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Abstract

Interruption is a common phenomenon in daily conversation. This paper experimentally studied
Chinese native speakers’ perception and evaluation of conversational interruption by using two
criteria: the point of interruption (early interruption, late interruption and no interruption) and
the type of interruption (change of subject, agreement, disagreement and clarification). The con-
versational materials were presented by audio and conducted in the form of questionnaire. There
are 104 participants from Lanzhou University that were asked to make judgments based on audio
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recordings. The results show that early interruption can be identified easily and the evaluation is
the most negative; and then is the late interruption; no interruption is difficult to identify and the
most positive evaluation. In the judgment of interruption type, change of subject is the easiest to
identify and the most negative to evaluate; Disagreement is a close second position; Clarification is
equal with the agreement, which are not easy to identify and are more polite, and there is no sig-
nificant difference in identification and evaluation between them. The study also found a correla-
tion between the identification and evaluation of interruption: the more easily recognized the in-
terruption, the more negative the evaluation.
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1. 518

SEFT W K AAEXOT AT w2 B, Wil N AR EIBH L A BT Ui il N4k a kil Tt 7046 T 20 T4l
70 FEAR, BAIFEAIRIE T G SRR — T S8 5 — T B UL JE KRB F AR I SE bR g it A
SR HA B AIEIFIX L Wil NS AT Ui NG A EiE, gt ST e s i) 7 2R AT o 77,
1M HAT WAL B ATE R TR L 3 B, MR R Tz B FFT W B oo o 8 i) A8 i 7 2™ 5 52
WA b e, A I L 28 51t 7 AN BB, IR (7 JE A5, i ™ E A S AN R o
Rl UL T W & 84T A 51 T & A 10538 5% 73 (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974) [1].

DAAEE 3 ST Wb R I 9, TR T REBEFL, $RHATBIALSR UL 1T UORBURI B S 3 .
LSRN NIT W B RESFI AR, T SOb e 105 K S BRI E =F,  J5#0 K&HB)
R FNVEE = Fh(Murata, 1994) [2]. o ARIFTHIZH 51 K B9k ARERAPRIE R, TAVERST WS
PR3 N B R I ANE & J2 (Murata, 1994; Bogetic, 2011; Augusto Gnisci, 2018) [2] [3] [4]. T T E AN
TEVe A A AR BT Wi 2 i SR T U, 2Rl 30 24 B0 Ui 1 AP TET 7, 4T Wik 4 a0 Ui 1d A\ 107 ”(Holtgraves,
2001) [5]. BOFIERIR UL ATT Wb SG e B , 290 1 ks AR 1 1R R BCR) (West & Zimmerman
1983) [6]: hilh A 4T Wiy S S FAAETE, AT VLIS I E BRI RIRL, W e 47 W i) 2
FNEE, PRI U AR T OO RS (B35, 2003; B 59, 2005; 45, 2016) [7] [8] [9]. fEH
SREEFT W, AZBREE N T EUR R S AR LS Bl A+ 1550, T RAERERMRE, JTH#A
Al R A by FHET=ANDIRE, X =R D) REHESNE 2 UG AR R e (At H8#EF, 2003) [10].

A 38 AT W IR () SRS SRR 2 ) (P AH B2 e g AT RO FIPEA B T . Coon and Schwanenflflugel
(1996)i@ L YSLAE A HT VA TR G B A ST WHERL, W50 R ILFT WA BRI TRP, IARE S K2,
WURFT KA B 2 TRP B, 18 2 A e AT, 5 2, FTITARCAE I TR B 5 R3] [11] . Farley
(2008)F: I A FB5E AR AR 0 308 & ISR IR 7 vE, AR E T Wi A ph S M 4T I A SE 8 w8 k), B L R B 9 14
FTWOERAS I S EA BE £ [12]. Augusto Gnisci 25 A (2012)3 3 V5 IR FT 17 41 W K AE SRR 59T Wi A 2 1)
MR ST A MR 2 5 W AT TS T W RV AR VPAN, I FLBEE SR 3, VAR R 2 oK
[13]. Augusto Gnisci 55 A (2018) % LASZUEMF 711 77 20U 78 7 2 R BE 5 2 X 4T Wbt 8] a5 R R R VE AR
SER RO FRITWLCRE ST W e 25 00, VPRI S AR TE R AL L R R AR GO, VR R AR R
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RILLAESE R 5 R0, PR SEH AR S EOA R 5000, YO SE AR [4]. 1T B Py ATX & 18 3T Y
W E 3 Z AR A AE S U E SR AU, 6 T-3T W (8 SR TR AT Kk

AHI FERS MR8 A BN (7] 25 8 R ST W AN [ I 8] i 5 18 SCRABS BRI, AT
ITWERAAVEA SO0, DA B ANATTSC A RO hRiE sl (et NBrAnif A JE .

