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Same-Turn Self-Repair Practices in Peer-Peer  
L2 Conversational Dyads  

 

 

Crystal Lyn Kusey, Ph.D. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2016 

 

Supervisor:  Deborah Palmer  

 

This dissertation presents microanalyses of same-turn self-initiated self-repair 

practices employed by 17 advanced-level English language learners as they engaged in a 

naturally occurring conversation task in their Listening and Speaking class. Drawing on 

videotaped interactions involving dyads from different cultural and linguistic 

backgrounds, I investigated learners’ self-repair practices using a Conversation Analytic 

(CA) framework, specifically Schegloff’s (2013) ten operations in self-initiated, same-

turn repair: replacing, inserting, deleting, searching, parenthesizing, aborting, sequence-

jumping, recycling, reformatting, and reordering. Using CA, I examined the moment-by-

moment unfolding interaction, focusing on the kinds of same-turn self-initiated self-

repair operation types and subtypes that emerged in the data along with their relative 

distributional frequency and technologies. Technologies are the techniques that learners 

employ as they carry out various repair operations (e.g., hesitation markers, gesture, etc.).  

This study provides a detailed description of first (primary role) and second order 

(supporting role) operation types and subtypes, and technologies employed by the 

language learners during conversation. Sometimes, a repair operation functions as a 

technology within another repair operation. For example, recycling may be used as a first 



 x 
 

order operation to gain time, but can also be used as a second order operation as a 

framing device to locate the trouble source. The results of this study suggest that same-

turn self-initiated self-repairs provide language learners with opportunities to progress the 

conversation, as well as opportunities to construct various action types (e.g., preempting 

an upcoming misunderstanding, obviate a potential disagreement, remove responsibility 

due to lack of certitude, etc.). The results also support language learners’ preference for 

progressivity, where they utilized various technologies to help them manage this 

preference. There appeared to be many similarities and a few differences between the 

analyzed data and native speaker data. The findings revealed a multi-dimensional view of 

repair that highlights students’ linguistic, communicative, and interactional competence, 

not their deficits. This study addresses methodological and pedagogical implications, as 

well as future research directives.  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

Repair is the treatment of problems in speaking, hearing, and understanding in 

talk-in-interaction (Schegloff, 1977). Second Language Acquisition (SLA) researchers 

view instances of repair as invaluable not only because of their critical role in face-to-

face communication, but also because of their facilitative role in second language (L2) 

learning and development. Instances of repair may orient the learner’s attention to form 

“at just the right times and in just the right places where it is best exploited by internal 

learning mechanisms” (Foster & Ohta, 2005), making them “pressure points for 

learning” (Skehan, 1996).  

Furthermore, some SLA researchers argue that learners are more likely to notice 

differences between their interlanguage and the target language during communication 

breakdowns that trigger some sort of repair (Nakahama, Tyler, & van Lier, 2001). As 

Wong and Waring (2010) contend, “if face-to-face conversation is the cradle of 

language acquisition’ (Clark, 1996, p. 9), repair is responsible for keeping the cradle 

rocking” (p. 212). For example, repair may be pedagogically facilitative in that it acts as 

a scaffold by affording learners the opportunity to learn new vocabulary (Bae & Oh, 

2013; Brouwer, 2003; Ikeda, 2007; Luan & Sappathy, 2011). In the same vein, Long 

(1996) maintains that comprehensible input gained through interactional adjustments—

i.e., interactional partners’ attempts to resolve problems in understanding—is central to 

language acquisition. Similarly, Swain’s (2005) Output Hypothesis suggests that repair 
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sequences themselves help students notice gaps in their L2 knowledge and lead them to 

reflect on their own as well as their partner’s output. 

 

1.1. APPROACHES TO THE STUDY OF REPAIR IN SLA 

SLA researchers have primarily studied repair in two ways: through a 

cognitivist-interactionist approach and through a socio-interactionist approach. 

Cognitive-interactionist researchers have approached the study of repair in terms of 

negotiation for meaning. Negotiation for meaning is defined as “the modification and 

restructuring of interaction that occurs when learners and their interlocutors anticipate, 

perceive, or experience difficulties in message comprehensibility” (Pica, 1994, p. 494). 

These researchers contend that instances of negotiation for meaning aid to draw 

learners’ attention to form as they attempt to process meaningful input. Such a view has 

led to the preponderance of research into negotiation for meaning tasks (e.g., 

information gap, spot the difference, and jigsaw tasks) that require information exchange 

between two students. The unit of analysis that has often been employed in this line of 

research is the language-related episode. A language-related episode is any part of a 

dialogue where learners talk about the language they are producing, question their 

language use, self and other correct (Swain & Lapkin, 1998). Negotiation for meaning 

researchers employ a pre-existing (etic) classification—namely, Long’s (1983) ‘three 

C’s’ classification system that consists of comprehension checks, confirmation checks, 
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and clarification requests—as a methodological tool to analyze such sequences (e.g., 

Pica, Young, Doughty, 1987).  

More recently, SLA researchers have begun to approach the study of repair from 

a conversation analytic (CA) perspective, drawing on the work of Schegloff et al. (1977) 

(e.g., Hall, 2007; Hosoda, 2000; Kurhila, 2006; Liebscher & Dailey-O’Cain, 2003; 

Wong & Waring, 2010). Repair from a CA perspective is the treatment of trouble 

occurring in interactive language use. Trouble has been defined as “anything which the 

participants judge is impeding their communication” (Seedhouse, 2004, p. 34). CA 

focuses on the orderly unfolding of sequences of action in time and defines repair as a 

practice that addresses problems in speaking, hearing, or understanding. In other words, 

it focuses on moments in interaction where intersubjectivity is at risk (Markee, 2000; 

Schegloff et al., 1977).  

A CA approach to the study of repair can be fruitful to SLA research because it 

explores naturally occurring conversations and can, therefore, shed light on participants’ 

“normal” ways to correct, clarify, or confirm each other’s utterances. In these 

conversations, the language is a vehicle for the interaction and not the focus of it. 

Researchers from a CA perspective contend that activities involving natural occurring 

conversations may create an environment conducive to L2 learning because these 

activities provide students with a rich opportunity to extend their receptive and 

productive repertoires in the target language (Ernst, 1994; Kasper, 2004). Obviously, 

this perspective contrasts with the cognitive-interaction negotiation for meaning 

perspective, which relies on tasks that some view as “problematic” because they create 
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specific interactional roles that result in predetermined sequences (Jenks, 2009) and 

resemble an interview more than authentic conversation (Nakahama et al., 2001).  

In lieu of language-related episodes, CA analysts look at turn construction units 

(TCUs). A TCU is defined as “a word, a phrase, a clause, or a sentence that completes a 

communicative act” (Wong & Waring, 2010, p. 16). Unlike the cognitive-interactionist 

approach that relies on a preexisting classification system, the CA approach to repair 

investigates how repair is relevant to the participants (not the researchers) by identifying 

the object of repair, or trouble-source (i.e., “a word, phrase, or utterance treated as 

problematic by the participants” (Wong & Waring, 2010, p. 213), and by investigating 

repair in terms of repair initiation (i.e., the practice of signaling or targeting a trouble-

source) and repair outcome (i.e., the solution or abandonment of the trouble-source or 

problem). Indeed, several SLA researchers have challenged the etic approach to 

identifying repair sequences, arguing that such categories can be rather vague and that a 

microanalytic, context-specific reading of such interactions can provide a more fine-

grained analysis of the structure, function, and sequential location of the turns (e.g., 

Foster & Ohta, 2005; Varonis & Gass, 1985).  

 

1.2. REPAIR IN L2 CLASSROOMS 

The study of repair originally investigated the repair practices of native speaker 

(NS) interactions (i.e., NS-NS) (e.g., Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998) outside of an 

educational setting. However, the study of repair is of particular importance for second 
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language learners (i.e., non-native speakers/NNS) and teachers because repair in the L2 

classroom tends to bear a heavier load than in other settings (Seedhouse, 2004). As 

Markee (2000) argues, “conversational repair is viewed by SLA researchers as the 

sociopsychological engine that enables learners to comprehend input” (p. 31). Thus, a 

clear understanding of how repair is organized in the L2 classroom is vital. Van Lier 

(1988) points out that certain types of activities naturally lead to “certain types of repair, 

and that therefore the issue of how to repair is closely related to the context of what’s 

being done” (p. 211). Seedhouse (2004) argues that each L2 classroom context has its 

own peculiar organization of repair and that it is reflexively related to the pedagogical 

focus of the context, whether in form-and-accuracy contexts, task-oriented contexts, or 

meaning-and-fluency contexts.  

To date, repair from a CA perspective in SLA has tended to focus on the 

organization and practices of self-repair in NS-NNS interactions that primarily occurred 

outside of a language classroom (e.g., Brouwer, 2003; Chiang, 2009; Hosoda, 2006; 

Ikeda, 2007; Kasper, 2004; Kurhila, 2006; Wong, 2000). Inside the classroom, the focus 

on the organization of repair and repair practices has investigated interactions that occur 

between students (NNSs) and their teacher or tutor (NS) (e.g., Liebscher & Dailey-

O’Cain, 2003; McHoul, 1990; Nakamura, 2008; Seo & Koshik, 2010). The lion’s share 

of SLA research on communication challenges involving NNS-NNS student dyads in 

the classroom has tended to focus more on task-oriented contexts and/or form-and-

accuracy contexts (e.g., negotiation for meaning tasks) and less on observations and data 

involving the collection of naturally occurring conversations (Paltridge & Phakiti, 2010). 
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Surprisingly, even though researchers acknowledge repair as “an interactional and 

pedagogical mechanism of amazing power, fluidity, and complexity” (Seedhouse, 2007, 

p. 533), SLA studies that investigate the repair organization and repair practices of 

NNS-NNS dyads in a meaning-and-fluency context (i.e., natural open-ended 

conversations) in the L2 classroom context are lacking. 

 

1.3. SELF-INITIATED SELF-REPAIR (SISR) 

 Self-initiated self-repair (SISR) is a repair type that is defined as a repair that is 

both initiated by and carried out by the speaker of the trouble source (Schegloff, 

Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977). The most common type of repair is self-initiated, same-turn 

repair (Németh, 2012) and they are overwhelmingly (but not exclusively) same-TCU 

repairs (Schegloff, 2013). Schegloff (2013) distinguishes between repair operations, 

components, and technologies. Repair operations refer to repair types which “speakers 

employ to deal with some putative trouble-source in an ongoing turn-at-talk in 

conversation or to alter it in some interactionally consequential way” (p. 43). 

