she reports that 
Brazilian learners’ pronunciation of some words is af-
fected by their L1. For instance, foreign words ending in 
other consonants are incorporated into Portuguese with the 
addition of a final /i/ (e.g. clube from club). Besides, ac-
cording to Baptista (2001), sometimes Brazilian learners 
of English omit the final /i/ of English words where it 
should be pronounced (e.g. sit/city). They also tend to add 
a vowel to initial clusters beginning with /s/ as in school, 
street, and snow. Therefore, in order to control for these 
variables, speech rate was measured in terms of number or 
words produced per second. 

 Table 1 summarizes the speech rate found in both 
dialogic and monologic tasks. As we can see, in the dia-
logic events the majority of learners performed better than 
in the monologic event.  

 

Table 1 – Speech rate  
 

 A B C D E F 
Monologue 1,30 1,02 0,95 0,87 0,71 0,86 
Dialogue 1,49 1,06 0,82 1,31 1,25 1,54 

 
In general terms, learners produced 24% less words 

per second in the monologic task than they did in the dia-
logic task. However, contrary to all the other participants, 
results from participant C ran counter to what was ex-
pected since she produced more words per second in the 
monologic task than she did in the dialogic task. 
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Data reported by Mehnert (1998) indicate that con-
trol for what learners do during planning time is relevant 
for L2 oral performance. Mehnert’s findings may explain 
why participant C produced more words per second in the 
monologic task than in the dialogic task. Since I did not 
control for their 10-minute planning time, participant C 
showed to take longer to realize, in the map, where was 
located the place that she was supposed to instruct her 
mate to reach.  

Another important aspect of L2 speech production 
that may account for differences in L2 language produc-
tion is related to processing. According to Levelt’s (1989) 
and De Bot’s (1992) theories of L2 production, speech 
production occurs in different compartments of the brain 
simultaneously. That is, first the speaker generates the 
intended message in one compartment of the speech pro-
duction mechanism. Then, this preverbal message is sent 
to another compartment, which builds grammatical and 
phonological features of the message. Finally, another part 
of the mechanism concludes the process and the speaker 
actually produces the message verbally. Since these proc-
esses occur simultaneously and demand cognitive effort 
from the speaker, in monologic events the speaker may not 
have time to process all the information that s/he wants to 
convey – thus requiring more cognitive effort from the 
speaker – while in dialogic events the interactor gives 
her/him support to conduct her/his speech. 

There also seems to be the case that individual dif-
ferences may account for speech rate differences in dis-
tinct tasks since some participants did not vary signif i-
cantly across dialogic and monologic events (for instance 
participant B) whereas other varied significantly (for in-
stance participant F).  
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CONCLUSION 

Due to the many variables involved in studying L2 
speech production phenomenon, only in the last two dec-
ades has it begun to emerge as a branch of teaching, learn-
ing and testing in its own right. However, most of the fo-
cus in teaching oral skills has been limited to pronuncia-
tion (Bygate, 2001). In his review of L2 speech produc-
tion, Bygate suggests that research on this area should 
“explore further how fluency, accuracy and complexity 
can be integrated, in particular through the use of different 
combinations and sequences of activity types” (p.19). Fol-
lowing Bygate’s suggestion, this research paper aimed at 
contributing to the investigation on L2 speech production 
phenomenon analyzing fluency in monologic and dialogic 
oral production. 

The result of this study corroborates previous find-
ings in relation to speech rate across tasks (Riggenbach, 
1989; Ejzenberg, 2000). In other words, it indicates that in 
monologic tasks speech rate decreases in comparison with 
dialogic tasks. This may be due to the fact that “the ab-
sence of an interlocutor or interviewer forces the [subjects] 
to be responsible for filling (or not filling) the discursive 
space [themselves]” (Riggenbach, 1989 p. 139) thus im-
plying in more cognitive demand for the speaker. Another 
factor for higher speech rate in dialogic events may be 
related to the fact that interaction requires negotiation for 
turns, thus serving as motivation for quicker rate of speech 
(Riggenbach, 1989). To sum up, it seems to be reasonable 
to state that 1) fluency, in terms of speech rate, is depend-
ent on the nature of the task, and 2) speech rate is higher in 
dialogic events than in monologic events. 
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LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

Considering that this was a small-scale study and, 
consequently, faced time constraints, other important fea-
tures of speech production, namely, complexity and accu-
racy were not considered as well as other variables of flu-
ency such as pause and hesitation. Another important fac-
tor that should be considered for further research is con-
trolling for planning time since this study indicated that 
controlling for what learners do during their planning time 
may influence oral performance. 
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APPENDIX 1 
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A Sad Story 

 
Some years ago, Mrs. Taylor was watering the 

plants in her garden, while her cat, Billy, was playing near 
her. Suddenly, Billy ran up a tree. Mrs. Taylor called Billy, 
but he couldn’t get down, so she called the Fire Brigade. 
While she was waiting for them to arrive, she tried to 
tempt him down with some fish. The Fire Brigade finally 
arrived, put up their ladder and rescued Billy. Mrs. Taylor 
was so pleased that she invited them for a tea. While they 
were having tea, they didn’t see Billy go outside again 
and, ten minutes later, as they were leaving, they ran him 
over and unfortunately they killed him. 
(Unknown source) 
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APPENDIX 2 
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APPENDIX 3 

 


