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ABSTRACT

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to explore the following topics. (a) What
are the specific stuttering moments that trigger anticipatory completions? (b) How
do people who stutter (PWS) perceive anticipatory completions of their turn by
people who do not stutter (PWNS)? (c) What are the expectations of PWS from
PWNS in a conversation between them?

Method: In this qualitative study, the researchers used grounded theory to help
analyze the collected data. The data sources were 26 observations, conversa-
tions, and interviews. A similar version could be used in the body of the text
when the study is described.

Results: Five out of six participants experienced anticipatory completions dur-
ing stuttering moments. Hypothesis 1, “Anticipatory completions by PWNS oc-
cur at specific stuttering moments,” was accepted. Hypothesis 2, “PWS have
negative perceptions and feelings of anticipatory completions by PWNS,” was not
verified during interviews with three participants; therefore, the researchers revised
Hypothesis 2 into “PWS do not always have negative perceptions and feelings of
anticipatory completions by PWNS.” Five out of six participants expected PWNS
to let them finish what they are saying; therefore, the researchers accepted
Hypothesis 3, “PWS expect PWNS to let them finish what they are saying.”
Conclusion: The main findings of this study include verification that the partici-
pants used anticipatory completions at specific stuttering moments and non-
stuttering moments in one case, PWS do not always have negative perceptions
and feelings about anticipatory completions by PWNS, and PWS expect PWNS
to let them finish what they are saying.

The hypothesis of this study was that, in conversa-
tions between people who stutter (PWS) and people who
do not stutter (PWNS), it is possible that PWNS do not
wait for PWS who are struggling to complete their turn to
talk and having blocks or repetitions to finish their ongo-
ing speaking turns, but they complete PWS’s current turns
themselves. PWS’s stuttering moments such as repetitions,
prolongations, or blocks may trigger the anticipatory
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completion (AC) by a nonstuttering conversational partner.
PWNS may consider this AC as “help” to PWS by completing
their turn in progress, whereas PWS may get a feeling of being
insulted by the recipient’s rush-in and completion of their turn.
An AC in conversations between PWS and PWNS may
lead to a more negative communication attitude, increasing so-
cial phobia and an unwillingness to interact socially. A preemp-
tive completion (AC) in conversations between PWS and
PWNS is thought to be a dispreferred action (Pomerantz,
1984), which should be avoided by PWNS. Here lies the pur-
pose of this study; that is, the investigator explored the AC used
by PWNS when conversing with PWS at the time of the AC.
One reaction to stuttering by listeners may be the lis-
teners’ finishing an utterance for the PWS. These are called
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ACs. An AC is defined as “the preemptive completion of one
speaker’s turn-constructional unit (TCU) (Sacks et al., 1974)
by a subsequent speaker...a TCU completion that is ad-
dressed to the original recipient of the turn-so-far” (Lerner,
2004). This may adversely affect communication attitudes in
PWS that they may have already developed, aggravating their
fear of speech, unwillingness to continue to interact, and abil-
ity to socialize. Also, that may potentially lead to social pho-
bia and other conditions that hinder communication.

In conversations between PWNS, an AC is a phenome-
non in which a single turn constructional unit is jointly con-
structed by two speakers when the first speaker begins the
TCU and the second speaker completes it. ACs demonstrate
understanding, empathy, and affiliation between parties in
conversation (Wilkinson & Kitzinger, 2008). A participant can
show his association with the prior speaker through the AC
of that participant’s uncompleted utterance (Lerner, 1993).

In conversations between PWS and PWNS, on the
contrary, an AC may demonstrate PWNS’s impatience
when they do not want to wait for PWS to finish what
they are saying, unwillingness to see PWS’s struggle to get
a word out, and willingness to help in PWS’s struggle.
ACs in conversations between PWNS may occur due to a
relationship between syntax and social organization (Lerner,
1991) or when the ongoing speaker may speak to the point
where another speaker is able to recognize what the first
speaker wants to say and then the second speaker stops, let-
ting the first speaker say it, and completes the first speaker’s
TCU. ACs in conversations between PWNS indicate under-
standing, empathy, and affiliation between parties in con-
versation (Wilkinson & Kitzinger, 2008). Completing the
sentence of a person who stutters, although this may be a
common experience for PWNS, is not recommended by pro-
fessionals in the area of stuttering (Stuttering Foundation of
America, n.d.). Further research is needed in PWS and in
PWNS as PWS’s conversational partners to investigate
whether ACs could occur to express understanding, empa-
thy, and affiliation between PWS and PWNS, as with con-
versational parties in conversations between PWNS.

Therefore, the purpose of this study was to explore
the AC used by PWNS when conversing with PWS at the
time of the AC. The research questions proposed by this
study were as follows: (a) What are the specific stuttering
moments that trigger ACs? (b) How do PWS perceive
ACs of their turn by PWNS? (c) What are the expectations
of PWS from PWNS in a conversation between them?

Materials and Method
Design

In this qualitative study, the researchers used
grounded theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) to help analyze
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the collected data. The data sources were 26 observations,
conversations, and interviews.

The goal of qualitative data analysis was to uncover
emerging themes, patterns, concepts, and insights (Patton,
2002). Grounded theory defines codes, categories, patterns,
themes, and eventually a theory. The goal of data analysis
was to transform data into results, which examined, de-
scribed, and explained the phenomena that the researchers
had studied.

The process of grounded theory began with codes,
categories, and themes, which led to an emerging theory.
Each explored pattern/category was compared to the
emerging theory.

A major strategy that Glaser and Strauss (1967) em-
phasized for grounded theory was a general method of
comparative analysis. The goal was to compare the emerg-
ing information to the information at hand until a pattern
becomes whole and coherent. The primary step of grounded
theory was to discover what concepts and hypotheses were
relevant for the research and the theory from the data ob-
tained during the research.

Generating an emerging theory from the collected
data meant that most hypotheses are systematically
worked out in relation to the data during the research.
Every concept brought into the study or discovered in
the research was at first considered provisional. Each
concept was developed into the theory by being fre-
quently present in interviews, observations, and conversa-
tions. Grounded theory explained the phenomena, as well
as described it (Corbin & Strauss, 1990).

Participants

Participants for this study were six PWS above the
age of 12 years old, with the following pseudonyms, EB,
FW, BL, LA, JS, and MT, and a parent, family member,
friend, or personal contact who served as their conversa-
tional partner (see Table 1). Initially, 11 PWS were re-
cruited and agreed to participate in the study, but five of
them did not have ACs in a conversation with a person
who does not stutter even though all five claimed that
ACs occurred during their conversation with PWNS. Two
of the participants regularly attended the Lafayette Chap-
ter of the National Stuttering Association (NSA) meetings
together with the authors; the other three attended the
NSA conference together with one of the authors of this
study. The study was approved by the University of Loui-
siana at Lafayette Institutional Review Board. The num-
ber of participants was sufficient for the analysis. Data
saturation has been reached; additional interviews did not
result in identification of new codes, categories, or themes.

At the time of conducting this study, one of the au-
thors was a professor in communicative disorders at the
University of Louisiana at Lafayette, a fluency specialist,
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of participants.

PWS’s age PWS’s PWNS’s age PWNS’s

PWS (years) gender PWNS (years) gender Relationship  Nationality Region

Emily Blunt 22 F L 23 F Roommate American Northeastern United States,
urban

Frank Wolf 15 M M 69 F Grandmother  American Southwestern Louisiana,
rural

Bob Love 49 M C 49 M Classmate American A major city in California,
urban

Lazaro Arbos 16 M A 20 F Sister American Southwestern Louisiana,
urban

John Stossel 19 M A 20 M Friend Russian Moscow, Russia, urban

Mel Tillis 25 M J 62 F Mother American Northern Louisiana, urban

Note. PWS = people who stutter; PWNS = people who do not stutter; F = female; M = male.

and an American Speech-Language-Hearing Association
(ASHA) Fellow. He has published over 75 articles that
have appeared in journals, book chapters, and proceedings
papers with a concentration on fluency disorders and re-
search designs. He has delivered over 250 presentations at
state, national, and international conferences on five conti-
nents. He is also an active clinician treating children and
adults who stutter and holds the board certification of
“stuttering specialist.”

The other author was a doctoral student in applied
language and speech sciences with concentration in stutter-
ing at the Department of Communicative Disorders at the
University of Louisiana at Lafayette. Before conducting
this study, he took a doctoral class on qualitative research,
Qualitative Analysis of Social Action, with Dr. Jack
Damico, an ASHA Fellow, the editor of the Journal of In-
teractional Research in Communication Disorders, the fore-
most qualitative research journal in communication disor-
ders. Also, before conducting this study, the author con-
ducted a qualitative research in which the design was based
on ethnographic, phenomenological, and grounded theory
approaches to research. The primary method for data col-
lection was interviews with graduate students and instruc-
tors at the Department of Communicative Disorders, which
were transcribed and analyzed. He used training to conduct
interviews that he received while taking the Qualitative
Analysis of Social Action class.

The primary participants in this study were six indi-
viduals diagnosed with stuttering. The diagnosis was either
self-diagnosis or confirmed by a speech-language patholo-
gist (SLP). Exclusion criteria for this study included that
(a) PWS or their conversational partners had documented
psychological, emotional, cognitive, or social disorders that
would not allow a person to participate in the study with-
out undo harm or discomfort and (b) a person who stutters
has reported a lack of ACs in conversations with a person
who does not stutter. Conversational partners were selected
from PWS’s friends, acquaintances, or family members
who have used ACs in conversations with the PWS in the

past. The PWS and their conversational partners will be re-
ferred to throughout this study using pseudonyms in order
to maintain their anonymity. Participants were de-identified
through a coding procedure that allows the use of pseudo-
nyms instead of names. De-identification procedures also
included changing the names of the cities where the partici-
pants reside and other information that could give clues to
their true identity.

Method

Personal information about PWS’s stuttering was
gathered during initial interviews. The participants’ stutter-
ing was confirmed by their SLPs and the PWS themselves.
Clinical confirmation of stuttering was accomplished
through administration and scoring of the Stuttering Sever-
ity Instrument-Fourth Edition (SSI-4; Riley, 2009). The
SSI-4 is a stuttering assessment that measures stuttering
severity in both children and adults through frequency and
duration of stuttering events, physical concomitants, and nat-
uralness of speech.

After the SSI-4, the Wright and Ayre Stuttering Self-
Rating Profile (WASSP; Wright & Ayre, 2000) was adminis-
tered to each PWS to gain insights into their self-perception
of stuttering. The WASSP is a 7-point scale self-rating pro-
file on an equal-appearing interval scale where 1 indicates
none and 7 indicates very severe. The WASSP consists of five
subscales and measures. The subscales are perceptions of
stuttering behaviors, thoughts and feelings about stuttering,
and avoidance and disadvantage due to stuttering. The total
rating is calculated by summing up ratings in the five sec-
tions; the higher the total rating, the more negative the per-
ceptions of stuttering, the feeling about stuttering, and the
avoidance behaviors due to stuttering are. The WASSP was
administered as part of the assessment procedures but was
not used as part of the analysis for this study.

The methods for this study required that participants
engage in two different speaking samples. The speaking
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samples consisted of reading a one-paragraph written nar-
rative and completing a 5-min conversation on a topic of
interest. All samples were audio-recorded for later analy-
sis. These samples were collected either through Skype or
in person (the researcher and the participant).