2. mTFEL

“IT B ATENE ORISR R, BAAMEERA B B SRS B 4E A
RSP E (Erving Goffman, 1967) [14].  “THF” 0% 23 AR H ¥ F1 78 % 1 5~ (Brown & Levinson, 1987)
[15], F1 W B sl 28] 156 v N PO ARG 1 0 8l 380 06075 PR B T o

EPOEF WIBE T, “H17 5 NMAMAESHEE, BE, DA ESEA X ORI, 1987)
[16]0 BT SCALE AN, R 2R AT S 3 SO+, 17 78 5 s i A N 22 SO 00, A e o AR A T
AL Z AL, BT 5 (i A 15 R B TP A TF(Mao, 1994 BiEI[E, 1992) [17] [18]. fE&ifid e,
ANE 2T W 23 U 2807 T 1

3. f3inlER

ASHIE TR H R 1026 A VA IR FTAT Wi 18] md G o] S M D08 B B R A PP ST B 5 7 4T IR
RGO PO BEEE RPN TS 7 ST WrR I AN iPAf 2 18] /& 75 AT AR SR 2

4. SCE
4.1, HiR

AFFAE LN FERFAIRZE T 104 ZEREE A, KB4 52 N, A2 N, FHFER 21 %. irh
WARNPOERREE, %A VLR T g, X S2aé H AR RS RUIR S .

4.2. SCBRFHRY

SIS AR H N ST R 8 S 1S, SR HANAME R L. TR — BIVEFS VOB IFH 116
AR, FTWORAETEER L. STEMER BT

1) A: REERHIT 75?2

2)B: 1T, WERMAZE T H#Ehi. IRIE?

3) A: FRFERZE T Ak,

4) B: WERRAEAHEN

5a) A: J&Ml, BT PAH L E. (AT

5b) A: 2T, FrRLHEEEOE, S R, R (BT I)

5¢) A: 2, FTUAH ZHHCE, PRI — R TR S, R IE S . (JCHT W - Sk )

(6a) B: A miHM, k1. (EEEHRAY)

6b) B: #fiSE, A58 TAEERERE. (FE)

6¢) B: {HZIRVH B B RAFE R B (il AY)

6d) B: AlHEAZH? (FIE)

LIS R = AT S A PUAS ST WAL, DR T W7 SR T 2R A AR . AR T TS ) A
A, 1R 5 LA =ATW AL 2 RAT . AT WA TS T . 3RS A DURRAS [F 2R B B 4T Wr . 1
R BT Wi 48 5 21 B E R, UG AL B M AT 1 206 N2 . [F) = 24T W4 d ik 8% )
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DR B 4 2 7 24 1 5

ITHE. ARITHOA R ZRATWON R, S md o ARG 5,
P 5 AT U E MR o IS BT Wil 52 ) 5507 3, X 1R A A R IR 5 2R A
Ul W] 5 R, N TTHESD 2 h Ik SE R e . AETRRE N, 2l &l AR — R ARG 58 T AN ] (i
(8] fRLFEAT 4T T

4.3. SKIEMRHEL

PRSI UG 2/, 73 2O SCIRAPRREAT BT, Ml 18 A R AR U s i3 3 IR I L s
SRR E AR o BT A 2 15 e 9 2 D08 B TE A S T A8, 2 A0 P £ P A 6 TR U 3 (1R A e it
A HBUEMTITHIELR -

Sok AR

AT 21 458 PakfET se AR U 5 B Bl — TR LA i
L7 ARUATE s 2) RS RENT

{52
Re/ANRE; 4) 1

o 22 4H

1. 1) PRWEAFTEN A2 S
AR

LR HE IR E T BRI 3) IRREGWITE SR A 1h & A E?
RUNENEREE: LERABR-EHERT,

AT EE SRR W], 90.91% M NG A AL T MG AR RENTIE 56— AL il & A2 AL 21k
Wk s =il BRI 79 5.53,

T PUBRARIA S M. PR A IE X5
4.4. TWHSR

AU BIBEHUR A 12 218G NMTW R x 4 MTWERE), SHSESR)E, ol EZ RSN
)R 1) W5 R X BON TR, I A B AR LR — AU N AR R IRy . (AR
BHAE; 7 ARRSEAHLE); 2) W T I IXBOS I, PR A N R e AAn IALIRE S (1 ARERARHAL
B TARAFEAALI) . AR, PO SFBUEA “ATW” IR, BLRA R
5. &GRSR