Components refer to repair segments through which the operations are executed. 

Technologies refer to the techniques that are employed when carrying out these 

operations. As Dörnyei and Kormos (1998) explain,  

Any spontaneous piece of L2 oral discourse will reveal that L2 speakers tend to 
spend a great deal of time and effort negotiating meaning and struggling to cope 
with the various problems they encounter (cf. Gass & Varonis, 1991). 
Understanding L2 problem management, therefore, is a principal issue in L2 
research with important implications for L2 theory (p. 350).  
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Thus, this study’s investigation of L2 learners’ self-initiated self-repair operations and 

technologies from a CA perspective seeks not only to shed light on L2 learners’ repair 

practices, but also to inform L2 theory.  

1.4. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

This study offers an investigation of promise for L2 research and pedagogy, and 

practical applications. In terms of research, the present study seeks to address a gap in 

the literature by contributing to a renewed understanding of L2 learners’ (NNS-NNS) 

repair organizations and practices in a meaning-and-fluency context in the language 

classroom. While numerous CA studies have investigated the organization of repair and 

repair practices involving NNS-NNS interactions as well as NS-NNS interactions, few 

have investigated the organization of repair and repair practices that take place in the 

context of the language classroom. Those that have investigated such practices have 

tended to rely on negotiation for meaning tasks and less on interactions involving natural 

conversations. Moreover, earlier studies have been mostly based on a cognitive-

interactionist paradigm, which relies on a pre-existing classification of repair types, and 

in doing so, they may have missed or ignored important repair organizations and 

practices. Instead, this study employs CA as a methodological and theoretical 

framework in order to move away from a cognitive-interactionist approach that views 

repair as etically specifiable—that is, as “a monolithic, and undifferentiated whole” 

(Seedhouse, 2004)—and toward an emic perspective that focuses on repair in a specific 

L2 context. By doing so, the present study has the potential to shed light on repair 



 8 

practices that were previously unnoticed for Mori (2007) maintains that efforts guided 

by CA can “continue to provide reexaminations of seemingly established constructs, 

research designs, and instructional or assessment methods based on which acquisition 

and learning have been discussed, studied, and measured” (p. 859). Given the scope and 

range of repair types in talk-in-interaction and the fine-grained analysis required by CA, 

this investigation centers on the most common repair types found in NS-NNS 

interactions—i.e., same-turn self-initiated self-repair—in order to examine whether 

similar or new operations and technologies emerge in NNS-NNS dyads.  

Knowledge gained from this study may also have pedagogical and practical 

significance. Many of today’s language learners will inevitably communicate in English 

online, over the phone, and face-to-face with people from different cultural backgrounds 

in addition to native speakers of English. Communication challenges are bound to 

become a regular occurrence. Students need opportunities to demonstrate and develop 

their interactional competence in the classroom by engaging in natural conversation 

tasks. Interactional competence serves a dual function for it is not only a condition for 

and object of learning, but it also furnishes the conditions to engage in social activity 

and to participate more effectively in practices over time (Kasper & Wagner, 2011). 

This study of repair may demonstrate the promise for using open-ended conversation 

tasks in the classroom in order to create a productive environment for L2 learning.  
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1.5. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

 This emic study seeks to reexamine the construct of one type of self-repair (i.e., 

same-turn self-initiated self-repair) in peer-peer L2 conversational dyads in an effort to 

illuminate practices that may have gone unnoticed previously in L2 classrooms. The 

current study also attempts to provide practical and pedagogical implications for the 

inclusion of open-ended conversation tasks in the language classroom. Thus, the 

following research questions guided the study:  

1. What types of same-turn self-initiated self-repair (same-turn SISR) operations do 

advanced learners of English from different L1 backgrounds employ in situated, 

pair interactions involving a teacher-assigned open-ended conversation task? 

2. What are the relative frequencies at which these operations occur? 

3. What kinds of technologies are involved in these operations?  
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Chapter 2. Theoretical and Methodological Framework 

This chapter presents this study’s theoretical and methodological framework, 

Conversation Analysis for Second Language Acquisition (CA-for-SLA). First, I provide 

an overview of CA-for-SLA (2.1). Second, I address the debate surrounding CA-for-

SLA (2.2) along with this study’s responses to critiques raised against using this 

framework in SLA research (2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.3). Third, I explain why CA-for-SLA is an 

appropriate framework for the present study (2.3). Fourth, I present a summary of repair 

in the CA literature (2.4) along with repair sequences (2.5) and repair types (2.6). 

Finally, I introduce the SISR type (2.7) followed by a same-turn SISR framework (2.8).  

 

2.1. CA-FOR-SLA (CONVERSATION ANALYSIS FOR SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION)  

 CA (Conversation Analysis) is the study of talk-in-interaction. It originated in 

the field of sociology in the 1960’s with the work of Harvey Sacks, Emmanuel 

Schegloff, and Gail Jefferson (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974; Schegloff, 2007). 

CA has expanded beyond sociology and is now practiced in a variety of disciplines. 

Nearly two decades ago, CA-based research began to flourish in the field of SLA with 

Firth and Wagner’s (1997) often-cited position article, which made a case for CA-for-

SLA (Conversation Analysis for Second Language Acquisition). Ever since, a growing 

body of discourse analytic research labeled “CA-for-SLA” has emerged.  

 CA-for-SLA draws on CA and is primarily concerned with the investigation of 
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the systematic properties that organize naturally occurring talk. CA seeks to describe 

how speakers and their interlocutors make sense of each other’s conduct as an 

interaction unfolds from turn to turn. The way in which speakers anticipate, interpret, 

and produce their own verbal and non-verbal conduct in light of their co-participants’ 

conduct is taken as systematic, social, and contingent on the use of the wide array of 

linguistic and extra-linguistic resources that are available to the interactants as they 

fulfill their social and interactional needs (Atkinson & Heritage, 1986).  

 A central tenet of CA is its emic (bottom-up) orientation. That is, instead of 

relying on preconceptions that may or may not be relevant for the analysis of the 

interaction (i.e., an a priori or top-down orientation), CA researchers derive relevant 

analytic categories by observing the talk and how the participants display their 

orientation within the talk-in-interaction. In other words, CA supporters caution against 

analyzing interactional data from a theorized perspective. A CA analysis should be 

based on how the participants themselves are making particular categories relevant 

through their talk.  

 Another important aspect of CA is its transcription practices, which document 

talk-in-interaction with great detail (see an example of transcription notation in 4.4.1). 

CA transcripts use a special coding scheme, which includes features such as pauses, 

inhalations, exhalations, overlapping talk, laughter, and cut-offs, in an attempt to 

replicate the moment-by-moment succession of the interaction. Such attention to detail 

is very important for a micro-analysis of the sequential unfolding of the talk.  
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2.2. THE DEBATE SURROUNDING CA-FOR-SLA  

It must be noted that there is a debate as to whether CA-for-SLA is an 

appropriate research methodology. Some researchers have expressed doubts at applying 

the CA framework to SLA. For example, some have criticized CA-for-SLA for not 

providing a ready-made framework to address language learning (Gass, 1998, 2004; 

Hall, 2004; He, 2004; Kasper, 1997; Long, 1997). Others have criticized it for not being 

able to provide longitudinal data that can address how language and interactional 

competence is developed and acquired over time (e.g., He, 2004). Lastly, some have 

argued that CA cannot address unobservable cognitive processes and that it is 

behavioristic (e.g., He, 2004). The next section discusses responses from CA-for-SLA 

advocates to these three criticisms: (a) CA’s lack of an a priori framework for learning, 

(b) CA’s inability to provide longitudinal data, and (c) CA’s refusal to access internal 

cognitive states. 

2.2.1. Response to Criticism #1: CA’s Lack of an A Priori Framework for Learning 

 The biggest doubt that researchers have in regards to applying the CA framework 

to SLA problems is that CA does not provide a ready-made framework to address 

learning (Gass, 1998, 2004; Hall, 2004; He, 2004; Kasper, 1997; Long, 1997). He 

(2004) asserted, “CA is not a learning theory and thus is not designed to document 

change in acquisition, which entails use of language information/skills for problem-

solving and change in behavior over considerable time” (p. 579). Brouwer and Wagner 

(2004) point out that CA’s classical approach aims to explicate the organization of 
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interaction, which is based on the assumption that speakers’ skills remain stable over 

time. Some researchers have handled CA’s alleged inability to theorize learning by 

entering into an alliance with other social theories that do provide a framework to 

address learning.  

For example, several researchers have drawn on the theoretical inspiration of 

Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory (e.g., Foster & Ohta, 2005; Mondada & Pekarek-

Doehler, 2004). Sociocultural theory explicitly addresses cognition and learning by 

explaining how individual learning (intramental functioning) originates in the social 

(intermental) plane through Vygotsky’s central notion of mediation (i.e., language as a 

tool) and interactions that involve expert-novice scaffolding within the Zone of Proximal 

Development (ZPD). In SLA, the term ZPD refers to “the distance between what 

language learners can accomplish on their own and what they can achieve with the 

assistance of others. It implies that as the learner’s interlanguage develops, it will be 

ready to integrate the next appropriate language structure(s)” (Horwitz, 2008, p. 92).  

Other researchers have combined CA with the framework of language 

socialization. Like sociocultural theory, language socialization is another perspective 

that views cognition as situated. Watson-Gegeo (2004) advocates a language 

socialization paradigm that considers the macro (social, cultural, and political) as well as 

the micro (the immediate context of the situation). Language socialization processes 

allow us to understand how language forms correspond to the values, beliefs, and 

practices of a particular group and how novices come to adopt them in social interaction. 

Language socialization research is built on fine-grained longitudinal studies of language 
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and culture learning that are systematically documented in the community or in the 

classroom through audio and/or video recordings of naturally occurring interactions. 