The purpose of the inquiry into the phenomena of
ACs allowed for the investigation of the following: (a)
What are the specific stuttering moments that trigger
ACs? (b) How do PWS perceive ACs of their turn by
PWNS? (c) What are the expectations of PWS from PWNS
in a conversation between them? These were accomplished
by the researchers encouraging a conversation on a topic of
mutual interest to the participants. Following the comple-
tion of the conversation, the researchers conducted inter-
views first with the PWS and after with their conversation
partner who did not stutter.

Data Collection Procedure

The participants were selected through their associa-
tion with the local chapter of the NSA, through association
with the University of Louisiana at Lafayette’s Speech and
Language Clinic, or through a reference of their SLPs. The
researchers contacted participants and explained the proce-
dures of administering the SSI-4 and the WASSP, setting up
a conversation, and conducting interviews. In the case of
those participants over the age of 18 years, the researchers
asked for the consent of a participant in order to gain partic-
ipation in the study. For those under 18 years of age, both
their assent and the consent from a parent were obtained in
order to participate in the project. Once permission was ob-
tained, the researchers administered the SSI-4 and the
WASSP, set up a conversation on a topic of mutual interest
to the participants, and then conducted interviews with both
of them separately, first with a person who stutters and then
after with a person who does not stutter. If the participants
or parents had questions, the consent was delayed until the
participants or parents could talk with the researchers.

Participants for this study, both PWS and their con-
versational partners, took part in ethnographic interviews
on their feelings, anticipations, expectations, and behav-
iors during ACs. The ethnographic interview, which was
audio-recorded for future analysis, lasted approximately
20 min and occurred within a short temporal proximity of
the conversation between a person who stutters and a per-
son who does not stutter. The interviews were conducted
either through Skype or in person between the researchers
and the participants after the conversation, first with a
person who stutters and then after with a person who does
not stutter. The format of the ethnographic interview was
open-ended and informant driven. Rather than using a
predetermined list of questions, the interviewer followed
the content provided by the informant. In other words,
questions evolved out of what the informant said.

SIG 4 Fluency and Fluency Disorders

The questions were grand tour questions that encour-
aged the PWS and the PWNS being interviewed to talk
about their broad experiences and mini tour questions that
followed responses to the grand tour questions. Examples of
the grand tour questions are as follows: “How do you feel
when you talk with a person who does/does not stutter and
they/you complete your/their sentence during your/their stut-
tering moment?” “What would be your expectations from a
person who does/does not stutter in a talk with you?” “What
would be your behaviors during an AC of your turn by a
person who does not stutter?” “What would be your behav-
ior during your AC of a person who stutters’ turn?” The
mini tour questions were used to gather more information
about a particular situation or experience that is of great im-
portance to the research. Some examples are as follows:
“Can you give some more examples of how the experiences
are different?” “Give me some examples.” “Tell me more
about this.” The researchers transcribed the digital audio
record.

Data Analysis

The goal of data analysis was to transform data into
research results, which described, examined, explained, or
predicted the phenomena that the researchers had studied.
Data analysis allowed for the emergence of recurring pat-
terns and themes in the collected data and determined
how those patterns helped the researchers answer the re-
search questions. As a result of this comparison and verifi-
cation, the researchers were able to verify the hypotheses
for the study and answer the research questions.

The main goal of the researchers during data collec-
tion and data analysis was to maintain an open stance as
they engaged in inductive processes to verify the hypotheses
during the constant process of comparison and verification
of the collected data. After the data had been collected, it
was categorized in the process of coding in order to identify
data that represented general phenomena. Categorization in-
volved labeling portions of similar data with specific labels
representing the same data category. A word or short phrase
was assigned for text segments as a code and an attribute.
For example, some data grouped together as types of nega-
tive affect. Such subcategories were then classified into key
areas or larger categories such as behavior, contexts, people,
and feelings. By reviewing the categories and subcategories,
the researchers began to identify recurring topics or over-
arching “themes” that seem to describe this individual’s life
(Simmons-Mackie & Damico, 2001).

The most fundamental operation in the analysis of
data was to discover significant classes of things, persons,
events, and the properties that characterized them. The re-
searchers named classes and linked one to another with
simple statements that expressed the linkages and continued
this process until these statements fell into sets. The researchers
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performed the operation of establishing and linking classes
until a general scheme emerged. Once the researchers gained
the general scheme, they selectively looked for the classes to
refine them further or to link up with other classes to be able
to reach the prime linkage, which allowed them to determine
every one of the subsidiary conceptual links and relate it to
each of the major classes (Schatsman & Strauss, 1973).

For the process of data analysis, the researchers
used grounded theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), which
helped the researchers analyze the collected data, the
sources of which were observations, conversations, and in-
terviews. The discovery of theory from data (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967) was a major task in the research. Grounded
theory defines codes, categories, patterns, themes, and
eventually a theory. The goal of data analysis was to
transform data into results that examined, described, and
explained the phenomena that the researchers had studied.

The researchers started the process of grounded the-
ory with codes, categories, and themes, which led to
emerging theories. The next explored pattern/category was
compared to the emerging theory. A major strategy that
was used in the data analysis was a general method of
comparative analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). The goal
of the researchers was to compare the emerging informa-
tion to the information at hand until a pattern becomes
whole and coherent. The emerging categories were appli-
cable to and indicated by the data. In the process of gen-
erating emerging theories from the collected data, the re-
searchers systematically worked out hypotheses in relation
to the data during the research.

Results
Individual Results

Participant 1

The first participant was a female individual with a
pseudonym as EB, who was 22 years of age at the time of
the study, and her native language was English. At the time
of the interview, she resided in a major city in Northeast,
United States; was single; and had a job as an SLP. Her con-
versational partner was her roommate with whom she lived
in an apartment. Before the study, she confirmed that her
roommate completed phrases, sentences, or filled in words
for her.

During a conversation with her conversational part-
ner L, EB stuttered 153 times. EB’s conversational partner
produced 17 ACs during EB’s stuttering moments.

AC 1

Conversation of EB and L

EB: It was good. Um (.) see what happened I-I-
I-T helped a lot of clients but it

didn’t have a max but I had six in a row.
W-w-w-w (.) at-at-at the end of
the day w-w-w-w-which is s-s:-s::-[s-s-s-5]

L: [something]
like back to back? I mean-

EB: Yeah. In a row. Ah it’s not supposed to
happen.

AC 1 occurs during multiple stuttering moments
within a prolongation of the /s/ sound for 2.5 s. The com-
pletion consists of a phrase “something like back-to-back”
and is interrogative because L is not sure whether her
completion is correct, as noted by her rising intonation
and a question. EB acknowledged the acceptance of the
completion, exhibiting agreement with L.

AC?2

Conversation of EB and L

EB: She is-she is-she is I don’t know like-like she
is like that ah ah in her early
middle school ah but she-she was like playing
playing with this like-like-
like-like-like ball of yarn. That that-that-that-
that-that was you never
know. Um umum because like cat (.) she
found it and she was like
playing around and like gave me a r-r-r-r-r-
r-r-r-r-r-ride in-in-in-in-in-in-

in=

L: =the face?

EB: Well in my like in my-in my-in my-in my-in
my-in my=

L: =your eye.

AC 2 occurs during multiple stuttering moments
within a long repetition of the 2 one-syllable words “in my”
for 3.6 s. The completion consists of the two words “the
face” and is interrogative because L is not sure whether her
completion is correct, as noted by her rising intonation. EB
verbally acknowledged the rejection of the completion using
the word “well” as a turn-initial component that typically
precedes disagreement, rather than agreement with “well” as
a preface component projecting a potential upcoming dis-
agreement component (Pomerantz, 1984).

AC3

Conversation of EB and L

EB: Well in my like in my-in my-in my-in my-in
my-in my=

L: =your eye.

EB: Yeah.

AC 3 occurs within a long repetition of the 2 one-
syllable words “in my” for 5 s. The completion consists
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of the two words “your eye” and is declarative because
L is confident that her completion is correct, as noted
by a declarative statement. EB verbally acknowledged
the acceptance of the completion, exhibiting agreement
with L.

AC4

Conversation of EB and L

EB: Yeah. But I-I have some really pretty kids
that sent to you and like-like-
like-like T have this new-new-new-new-new-
new-new-new-new-new-

L: new-new-[n]

[client?]
EB: Yeah.

AC 4 occurs during multiple stuttering moments
within a long repetition of the one-syllable word “new”
for 13 s. The completion consists of the word “client” and
is interrogative because L is not sure whether her comple-
tion is correct, as noted by her rising intonation and a
question. EB verbally acknowledged the acceptance of the
completion, exhibiting agreement with L.

ACS

Conversation of EB and L

EB: I-I-I-I-I am not I am not I am not sh-sh-sh-
sh-sh-sh-sh-sh T am not sh-sh
sure I wanted another long-distance rela-
tionship because the la-la-la-last
last w-w-w-w-w-one you know like you
know like-like-like-like=

L: =didn’t
last.

EB: Yeah.

L: Didn’t work out.

AC 5 occurs during multiple stuttering moments
within a repetition of the one-syllable word “like” for 3 s.
The completion consists of the two words “didn’t last”
and is declarative because L is confident that her comple-
tion is correct, as noted by a declarative statement and
verifying phrase “Didn’t work out.” EB verbally ac-
knowledged the acceptance of the completion, exhibiting
agreement with L. Also, EB referenced shared knowledge
with “you know” that contributed to L’s confident
completion.

AC6

Conversation of EB and L

EB: Oh (.) s0-50-50-50-[s0]

L: [so] he is out of my periph-
eral (laughs).

EB: What?

SIG 4 Fluency and Fluency Disorders

AC 6 occurs within a repetition of the one-syllable
word “so” for 2 s. The completion consists of a phrase “so
he is out of my peripheral” and is declarative because L is
confident that her completion is correct, as noted by a de-
clarative statement. EB verbally acknowledged the accep-
tance of the completion, exhibiting a state of being surprised.

AC7
Conversation of EB and L
EB: Stop (.) are you w-w-w-w-w-woO-wO-WO-WO-

wo-work out and w-w-w-w-
watching N-N-N-N-N-Net=

L: =Leg curls and
Netflix are not working out.
Ew (.) I put my leg on the ground. Stop it
(both laugh).

EB: I am chasing children all day.

AC 7 occurs during multiple stuttering moments
within a long repetition of the /w/ and /n/ sounds for 8§ s.
The completion consists of a sentence “Leg curls and Net-
flix are not working out” and is declarative because L is
confident that her completion is correct, as noted by a de-
clarative statement. The referent had been provided earlier
in EB’s turn, guaranteeing their intersubjectivity. EB ver-
bally acknowledged the acceptance of the completion,
exhibiting agreement with L by laughing.

AC 8

Conversation of EB and L

EB: Do-do-do-do-do-do you think that he-he-he
just wo-wo-wo-wo-wasn’t
like like-like-like-like he wasn’t like ex-ex-ex
he wasn’t like he wasn’t
like ex=

L: =plaining?

EB: No (.) uh no.