RN TAHTET BT AT W R ) N, AT AT T 3 x 4 (FTWi A x FTWiR AR &R &
S HT(ANOVA). 3 Hr& Ran TR .
5.1. FTHT = AR BIFNIEAN

T A5 AR PN VA 0 B A R SR RN RJI: (2, 104) = 413.330, p = 0.000, 75 =0.401; ¥

F(2, 104) = 241.014, p =0.000, 75 =0.281) (% 1). F4THi(M =5.791, SD = 1.379) LL: 4T W7 (M = 5.507, SD
=1.473,p < 0.05) 5 25 5 iR 5, TH WM = 2.947, SD = 2.120, p < 0.05) 5 54T W ARG T W AH EL A28 5 iR 5
KT F W SRR, FFTWI(M = 5.724, SD = 1.490) 1A e JH %, ANALSUFE P e s BT B7(M = 5.291, SD

= 1.675, p < 0.05)[ALSUAE BEmS = T 4TI, {H5 64T (M = 3.423, SD = 1.983, p < 0.05)AH L, BEFT W

PRI . SRIR SRR, FEATIR, ST A2 B B A 5 U VAN B A, X T ) BB AR FEE
RPN

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and paired comparison of point of interruption on perception and evaluation
F 1 HTH R e9RA SN B Gt

R M SD N R LA MD SE p
FLFT 5.791 1.379 416 FLIT I vs. 3T thir 0.284 0.109 0.009
B 4T W 5.507 1.473 416 W AT I8 vs. TGHT I 2,560 0.109 0.000
TeFT 2.947 2.120 416 FITWr vs. TCFT i 2.844 0.109 0.000
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PN
FAT 5.724 1.490 416 TLFT I vs. I 4T 7 0.433 0.111 0.000
W AT B 5.291 1.675 416 T BT vs. TEHT I8 1.868 0.111 0.000
ToFT W 3.423 1.983 416 T vs. 4T W7 2.300 0.111 0.000

R TS S B AT W LU AT W S S U, BT IRV LT W TRV AR . SRR RS
BORFEAE S R (T 9T 45 5 —F(Augusto Gnisci et al., 2018) [4]. £ & 7647 it 1% A 26 5 3035 A 0 T
+, E&X T F iR (Holtgraves, 2001) [5]. H—, <& 5EFT MG A GG NKIRIM, A
BT W AL, MR R O AT IS R S B,  “1HT” RmEEME. KT, &
FERFBE A O, W LERUE NS0 45 R A B CRESS, (HIT WA 2 SO 216 77
(West and Zimmerman, 1983) [6]. 17j FLAT Wi (7B [A] sl R, %2 B AT AN, DRGSR 4T BT Fr 220 3 1)
TH] - JAk o FEE 5 76 K (Augusto Gniisci, et all., 2018) [4].

5.2. FTHTIEBAIRFIFIFEMN

FESHTEEREY, THZERLR RN #H G A0 GR5): F(3, 104) = 57.398 p = 0.000, 75 =
0.122; VFf: F(3,104) =51.432,p=0.000, 7; =0.111) (¥ 2). TEEHHAYM = 5.651, SD = L7324 5N
MNTFFRSA], HUGEFURIT#I(M = 4.862, SD = 1.947, p < 0.05), ¥EAYITIHI(M = 4.340, SD = 2.260) Fl [H] &
(M = 4.141, SD = 2.174) 5 TP T WAH EEANE 5 R0, (B2 WS AU RIX AT I S8 A 7E TR P s
% EIF IR E 25 (p > 0.05). ETEANITIH, THEEHARMY(M = 5571, SD = 1.634) TP it Hg il
AIFTH(M = 5.128, SD = 1.646, p < 0.05), JEJHAIFTIHI(M = 4.388, SD = 2.002) #1[H] & 4(M = 4.163, SD = 2.298)
FIVEUT LR P Ah SR ARG LG 2 22 5% o VT AN [E) 2 Y R AV T 23 22 5, (B A R A Rt F 2
RUFTWHER 521G NARFIE SECREVDN, FTWHBRA 5, VPO, X7 UM R FE B R .