According to He (2004), although CA is not equipped to account for actual L2 learning, 

CA may uniquely and fruitfully contribute to research on L2 acquisition by providing 

richly textured descriptions of language learning contexts, such as how expert-novice 

relations are collaboratively achieved by the participants in interaction. In contrast, she 

argues that language socialization provides a more inclusive perspective with a focus on 

the joint development of language and sociocultural competence through language use 

in interaction. Drawing on Atkinson (2002), He claims that language socialization has 

the potential to provide a “lush ecology” (p. 526). Even so it can only do this with the 

help of CA because language socialization has not developed the analytical apparatus 

that enables it to examine systematically the interactional processes by which 

socialization unfolds from moment to moment. Consequently, by engaging CA and 

language socialization as complementary approaches, SLA researchers are afforded a 

powerful perspective on SLA as social practice.   

Finally, others have used CA methods in conjunction with Lave and Wenger’s 

(1991) situated learning perspective (e.g., Brouwer & Wagner, 2004; Hellerman & Cole, 

2009; Young & Miller, 2004). Under this framework, learning takes place as the learner 

participates in social practice and continuously adapts to the unfolding circumstances 

and activities that constitute talk-in-interaction. That is, situated learning looks at what 

the learner is doing when he or she engages in a specific task or activity within a given 

socio-interactional context. Hellerman and Cole (2009) address situated learning from a 
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community of practice perspective where language learning is conceptualized as a 

learner’s change in participation within a community of practice. The community of 

practice is comprised of three main characteristics: joint enterprise, mutual engagement, 

and shared repertoire. Hellerman and Cole contend that, in the language-learning 

classroom, community of practice learners come with a common goal (joint enterprise), 

and through their physical co-presence and goal orientation, co-construct (mutual 

engagement) the language and social practices (shared repertoire) for their community of 

practice, which in turn come to define their community of practice. The community of 

practice provides context for mediated language use. The community of practice 

framework considers learning to be a member’s change from legitimate peripheral 

participation to full participation. For example, Hellerman and Cole’s (2009) study 

explored José’s change in participation in the classroom community of practice by 

looking at his disengagement from teacher assigned dyadic task interactions during one 

class period in his beginner English as a second language (ESL) class, and 16 months 

later in his intermediate ESL class.  

Advocates of CA-for-SLA (Kasper, 2006, 2009; Markee, 2008; Mori & 

Hasagawa, 2009; Mori & Markee, 2009) have another solution that is based on CA’s 

methodological practice of unmotivated looking. These researchers believe that CA’s 

own theoretical and analytical resources are necessary and sufficient to count for L2 

learning as social practice. They argue that CA is unique because unlike other social 

theories, it is most able to examine systematically interactional processes that occur 

moment-by-moment by looking at turn-taking mechanisms, sequential organization, 
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preference organization, repair organization, and the like. Although Mondada and 

Doehler (2004) argue that sociocultural theory and CA are complementary, they contend 

that CA cannot be merely used as an analytical tool in the service of other theories and 

that CA is a needed framework because it plays a central role in understanding how 

social order is jointly established and how shared cognition is continuously generated, 

maintained, and transformed in social interaction. Kasper (2009) has also provided 

important foundations for the CA-for-SLA initiative. She argues that “the procedural 

infrastructure of interaction” (Schegloff, 1992) and the “architecture of intersubjectivity” 

(Heritage, 1984), which are the object of CA’s investigation as well as the 

demonstrations of understanding that co-participants provide for each other from 

moment-to-moment, are conditions for all socio-cognitive human activities, including 

language learning. In other words, the same organizations that enable interaction also 

sustain learning. Finally, Markee (2008) has laid some groundwork that addresses 

language learning from a CA-for-SLA perspective through his respecification of 

language learning in behavioral terms: 

Language learning behaviors are massively achieved as repair sequences that 
may contain initial statements of non-comprehension, and/or emphatic assertions 
of understanding (these verbal behaviors are often accompanied by smiling, 
clapping, and embodied actions such as thinking gestures and pointing to 
information in written texts); changes of epistemic state, including the use of 
tokens such as oh (Heritage 1984); participants independently volunteering new 
information that connects the learning object to practices or knowledge that are 
already part of their interactional repertoires; and translation from one language 
to another (p. 409). 
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This is what Markee believes an emic, CA-for-SLA theory of language learning will 

eventually consist of—that is, it will consist of collaboratively achieved behaviors that 

are analyzable as micro-moments of socially distributed cognition.  

Furthermore, CA’s objective is to understand what is being presented, 

negotiated, and oriented to by the participants themselves, and not what is 

conceptualized by researchers. Describing how the participants themselves, in and 

through their interaction, co-construct meaning requires an analytic commitment to a 

radically emic perspective. Thus, CA-for-SLA researchers find it problematic to use CA 

with an a priori theoretical framework. In fact, Hauser (2011) argues there is a “danger” 

of importing exogenous theories of learning into CA-for-SLA because for “the concepts 

and/or categories of the theory will be treated as a given, with the analysis being to some 

degree driven by the theory rather than the data, regardless of how well the theory 

actually fits the data, and even when the theory does not fit at all” (p. 351). He argues 

that this was the case with Hellerman and Cole’s (2009) study (discussed in more detail 

in 2.2.2). Importantly, Kasper (2006) suggests that CA studies of L2 talk-in-interaction 

have demonstrated the rich analytical potential of CA to shed new light on known 

interactional practices for CA’s classic stance of “unmotivated looking” has proven its 

enduring potential by allowing researchers to identify actions and practices that have not 

been noticed before (p. 85).  

Lastly, language socialization advocates have critiqued CA for restricting one’s 

investigation to what can be gleaned from a transcript. In doing so, the broader social, 

cultural, and political realities are not taken into account, nor are the relations between 



 18 

occasions of interaction that are widely separated in time and space. Sidnell (2013) 

claims that “taken to its logical conclusion, any such restriction would undermine the 

very possibility of understanding, let alone analysis. After all, we bring to any piece of 

talk—whether encountered as a recording or en vivo—some degree of competence in the 

language. Without that, the sounds we hear would be no more than strange noises” (p. 

85). He further contends that our “vernacular” competence allows us to understand 

fragments of talk, which presuppose a basic set of ideas (e.g., making a request). The 

analysis of a particular fragment of conversation according to CA methods requires 

access to a lot of contextual information. Thus, he argues that “the idea that the analyst 

should treat the talk as completely self-explicating and self-contained is obviously a 

nonstarter” (p. 85). Nevertheless, he clarifies that conversation analysts do not deny that 

there are differences between persons in terms of power, prestige, etc., but they do not 

assume that such differences are necessarily consequential to the production of a 

particular fragment of conversation. They may be consequential, but from a CA 

perspective, that should be demonstrated rather than assumed. He mentions that one way 

to do this is in terms of “disciplining the analysis” (Schegloff, 1997). That is, in order to 

develop a rigorous, defensible, and formal analysis of talk-in-interaction, we need to 

base it on evidence that is available to us, not preconceived assumptions. Thus, if the 

analyst wants to claim that a particular identity is relevant in some bit of talk, the analyst 

must show that the participants themselves oriented to that categorization and designed 

their talk in relation to it.  
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In sum, advocates for CA-for-SLA believe that the solution to relax CA’s 

epistemological posture compromises the conceptual integrity and empirical strength of 

the CA project (Kasper, 2006, 2009; Markee, 2008; Mori & Markee, 2009; Mori & 

Hasagawa, 2009). The present study takes this same stance.  

2.2.2. Response to Criticism #2: CA’s Inability to Provide Longitudinal Data  

Because CA focuses on short strips of interaction, it has also been criticized for 

not being able to provide longitudinal data that can address how language is developed 

and acquired over time. For example, He (2004) argues that we may only deduce from 

CA studies of classroom interaction what may constitute optimal or conducive learning 

environments; however, CA cannot document change in behavior over time. 

Researchers that espouse a language socialization paradigm would argue that relying on 

small segments of interaction make it difficult to investigate the macrodimensions of the 

social context that SLA researchers find important. Yet, Hellerman and Cole (2009), 

who combined CA with language socialization, have contributed to this area of much 

needed research and have claimed that CA does have the potential to provide SLA with 

a longitudinal perspective on language learning, especially when considering “learning” 

from a community of practice perspective, because CA allows a comparison of the 

participant’s interactional practices at different points in time. These researchers 

investigated changes in the resources that one learner used to disengage from a 

classroom task across several interactions during his first ESL class, as well as how he 

accomplished such disengagement 16 months later. Despite this valuable contribution, 
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Hauser (2011) questioned Hellerman and Cole’s (2009) theoretical frame, finding the 

theoretical concepts of community of practice and legitimate peripheral participation 

associated with situated learning theory to be problematic. Specifically, Hauser found it 

difficult to understand how when a student disengages from a task by simply moving 

away is seen as more peripheral than when the student disengages by saying, “thank 

you.” He argues that whether students disengage well or poorly is not the same as 

participating fully or participating peripherally. Hauser concludes his article by touting 

the danger of applying an exogenous theory in SLA, and specifically the theoretical lens 

of situated learning theory, arguing that “situated learning theory does not seem to 

provide the level of resolution necessary for studying how second/foreign language 

learners participate in, organize, and learn through interaction” (p. 351). He further 

contends that CA-for-SLA’s fine-grained analysis of interactional data is promising for 

“it can illuminate how second language speakers and/or second/foreign language 

learners organize their interaction as they participate in and, possibly, learn through it” 

(p. 351). Similarly, Markee (2008) argues that while there has been some work which 

shows how language learning behaviors change over time in similar speech events, there 

exists a gap in work that analyzes how learners orient to language behavior that has 

occurred days or even months earlier as a resource for learning during a subsequent 

speech event. To fill this gap, he proposes the implementation of a longitudinal learning 

behavior tracking methodology for CA-for-SLA. Language behavior tracking consists of 

two components: Learning object tracking and learning process tracking. Learning 

object tracking involves documentation of when a learning object occurs, and learning 
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process tracking involves conversation analyses of how and when learners orient to and 

incorporate particular learning objects that occur in different speech events in their 

interactional repertoires. Markee (2008) utilized this methodology to investigate 15 

Chinese science professors’ deployment of the word prerequisites during the semester in 

a program in professional and language skills development at an American university. 

By using the sequential analysis of CA along with language behavior tracking, Markee 

showed how the word prerequisites was incorporated into these participants’ 

interactional repertoire, at least for the short term. The findings from this study support 

the view that the language behavior tracking methodology is a viable way to track when 

and how participants observably orient to and recycle specific language learning 

behaviors that occur across speech events. Yet, more empirical support is needed to 

validate this claim.  