AC 8 occurs during multiple stuttering moments
within the phrase where the one-syllable word “like” and a
part of the word “ex” were repeated. The completion con-
sists of a part of a word “plaining” and is interrogative be-
cause L is not sure whether her completion is correct, as
noted by her rising intonation. The presence of the prefix
“ex” created a condition for an AC due to the relationship
between transitional relevant places and syntax. EB verbally
exhibited disagreement with the completion by saying “No.”

AC9

Conversation of EB and L

EB: No () uh no. He wasn’t like ex-ex-ex-ex-
expe-expe-experi=

L: =experience?

EB: Yeah.
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AC 9 occurs within a repetition of the parts of the
word “experience.” The completion consists of the word “ex-
perience” following an 8.5-s stuttering event and is interroga-
tive because L is not sure whether her completion is correct,
as noted by her rising intonation. EB verbally exhibited
agreement with the completion by saying “Yeah.”

AC 10

Conversation of EB and L

EB: Wa-wa-wa-wa-why did-did-did you s-s-s-s:-
s::-[s]

L: [stay?]

EB: Yeah.

AC 10 occurs during multiple stuttering moments within
a prolongation of the /s/ sound for 2 s. The completion consists
of the word “stay” and is interrogative because L is not sure
whether her completion is correct, as noted by her rising into-
nation. EB verbally acknowledged the acceptance of the
completion, exhibiting agreement with L by saying “Yeah.”

AC 11

Conversation of EB and L

EB: So the guy you had today, w-w-w-w-w-will
he-he b-b-be your new-new-
new-new-[new]

L: [ves], he’ll be my new trainer.
Is that what you were gonna
say?

EB: Yeah.

AC 11 occurs during multiple stuttering moments
within a repetition of the one-syllable word “new” for 6 s.
The completion consists of a declarative sentence “Yes,
he’ll be my new trainer,” followed by a question, “Is that
what you were gonna say?” because L is not confident
that her completion is correct, as noted by her rising into-
nation. EB verbally acknowledged the acceptance of the
completion, exhibiting agreement with L by saying “Yeah.”

AC 12

Conversation of EB and L

EB: But yeah, but if you f-f-f-f-f-f-[f]

L: [T ignore him?]
I don’t know. But I don’t
want to be like a child and ignore him though
so I need to respond back to
him. I was thinking about just ghosting him
but then I'm like no
somebody has ghosted me before and I didn’t
like that, it’s not a good
feeling so I should not do that - just
disappear//

EB: /[Es-es-especially because//

AC 12 occurs within a long repetition of the /f/ sound for
2 s. The completion consists of a declarative sentence “I ignore
him,” because L is confident that her completion is correct,
as noted by a declarative statement. EB verbally acknowl-
edged the acceptance of the completion, exhibiting agree-
ment with L with the phrase “Es-es-especially because.”

AC 13

Conversation of EB and L

EB: Mhm, es-es-especially where-where-where the
last-last one was s0-s0-s0-
80-S0=

L: =angry?

EB: Nnhmm.

L: (Laughs) Sorry.

AC 13 occurs during multiple stuttering moments
within a long repetition of the one-syllable word “so” for
6 s. The completion consists of the word “angry” and is
interrogative because L is not sure whether her completion
is correct, as noted by her rising intonation. EB verbally
acknowledged the rejection of the completion, exhibiting
disagreement with L by saying “Nnhmm.”

AC 14

Conversation of EB and L

EB: Definitely not that one. So e-e-e-e-e-e-ex-ex-
€X-CX-eX=

L: =abnormal? (laughs)

EB: No. Youre not even hearing the words
that’s on my face! (got angry,
starts crying, wipes out tears).

AC 14 occurs within a long repetition of a part of a
word “ex” for 7 s. The completion consists of the word “ab-
normal” and is interrogative because L is not sure whether
her completion is correct, as noted by her rising intonation.
EB verbally acknowledged the rejection of the completion,
exhibiting disagreement with L by saying “No,” getting an-
gry and crying because of L’s “not hearing the words that
was on EB’s face.”

AC 15

Conversation of EB and L

EB: Like like-like-like-like you pa-pa-pa-pa-pa-
paid a lot-a lot-a lot of mo-
mo-mo-[mo]

L: [for] his ticket. Yeah. I paid for my
own ticket.

EB: Oh, never mind.

AC 15 occurs during multiple stuttering moments
within a repetition of a part of a word “mo” for 2 s. The com-
pletion consists of a phrase “for his ticket” and is declarative
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because L is confident that her completion is correct, as noted
by a declarative statement. EB aborted the conversation with
the phrase “Oh, never mind.” L paid a lot of money for the
tickets. Both knew that indicating sharing of knowledge.

AC 16

Conversation of EB and L

EB: You-you-you-you don’t o you don’t you
don’t 0-0-0-0-0-[0]

L: [owe?]

EB: Yeah.

AC 16 occurs during multiple stuttering moments
within a long repetition of the /o/ sound for 3 s. The com-
pletion consists of the word “owe” and is interrogative be-
cause L is not sure whether her completion is correct, as
noted by her rising intonation. EB verbally acknowledged
the acceptance of the completion, exhibiting agreement
with L by saying “Yeah.”

AC 17

Conversation of EB and L

EB: I mean yeah you should-should- should t-t-
t-t-tell him w-w-w-w-w-why
you don’t-don’t-don’t=

L: =Why does dating never
get easier?

EB: I don’t know I'm in//

AC 17 occurs during multiple stuttering moments
within a repetition of the one-syllable word “don’t” for 2 s.
The completion is not declarative but interrogative and
consists of a question “Why does dating never get easier?”
because L is not confident that her completion is correct,
as noted by her rising intonation. The completion does not
include the exact word/phrase of the prior speaker (EB) but
implies what she intended to say. L revealed her completion
in a special way (Lerner, 1991). EB verbally acknowledged
the acceptance of the completion by orienting to the for-
ward progressivity of the conversation, exhibiting agree-
ment with L with the phrase “I don’t know I'm in.”

AGCs in the conversation between EB and her conver-
sational partner L typically took place during multiple
stuttering moments within prolongations of sounds, repeti-
tions of sounds, one-syllable word repetitions, and part-
word repetitions. The ACs were either interrogative con-
sisting of a question when EB’s conversational partner
was not confident that her completion was correct or de-
clarative when EB’s partner was confident that her comple-
tion was correct. It is possible that her response was simply
a politeness marker; however, the remaining context led
the researchers to believe that it was a question.

In an interview with the researcher (R), EB stated
that ACs often occurred in her conversations with PWNS

SIG 4 Fluency and Fluency Disorders

when she has stuttering moments. One of these PWNS
was her roommate L.

R: What did you feel when L finished your
phrases and sentences?

EB: I felt annoyed because I was trying real hard
and she didn’t let me.
It’s like threw me off because I was focusing
so hard trying to get this
word out and when it was done for me I
didn’t expect this because like I
was processing a lot of things and then I had
to think about next thing I
was gonna say. It’s just threw me off. A lot
of times when I didn’t finish,
she assumed that the word I was trying to
say was like end but it wasn’t
necessarily. I didn’t like to say a word I wasn’t
gonna say like. It irritated
me but I kind of get it because like I like was
avoiding controlling my
stutter really wanted to try to communicate
and so like I know they are
usually severe. And so I kind of get it be-
cause I take a long time. So I
kind of feel bad but usually I compensate by
using techniques or avoiding
because of this. I know how much it’s a bur-
den to people and so like to
avoid them doing something like this I avoid
like usually I hide my
stutter. This is terrible but I guess this is all
this so. Probably a bit of all of
this may be more frustrated than angry. It
makes me feel she thinks I can’t
even though that I know I can. I think T don’t
feel helpless but like but I
feel that this message was sent to me. I don’t
feel helpless because I still
know what I am gonna say and she doesn’t. I
feel frustrated but I feel less
helpless.

R: Do you consider it help when she completes
the right word for you?

EB: I think it does communicatively but it
doesn’t. It helps me because it helps
them feel better because like taking less time
so that’s “better” but it
doesn’t help me out like that. When they do
it and enjoy it, I feel
disempowered.

R: What are your expectations from a person
who does not stutter in a conversation with
you?
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EB: I would say that I would like to be treated like
someone else like a person
who doesn’t stutter. But I know it’s not easy
because in natural
conversation people interrupt others you know
but it’s not the same.
Because when I have not stuttered a word and
she would interrupt me, I
would not feel bad about it because that’ like
a normal thing. But
interrupting to fill in a word is different.
That’s what I expect I just
basically expect to let me finish. And I try to
advocate myself with my
friends and tell them that. But I know when I
have a severe stutter when I
cannot control, it it’s really hard to talk to me.
If T stutter as severely as I
do, people never let me finish and so I almost
feel bad if I don’t control it.
I almost expect them to do it if I am like truly
talk like this all the time.

In this section, the researchers summarized the major
themes that emerged from the data collected from the semi-
structured interviews. Once again, this analysis will follow the
transcript for each individual participant before moving to
the next participant. The data will then be analyzed through
the lens of grounded theory and presented in group results.

Within the interview, EB said that she felt annoyed
during ACs because she was trying really hard and her part-
ner did not let her. She stated that she was more frustrated
than angry that completions threw her off because she was
focusing so hard trying to get a word out when it was done
for her. She did not expect a completion because she was pro-
cessing a lot of things and had to think about the next thing
she was going to say. Completions irritated her, but she
was ready to get them because she was avoiding/controlling
her stutter and really wanted to try to communicate and
knew her stutters are usually severe. She felt irritated, but
usually, she compensated by using techniques or avoiding
because of this. She knew how much it was a burden to peo-
ple, and so she avoided and hid her stutter. She felt more
frustrated than angry. Completions made her feel that her
partner thought that she cannot even though that she knew
she can complete her turn. She did not feel helpless but felt
that the message was sent to her. She did not feel helpless be-
cause she still knew what she was going to say and her part-
ner did not. EB felt frustrated but felt less helpless.

EB stated that she would like to be treated like
someone else—like a person who does not stutter. But it is
not easy because, in natural conversation, people interrupt
others, “but it is not the same.” Because when she has not
stuttered a word and a partner would interrupt her, she

would not feel bad about it because that is “like a normal
thing,” but interrupting to fill in a word is different. That
is what she expected; she just basically expected to let her
finish, but she knows when she has a severe stutter and
when she cannot control it, it is really hard to talk to her.
She said that if she stutters as severely as she does, people
never let her finish, and so she almost feels bad if she does
not control it. She almost expects them to do it if she truly
speaks like this all the time. She thinks completions help
her because they help PWNS feel better because talking
less is “better,” but it does not help her out. When they
do it and enjoy it, she feels disempowered.

Participant 2

The second participant was a male individual with a
pseudonym as FW, who was 15 years of age at the time
of the study, and his native language was English. At the
time of the interview, he resided in a town in Southwest-
ern Louisiana and was a homeschooled ninth grader. His
conversational partner was his grandmother who lived in
a nearby town. Before the study, FW’s father confirmed
that FW’s grandmother completed phrases, sentences, or
filled in words for FW.

During a conversation with his conversational part-
ner M, FW stuttered 35 times. FW’s conversational part-
ner produced seven ACs during FW’s stuttering moments.

AC 1

Conversation of FW and M

Fw: And then p-p-put them on the (2) =

M: =grill?