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and paired comparison of type of interruption on perception and evaluation
= 2. TR BAIR R S5IEN AR Gt

%l M SD N BT HL AR MD SE p

T R R v TS R 1.311 0.126 0.000
Tl A A A8 74 5.651 1.732 312

T LI Y v, SN Y 0.788 0.126 0.000

[ Y vs. i R 4 Y -1.510 0.126 0.000
E=gitl 4141 2174 312

[&] & 7Y vs. i -0.721 0.126 0.000
SR 4.862 1.947 312 SR v P T 0.522 0.126 0.000
EiET 4340 2260 312 VEIE A vs. [F) B 0.199 0.126 0.114

AN

T R Y vs I Y 1.183 0.129 0.000
T L i 5.571 1.634 312

T L I R v SN R 0.442 0.129 0.001

[F] 72 A vs. ik A 4 Ay -1.407 0.129 0.000
[F =AY 4.163 2298 312

& & vs. i i -0.965 0.129 0.000
SR 5.128 1.646 312 LAY vs PBIE A 0.740 0.129 0.000
AR 4.388 2.002 312 VBB vs. [ & A 0.224 0.129 0.081
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WAL R R ALEDOE IR T, G AAT M E & BT W I SN AN H T B2 2 5 . 1S R BT
Wi i 75 5 R, HALSRFR B B fiK e RUONAT WA B g — PR AL I 20847 R, FTI 6 15 5 21l N 3 X
BT SRR . T ELAT W3 75 1 FH 1 0 3 AR T T IS 3G 5 R 7 TR THT - RO T T 1 Ak 85
PR R T T W T T, DRIORAE DU R T WSS A AL SRR P o S WO T I ) 3R A R R
M BT W AR T35 R 4 B, FT IR 3 3 R R 5 T R s B — 80 S BAFT W i O 20 R
SEWLAL, DA G iR, VPN AR ST M o VBT T IR R [ 2 B T IR 5 i R R T IR A LA 2
Sy, ALSURR A B R, (R ETE AU R R B AP R R E R BRI SRR T AN [
SN A B T A AEET I, H BRI 2 5 200, (R 215 4k 28 Kk fé (Murata, 1994) [2]. HAZ
DUFT I sCH B, (RS AR PEFT I G R I X 2215 2 5 10008 5 #E , XTH 7 1 BUM AR B T 0h
RAYEFT W XA Gnisis 55 A (2018) A 7t 45 S A A AF, 000 Th U6 BH 7 5 0 T4 T B S FEAEAE 22 57, X
T BB 0 VP A7 AE 22 57
5.3. FTHTm AT BT 2 B9 gl EL R

WEFEARIN, B T FT I s RIS W S Y TR0 A PPAN A 2 T LR 5 RS A DT I s (04T W7 S A R R PP A
BRI AE B AN (3 F(6, 104) = 5.142, p = 0.000, 7, = 0.024; JF4fr: F(6, 104) = 8.422, p=0.000, 7,
=0.039) (W1 1. & 3 FivR). TLIRRTEFATWHR R M T W, 5@ B R B AR Y o B, FRIR
e, EIE BRI .

et TN
. FTHR - $THR

i — 24Tl 2471
- - BT = BRFTHR
b TFTHR === T ITHR

6 67 N

/l“\
\\\ ~, N
5 ' 54 S
iy if -
AY
w2 \‘ N \ A
44 4 \ .
\ \ PN
\ \ / \
\ \ / \,
3 N 34 \ / \.
\ AN - .
\ 7 \. \ /
\/ ~ v
2 4 24
EEARE EER Bwm  mEn EEARE  FER BN EE
TR FTHTFERY

Figure 1. Interaction between the point and the type of interruption on perception and evaluation
1. ¥THR SFRST BT 26 B3 B TRYIRAIFIEMN

Table 3. Results of interaction and T-test between point and type of interruption on perception and evaluation

3. T R AT R B B R T RORA AT ER KBRS T 13045 R

T i 4 Y SR Ve pit! [ = 2
5.94 (1.105) 5.47 (1.507) 5.37 (1.601)
i 6.38 (0.969) > t(104) = 3.819 > 4(104)=3230 = t(104) = 0.630

P =0.000 P =0.002 P =0.530
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5.50 (1.351) 5.33 (1.616) 5.01 (1.549)
i 6.19 (1.071) > t(104) = 5.040 = t(104) = 1.126 = t(104) = 1.666
P =0.000 P=0.263 P =0.099
3.14 (1.958) 2.22 (1.931) 2.05 (1.615)
7 4.38 (2.119) > t(104) = 5.439 > t(104) =4.032 = t(104) = 0.935
P=0.000 P =0.000 P =0.352
VoY
5.63 (1.381) 5.41 (1.530) 5.63 (1.655)
H 6.22 (1.265) > t(104) = 3.084 = t(104) =1.182 = t(104) = -1.009
P =0.000 P =0.240 P=0.274
5.63 (1.408) 4.93 (1.656) 4.66 (1.868)
i 5.93 (1.423) = t(104) = 1.968 > t(104) = 3.580 = t(104) = 1.122
P =0.052 P=0.001 P=0.264
4.13 (1.665) 2.81(1.778) 2.19 (1.833)
ZD 4.56 (1.688) > t(104) = 2.213 > t(104) = 6.337 > t(104) = 3.308
P=0.029 P =0.000 P =0.001

