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Background

Work on filler particles (FPs) in languages other than English is 20 female speakers (10 native Standard Scottish English,

still rare 10 native Spanish/Basque speakers) of Diapix-FL corpus [6]

English (En) seems to prefer vocalic-nasal FPs (um), Spanish Cooperative spot-the-difference task (Diapix) in L1 and L2

(Sp) prefers vocalic FPs (uh) [1, 2] Proficient L2 speakers in Spanish/English (B2-C1) [7]

Vowel qualities in En and Sp seem to differ (open-mid Annotation of corner vowels + 1 additional vowel in L1-speech

central/back vowel vs. close-mid front vowel) [2, 3] (/i u a e/ for Spanish and /i u a A/ for English),

Literature reports higher disfluency rates in second language 10 tokens for each vowel

(L2), but this decreases with increasing proficiency [4, 5] 2,737 FPs were found: 245 nasal FPs (hm), 1,118 vocalic FPs
9 Do vowel qualities and the frequency distribution of (uh) and 1,374 vocalic-nasal FPs (um)

FPs differ across languages? Formant (F1, F2) measurements at midpoint of vocalic FP uh
® Is the FP pattern consistent in the L2?
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more frequent in the L2.
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Fig. 4: Vowel quality of vocalic FPs by native En-speakers
and native Sp-speakers in their L1 and L2. Vowel spaces Fig. 5: Vowel quality of vocalic FPs by four native En- Fig. 6: Vowel quality of vocalic FPs by four native Sp-
for L1 FPs are clearly separated, but merge when speakers speakers in their L1 and their L2. Speakers 1a and 3b speakers in their L1 and their L2. Speakers 1a and 4b
switch to their L2. Speakers seem to attempt to produce show a lot of variation in their L2 FPs moving towards move towards En FPs, 3a shows the same vowel in
vowel qualities similar to the target language. the target, 3a and 5b use a low central vowel. both languages, 6b shows clear separation.
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L1-En speakers prefer vocalic-nasal FPs, L1-Sp speakers prefer

FP-preference remains the same in L2 [9]
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