FW: Stove. And then we (.) I forgot (.) we fix
the bun and also we put the
French Powder and-and-and liaison.

M: Yeah.

AC 1 occurs during a stuttering moment, a block for
2 s. The completion consists of the word “grill” and is inter-
rogative because M is not sure whether her completion is
correct, as noted by her rising intonation. FW verbally ac-
knowledged the rejection of the completion, exhibiting
disagreement with M by saying the word “stove.”

AC2

Conversation of FW and M

FW: Probably um (.) helping my dad cooking
and make also the-the boudin
and put them-put them-put them in the pot
and (2)=

M: =cooking?

Fw: Boiling. Yeah.

AC 2 occurs during a block for 2 s. The completion
consists of the word “cooking” and is interrogative because
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M is not sure whether her completion is correct, as noted
by her rising intonation. FW verbally acknowledged the ac-
ceptance of the completion, exhibiting agreement with M
with the phrase “Boiling. Yeah.” It is also possible that he
is using “yeah” as an agreement. He first corrects her prof-
fered completion and then may be orienting to her elder
respected status in the relationship by using “yeah” as a
tag. However, the researcher chose to identify “boiling” as
a synonym for “cooking.” This is based upon knowledge of
their full conversation.

AC3

Conversation of FW and M

FW: A-a-a-a-and also (3)=

M: =got on the horses to
get something to eat.

FW: Yeah.

AC 3 occurs within a block for 3 s. The completion
consists of the phrase “got on the horses to get something
to eat” and is declarative because M is confident that her
completion is correct, as noted by a declarative statement.
FW verbally acknowledged the acceptance of the comple-
tion, exhibiting agreement with M by saying “Yeah.”

AC 4

Conversation of FW and M

FW: And a-a-a-after that we would come back
to your house to-to talk a little
bit and also ah ahah and also uh (.) and
also (2)=

M: =Y all would pick with
Daddy who would sleep on the sofa.

FW: Yeah.

AC 4 occurs within a block for 2 s. The completion
consists of the sentence “Y’all would pick with Daddy
who would sleep on the sofa” and is declarative because
M is confident that her completion is correct, as noted by
a declarative statement. FW verbally acknowledged the
acceptance of the completion, exhibiting agreement with
M by saying “Yeah.”

ACS5
Conversation of FW and M
FW: Ah (.) first, she would take meet, rice, cook
it and my Mom would take
notes and (2)=
M: =and the corn bread dressing.
FW: Yeah. Corn bread.

AC 5 occurs during a block for 2 s. The completion
consists of the phrase “and the corn bread dressing” and
is declarative because M is confident that her completion

SIG 4 Fluency and Fluency Disorders

is correct, as noted by a declarative statement. FW ver-
bally acknowledged the acceptance of the completion,
exhibiting agreement with M by saying “Yeah.”

AC 6

Conversation of FW and M

FW: Um (.) they had um (.) Siril Powder and
mixed with it (.) and that was
good a-a-a-and (3)=

M: =bake the turkey?

FW: Yeah.

AC 6 occurs during a block for 3 s. The completion
consists of the phrase “bake the turkey” and is interrogative
because M is not sure whether her completion is correct, as
noted by her rising intonation. FW verbally acknowledged
the acceptance of the completion, exhibiting agreement with
M by saying “Yeah.”

AC7

Conversation of FW and M

FW: And also um (.) doing (3) um (3)=

M: =make
pecan pie.

FW: And (.) they were good.

AC 7 occurs during a block for 3 s. The completion
consists of the phrase “make pecan pie” and is declarative
because M is confident that her completion is correct, as
noted by a declarative statement. FW verbally acknowl-
edged the acceptance of the completion, exhibiting agree-
ment with M with the phrase “And they were good.”

All ACs occurred during blocks. Three of the ACs
were interrogative, consisting of a question when FW’s
conversational partner was not confident that her comple-
tion was correct; the other four were declarative when FW’s
partner was confident that her completion was correct.

In an interview with the researcher (R), FW stated
that ACs occurred in his conversations with PWNS when
he has stuttering moments.

R: I have heard your grandmother completed
for you when you had
stuttering moments. So tell me what you
feel when a person who does not
stutter completes for you.

FWw: Feel bad in a way and then I can get mad
if they do it too much. And a
few times not today but a few times when
I was in the house. They
completed a lot while I was talking.

R: Tell me more about it.

FW: It's my grandmother and people in the boy
scout’s camp. They complete
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often for me and when they do it, some-
times they are laughing like I talk
to three or four people and they laugh (.)
try to.

R: Tell me more about it. When they laugh at
you, what do you feel?

FW: Um I always turn around and go to good
friends.

R: When they laugh at you, what are your
feelings. Can you describe them?

FW: Um it was maybe like two times I felt bad 1
said that’s enough and I may
have stopped talking to that person.

R: So what would be your expectations of
people who do not stutter while
they talk to you?

FW: Um probably um wait for me to complete.
Sometimes I do not care when
they complete and sometimes I care. I expect
them not to finish my
sentences and let me finish myself.

Within the interview, FW said that he feels bad
when PWNS complete for him and that he can get mad if
they do it too much. He stated that three or four people
often complete for him in the boy scout’s camp, and
sometimes they were laughing while he was talking. He
felt bad, may have turned around and gone to good
friends, or stopped talking to a person (persons) who com-
pleted for him. He expects PWNS in a conversation with
him not to finish his sentences and let him finish himself.

Participant 3

Participant 3 was a male individual with a pseudo-
nym as BL, who was 49 years of age at the time of the
study, and his native language was English. At the time of
the interview, he resided in a major city in California and
had a full-time job. His conversational partner was his
colleague. Before the study, BL confirmed that his col-
league and a friend completed phrases, sentences, or filled
in words for him.

During a conversation with his conversational part-
ner C, BL stuttered 101 times. His conversational partner
produced four ACs during BL’s stuttering moments.

AC 1

Conversation of BL and C

BL: Ah okay. A-a-a-a-a-a-a-a aka a-a-a-a aka a-
a-a-a-a-a-a-a-a ah ah aka you-
you-you-you sound ka-ka-ka-ka-ka-ka kind
of ah wary a little bit
on=

C: =Yeah. Yeas I am.=

BL: =0n-on-on you.

AC 1 occurs during multiple stuttering moments for
24 s within the phrase where sounds \a\ and \ka\ were re-
peated and the one-syllable word “you” was repeated. The
completion consists of the phrase “Yeah. Yes I am™ and is
declarative because C is sure that his completion is correct,
as noted by a declarative statement. The completion does
not include the exact word/phrase of the prior speaker (BL)
but implies what he intended to say. C revealed his comple-
tion in a special way (Lerner, 1991). BL verbally acknowl-
edged the acceptance of the completion, exhibiting agree-
ment with C with the phrase “on you.”

AC?2

Conversation of BL and C

BL: Okay. So-so-so-so-so C., aka yo-yo-yo-yo-
you said that-that-that-that-that-
that-that you- you-you-you aka um hired
the guy ah because he-he-he
had been harassing you for a-a-a=

C: =Yeah=

BL: = a-a-
a-a-a aka lo-lo-lo-lo a-a-a-a-a
aka lo-lo-lo a long time?

AC 2 occurs during a stuttering moment within a
repetition of the /a/ sound for 2 s. The completion consists
of the word “Yeah” and is declarative because C is sure
that his completion is correct, as noted by a declarative
statement. BL acknowledged the acceptance of the com-
pletion, exhibiting agreement with C. The completion does
not include the exact word/phrase of the prior speaker but
implies what he intended to say. C revealed his completion
in a special way (Lerner, 1991). BL verbally acknowledged
the acceptance of the completion, exhibiting agreement with
C with the phrase “for a long time.”

AC3
Conversation of BL and C
BL: Hey C., so aka-ah-aka the aka-aka the so
aka the-the-the-the-the aka
there’s aka I-I-I-I-I-I-I-I-I-I aka I-I-I-I exam-
ple aka-aka of-of-of how aka
of-how aka per of-how per-per I how her
per-per I how per - I how per s-
s-s-s-s aka-aka-aka how per I how per=
C: =stutters?
BL: No.

AC 3 occurs during multiple stuttering moments for
15 s within the phrase where one-syllable words “the,”
“I,” “of,” and “how” and a part of the word “per” were
repeated. Also, there was a repetition of the \s\ sound.
The completion consists of the word “stutters” and is in-
terrogative because C is not sure whether his completion
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is correct, as noted by his rising intonation. BL verbally
acknowledged the rejection of the completion, exhibiting
disagreement with C by saying “No.”

AC4

Conversation of BL and C

BL: No. Aka-aka-aka per s-s-s assistance.
A-a-a=

C: =persistence?=

BL: =ka-aka-aka-aka

p-p-p-p aka-ka persistence pays off, ha?

AC 4 occurs during a stuttering moment within a
repetition of the /a/ sound for 2 s. The completion consists
of the word “persistence” and is interrogative because C is
not sure whether his completion is correct, as noted by his
rising intonation. BL verbally acknowledged the accep-
tance of the completion, exhibiting agreement with C with
the phrase “persistence pays off, ha?”

ACs typically occurred during multiple stuttering mo-
ments within sound repetitions, one-syllable word repeti-
tions, and part-word repetitions. Two of the ACs were inter-
rogative, consisting of a question when BL’s conversational
partner was not confident that his completion was correct;
the other two were declarative when BL’s partner was
confident that his completion was correct.

In an interview with the researcher, BL stated that
ACs occurred in his conversations with PWNS when he
has stuttering moments.

R: What do you feel when a person who does not
stutter completes for you or, as you say, cuts in?

BL: I feel frustrated.

R: Is it the only feeling you have?

BL: I think like aka like aka what it is-is that is

that is that is that ka-ka I-I-I-I

put a lot of effort I put a-a-a-a-a-a lot of ef-

fort you know aka-aka-ka so

let’s say in wo-wo-wo-wo-what I wanna

say like aka-aka and then w-w-

when aka s-s-s-someone when-when-when s-

s-someone ka-ka-ka-ka-ka

aka-ka-ka-ka-ka-ka-ka-ka cuts in or-or-or

ka-ka or ka-ka-ka complete my

sentence ka-ka-ka is-is-is frustrating be-

cause because because I-I-I-I-I w-

w-w-w-w really wanted to-to-to-to-to finish

ah ahahah s-s-s-s-saying the

word you know.

I got you. When a person who does not stut-

ter cuts in and completes for you and you get
R: frustrated, what are the feelings you may

have? What else do you feel

BL:

BL:

SIG 4 Fluency and Fluency Disorders

except frustration? Do you want to continue
talking with that person?

What are your feelings?