ERAT I RORIAT TR B 20 B I RN, (FR AT AL T AL AR T2 45 A KA A 0L«
FEFTITRR T, WEFT T () e WO RIVE I PP 20 PR B 3 2 e A DR T BT M7 B R A AR AT T
(R R LA I 1977 UL, AT & T RS2 31 7 Bi6E, DML 53 iR (Augusto Gnisci, et al., 2018)
[4]o FEATHTVROT o, FATITASRICH, W BRI R B = AN PN E 2 2 5. I B A DL AT
TR BRSO LR T AT R, AT ™ S S T ALSURIU XSS A SRR B R, BB AAE
RUGHIFBA A, FU S AGE T B R ETE R BR TR, FoAh = AT W A
HARFEEEA I AT, [T AL B AT WA AR TR A R, ARG RIS R
SeVURIFT WTAE PR IE R SEIP A AR UM, (RS RARI, T W (A B 5 5 RO i A AT T S 15 4T 7SR50 A
VEOTGRA: FTWi = 0401, 4TI 0 =0.122; PRI 4T, =0.281, #THiEM ;= 0.111).
AT AR A AAERATHT R 0L, UGBS RN R AL el B 2 5

5.4. XM

AT TG R WIAT Wt (R R ANTAN 2 (B A7 AEAR S (r = 0.635): B 5 PR RIHT Wl AN AL S
PRSI ez, TR BRI AR A FT Wbk 5 U nl . BR 1 ST Wrilon RpE 4 2 1) B AR B B FE G,
W 4 Fi, ATWr R AT WER R A TR RS LR AP 2 B BAT A SR

Table 4. Correction between point and type of interruption on perception and evaluation
= 4. FTHT S FNSTHT 2B 32 B THTHTIR A FIIEMN < B A9 1%

ik R 45 1 Eh=wit! S HEHR
FLT B 0.335 0.366 0.361 0.424
W $T b 0.321 0.310 0.475 0.422
ToATHE 0.378 0.580 0.456 0.470

WA RABUEWIAT Wr R AN PP Z RIAAAE AR S, RIBRES 53 U0 AT I oA By A, 3o 4L 3 s
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(3 SR ™ B, X TR R T BUMME L SR, IR TR =, BR 7T S5 R Bon R AT A A
ARRNE, FEAT W R AT A —— X BRI B0 B BA A SCE, IR IE 1B 5 TR0 A 4T B PP 4 8
e, FAEFLIR I AR F, BOANAL S AT Wt 2 15 AP T U K

6. it

AL HE I SR A 7 AT, DT W ORI T W SRR D I T W e AR A, AEAN BT 4T
Wr” FHRIE LT, WEDOEEREE W R B APE R 2 G HTWELR . 5 UAERT AR, A A H)E
BRFJe—NITWrbevE, 1M DAST i 18] e 1) SR B AT W SR RAR 25 s A SCHRAE H e T A ERE 1 73
B, TR ARG ER, B SR T2, BT ARIRR T BT B I 5 FIWT . B 5T 4 SR BT T A
FAERIREE, FTWR R 5 2 10 A T8 SCBCR BN, FTWOBCR 53R, VROt b, X 21835 A
T U AR TR K

AW FRAEDOEEEE T T, AF745 25 Augusto Gnisci 55 A (2018)7E & A SCAL T 5 F 43 Hi AR 7t
GURMLL, B 7 EIERITWON RS AT e B2 = R Ah, AR TA5 R 5 Augusto Gnisci 55 A (2018) I F
FEER—E[4]. XRY], FEDUERE T, HIHRMEER EREGE TR B, AL S
TR AU AR AT SRR, xR T T B R AR T A P A v AT I, A v R A ARHIETTIE K
B, ERABRMISE FoLZEHEFSUEE ST, SWEITHHE ALK 21T N, £ H# b
N R o BRI, AEH R 2R, BTN 2 e i R AT WA AN 2 i, RV ZET
JAVEVAS =SS VI ESS FA AR ES Ih7) P S ab TR R A X1 L NPRANTITE (eiata 7x3 ok = T 1 e

E&WE

2020 FEHE N A SRHE FOMRIZE S TE < POE M SIS SSIERF 7T (20YJAT740058) .
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