2.2.3. Response to Criticism #3: CA’s Impossibility to Access Internal Cognitive States 

Some opponents of CA-for-SLA assert that CA is not equipped to provide 

researchers with access to internal cognitive states (He, 2004). They argue that this is 

problematic especially since CA forbids interviews, participants’ insights, or 

information retrieved from the wider context (Ortega, 2009). Supporters of CA-for-SLA 

have contested this criticism by referring to Schegloff’s (1989) seminal paper on how 

participants accomplish socially distributed cognition as behavior. Schegloff’s approach 

has “the advantage of being methodologically true to CA, while also addressing—and 

substantially respecifying, sometimes repudiating—mainstream SLA’s traditionally 
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cognitive understandings of the mind” (Markee, 2008, p, 405). In other words, advocates 

of a CA-for-SLA approach argue that cognition goes public and becomes available to 

researchers for analysis when participants display their understandings of one another 

through the details of their interactional conduct. In this way, behavioral states such as 

knowing, forgetting, remembering, understanding, recalling, noticing, confusing, etc. 

(which have been viewed as critical for learning in cognitivist SLA) can be re-

appreciated as critical social events that contribute to the participants’ co-construction of 

classroom learning experiences (Mori & Hasagawa, 2009). Thus, CA offers an 

alternative view of cognition as an activity that is constituted by and made visible in 

socio-interactive processes.   

Researchers who acknowledge that CA does address cognitive states have also 

leveled charges of cognitivism at CA suspecting CA of behaviorism. Specifically, CA 

has been charged with behaviorism where adjacency pairs have been taken for stimulus-

response chains. Kasper (2009) suggests that this unappealing image may have 

something to do with CA’s use of mechanical metaphors (e.g. “machinery,” “apparatus,” 

“technology,” “device,” etc.) where such nomenclature conjures up cognitive 

conceptualizations of co-participants’ interactional competencies. However, CA is 

concerned with analyzing the on-going estimation and re-estimation of shared resources 

performed by the speakers and describing how the speakers themselves make sense of 

each other. The orientations and relevancies that participants display to each other 

through their interactional conduct involve socio-cognitive reasoning procedures and are 

generated moment-by-moment and feed upon each other through the organization of 
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interaction. The present study argues that cognition is emergent and socially distributed, 

not behavioristic. This study does not seek to access to learners’ internal cognitive 

processes, but instead seeks to investigate the emergent practices of self-repair where 

certain behaviors (i.e., technologies used to carry out a self-repair)—cut-offs, sound 

stretches, non-lexical hesitation markers (e.g., uh), pauses, etc.—are respecified as 

interactional resources that constantly reshape the emerging, unfolding speech event. 

 

2.3. WHY CA-FOR-SLA IS THE APPROPRIATE FRAMEWORK  

Mori and Hayashi (2006) maintain that data-driven and theory-driven approaches 

should continue to maintain a healthy tension in order to advance our understandings of 

L2 use and acquisition. While a conclusive evaluation of CA-for-SLA’s strengths and 

limitations as a new perspective on learning is premature given its short history, a CA-

for-SLA (i.e., an emic and data-driven perspective) is the best fit for the investigation of 

repair practices that nonnative speakers from different L1 backgrounds employ in 

conversational dyads in the classroom. A CA framework is necessary because it allows 

the researcher the opportunity to see how understandings of the participants themselves 

emerge by looking at how they orient to one another in the unfolding sequential 

organization of interaction moment-by-moment. Markee (2008) argues that much 

empirical work on talk-in-interaction in SLA selectively uses CA techniques to analyze 

practices such as turn taking, but not repair. He claims that although this approach has 

yielded important insights into the nature of interactional competence, it is incompatible 
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with CA-for-SLA. Drawing on the work of Schegloff et al. (1977), he explains that turn 

taking is a fundamental building block for the social construction of sequences and that 

repair is omnipresent in all talk. He further posits that even though repair is a distinct 

practice from turn-taking, it still must be understood in terms of turn-taking and 

sequential position. Thus, “any models of interactional competence that do not treat turn 

taking, repair, and sequence organization as integrated practices are flawed” (p. 405). 

Kasper (2009) also argues that when SLA researchers single out repair as an analytical 

object while disregarding the organizations that sustain trouble-free interaction, they 

miss most of the architecture of intersubjectivity that makes learning possible in the first 

place. As a result, the most critical condition for L2 learning goes unexamined.  

In sum, because CA-for-SLA is not only an appropriate, but a necessary 

framework for the study of the construct of repair, I have selected it as both the 

theoretical and analytical framework of the current study. The next section presents 

repair practices found in the CA literature. 

 

2.4. REPAIR IN THE CA LITERATURE 

A CA approach to repair investigates naturally occurring interactions that 

involve the negotiation of meaning. CA offers a holistic understanding of 

communication by examining sequentially organized actions in types of repair and 

emphasizes the ways in which learners co-construct learning opportunities. From a CA 

perspective, repair is the treatment of recurring problems in speaking, hearing, and 
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understanding in talk-in-interaction (Schegloff et al., 1977). Repair consists of three 

components: 

1. The repaired segment (Fox & Jasperson, 1995), which contains the 

repairable, called the ‘trouble source’ (Schegloff et al., 1977). A trouble 

source is “a word, phrase, or utterance treated as problematic by the 

participants” (Wong & Waring, 2010, p. 213).  

2. The repair initiation, which has been defined as “the practice of signaling or 

targeting a trouble source” (Wong & Waring, 2010 p. 214). It marks “a 

possible disjunction with the immediately preceding talk” (Schegloff, 2000, 

p. 207). Repair initiations can consist of a cut-off and/or a filler. 

3. The repairing segment (or repair outcome) (Németh, 2012), which repairs 

the trouble that the speaker has perceived (Rieger, 2003). It has also been 

defined as “the solution to the trouble-source or abandonment of the 

problem” (Wong & Waring, 2010, p. 214).  

The repaired segment may not be audible, but can be inferred from the presence of the 

repair initiation and the repairing segment (Rieger, 2003, p. 48). Repair initiations may 

be non-observable as well in the case of repetitions (Németh, 2012).  

 

2.5. REPAIR SEQUENCE 

The sequencing of repair in relation to the trouble source can occur in different 

positions (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998). First position repair describes instances where 
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repair occurs within or immediately after the utterance that contains the trouble source. 

Second position describes repairs that occur immediately at the next transition-relevance 

place after the trouble source or in a next speaker’s subsequent turn following a turn that 

contains a trouble source. Third position describes repairs that occur in a speaker’s turn 

after the recipient’s response. Schegloff (1992) argues that most trouble sources are 

identified and dealt with in these structural repair positions, but some problems require a 

fourth position repair.  

Repair tends to occur in positions that are in close proximity to the trouble 

source. One reason has to do with structural requirements. “A system that required 

speakers to ‘backtrack’ or recall a trouble source from several turns before would be 

prone to immense organizational problems” (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998, p. 66). In fact, 

Schegloff (1992) argues that trouble sources that are not addressed close to their 

occurrence can lead to significant problems in an exchange. An important function of 

the repair system is to maintain a mutual orientation to a topic of point of reference. 

Following this line of reasoning, it makes sense that the most common type of repair is 

self-initiated, same-turn repair (Németh, 2012) and they are overwhelmingly (but not 

exclusively) same-TCU repairs (Schegloff, 2013).  

 

2.6. REPAIR TYPES 

 Conversation analysts distinguish between repair initiation and its outcome 

(Schegloff, 1997, 2007; Schegloff et al., 1977) when describing different repair types. 
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Self-initiated repair refers to a repair that is initiated by the speaker of the trouble 

source. Alternatively, other-initiated repair is initiated by someone other than the 

speaker of the trouble source.  

There exist four configurations of repair types: Self-initiated self-repair, self-

initiated other-repair, other-initiated self-repair, and other-initiated other-repair where 

self-initiations differ from other-initiations with respect to placement in the interaction 

and to whose repair they initiate (Schegloff, Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977). Although all 

four repair configurations can occur at any time during an interaction, studies of repair 

in NS interactions have found self-initiated self-repair to be the preferred arrangement 

(Schegloff et al, 1977).  

 

2.7. SELF-INITIATED SELF-REPAIR (SISR)  

 Self-initiated Self-repair (SISR) is defined as a repair that is both initiated by and 

carried out by the speaker of the trouble source. SISRs can occur in three main types of 

positions: (a) within the same turn in which the trouble source occurs, (b) in that turn’s 

transition space, or (c) in the third turn to the turn with the trouble source and are usually 

marked by non-lexical speech perturbations such as cut-offs, sound stretches, uh’s, etc. 

(Schegloff et al, 1977). Self-initiated same-turn self-repair (same-turn SISR) is the most 

common repair type (Németh, 2012). In same-turn SISRs, the repairable and repairing 

segments occur in the same turn and the repair is performed by the initiator of the 

repairable (Rieger, 2003). Same-turn SISRs have also been defined as “the process by 
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which speakers stop an utterance in progress and then abort, recast, or redo that 

utterance” (Fox et al., 2009, p. 60). Figure 1 shows an example from Hellerman (2009) 

of a same-turn SISR. In this example, the speaker (Inez, an adult learner of English) self-

initiates a repair in line 3 (see arrow; trouble source and SISR repair indicated in bold) 

and carries out the repair within the same turn in which the trouble source occurred. That 

is, she first produces “I am” when referring to her son. Then she utters “he is.”  

 

01 I: a:nd Julian, my first son,  
02 J: ah  
03 I: => and I am uh he: is eight.  
04 J: eight. Uh:: [the second? Mm 
05 I:        [um ( ) second 
06     (1) 
07 I: he is:: five. 
08 J: five.  

Figure 1. Example of a Same-Turn SISR from Hellerman (2009, Excerpt 5, p. 116).  

 
A same-turn SISR may also occur in the form of a solitary word search. Learners 

may show that they are involved in a solitary word search by the withdrawal of gaze 

from their partner (see Figure 2).  



 29 

 

Figure 2. Example of a Same-Turn SISR from Mori and Hasegawa (2009, Excerpt 2, p. 

76-77). 
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Mori and Hasegawa (2009) contend that nonverbal behaviors (e.g., gaze) that co-

occur with speech perturbations can be seen as manifestations of cognitive processes. 