I-I-I-I-I-1 ka-ka-ka I-I-I-I-I definitely aka-ka
it makes it makes aka-ka-ka-

ka it makes ka-ka-ka-ka-ka it makes ka-
ka-ka-ka-ka conti-ka-ka-ka-ka-ka-

ka-ka continuing the-the-the-the-the-ka-the-
ka-the-the-aka-the-aka-ka-the-

aka-ka-ka the-the ka-ka-the-ka-ka-the-ka-ka-
ka-ka-ka-ka-ka-ka-ka-ka-ka-
ka-the-the-ka-ka-ka-the-ka-ka-ka-ka-ka-the-
ka-ka-ka-the-con-the-

confession more difficult. You know and
s0-s0-so like aka and so like aka
yo-yo-yo-you aka-ka a-a-a-a-a-aka a-a-aka-
ka a-a-a-a-a-a-a I frustrated I

can’t relieve finish finish aka-ka-ka-ka a-a-a-
a-a-a-a-a-a-ka-ka-ka ex-

expressing. Ma-ma-ma-ma-ma-ma-ma-ma-ma-
my I-I-I-I-I-I like I like-

like-like-like my-my-my-myself you know.
And-and-and-and also like

aka the-the-the person like aka is going to
cut in a lot I-I-I-I-I-I don’t like

ah ahahah talking to that person.

Okay. So is it different when you talk with
a friend or a family member

who completes for you rather that a stranger,
unfamiliar person. How your

feelings might be different?

The thing is the-the-the-the thing is like aka-
ka-ka s-s-s-s-s-s-some of my

friends aka of course they know that I stut-
ter you know so-so-so aka-ka-

aka-ka a-a-a-a like aka m-m-m-m-most of
the time w-w-w-when-w-w-w-

whenever we are talking, aka-ka-ka the-the-
the-they aka-aka my aka my-
my-my-my-might finish aka s-s-s-s-s like aka s-
s-s-s like aka like aka s-s-

s-s like aka s-s-s-s-s sa-sa-sa-sa-saying the
word you know and so i-i-i-i-

it’s frustrating you know definitely aka-ka-
ka because I-I-I-I-I know that

that they are aka-aka-aka ch-ch-ch-ch trying
to help. But in years w-w-w-

whenever you have I mean aka-aka w-w-
where aka w-w-where is

someone who aka-ka who I know aka-ka-
aka-ka-ka-ka-ka or a stranger

the thing is-is that is that aka-aka-ka-ka-ka
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the thing is ka-ka-ka-ka-aka because the
thing is that is that aka a-a-a-a-a-
a-a-a-I know that-that-that aka-ka-ka that
aka-ka-ka-ka a-a-a-a-a-a-a that-
that aka-ka-ka-ka-ka a-a-a-a-a-I just say the
word you know. The thing is
people aka-ka the-the-the-they will ah aka-
they-aka-they-aka-they-aka-
they-ka the-the-the-they will ah will finish for
me. You know what’s more
frustrating aka-ka-ka-ka-ka i-i-is that aka is-
is-is-is-is-is-is-is-is is that ah
aka-aka-ah-ah-aka-ah w-w-w-why it’s frus-
trating more more is-is-is-is-is
cutting in aka and-and-and aka-ka and aka
not aka a-a-allow me to-to-to-
to finish saying aka-aka-aka w-w-w-w-w-
what I am trying to say.
Okay. What would be your expectations
from a person who does not stutter in a
conversation

R: with you? What would be your ideal conver-
sational partner?
Oh, oh! Like aka-aka j-j-j-just for-for-for
them to get listen aka-ka and-

BL: and to listen and-and-and-and-and-and that
to-to-to-to aka let-let-let-let
me finish saying ah w-w-w-w-wo-wo-wo-wo-
what I am saying aka-ka-
ka-ka-a-ka-ka-eka like and-and-and-and-
and-and-and aka then aka the-the-
the-the-they speak when I am done.

In the interview with the researcher, BL stated that
he feels frustrated when a person who does not stutter
completes for him. He said that he puts a lot of effort in
what he wants to say when someone cuts in and completes
his sentence. He also stated that it is frustrating because
he really wanted to finish saying the word. He gets frus-
trated because he cannot relieve and finish expressing. He
does not like talking to a person who completes for him.
Some of his friends know that he stutters; they might finish
for him saying the word, and it is frustrating for him be-
cause they want to help. What is more frustrating for him
is cutting in and not allowing him to finish saying what he
was trying to say. His ideal conversational partner is one
who would listen and let him finish saying what he was
saying, and then they would speak when he is done.

Participant 4

The fourth participant was a male individual with a
pseudonym as LA, who was 16 years of age at the time of
the study, and his native language was English. At the

time of the interview, he resided in a city in Southwestern
Louisiana and was a homeschooled 11th grader. His con-
versational partner was his sister. Before the study, LA’s
father confirmed that LA’s sister completed phrases, sen-
tences, or filled in words for LA.

During a conversation with his conversational part-
ner A, LA stuttered 69 times. His conversational partner
produced three ACs.

AC 1

Conversation of LA and A

LA: I might um work at (3) um (.)=

A: =I could not
see you doing anything in
business. But it’s just me. You just think
like to be a chef? Just asking if
you do. I could see you being like some-
one who does lot of talking.

LA: Uhu.

The AC 1 occurs during a filled pause. A jumps in
when LA produces a filled pause, not on a stuttered word
but afterward. The completion consists of the sentence “I
could not see you doing anything in business” and is de-
clarative because A is sure that her completion is correct,
as noted by a declarative statement. LA verbally acknowl-
edged the acceptance of the completion, exhibiting agree-
ment with A by saying “Uhu.”

AC 2

Conversation of LA and A

LA: Um well do you have any tips on-on
driving cause I just recently finished
dr- finished driving classes and I start my
first driving session b-be-behind
the wheel on um Tuesday (.) so=

A: =You
don’t want our drive ah? (laughs)

LA: No, I am just saying.

The AC occurs as latching (no perceptible delay) to
the discourse marker “so.” The completion consists of the
sentence “You don’t want our drive ah?” and is interroga-
tive because A is not sure whether her completion is cor-
rect, as noted by her rising intonation. LA verbally exhib-
ited disagreement with the completion by saying “No.”

AC3
Conversation of LA and A
LA: Um dad one thing that told me was

“don’t slow down” whenever I tried to
pass someone with the lane or not pass
but merging to another lane that’s

kind of what I did so=
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A: =You had to go.

LA: I think I think that when I'll get better
eyes, I'll get better driving and
once I do my driving sessions, I think
that will help a lot.

The AC occurs immediately following the discourse
marker “so” as latching. The completion consists of the
sentence “You had to go” and is declarative because A is
sure that her completion is correct, as noted by a declara-
tive statement.

All three ACs occurred contiguous to nonstuttering
moments, one filled pause and two discourse markers.
One AC was interrogative, consisting of a question when
LA’s conversational partner was not confident that her com-
pletion was correct; another two were declarative when LA’s
partner was confident that her completion was correct.

In an interview with the researcher, LA stated that
ACs occurred in his conversations with PWNS when he
has stuttering moments. LA’s father said that LA’s sister
completes for LA.

R: When do people who do not stutter com-
plete (finish) for you? At what moments
exactly? During your stuttering moments
or hesitation or always?

LA: When people complete my sentences, they
do it whenever I stop for a long period of
time and know what I'm about to say. It is
only during my stuttering moments.

R: What do you feel (disappointment/
embarrassment/anger/helplessness) when
your

sister or another person WNS completes a
phrase/sentence for you?

LA: Whenever my sister or my dad does it, I
don’t feel upset or angry because they
know 1

stutter and they’re just my sister and my
dad. If a friend who doesn’t know I stutter
does it, I feel a little embarrassed because |
don’t want them to think I’'m stupid.

R: If a person who does not stutter cuts in
and completes for you and you get frus-
trated, what are other
feelings you may have? What else do you
feel except frustration? Do you want to
continue talking with that person? What
are your feelings?

LA: I might feel a little embarrassment. I still
want to talk to that person though because
it’s not their fault that I stutter.

R: Do you consider it as help when people
complete for you the right word?

LA:

LA:

LA:

LA:

LA:

LA:

SIG 4 Fluency and Fluency Disorders

If T seriously cannot get a word out, I
might feel a little relieved if a person fin-
ishes for

me, at least the right word.

If you consider a completion as help,
what are other feelings except gratitude to
people who complete for you?

Maybe a little embarrassment for seri-
ously getting stuck on that word.

Is it different when you talk with a friend
or a family member who completes for you
rather than to a stranger or an unfamiliar
person. How your feelings might be
different?

If it’s someone who knows I stutter, then
I may feel a little frustrated (not
embarrassment) because they know I stut-
ter and should let me finish. For someone
who doesn’t know I stutter, I will feel
embarrassed and a little frustrated at my-
self. It’s not their fault.

What about PWNS who are not your
parents or family members?

It depends on if they know I stutter, for in-
stance friends. Friends who know I stutter
will understand and probably give me more
time. Friends who don’t know I stutter
might wonder why I talk like this.

What would be your expectations of people
who do not stutter while they talk to you?
That could depend if they are in a hurry to
go somewhere or not. If they are in a hurry,
then T could understand why they would
cut in and finish for me. I might feel a little
frustrated at myself though for holding
that person back. If they’re not in a hurry
and they do it, then a little embarrassment
and frustration might kick in.

Okay. If you talk to an unfamiliar person
who does not know that you stutter and
both of you are not in a hurry and have
plenty of time for a talk, what would you
prefer him

to do wait for you to finish what you are
going to say or finish for you at your
stuttering moments?

That’s a good question! T feel like if he
sees I'm on the verge of getting it out, he
should let me finish. If I'm really stuck on
something, then he could finish it for me.
What would be your ideal conversational
partner?

Someone close to me, like a family mem-
ber or a really close friend.
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In the interview with the researcher, LA stated that
he does not feel upset or angry when his sister or his dad
complete for him, but if a friend who does not know he
stutters does it, he feels a little embarrassed because he
does not want them to think he is stupid. Although he
might feel a little embarrassed when a person who does
not stutter completes for him, he still wants to talk to that
person because it is not their fault that he stutters. If he
seriously cannot get a word out, he might feel a little
relieved if a person finishes for him the right word. If
someone who knows that he stutters completes for him,
he may feel a little frustrated because they know he
stutters and should let him finish. For someone who
does not know he stutters, he will feel embarrassed and
a little frustrated at himself because it is not their fault.
He would expect PWNS in conversation with him to let
him finish.

Participant 5

Participant 5 was a male individual with a pseudo-
nym as JS, who was 19 years of age at the time of the
study, and his native language was Russian. At the time
of the interview, he resided in Moscow, Russia, and was a
college student. His conversational partner was his friend.
Before the study, JS confirmed that his friend completed
phrases, sentences, or filled in words for him.

During a conversation with his conversational part-
ner A, JS stuttered 38 times. His conversational partner
produced two ACs during JS’s stuttering moments.

AC 1
Conversation of JS and A
JS: Hy ona Takas «upvBeT», S — «IIPUBET».
«MHeMHeoIT s Th Hy JKHaTBO 51
She said hi, I said hi. She said I again need
your
n2)=
h(2)=
A: =1oMolllb
=help
JS: ITomo1b.
Help.
A: OHa 3a HamMv1 He cliemia?
She didn’t spy on us?
JS: No.

AC 1 occurs during a block for 2 s. The completion
consists of the word “help” and is declarative because A is
orienting to JS’s production of the first phoneme, and so
he feels confident that his completion is correct, as noted
by a declarative statement. JS acknowledged the accep-
tance of the completion through a repetition of the con-
versational partner’s utterance, exhibiting agreement with
A by saying the word “help.”

AC?2

Conversation of JS and A

JS: AKKayHT 3HAIOT, a BOT, & BOT M-M-M-M--
na-a-a-a-a-a-p(5)=
They know the login but but the p-p-p-p-
p-pa-a-a-a-a-a-s(5)=

A: =1apoJib

=password

ITapobHe3HAIO T.

JS: Don’t know the password.

AC 2 occurs during a block for 5 s. The completion
consists of the word “password” and is declarative be-
cause A is orienting to JS’s production of the part of the
word, and he feels confident that his completion is correct,
as noted by a declarative statement. JS acknowledged the
acceptance of the completion through a repetition of the
conversational partner’s utterance, exhibiting agreement
with A with the phrase “Don’t know the password.”

All ACs occurred during blocks; they were declara-
tive because JS’s partner was confident that his comple-
tions were correct.

In an interview with the researcher (R), JS stated that
ACs often occurred in his conversations with PWNS when a
person who does not stutter completes his phrase or sentence.

R: You said it occurs often when a person
who does not stutter completes for you.
When does it
happen? At what moments exactly? During
your hesitation, or do they just
continue any of your phrases?

IS No, they happen during a stuttering mo-
ment. My best friend, who is here,
often completes for me. I have positive emo-
tions when he does this,
because I understand that my friend knows
me very well, even better than
my parents.

R: You don’t have a feeling of disappointment/
embarrassment when you
start a phrase/sentence and want to say
something, but your friend
completes for you?

JS: No, I do not have such a feeling.

R: Do the parents complete for you?

JS: Parents do not complete.

R: So parents are waiting until you//

JS: I, yes.

R: Complete?

JS: Yes, I complete.

R: So they want you to finish a phrase
yourself?
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JS:

JS:

JS:

JS:

JS:

JS:

JS:

JS:

JS:

JS:

JS:

Yes.
You don’t have a feeling of disappointment
when your best friend A

completes for you?

No, I don’t have such a feeling.

Let’s talk about some kind of analogy, for in-
stance, if someone started

doing something, let’s say, as in the case of
cars, changing a tire, and

another person came up and said that he
was not doing it right, and started

doing it himself; if this happened to me, I
would be embarrassed with

such an intervention.

Well, me too. But here we are talking
about a conversation (.) a

conversation, well, a conversation for me is
a little different. That is, how I (.) for me
(.) that is, I do not consider it (an anticipa-
tory completion) as

some kind of nightmare or something, for
me it is quite normal.

Who else does finish for you? Is there
someone else?

Yes. There is one more person, his name is V.
Who is he?

He is my classmate, and he (.) well, he
also finishes (.) for me.

A is your best friend, V is your classmate.
Do you have different feelings

when V completes for you, rather than A?
No, I would not say that.

So they are absolutely the same feelings, you
have no embarrassment,

anger, irritation//

/lmo, no.

That is you are thankful to a person who
completes for you for knowing you so well?
Yes.

So well that he can continue your speech.
Look, if there was such a

situation, you would not be interrupted -
no one, neither A, nor V.

Well, it would be a little more complicated.
Complicated, right?

At completion (.) on the other hand (.) I am
not sure.

Well, just imagine that you yourself would
finish all your phrases, no one

would finish for you. Would it be harder
for you?

The same way.

The same way. And what would you like
more to finish a sentence

SIG 4 Fluency and Fluency Disorders

yourself, or as it is happening now, V and
All

JS: /[Well, T can’t tell you this, no,
that is, what I would like more (.) well I
am not sure.

R: That is, no negative//

JS: /[absolutely.

R: You do not have any negative feelings?

JS: No.

R: About completion your sentence by an-
other person?

JS: No.

R: That is, you do not consider a completion
as an intervention with your speech?

JS: No, no, no.

According to the interview, ACs in conversations
between JS and PWNS occurred during his stuttering mo-
ments. His best friend and his classmate often complete
for him. JS has positive feelings when PWNS complete for
him because he appreciates that they know him so well
that they are able to complete for him. JS does not have
any kind of negative feelings, such as embarrassment,
frustration, disappointment, or anger, about the comple-
tions; completions for him are “quite normal.” He does
not have different feelings about completions of different
people, whether it is his best friend or a classmate. JS does
not consider an AC as an intervention with his speech.

Participant 6

Participant 6 was a male individual with a pseudonym
as MT, who was 25 years of age at the time of the study,
and his native language was English. At the time of the inter-
view, he resided in a major city in the Northern Louisiana
and was a college student. His conversational partner was
his mother. Before the study, MT confirmed that his mother
completed phrases, sentences, or filled in words for him.

During a conversation with his conversational part-
ner J, MT stuttered 35 times. His conversational partner
produced one AC during MT’s stuttering moments.

AC 1

Conversation of MT and J

MT: Um I am I am not sure that is(2)=

J: =suckheads.
MT: Yeah you know like//

J: /I Yeah.

AC 1 occurs during a block for 2 s. The completion
consists of the word “suckheads” and is declarative be-
cause J is sure that her completion is correct, as noted by
a declarative statement. MT verbally acknowledged the
acceptance of the completion, exhibiting agreement with J
with the phrase “Yeah you know like.”
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The ACs occurred during a block for 2 s. The AC
consists of the word “suckheads” and is declarative be-
cause J is confident that her completion is correct, as noted
by a declarative statement.

In an interview with the researcher (R), MT stated
that ACs often occurred in his conversations with PWNS
when a person who does not stutter completes his phrase
or sentence.

R: I've noticed a few of J’s completions for
you. What did you feel when she
completed for you?

MT I didn’t really see it but I have bad feeling
about it.

R: Do you have feelings like anger, frustra-
tion, embarrassment when PWNS
complete for you?

MT: Not anger, not frustration, not embarrass-
ment all of that comes from
understanding 1 just may have them feel
weird about my stutter. I am
embarrassed that I cannot communicate well.

R: It’s not because of other people’ comple-
tions but because of stuttering
itself?

MT: Yes.

R: Do you accept an AC more like help from
other people?

MT: Yeah sometimes it’s more like help, some-

times it’s like “I don’t have time
hear you struggle so I am gonna finish for
you.” And that’s fine for me
too, people are busy they don’t have like
the most time like hear me trying
to stutter out a word. Sometimes it gets my
nerve because it’'s my mom
she has known me for 25 years (.) you
should know it’s just gonna be just a sec-
ond. That’s what embarrass me and insult
me when someone so close
to you really just blows off your entire
communication.

R: What about PWNS who are not your par-
ents or family members?

MT: Well it’s sort of help. I don’t know those
people they don’t own me
nothing. T mean thank you I guess for
helping me finish. I mean it’s a
tense moment for me and if you step in
and help me get the tense moment
done with, that’s good for me, to be hon-
est. I don’t like being tense and
feel weird talking to people. So and they

don’t like feeling weird having
to react to somebody who is so different.

R: Are there other feelings except gratitude to
people?
MT: It’s always sucks that you always have to

be reminded, right? Stuttering

makes people quite sad. Whenever some-
one completes for you, it’s kind

of reminding you that you are a stutterer.
And T personally spend a lot of

time trying to forget that so I can move on
with my life. I hate to be

reminded. It’s kind of sad, you know, sort
of just sad.

R: Tell me what kind of feelings you may
have when you are reminded of your stut-
tering when someone completes for you.

MT: Anxiety is a big one. They complete com-
munication line when they got
completing for me. Like over the phone
calls sometimes people don’t
even know what I am trying to say, that a
whole lot worse than being
completed. That’s when frustration and
anxiety and all of that shoot up
like at the highest level. There is no
communication.

In the interview with the researcher, MT stated that
he has bad feelings about ACs even though he does not
have feelings of frustration or anger. Bad feelings come
from understanding that he may have PWNS “feel weird”
about his stutter. He is embarrassed that he cannot com-
municate well. Sometimes he perceives completions more
like help, sometimes it is like “I don’t have time hear you
struggle so I am gonna finish for you,” sometimes it gets
on his nerves because it is his mom who has known him
for 25 years. She should know “it’s just gonna be just a
second.” That is what embarrasses and insults him when
someone so close, like his mom, “just blows off” his en-
tire communication. He considers completions made by
strangers as sort of help and is thankful for helping him
finish—for stepping in and helping him get the tense mo-
ment done with.

Whenever someone completes for him, it is reminding
him that he is a stutterer, and he personally spends a lot of
time trying to forget that so he can move on with his life. He
hates to be reminded. PWNS “complete communication
line” when they got completing for him. Like over phone
calls, sometimes people do not even know what he is trying
to say, and that is much worse than being completed. That is
when frustration and anxiety and all of that “shoot up at the
highest level.” There is no communication.
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Group Results

To analyze the data, the researchers developed ab-
stract conceptual ideas and reflections, first embedded in
codes and then in categories. Categorization allows com-
parisons at all stages of the study when the next explored
category is compared to a theory (Ruppel & Mey, 2017).

Constant comparative analysis was used by the re-
searchers for coding and category development. Inci-
dents were identified in the data and coded. The analysis
compared incident to incident in each code. Codes were
compared to other codes. After developing codes, the
researchers identified categories. In this process, the re-
searchers compared incidents in a category with previous
incidents within and between categories. Constant com-
parative analysis generated more abstract concepts and
theories (Chun et al. 2019). After collecting data, coding,
and categorizing, the researchers attached concepts to the
categories, linked and combined abstract concepts, and
eventually developed a theory from emerging themes.

Hypotheses for the Study

The researchers formulated descriptive research ques-
tions, which could be developed and refined as the study pro-
gressed. Hypotheses for the study, which were derived from
the research questions, included the following:

1.  ACs by PWNS occur at specific stuttering moments.

2. PWS have negative perceptions and feelings of ACs
by PWNS.

3. PWS expect PWNS to let them finish what they are
saying.

The goal of the researchers was to analyze the col-
lected data, which were observations, conversations, and
interviews; discover patterns; themes; and eventually a the-
ory that has been developed during the process of coding
and categorization, constantly comparing and verifying
data being obtained during the course of study.

Study Results

First Result

The researchers accepted Hypothesis 1: ACs occur at
specific stuttering moments. During an interview with the
first participant, EB, after she stated that ACs often occur
in her conversations with PWNS when she has stutter-
ing moments, the researchers identified the code: “stut-
tering moment.” After the interviews with five other par-
ticipants were conducted and all of them stated that ACs
occur in their conversations with PWNS when they have
stuttering moments, the researchers defined a category,
“Completions occur at a stuttering moment,” and then a
theme “ACs by PWNS occur when PWS have stuttering
moments.”

SIG 4 Fluency and Fluency Disorders

In the course of analysis of the participants’ conversa-
tions with their conversational partners, the researchers veri-
fied that five of the participants, EB, FW, BL, JS, and MT,
had ACs during their stuttering moments. LA experienced
ACs at nonstuttering moments, either a filled pause or a
transition relevance place marked by “so” (see Table 2).

Within the analysis of ACs that the participants had
during their conversations with their conversational part-
ners, the researchers identified the specific stuttering mo-
ments for each participant at which ACs occurred. Specific
stuttering moments for EB were (a) sound prolongations,
(b) sound repetitions, (c) one-syllable word repetitions, and
(d) part-word repetitions; for BL, they were (a) sound repe-
titions, (b) one-syllable word repetitions, and (c) part-word
repetitions; for FW, JS, and MT, it was blocks; and for
LA, they were a filled pause and discourse markers, which
are not stuttering-like disfluencies (SLDs).