These researchers argue that Brown’s withdrawal of gaze from his partner and textbook 

(see Figure 3) indicates that he is involved in a solitary word search where he appears to 

be searching for the Japanese word to brush (one’s teeth). In line 2, he produces the 

word he was searching for (migakimasu) without the help of his partner.  

Schegloff et al. (1977) claim that there exists a preference for self-repair for 

native speakers in the organization of repair in conversation for two reasons. On the one 

hand, because of the structural features of the repair system, the first opportunity to 

perform repair occurs in the turn of the speaker who produced the original trouble 

source. On the other hand, the analysis of interaction during repair sequences suggests 

that turns are designed to facilitate self-repair or to display the impropriety of other-

repair. Explicit other-repair can be a sensitive issue because to correct a co-participant is 

to “draw attention to or topicalize an error or ‘lapse in performance’ on their part. This 

explicit repair could be interpreted as a slight, a ‘put down’ or might even be cited as 

evidence of deliberate rudeness, which may in turn undermine the harmony or accord of 

the exchange” (Hutchby & Woofitt, 1998, p. 68). In fact, Foster and Ohta (2005) argue 

that the face-threatening nature of negotiation for meaning tasks cannot be overlooked 

because they rely on other corrections, which emphasize students’ lack of success in the 

L2, thus inviting feelings of frustration and embarrassment, which are not likely to 

facilitate learning.  

Although repair sequences in natural conversations have the potential to provide 
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students with ample and valuable learning opportunities, they are a sensitive issue as 

previously discussed for they may present learners with potential threats to ‘face’—that 

is, “the public self-image that every member wants to claim for himself” (Brown & 

Levinson, 2001). Even so, Hutchby and Wooffitt (1998) explain that there are ways to 

mitigate other corrections. One way is for the interlocutor to pause after the speaker 

produces the trouble source. In doing this, the interlocutor may be giving the speaker an 

opportunity to recognize his/her mistake and execute self-repair, thus displaying the 

interlocutor’s orientation for self-repair.  

According to Schegloff (2013), participants are oriented to both the overall 

structural organization of a turn at talk that can include a number of TCUs or a single 

TCU, and the local organization that operates from sub-unit to sub-unit as the TCU or 

the turn progresses. Participants continuously project from what has transpired so far to 

what the alternatives are for what might be coming up next. In other words, both macro-

projection and micro-projection are at play in the participants’ talk. Macro-projection is 

concerned with what sort of TCU or multi-unit turn this is, what shape or trajectory such 

a project takes, and where in that shape or trajectory participants now are. Micro-

projection is concerned with what kind of construction this is and what it makes relevant 

next, what kind of word and what that projects for the next word, and what kind of 

sound and what that projects for what might follow. Local organization can be 

grammatical, or phonological, but it can also include how people or places are referred 

to and how story-tellings should be constructed. Macro-projections are always realized 

at the local, “bit-by-bit” organization. The local organizations and micro-projections are 
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tailored, shaped and interpreted by reference to the developing project of the overall 

structural organization already in the works.  

Schegloff (2013) understands the TCUs and turns that are the environment for 

same-turn repair as outlined above where same-turn repairs are overwhelmingly same 

TCU-repairs which intervene to “interrupt the progressivity of the talk” (p. 43). 

Schegloff (2013) distinguishes between repair operations, components, and 

technologies. Repair operations refer to repair types which “speakers employ to deal 

with some putative trouble-source in an ongoing turn-at-talk in conversation or to alter it 

in some interactionally consequential way” (p. 43). Components refer to repair segments 

through which the operations are pursued (see the three component types on Section 

2.6.). Technologies refer to the techniques that are employed in those operations. The 

next section reviews same-turn SISR operations that Schegloff (2013) found in native 

English speaker data.  

 

2.8. SAME-TURN SISR FRAMEWORK  

The present study uses Schegloff’s (2013) ten operations in self-initiated, same-

turn repair as a framework. Thus, Schegloff’s definitions and examples will now be 

discussed.  
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2.8.1. Replacing1  

Replacing refers to instances when a speaker substitutes a different element for a 

wholly or partially articulated element of a TCU in progress, while retaining the same 

sense of the utterance. Schegloff (2013) offers three examples of replacing. In Figure 3, 

line 8, the partially articulated element “We[dnesday’s class] is replaced with another 

element (i.e., “today’s class”) while retaining the same sense of the utterance.  

 

Figure 3. Example of Replacing from Schegloff (2013, p. 44).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
1 Instead of using nouns (e.g. replacement), Schegloff opts for the –ing form (e.g., replacing) in order to 
emphasize that these are operations that the speaker carries through instead of pre-packaged items they 
select.  
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In line 7 of Figure 4, what was starting to be “by the t[ime]” is replaced by 

“when.”  

 

Figure 4. Example of Replacing from Schegloff (2013, p. 44). 

In Figure 5 at line 10, the partially articulated element “for m[e]” or “for m[ost of 

it]” is replaced by “for a lot of it.” Schegloff notes that a premature cut-off (i.e., some 

version of a stop) in the aforementioned exemplars is a component of the technology for 

doing same-turn self-repair.  

 

Figure 5. Example of Replacing from Schegloff (2013, p. 44).  
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2.8.2. Inserting 

Inserting refers to moments when a speaker “inserts one or more new elements 

into the turn-so-far, recognizable as other than what was on tap to be said next” 

(Schegloff, 2013, p. 45). In these cases, the speaker articulates the first sound of the 

element before which the insert is to be inserted, and has then initiated repair—by a cut-

off on that sound, by a sound stretch on it, or both. Inserting may be viewed more as an 

“alteration” in that it is not seen as something wrong, broken, inadequate, or ill-suited 

that needs to be fixed, but that it could be better realized by an alteration. Schegloff 

(2013) provides an example of inserting in Figure 6 when Bee inserts “fat ol” before 

“Vivian” in lines 2 and 3.  

 

Figure 6. Example of Inserting from Schegloff (2013, p. 47). 

2.8.3. Deleting  

Deleting is an operation that refers to instances when a speaker deletes one or 

more elements that were already partially or fully articulated in the turn-so-far. The 

examples that Schegloff provides involve deleting one word, where contractions (e.g., 

it’s) are treated as one word. To illustrate, the partially articulated element “also” is 

deleted in Figure 7, and the fully articulated element “still” is deleted in Figure 8.  
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Figure 7. Example of Deleting from Schegloff (2013, p. 48). 

 

Figure 8. Example of Deleting from Schegloff (2013, p. 48). 

2.8.4. Searching  

Much of the CA literature has referred to “word searches,” but drawing on the 

work of Sacks, Schegloff argues that this is too restrictive for there are “précises” (i.e., 

searches for proper names of people and places) and “delicates” (i.e., search for a word). 

He also suggests that there are resumptive searches (i.e., searches that follow 

interruptions or side-tracking). Figure 9 provides an example of précise searching where 

Stan is searching for the name of the Plaza Theater in lines 4 and 5.  
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Figure 9. Example of Searching for a Précise from Schegloff (2013, p. 49). 

Schegloff’s (2013) Figure 10 provides an example of searching for a delicate: the 

element, “parking place.” Characteristic features of searching (i.e., technologies) may be 

employed in the search for a word (i.e., delicate). In this case, the speaker employs a 

non-lexical hesitation marker (uhm) that is accompanied by a sound stretch followed by 

a wh- question (wutchimicawlliit).  

 

Figure 10. Example of Searching for a Delicate from Schegloff (2013, p. 49). 
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Figure 11 is an example of what Schegloff (2013) calls “resumption searches or 

searchings” (p. 50). In line 24, Bee can roughly access the last thing she said in line 5 

before the diversion talk (lines 10-23), but is unable to resume what that earlier utterance 

was leading up to; thus, yielding overt “searching” utterances in lines 26 and 28. In line 

30, she retrieves what preceded the diversion more precisely by redoing line 24.  

 

Figure 11. Example of a Resumption Search from Schegloff (2013, p. 50).  
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2.8.5. Parenthesizing  

Parenthesizing is similar to inserting in that it adds something other than a next-

due element to the turn-in-progress. However, parenthesizing differs from inserting in 

that it is usually composed of a clausal TCU and is implemented by different practices 

(i.e., technologies). Parenthesizing is interpolated into a TCU or it can invite uptake or a 

response from the interlocutor, like in Figures 12 and 13, respectively. In Figure 12, 

Shelly interpolates “I don’t know if I tol’ you this” in line 6 when she registers her 

awareness that she may be telling Debbie something she has already told her before 

returning to her pre-parenthetical talk in line 8. In Figure 13, after Kathy used the 

technical weaving term “warp” in lines 6, 8, and 10, she stops before completing her 

utterance to preempt a possible trouble in understanding by explaining what the term 

means in line 13 and waits for Rubin and Frieda to register their understanding (line 15) 

before completing her account in line 16.  

 

Figure 12. Example of Parenthesizing from Schegloff (2013, p. 51). 
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Figure 13. Example of Parenthesizing from Schegloff (2013, p. 51-52). 

2.8.6. Aborting 

 Aborting refers to two different orientations to which a TCU is left incomplete. 

One orientation “takes the form of abandoning what was being said altogether, at least 

for the time being” (Schegloff, 2013, p. 52). In Figure 14, Rubin is slow to register 

Kathy’s explanation (lines 1 and 2). Thus, after a one-second silence, Kathy resumes 

speaking trailed by Dave in line 6. Dave abandons his utterance in line 6 before reaching 

completion. Then Dave yields to “the protagonist of the sequence,” Rubin, since he 

asked the question.  
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Figure 14. Example of Aborting from Schegloff (2013, p. 55). 

The second orientation “takes the form of abandoning the way in which the 

TCU-so-far was saying or doing the turn’s project in favor of another way of getting the 

same undertaking done” (Schegloff, 2013, p. 52). For example, in Figure 15, line 9, 

Kalin tries to explain his problem to his mother, but it appears he cannot find the right 

word or words to describe it. He abandons the way he is describing it and launches into a 

new, clearly different TCU in line 10 that addresses the same undertaking in a different 

way.  
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Figure 15. Example of Aborting from Schegloff (2013, p. 54). 

2.8.7. Sequence-Jumping  

The operation of sequence-jumping is similar to aborting in that it involves 

abandoning. However, it differs in that aborting involves abandoning that is followed by 

a different effort to achieve the same result with perhaps a pause before doing so or the 

giving up of the production of the turn altogether. Sequence-jumping SISRs, on the 

other hand, are quite distinctive in that they “follow abandonment of the TCU-so-far by 

turning sharply to something unrelated to the turn and sequence in progress, and do so 

with either no break or hardly any break” (p. 56). Schegloff provides some “sticky 

situations” in which such an operation occurs. Figure 16 presents one such example.  
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Figure 16. Example of Sequence-Jumping from Schegloff (2013, p. 56). 

In Figure 16, Rubin and Frieda (dinner guests at Kathy and Dave’s) have given 

Kathy and Dave access to their country home. Prior to this sequence, Frieda was just 

explaining how they had also given access to other friends with an ailing mother, but 

quickly reassures Kathy and Dave that they can still use the house. Rubin breaks a 

longish silence in line 1 with an ironic turn directed at his wife, but intended for Kathy 

and Dave. Kathy in turn registers Ruben’s ironic intent by upgrading “not…ever” to 

“never… ever,” and produces a joke-to-serious “no” followed by an unconvincing 

assurance, “that’s all right” in line 9. Frieda extends this uncomfortably sticky situation 

further in lines 13 and 14 when she notices a woven blanket. She escapes running the 

TCU-in-progress (“I’m going to talk to-”) directly into “What are you making?” thus 

turning sharply to an entirely different sequence.  
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2.8.8. Recycling 

Recycling refers to a speaker’s repetition of some stretch of talk that they 

previously said (usually just previously said). Recycling is almost always less than a full 

TCU and has a variety of uses, such as framing a repair when inserting an element, 

deleting an element, or searching for a word. In such instances, “the recycled element(s) 

figure in the repair segment but not as the repair itself. They are resources, but not the 

product” (Schegloff, 2013, p. 59). Recycling can be a repair operation in its own right. 

One such site in which recycling regularly occurs is at a “surviving turn” from overlap 

with another person. Schegloff provides an example of recycling as “the star of the 

repair show, not a secondary supporting role” (p. 60) in Figure 17. 

 

Figure 17. Example of Recycling from Schegloff (2013, p. 59). 

In lines 7 and 8, Kathy and Rubin are engaging in overlapping talk. As Rubin 

comes to the possible completion of his turn in line 7, Kathy withholds production of the 
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next element due in her turn-so-far and recycles her turn-so-far from its beginning in 

lines 8 and 9. According to Schegloff (1987) having it said “in the clear” is designed to 

deal with trouble in hearing or understanding when an utterance is involved in 

competing talk.  

Schegloff also provides several examples of the many occurrences of recycling 

that for him are “resistant to analysis” to which he voices frustration with a simple “I 

have nothing cogent to say.” One such example is shown in Figure 18, where “school” is 

recycled in line 6 and “they” is recycled in line 10 (please note that “rcl” in lines 6 and 

10 indicates recycling).  

  

Figure 18. Example of Recycling from Schegloff (2013, p. 60-61) 

Schegloff characterizes instances where lexical recyclings carry different 

prosody as replacings (see Figure 19). According to Schegloff, the variance associated 

with heightened stress in “he’s” (Figure 19, line 2) is to make it a point of reference for a 

subsequent contrast—that is, “not HIM, his money”.  
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Figure 19. Example of Recycling from Schegloff (2013, p. 61). 

2.8.9. Reformatting 

Schegloff’s (2013) reformatting operation is, in a large part, grammatical. For 

example, what starts out as a declarative may be reformatted as a negative question (see 

Figure 20, line 12) or a WH- question may be reformatted as a Yes/No tag question (see 

Figure 21, lines 5 and 6).  

 

Figure 20. Example of Reformatting from Schegloff (2013 p. 62). 
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Figure 21. Example of Reformatting from Schegloff (2013, p. 62-63).  

2.8.10. Reordering 

Reordering is an operation speakers can use when trying to work out the order in 

which elements of a turn-in-progress should be arrayed. As a first order operation, it 

serves to re-order elements of a TCU in progress. In Figure 22, Bea is well on her way to 

saying “you just never saw such devotion” when she hears “you never just” coming out 

of her mouth in line 8. She then restates her utterance with the out-of-order elements 

reordered.   

 

Figure 22. Example of Reordering from Schegloff (2013, p. 65). 
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According to Schegloff (2013), these are “ten recognizable and recurrent repair 

operations” and that “there may well be others awaiting recognition and inviting 

description” (p. 68). These ten operations were found to occur with native speakers of 

English. This study seeks to investigate same-turn SISR practices that English language 

learners engage in whilst engaged in natural conversation within the confines of a 

listening and speaking class using Schegloff’s (2013) ten operations as a basis and 

springboard for exploration while being attentive to new operations that may emerge in 

this context.  
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Chapter 3. Literature Review 

Research on repair spans a considerable variety of educational contexts, 

countries, and languages. Given the breadth of the subject matter, this chapter seeks to 

narrow the scope by introducing the construct of self-repair (3.1), providing an overview 

of approaches to the investigation of self-repair in SLA (3.2) and then outlining a CA-

oriented approach to self- repair that considers Schegloff’s (2013) SISR operations—i.e., 

the focus of this investigation (3.3). For comprehensive overviews on other repair types, 

see Schegloff (2000). 

 

3.1. SELF-REPAIR 

 Research on self-repair began more than 40 years ago when Gail Jefferson 

(1974) initiated research into the phenomena when she studied ‘error correction’ in 

spoken discourse. Schegloff et al. (1977) were the first to distinguish between (error) 

correction and repair where error correction is defined as one of several types of repair. 

Error correction serves to replace an error with the correct linguistic form. However, 

repair is not limited to the replacement of an error, but instead deals with some kind of 

“trouble” in spontaneous speech. Fox et al. (2010) define self-repair as “the process by 

which speakers of a language stop, abort, repeat, or alter their turn before it comes to 

completion” (p. 2487). The current study follows several researchers (Schegloff, 1977; 

Fox et al., 1996; Rieger, 2003; Németh, 2012) in characterizing self-repair not only in 
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terms of error correction, but also in terms of word searches, the use of hesitation 

pauses, lexical, quasi-lexical, or non-lexical pause fillers2, immediate lexical changes, 

false starts, and instantaneous repetitions. 

 

3.2. APPROACHES TO THE INVESTIGATION OF SELF-REPAIR IN SLA   

Much of the research in SLA has focused on third turn self-repairs in 

interactions between a teacher and a student that involve self-repair after recasts (e.g., 

Mackey & Philp, 1998; Nassaji, 2011), self-repairs following cluing (McHoul, 1990), 

and self-repairs following corrections from native speakers (NS) (e.g., Kurhila, 2006). 

SLA studies that have focused on self-repair have looked at repair in terms negotiation 

for meaning (e.g., Pica, 2005), communication strategies (e.g., Bialystock, 1983; 

Dörnyei and Scott’s, 1997; Faerch and Kasper, 1983; Nakatani, 2006, 2010; Poulisse, 

1990; Tarone, 1977), problem solving mechanisms (e.g., Dörnyei & Kormos, 1998), and 

self-repair using a CA framework (Bada, 2010; Quan & Weisser, 2015).  

3.2.1. Negotiation for Meaning Approach to Self-Repair 

 Cognitive-interactionist researchers have investigated repair primarily through a 

negotiation for meaning perspective with tasks that require information exchange 

between students (e.g., information gap, spot the difference, jigsaw tasks). Such tasks 

are designed to draw students’ attention to form, function, and meaning which are 
                                                
2 Hesitations and other gaps need to be filled in conversations; otherwise the speaker will lose the floor. 
They are filled with place holders, such as quasi-lexical fillers (e.g., uh(m)), lexical fillers (e.g., well, you 
know,  right, I mean, etc.), or non-lexical fillers (e.g., the lengthening of sounds) (Rieger, 2003).  
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considered vital in L2 learning (Pica, 2005). These researchers have approached 

negotiation for meaning repair by employing Long’s (1983) ‘three C’s’ as a 

methodological tool to measure interlocutor’s signals for negotiation of meaning. The 

three C’s consist of comprehension checks, confirmation checks, and clarification 

requests. Comprehension checks occur when interlocutors try to acknowledge whether 

others have understood the preceding utterance. These checks are typically formed by 

tag questions, repetitions of all or some of the speaker’s previous utterance(s) produced 

with rising intonation, or utterances like “Do you understand?,” which explicitly check 

comprehension by the interlocutor. Confirmation checks occur when interlocutors 

attempt to ensure their own understanding of others’ preceding utterances. They always 

occur with rising intonation. For example, one speaker says, “Next to the man?” and the 

interlocutor responds, “The man?” Confirmation checks are answered by a simple 

confirmation and can be realized by repeating or paraphrasing what the previous speaker 

said. Clarification requests occur when interlocutors seek assistance in understanding 

others’ preceding utterances. Questions are the most frequent clarification request, but 

statements like “I don't’ understand” also function as clarification requests. The unit of 

analysis that has often been employed in this line of research is the language-related 

episode. This episode is defined as any part of a dialogue where learners talk about the 

language they are producing, question their language use, self and other correct (Swain 

& Lapkin, 1998).  

Some scholars have argued that negotiation-for-meaning tasks are problematic 

because their surface features are often ambiguous (Foster & Ohta, 2005). For example, 
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a clarification request can be identical in form to an expression of enthusiastic 

comprehension. Therefore, it is crucial that the sequence of the interaction be taken into 

account as well as the interlocutor’s interpretation of the speaker’s implicature. 

Furthermore, instances of negotiation for meaning by way of the ‘three C’s” may not 

provide an accurate picture of the value of a task in providing participants with 

opportunities for language learning. In their study of a one-way information gap task 

using CA as their analysis, Foster and Ohta (2005) found very few instances of 

negotiation of meaning. Instead they found that students assisted one another by pooling 

their resources together to promote each other’s language development. They found 

many instances of co-construction followed by self-repair and very few instances of 

other-initiated repair.  

Negotiation for meaning tasks have also been found to be problematic because 

they create specific interactional roles that result in predetermined sequences (Jenks, 

2009). For example, Nakahama et al. (2001) found that gap tasks appeared more 

interview-like and focused on the single repair of a single item, whereas tasks involving 

natural conversation appeared more authentic and targeted overall understanding of the 

co-participant’s preceding turn. Elicited data differ from naturally occurring data and 

this indicates problems of construct validity in SLA studies on interaction tasks 

(Brouwer & Wagner, 2004). 