Although only five out of six participants experienced
completions during stuttering moments, the researchers ac-
cepted Hypothesis 1, “ACs by PWNS occur at specific stut-
tering moments,” due to a small sample of participants.
Further research is needed. The hypothesis is viable to be
tested. Therefore, the hypothesis “ACs by PWNS occur at spe-
cific stuttering moments” became the theory and was accepted.

Second Result

The researchers did not verify Hypothesis 2, “PWS
have negative perceptions and feelings of ACs by PWNS”
and revised it into “PWS do not always have negative per-
ceptions and feelings of ACs by PWNS.” The researchers
hypothesized that PWS in their conversations with PWNS
would have negative perception and feelings of ACs made
by PWNS. In an interview with the researcher, Participant 1,
EB, stated that she felt annoyed when her conversational
partner completed for her because EB was trying really hard
and the partner did not let her finish. “Annoyed” was the
first code identified under this hypothesis. Later on in the in-
terview, EB stated that completions just threw her off. The
researchers defined another code, “throws off.” EB also said
that completions irritated her. Another code was “feels bad”
due to EB’s utterance that she kind of felt bad but usually
compensated by using techniques or avoiding because of a
completion. EB stated that she felt frustrated and disempow-
ered when her partner completed for her; the next two codes
were “frustrated and disempowered.”

Participant 2, FW, in an interview with the researcher
stated that he feels bad when PWNS complete for him and
that he can get mad if they do it too much. “Feels bad”
code has been already identified during the analysis of EB’s
interview so the next code was “get mad.” FW also stated
that he could stop talking to a person (persons) who com-
pleted for him. The next code was “can stop talking.”

In the interview with the researcher, the third partic-
ipant, BL, stated that he feels frustrated when a person
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who does not stutter completes for him. He also stated
that it is frustrating because he really wanted to finish say-
ing the word. He gets frustrated because he cannot relieve
and finish expressing. He admitted that he does not like
talking to a person who completes for him. The new codes
that were identified by the researchers are the following:
“cannot relieve and finish” and “does not like talking.”

Participant 4, LA, stated that he does not feel upset
or angry when his sister or his dad completes for him, but
if a friend who does not know that he stutters does it, he
feels a little embarrassed because he does not want them to
think he is stupid. Although he might feel a little embar-
rassment when a person who does not stutter completes for
him, he still wants to talk to that person because it is not
their fault that he stutters. If he cannot get a word out, he
might feel a little relief if a person finishes for him with the
right word. If someone who knows he stutters completes for
him, he may feel a little frustrated (not embarrassment) be-
cause they know he stutters and should let him finish. For
someone who does not know that he stutters, he will feel
embarrassed and a little frustrated at himself because it is
not their fault. The codes that were identified by the re-
searchers were the following: “not upset or angry with a fam-
ily member,” “little embarrassed,” “stupid,” “still wants to
talk,” “little relieved,” “little frustrated,” and “embarrassed
and a little frustrated at himself.”

Participant 5, JS, has positive feelings when PWNS
complete for him because he appreciates that they know him
so well that they are able to complete for him. JS does not
have any kinds of negative feelings, such as embarrassment,
frustration, disappointment, or anger, about the completions.
ACs for him are “quite normal”; he is thankful to a person
who does not stutter who completes for him. Two identified
codes were “no negative feelings” and “gratitude.”

Participant 6, MT, stated that he has bad feeling about
ACs even though he does not have feelings of frustration or
anger. Sometimes he perceives completions more like help.
That is what embarrasses and insults him when someone so
close, like his mom, really just “blows off his entire commu-
nication.” He considers completions made by strangers as
sort of help and is thankful for helping him finish—for step-
ping in and helping him get the tense moment done with.
Anxiety is a big negative feeling at a completion. PWNS
complete communication lines when they complete for him.
“There is no communication.” The codes that were defined
are as follows: “help,” “blows off communication,” “anxi-
ety,” and “no communication.”

The following codes were identified during the inter-
views with six participants: “annoyed,” “throws off,” “feels
bad,” and “frustrated and disempowered” (EB); “get mad”
and “can stop talking” (FW); “cannot relieve and finish”
and “does not like talking” (BL); “not upset or angry with a
family member,” “little embarrassed,” “stupid,” “still wants
to talk,” “little relieved,” “little frustrated,” and “embarrassed

and a little frustrated at himself” (LA); “no negative feel-
ings” and “gratitude” (JS); and “help,” “blows off commu-
nication,” “anxiety,” and “no communication” (MT).

Within the next step of analysis, the researchers de-
veloped codes into the following categories: negative feel-
ings about completions, getting mad at a completion, a
completion throws off, a completion blows off entire com-
munication, embarrassed and frustrated at himself at a
completion, do not want them to think I'm stupid, there is
no communication, no desire to talk after completion, no
negative feelings about completions, a completion is help,
gratitude for a completion, not upset or angry at a family
member’s completion, still want to talk after a completion,
and a little relieved when a completion is the right word.

After developing categories, the researchers defined
major themes under the first hypotheses in the study: A per-
son who stutters feels annoyed at completion, a completion
irritates a person who stutters, a person who stutters feels
bad at a completion, a person who stutters feels frustrated at
a completion, a person who stutters feels disesmpowered at a
completion, anxiety is a big negative feeling at a completion,
a person who stutters can get mad at a completion, PWS can
stop talking to PWNS who complete for them, a person who
stutters cannot relieve and finish expressing, a person who
stutters does not like talking to a person who does not stutter
who completes for them, a person who stutters is embar-
rassed and frustrated at himself at a completion, PWS do
not want PWNS to think they are stupid, a completion
blows off entire communication, a completion throws a per-
son who stutters off, there is no communication if PWNS
Complete for PWS, PWS do not have negative feelings
about completions, PWS are thankful to PWNS who com-
plete, sometimes a completion is more like help, PWS are
not upset or angry at a family member’s completion, PWS
still want to talk after a completion, and PWS are a little re-
lieved when a completion is the right word.

Out of 21 themes, 15 are negative, which represents
71%. Six positive themes represent 29%. One of the six
participants, JS, had no negative feelings about comple-
tions; two other participants, LA and MT, had both nega-
tive and positive feelings. According to Corbin and
Strauss (1990), hypotheses should be verified during the
research process. A key feature of grounded theory is that
hypotheses are constantly revised during the research until
they hold true for all of the evidence under study.

Hypothesis 2, “PWS have negative perceptions and feel-
ings of ACs by PWNS,” was not verified during interviews
with three participants. Therefore, the researchers revised
Hypothesis 2 into “PWS do not always have negative per-
ceptions and feelings of ACs by PWNS.”

The theory that has been developed is a revised Hy-
pothesis 2 after analyzing 21 emerged themes, among
which six were positive: PWS do not always have negative
feelings about completions, PWS are thankful to PWNS
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Table 2. Types of disfluencies during anticipatory completions.

SIG 4 Fluency and Fluency Disorders

Shortest stuttering

Longest stuttering

Severity No. of moment at a moment at a Types of disfluencies

No. Participant equivalent completions completion (s) completion (s) during completions

1 Emily Blunt Very severe 17 13 (1) Sound prolongations
(2) Sound repetitions
(3) One-syllable word repetitions
(4) Part-word repetitions

2 Frank Wolf Severe 7 3 Blocks

3 Bob Love Severe 4 24 (1) Sound repetitions
(2) One-syllable word repetitions
(3) Part-word repetitions

4 Lazaro Arbos Moderate 3 (1) Filled pause
(2) Discourse markers

5 John Stossel Moderate 2 7 Blocks

6 Mel Tillis Mild 1 2 Block

who complete, sometimes a completion is more like help,
PWS are not upset or angry at a family member’s comple-
tion, PWS still want to talk after a completion, and PWS
are a little relieved when a completion is the right word. The
theory that emerged after the analysis is “Although some
PWS have positive feelings about ACs by PWNS, most of
them have negative perceptions and feelings of ACs.”

Third Result

The researchers accepted Hypothesis 3: “PWS expect
PWNS to let them finish what they are saying.” Participant 1,
EB, said that she would like to be treated like a person who
does not stutter. In natural conversation, people interrupt
others, but it is not the same because when she has not stut-
tered a word and a person who does not stutter would inter-
rupt her, she would not feel bad about it because it is a normal
thing, but interrupting to fill in a word is different. That is
what she expects; she just basically expects to let her finish.
“Let her finish” became the first code.

Participant 2, FW, said that he expects PWNS not
to finish his sentences and let him finish himself. The code
identified was “let him finish.” Participant 3, BL, stated
that his ideal conversational partner is that who would get
to listen and let him finish saying what he was saying and
then they would speak when he is done. The code identified
was “speak when he is done.” Participant 4, LA, would ex-
pect PWNS in conversation with him to give him more time
and let him finish. Participant 5, JS, does not have negative
feelings about completions. He was not able to answer what
he would like more to finish himself or let a person who
does not stutter finish for him. He was uncertain. The code
was “uncertain.” Participant 6, MT, asked PWNS not to
blow off his entire communication and let him finish be-
cause “it is just going to be a second.” The code was “let
me finish.”

The researchers developed the emerged codes into
the following categories: “let PWS finish what they are
saying” and “no negative feelings when PWS finish for

PWNS.” The themes that have been defined are “PWS ex-
pect PWNS to let them finish what they are saying” and
“PWS do not always expect PWNS to let them finish what
they are saying.”

Although only five out of six participants expect
PWNS to let them finish what they are saying, the re-
searchers accepted Hypothesis 3, “PWS expect PWNS to
let them finish what they are saying,” due to a small sam-
ple of participants. Further research is needed. The hy-
pothesis is viable to be tested. Therefore, the hypothesis
“PWS expect PWNS to let them finish what they are say-
ing” became the theory and was accepted.

Most of the time, the participants either rejected or
accepted a completion verbally, verifying or rejecting it
with particular words or phrases. EB verified completions
with the word “Yeah” and rejected them with the words
or phrases “No,” “Nnhmm,” “Well in my...,” and “Oh,
never mind.” FW verified completions with the word
“Yeah” and once with the phrase “And they were good.”
BL verbally verified completions with the phrases “on
you,” “for a long time,” and “persistence pays off” and
rejected a completion once with “No.” JS made two verifi-
cations of completions, the first with the word “nomoups”
(help) and the second with the phrase “napoJibHe3HaOT”
(do not know the password). MT accepted and verbally
verified the only one completion that he had with the
phrase “Yeah you know like.”

The analysis of ACs of the participants revealed that
participants with the highest severity equivalents (EB, very
severe; FW, severe; and BL, severe) had the highest num-
ber of ACs (17, seven, and four, respectively; see Table 2).
BL and EB had the longest stuttering moments at a com-
pletion (24 and 13 s, respectively).

The analysis also revealed that the participants had
ACs during specific SLDs: EB had completions during
sound prolongations, sound repetitions, one-syllable word
repetitions, and part-word repetitions; FW, JS, and MT
had completions during blocks; BL had completions during
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sound repetitions, one-syllable word repetitions, and part-
word repetitions; and LA had ACs only during a filled
pause and discourse markers, which are not SLDs.