3.2.1.1. Negotiation for Meaning versus CA Perspectives on Self-Repair 

Cognitive-interactionists view repair in terms of correction. Negotiation-for-

meaning tasks focus more on the target features of the language and less on an overall 
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understanding. Most importantly, they are designed to initiate peer correction (e.g., 

providing a recast of an incorrectly conjugated verb). Hence, cognitive interactionists 

examine form in language learning and see learner performance from the perspective of 

deficiency. They do not acknowledge sequencing, turn-taking, and the role of embodied 

actions, all of which play a vital role in repair sequences.  

In contrast, researchers from a socio-interactionist (CA) perspective view repair 

sequences as a means to achieve common understanding and intersubjectivity. Their 

focus of investigation is naturally occurring interactions that involve the negotiation of 

meaning. That is, the CA perspective offers more of a holistic understanding of 

communication by examining sequentially organized actions. It is also a more 

progressive view on the study of L2 interaction because it recognizes learners’ 

performance in terms their interactional competence where communication and 

language-use are co-constructed. 

3.2.2. Communication Strategies Approach to Self-Repair  

Much research on communication strategies have been concerned with 

definitions and determining criteria for what constitutes strategic behavior. Researchers 

have approached communication strategies in two ways. Some favor an interactional 

perspective (Dörnyei & Scott, 1995, 1997; Nakatani, 2006, 2010; Tarone, 1977; 1981; 

Wagner & Firth, 1997;) while others favor a psycholinguistic perspective. On the one 

hand, interactionalists consider communication strategies as a joint effort involving both 

the speaker and the listener in the co-construction of meaning. They are primarily 
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concerned with showing how strategies are interactionally contingent and situated. On 

the other hand, psycholinguists view communication strategies as a mental approach 

employed by the individual learner and they have been more interested in the cognitive 

process behind the use of communication strategies. 

3.2.2.1. Interactional Approach to Communication Strategies 

Tarone (1978, 1980) recorded interactions between a NS and a NNS. She 

analyzed the transcription data and proposed the first conceptual framework for 

communication strategies that became a major influence on research in the field of SLA.  

Tarone defines communication strategies as the mutual attempts to bridge the gaps 

between linguistic knowledge of the L2 learner and linguistic knowledge of the target 

language interlocutor in real communication situations. She sees communication 

strategies as tools used in the negotiation of meaning and allows for the inclusion of 

repair mechanisms. Tarone’s taxonomy consists of avoidance, paraphrase, transfer, 

appeal, and mime.  

Dörnyei and Scott’s (1997) extended the scope of communication strategies to 

involve not just phenomena related to solving actual problems, but also mechanisms 

used to enhance communication. They provided a taxonomy that includes direct 

strategies, interactional strategies and indirect strategies. Direct strategies involve 

alternative, manageable, and self-contained means of getting meanings across. Such 

communication strategies include message abandonment, circumlocution, code 

switching, mime, self-repair, etc. Interactional strategies refer to times when 
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participants carry out trouble-shooting exchanges cooperatively. Such communication 

strategies include appeals for help, comprehension checks, asking for clarification, and 

repetition. Indirect strategies refer to communication strategies that are not strictly 

problem-solving devices, but are used to facilitate the conveyance of a meaning. Such 

communication strategies include the use of fillers, repetitions, feigning understanding, 

etc. (Dörnyei & Scott, 1997). 

3.2.2.2. Psycholinguistic Approach to Communication Strategies 

Faerch and Kasper (1983) took a psycholinguistic perspective by emphasizing 

planning and execution in speech production. They claimed that to solve communication 

problems, speakers could find a solution without cooperative assistance. That is, this 

view considers communication strategies as an individual’s potentially conscious plans 

for solving a problem in reaching a particular communicative goal. According to these 

researchers, repeated communication strategy use can become automatic. Unlike the 

interactionalists, psycholinguistic researchers see communication strategies that occur at 

the planning stage as separate from other problem-solving devices such as negotiation of 

meaning and repair that occur during execution. Faerch and Kasper (1983, 1984) argued 

that Tarone’s definition of communication strategies was too narrow because it excluded 

the possibility of detecting a number of strategies not overtly signaled in production. 

Therefore, they proposed a broader definition of communication strategies that rested on 

the division between planning and execution of speech production during oral 

communication. They claimed that problems in planning led to the application of 
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strategies (e.g., pauses and self-repair). Because conscious problem solving that learners 

engage in is difficult to operationalize, they studied lexical communication strategies 

because they are more readily identifiable. They categorized communication strategies 

into achievement strategies and reduction strategies. Achievement strategies enable 

learners to work on an alternative plan for reaching the original goal by means of 

whatever resources are available. Such communication strategies consist of 

compensatory strategies (e.g., code-switching, interlanguage transfer, IL-based 

strategies, nonlinguistic strategies) and retrieval strategies. Reduction strategies consist 

of using a reduced system to avoid producing non-fluent or incorrect utterances, 

avoiding a specific topic, message abandonment, etc. In sum, Faerch and Kasper (1983) 

located communication strategies in a model of speech production.  

In the second half of the 80’s and early 90’s the psycholinguistic perspective 

began to look beyond the model of production with an emphasis on cognitive 

organization and processing, specifically problem-solving behaviors arising from gaps in 

their lexical knowledge (Bialystock, 1983; Poulisse, 1990). The Netherlands became a 

dominant center for communication strategies studies with the Nijmegen group, most 

thoroughly presented by Poulisse (1990). The Nijmegen group divided compensatory 

strategies into two groups, conceptual strategies and linguistic/code strategies. 

Conceptual strategies consists of two subtypes, analytic and holistic. Analytic refers to 

the spelling out of characteristic features and holistic refers to using a substitute referent, 

which shares characteristics with the target item. Linguistic /Code strategies include 

translation, code-switching, foreignizing, etc. Bialystok’s (1990) view of communication 
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strategies was similar to the Nijmegen group and conceptualized two classes of 

communication strategies, analysis-based (providing distinctive information such as a 

definition) and control-based (choosing a representational system that makes explicit 

information relevant to the identity of the intended concept by using the L1 or mime). 

Three years later, Poulisse (1993) argued that these two groups did not take into account 

the processes involved in L2 speech production. Therefore, she adapted Levelt’s (1989) 

well-known model of L1 processing. Her modified version of compensatory strategies 

consists of three major strategy types—(a) substitution strategies (e.g., approximation or 

code-switching), (b) substitution plus strategies (e.g., foreignizing), and (c) 

reconceptualization strategies (e.g., circumlocution).  

 3.2.2.3. Communication Strategies versus CA Perspectives on Self-Repair 

The present study favors an interactionist approach that views communication 

strategies as mechanisms that are not only involved in problem solving, but also 

involved in enhancing and maintaining a conversation. Although Dörnyei and Scott’s 

(1997) interactional approach adopted a more radical view of L2 self-repair by 

extending the scope of communication strategies, the fact that they regard self-repair as 

a direct strategy that is “self-contained” is problematic because self-repair does not exist 

in a vacuum and must be understood in terms of turn-taking and sequential position. 

Because a CA investigation into L2 self-repair takes into account the unfolding 

sequential organization of interaction moment-by-moment, it provides a more 

progressive view of self-repair. Moreover, a CA investigation of self-repair is also likely 
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to go beyond a psycholinguistic problem-oriented approach, by investigating 

mechanisms used to enhance communication and construct different actions.  

3.2.3. Problem-Solving Mechanisms  

 To date, Dörnyei and Kormos (1998) have provided the most comprehensive 

overview of problem management in L2 communication through their problem-solving 

mechanisms framework that adopts a psycholinguistic perspective. Following Dörnyei 

and Scott (1997), these researchers distinguish four main problem sources in L2 

communication—L2 resource deficits, processing time pressure, perceived deficiencies 

in one’s own language output, and perceived deficiencies in the interlocutor’s 

performance. This Problem-solving Mechanism framework focuses on how the 

management of these four problem areas relate to the various phases of speech 

production. The relevant phase of speech production, based on an adaptation of Levelt’s 

(1989, 1993, 1995) model of speech production that also incorporates features of L2 

production, includes planning and encoding the preverbal message, monitoring the 

phonetic plan and the articulated speech, and post-articulatory monitoring. They 

distinguished between three classes of problem-solving mechanisms related to L2 

resource deficits: lexical problem-solving mechanisms, grammatical problem-solving 

mechanisms, and phonological and articulatory problem-solving mechanisms.   

 Dörnyei and Kormos (1998) argue that lexical problem-solving mechanisms can 

involve (a) content reduction in the form of message abandonment (leaving a message 

unfinished), message reduction (avoiding certain language structures or topics or leaving 
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out some intended elements), or message replacement (substituting the original message 

with a new one); (b) substitution in the form of codeswitching (including L1 or L3 

words with L1 or L3 pronunciation in L2 speech), approximation (alternative lexical 

item such a as a superordinate or related term), use of all-purpose words (“empty” 

lexical item where specific words are lacking), or complete omission (leaving a gap 

when not knowing a word and carrying on as if it had been said); (c) substitution plus in 

the form of foreignizing (using an L1 word with L2 phonology/morphology), 

grammatical word coinage (creating a non-existing L2 word by applying a supposed L2 

rule to an existing L2 word), literal translation (literally translating an idiom or 

compound word); (d) macro reconceptualization in the form of restructuring 

(abandoning a plan and leaving it unfinished, and communicating the intended message 

according to an alternative plan); and (e) micro conceptualization in the form of 

circumlocution and semantic word coinage (creating a non-existing L2 word by 

compounding words). Grammatical Problem-solving mechanisms can involve 

grammatical substitution (changing certain grammatical specifications through transfer 

or overgeneralization) and grammatical reduction (using simplified grammar in the 

belief that the interlocutor will be able to reconstruct the grammatical meaning from the 

context). Phonological and articulatory problem-solving mechanisms can involve 

phonological retrieval in the form of “tip-of-the tongue phenomenon” (an attempt to 

retrieve and articulate a lexical item by saying a series of incomplete or wrong forms or 

structures before reaching optimal form); phonological and articulatory substitution by 

using similar sounding words (compensating for a lexical item whose form the speaker 
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is unsure of a word, either existing or non-existing, that sounds more or less like the 

target item); or phonological and articulatory reduction in the form of mumbling 

(swallowing or muttering inaudibly a word, or part of a word, whose correct form the 

speaker is uncertain about). Problem-solving mechanisms related to time-pressure 

include non-lexicalized pauses (unfilled pauses, umming and erring, and sound 

lengthening), lexicalized pauses (filler words or gambits used to stall, such as “well,” 

“you know,” “how can I say that,” etc.), and repetitions (including self-repetition, where 

a speaker repeats a word that he or she said, and other-repetition, where a speaker 

repeats something the interlocutor said to gain time). Finally, Dörnyei and Kormos 

(1998) offer problem-solving mechanisms related to own-output problems which 

include error repair (“making self-initiated corrections of accidental lapses in one’s own 

speech,” p. 372), appropriacy repair (correcting inappropriate information), different-

repair (“changing the original speech plan by encoding different information,” p. 372), 

rephrasing repair (repeating with a slightly modified version), and asking questions in 

the form of comprehension checks (checking if the interlocutor is following), or own-

accuracy checks (e.g., repeating a word with rising intonation).    