Based on the research questions, the researchers de-
veloped three hypotheses, which had been analyzed during
the constant process of comparison and verification of the
collected data. The sources of the data were observations,
conversations, and interviews. Also, the researcher devel-
oped codes, categories, themes, and eventually a theory that
have been defined during the process of coding and catego-
rization, constantly comparing and verifying data being ob-
tained during the research process. Hypothesis 2: PWS
Have Negative Perceptions and Feelings of ACs by PWNS
was not verified during the research process and was revised
into PWS Do Not Always Have Negative Perceptions and
Feelings of ACs by PWNS. Two of the hypotheses (Hypothe-
sis 1: ACs by PWNS occur at specific stuttering moments and
Hypothesis 3: PWS expect PWNS to let them finish what
they are saying) were accepted and became theories.

Discussion

Within the analysis of ACs that the participants had
during their conversations with their conversational part-
ners, the researchers identified the specific stuttering mo-
ments for each participant at which ACs occurred. Specific
stuttering moments for EB were (a) sound prolongations,
(b) sound repetitions, (c) one-syllable word repetitions, and
(d) part-word repetitions; for BL, they were (a) sound repe-
titions, (b) one-syllable word repetitions, and (c) part-word
repetitions; for FW, JS, and MT, it was blocks; and for
LA, there were no SLDs.

Hypothesis 2, “PWS have negative perceptions and
feelings of ACs by PWNS,” was not verified during inter-
views with three participants; therefore, the researchers
revised Hypothesis 2 into the following: “PWS do not al-
ways have negative perceptions and feelings of ACs by
PWNS.” The data analysis has shown that, out of 21
themes, 15 themes were negative that represents 71% of
the completions. Six positive themes represent 29% of the
completions. One of the six participants, JS, had no neg-
ative feelings about completions. Two other participants,
LA and MT, had both negative and positive feelings.

The third hypothesis that was accepted was Hypoth-
esis 3, “PWS expect PWNS to let them finish what they
are saying.” During the analysis of the participants’ inter-
views with the researchers, the researchers defined that
five out of six participants in conversations with PWNS
expect PWNS to give them more time and let them finish
what they are going to say and start speaking when they
are done. In the course of the study, the researchers re-
vised Hypothesis 2 and verified and accepted two other
hypotheses derived from the research questions.

This study has indicated that PWS do not always
have negative perceptions and feelings of ACs by PWNS.
This finding is consistent with the finding of Klompas and
Ross (2004), who studied life experiences of PWS and the
perceived impact of stuttering on quality of life. Among the
emerged themes in the study was the issue of patience in
PWS’s perceptions of PWNS’s reactions to stuttering. In
terms of listeners demonstrating patience, one of the partici-
pants in the study stated that PWNS used to be impatient
in conversations with him. Positive attitudes toward conver-
sations with PWNS were also expressed by another partici-
pant who stated that PWNS would wait for him to finish
what he is saying. However, most participants emphasized
the lack of PWNS’s patience.

The third finding of our study was that the majority
of PWS expect PWNS to let them finish what they are saying.
This finding is also consistent with the Klompas and Ross
(2004) finding, which implicitly suggested that PWS expect
that PWNS will wait for them to finish what they are saying
until they respond. In 9.09% of the responses in the study
of Klompas and Ross (2004), participants expressed dissat-
isfaction with the fact that PWNS finish sentences for them.

Implications

Clinical Implications

The findings of this study have several significant
clinical implications. One clinical implication is that the
results of this study might be useful to educate PWNS,
families, friends, colleagues of PWS, and all other individ-
uals who may interact with PWS to better communicate
with PWS. Another clinical implication is education of
teachers and SLPs at K-12 schools, instructors, profes-
sors, and other personnel at higher education institutions
on communication with PWS.

The third clinical implication of the study could be
joint therapy sessions in which both a person who stutters
and a person who does not stutter would participate in the
sessions and educate each other on their perceptions, feel-
ings, and expectations that are present when ACs occur in
conversations. The fourth clinical implication of the study
is education of PWS about ACs in normal conversations,
that ACs occur in conversations between PWNS, about the
similarities of completions in both types of conversations
and their differences. Instructions and/or manuals based on
the research should be published and distributed among in-
terested parties and become part of intervention programs.

Training parents, teachers, and other communication
partners should include directions for the conversational part-
ner that explains the differences between completing conversa-
tions as an act of kindness and simply being rude to a person
who stutters. An example of such a comment to a teacher
could be, “when a student who stutters in your class gets stuck
on a word, you should wait until they finish.” It would be a
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great idea to in-service the rest of the classmates and let them
know that they should do the same. For education purposes,
role-playing activities or videos from the NSA, the Stutter-
ing Foundation of America, and other sources may be used.
The bottom line is that most listeners do not know what to
do when a person stutters. The education strategy focuses on
replacing myths about stuttering with facts.

Research Implications

The findings of this study have several significant re-
search implications. The discovery that ACs may occur at
interjections, which are not SLDs, may contribute to future
research in determining types of disfluencies at which ACs
in conversations between PWS and PWNS could occur.

Hypothesis 2, “PWS always have negative percep-
tions and feelings of ACs by PWNS,” was not verified
during interviews with two participants; therefore, the re-
searcher revised Hypothesis 2 into the following: “PWS
do not always have negative perceptions and feelings of
ACs by PWNS.” One of the six participants, JS, had no
negative feelings about completions; two other partici-
pants, LA and MT, had both negative and positive feel-
ings. Another implication for future research is to have a
big enough sample of participants determine whether Hy-
pothesis 2 could be generalized for all PWS, and JS, LA,
and MT, who had positive feelings, are not outliers.

The third implication is a generalization of the hy-
pothesis that “PWS expect PWNS to let them finish what
they are saying.” In this study, the researcher defined that
five out of six participants in conversations with PWNS
expect PWNS to give them more time and let them finish
what they are going to say and start speaking when they
are done. The future research may either accept or reject
it based on the greater sample of participants that would
allow to generalize the hypothesis.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research
The major limitation of this study is a small and un-
derrepresented sample of participants. This limitation is
related to an issue of recruiting participants who should
satisfy the inclusion criteria to be a person who stutters
and have ACs by PWNS in conversations with PWNS. Al-
though many potential participants claimed that PWNS
complete for them in conversations, in the research setting,
the conversations that were recorded did not have ACs.
Besides the unnatural setting that may have affected PWNS
behaviors during a conversation, there was another reason
why PWNS may have not completed for PWS. There were
several participants who stated that they were taught not to
finish for PWS but instead give them more time and let them
finish themselves. As a result, in five recorded conversations
between PWS and PWNS, not a single AC occurred. Because
of the small and underrepresented sample of participants,
the results of this study cannot be generalized to all PWS.

SIG 4 Fluency and Fluency Disorders

Another limitation is that all participants received
stuttering therapy, and four of them are active members
of the NSA self-help groups. The researchers can hypoth-
esize that PWS with no history of treatment or self-help
groups experience may have responded differently to the in-
terview questions that would result in different outcomes of
the study.

The third limitation is demographic and cultural dif-
ferences of the participants. Research indicated that cul-
tural differences affect the process and results of research,
emphasizing that cultural differences should be taken in
consideration in order to obtain valid and reliable results
(Aykin, 2007). Gender differences may also impact re-
search results. Research reported that men are more likely
than women to be directive and dominate in groups,
whereas women are likely to be more expressive, support-
ive, and cooperative (Aries, 1998). Power, authority, and
influence of the participants may have impacted the re-
search results. Senior participants and senior family mem-
bers may have exercised power, authority, and influence
in conversations, impacting the results of the study.

It is also possible that the Hawthorne effect may
have been at play during these interactions. For example,
the PWS may have been using excessive techniques to
limit or alter stuttering as they knew they were being re-
corded. In addition, the PWNS may have attempted to
be polite and not complete thoughts for the PWS in the
research setting because they knew they were being stud-
ied. In nonresearch settings, the PWNS may have used
many more and different types of ACs. Studies in more
natural settings or controlled settings where the PWNS
were blinded as to the purpose of the study could limit
the Hawthorne effect.

One direction for future research is a potential
mixed-methods study of whether age; sex; a severity equiv-
alent; perceptions of stuttering; therapy/no therapy re-
ceived; affiliation/no affiliation with self-help groups; and
number, types, and length of stuttering moments are re-
lated to the number of ACs that a person who stutters
would have in conversations with a person who does not
stutter.

Another direction for future research is the study of
a difference between ACs in conversations between PWNS
and ACs in conversations between PWS and PWNS, par-
ticularly the study of the reasons why and when partici-
pants in the both types of conversations perform ACs and
also perceptions and feelings of ACs of PWNS that PWNS
have about ACs and the reasons why they complete for
PWS.

The third direction is the research of why PWNS
perform an AC at a particular stuttering moment and do
not perform a completion at the similar stuttering moment
that both are of the same type of SLD and equal in
length. The most interesting questions to answer would be
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why PWNS do not perform ACs at PWS’s stuttering mo-
ments all the time, why they would perform a completion at
a stuttering moment that is not so long (for instance, in this
study, there were 2-s stuttering moments at which ACs oc-
curred), and why they would not perform a completion at
longer stuttering moments (for instance, in this study, there
were several stuttering moments lasting up to 15 s [E.B. and
B.L.] at which a person who does not stutter did not perform
an AC). The fourth direction of the future research could be
a study with a larger sample of participants that would en-
able to generalize the hypotheses of this study to more PWS.

The fifth direction is the research of the types of ACs
that occur under controlled conditions when a person who
stutters would intentionally produce various types of dis-
fluencies such as blocks of various lengths (for instance, last-
ing from 2 to 7 s), prolongations, and repetitions of various
lengths and when these ACs would occur. What would im-
pact production of ACs? These would be PWS’s secondary
movements, gaze shifts, or any other kinds of physical sig-
nals. It is also possible that nonverbal or paralinguistic be-
haviors such as gaze/gesture/facial expression and intonation
or pausing, respectively, impact the production of ACs. Fu-
ture studies could make use of high-quality video recordings
to study this phenomenon. Finally, the future researcher
could figure out if PWS may have ACs in conversations be-
tween themselves; when and why the completions would oc-
cur; whether they would occur at stuttering moments as in
conversations between PWS and PWNS; and would they
serve as demonstrations of understanding, empathy, and af-
filiation between parties in conversations as with conversa-
tional parties in conversations between PWNS.

Conclusions

In conclusion, the purpose of this study was to explore
ACs in conversations between PWS and PWNS. The main
findings include verification that these participants use ACs
at specific stuttering moments and nonstuttering moments in
one case. The researchers proposed clinical and research im-
plications and directions for the future studies. According to
the best of the researchers’ knowledge, this is the first study
that has systematically examined how and why ACs occur in
conversations between PWS and PWNS. The limitations of
this study are those typical for small populations and quali-
tative methodologies. However, the results have opened the
door to many future studies, which will help in the under-
standing of stuttering. Finally, the authors would like to
emphasize the recommendations from the Stuttering Foun-
dation of America on how to communicate with someone
who stutters and the six tips for speaking with someone
who stutters (Stuttering Foundation of America, n.d.).
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