 

3.2.3.1. Problem-Solving Mechanisms versus CA Perspectives on Self-Repair 

Although Dörnyei and Kormos’ (1998) problem-solving mechanisms approach 

offer a comprehensive treatment of the mechanisms L2 speakers employ when 

encountering communication difficulties, they fail to take into account the unfolding 

sequential organization of interaction moment-by-moment and the interactional 
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resources that constantly reshape the emerging, unfolding speech event. A CA 

investigation of self-repair that takes turn-taking into account might illuminate practices 

that go beyond L2 problem-solving mechanisms.  

 The following section will review findings from studies that looked at self-

initiated same-turn self-repair practices using naturally occurring data and analyzed from 

a CA perspective.  

 

3.3. LITERATURE REVIEW OF SELF-INITIATED SELF-REPAIR OPERATION TYPES   

3.3.1. Recycling  

Recycling has been defined by CA researchers as instances of repair when a 

speaker “repeats one or more words” (Fox, Maschler, & Uhmann, 2010, p. 2489), or 

more precisely as “the act of repeating one or more segments (i.e., morphemes, words, 

or phrases) of speech” (Quan & Weisser, 2015). Others have used the term repetitions to 

describe these instances. According to Rieger (2003), “repetitions—which are also 

called recycling—consist of the consecutive usage of the same quasi-lexical or lexical 

item or items” (p. 51).  

Researchers contend that recyclings (repetitions) are considered part of the self-

repair organization when their function is to gain linguistic and/or cognitive planning 

time for the speaker (Rieger, 2003) and it is a resource for delaying the next due item, 

for instance in cases of a word search (Fox et al., 2010). In fact, Bada (2010) argues that 

repetition enables the speaker to plan ahead of time for a new utterance, in which case 
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the repeated element acts more as a ‘filled pause’ and is no different from any other kind 

of vocalized pause (e.g., ah, er, erm). Dörnyei and Scott (1997) claim that a lexicalized 

pause-fillers and hesitation gambits help the speaker to think ahead of time of the 

language material to be produced in order to keep the communication channel open. 

Interestingly, instead of resorting to such gambits and vocalized fillers such as ah, er, 

erm, Dörnyei and Scott (1997) found that learners opted for a repetition strategy 

involving lexical and syntactic elements, which they may have thought would provide 

them with a relatively longer period of thinking time. Given this more time for planning 

the next utterance function, English learners employ more recycling than native speakers 

of English for they tend to have considerable more difficulty in retrieving content words 

as the appropriate vocabulary item (Quan & Weisser, 2015). In addition to gaining 

planning time, recycling can serve other functions, such as delaying the next item in a 

word search (Jefferson, 1974), treating overlapping talk in order to produce talk in the 

clear (Schegloff, 1987), and eliciting gaze from a recipient (Goodwin, 1981). 

Some researchers have found that the frequency of recycling may be language-

specific. For example, a study has shown that English and Hebrew speakers engage in 

simple recycling about two-thirds of the time, while German speakers make less 

frequent use of simple recycling (Fox et al., 2010). Frequency of recycling may also 

depend on whether the language being spoken is the speakers’ first or second language. 

A study that compared native English speakers to non-native Chinese English learners 

found that the latter employed more recycling than the former (Quan & Weisser, 2015).  
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Several researchers have investigated the practice of recycling content versus 

function words. For example, Fox et al. (2010) conducted a cross-linguistic study of 

recycling repair of native speakers across three languages (English, German, and 

Hebrew) and found that all three languages used function words as destinations of 

recycling more than content words. They claim that entrenched word order patterns play 

a crucial role for English, German, and Hebrew all have function words that precede an 

upcoming content word. Thus, the recycling of function words is “an obvious device for 

delaying the content word(s) which they project” (p. 2491). Németh’s (2012) 

investigation of Hungarian speakers’ use of recycling also found that these speakers tend 

to cycle back most frequently to function words and cites the morphosyntactic structure 

of the Hungarian language to explain this behavior. Similarly, Quan and Weisser’s 

(2015) study of recycling in Chinese English learners and native English speakers found 

that both groups predominantly use function words as recycling. Even so, they found a 

very high ratio (17.17) for content word recyclings and suggested that learners tend to 

have considerable more difficulty in retrieving content words as the appropriate 

vocabulary items. Drawing on prior L2 studies (van Hest, 1996; Poulisse & Bongaerts, 

1994), Quan and Weisser (2015) explain that due to attentional limitations during the 

monitoring process, learners focus more on content words than on function words 

because they carry more information. They further argue that this may also indicate a 

strong uncertainty for learners as to whether a content word that is repeated is the 

semantically or morphologically correct one in a given context. Thus, the purpose of the 

repetition may be verification, either in the form of self-monitoring, or allowing the 
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interlocutor (in this case the interviewer) to correct/confirm the word which would be 

marked by a rise in intonation. Although Quan and Weisser’s (2015) study corroborates 

previous studies (e.g., Fox et al, 2010; Nemeth, 2012) regarding the recycling of 

function versus content words, their data showed some interesting divergences from 

their distributions for NSs in terms of percentages for function versus content words. 

These researchers argue that the percentage distributions that Fox et al. (2010) reported 

correspond much more closely to the distribution these researchers identified for their 

learners. They contend that such “wild discrepancies” for different NS groups may 

suggest that the these two major categories of words (function versus content) may not 

be an ideal indicator of the differences between learners and NSs and it may be more 

revealing to look at recycling operations in terms of word length and syntactic 

categories. 

Bada (2010) investigated the recyclings made by 49 Turkish prospective English 

teachers (NNSE, non-native speakers of English) and 24 Turkish prospective French 

teachers (NNSF, non-native speakers of French) and found that the most prominent 

word-level repetitions consisted of verbs (36.5%) (i.e., content words) in English, while 

the most prominent word-level repetitions consisted of pronouns (27.5%) and 

determiners (20.9%) (i.e., function words) in French. They concluded that the findings 

from French language learners’ recyclings corroborated what previous researchers 

found; the results from the English language learners’ recyclings, on the other hand, 

contradicted prior studies which stated that function words are repeated more than 

content words. A likely explanation that might account for this discrepancy might lie in 
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Bada’s (2010) operationalization of repetition. In this study, instances where a speaker 

produced an exact repetition of an utterance as well as utterances that were produced 

with some sort of modification were classified as repetitions. If this researcher had 

distinguished between operation types, specifically distinguishing between recyclings 

(exact repetitions of a segment of talk) versus replacings (instances involving a 

modification), perhaps he would have found that non-native English speakers’ recycling 

practices may not in fact contradict those found in previous NS studies, particularly with 

regard to recycling function versus content words. A more precise system that 

distinguishes between recycling and replacing might prove useful and Schegloff’s 

(2013) ten-operations for same-turn self-repair does just that.  

Research that has looked at word-level versus group-level recycling practices 

found no significant difference between learners and NSs on word-level versus the 

group-level recyclings (Quan & Weisser, 2015). Both groups used more word-level 

recycling, which corroborated findings in previous studies (Chen & Pu, 2007; Gilquin, 

2008), but contradicted Bada’s (2010) study, which reported a higher percentage of 

group-level recyclings (62.3%) compared to word-level recyclings (37.7%) for English 

language learners. The repetition frequencies of word-level recyclings and group-level 

recyclings of French language learners, on the other hand, were not significantly 

different. Quan and Weisser (2015) attributed the contradictory findings with the 

English language learners to the fact that the learners in Bada’s study were assigned the 

tasks beforehand, so the level of preparation may have allowed them time to plan their 

utterances better and thus struggle less with the beginnings of their utterances, where 
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most word-level recyclings tend to occur in general. Quan and Weisser’s (2015) refined 

analysis consisting of word-level recycling and group-level recycling found a high 

frequency of monosyllabic function words used as recycling starts on the word level in 

both datasets where the most frequently used word fell on “I” in both data sets. The 

observations from this study’s data set confirm previous studies, especially those 

investigating languages where function words precede content words. As stated by Quan 

and Weisser (2015), “speakers have highly entrenched recurrent practices for delaying 

the next content word due, practices which involve the recycling of high-frequency 

monosyllabic function words” (p. 46). Another reason given by the researchers for the 

high proportion of high frequency monosyllabic words is that such words are easily 

accessible to learners and are amongst the ones they learn first. Thus, if there is a need to 

gain time for planning and the words are appropriate in the context, they are more likely 

to be used as stalling devices.  

Some researchers have investigated recycling based on the syntactic class that 

the recycled words belong to (i.e., pronouns, nouns, verbs, adjectives, etc.). Fox et al.’s 

(2010) cross-linguistic study of self-repair involving native speakers of English, 

Hebrew, and German found that English speakers tend to recycle back to the subject 

pronoun of a clause, while Hebrew and German speakers make much less use of subject 

pronoun as a destination of recycling. They also found that Hebrew and German 

speakers recycle back to prepositions much more frequently than do English speakers. 

Bada’s (2010) study of NNSE and NNSF found that word-level recyclings in English 

primarily consisted of verbs (36.5%), while word-level recyclings in French primarily 
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consisted of pronouns (27.5%). This contradicts Fox et al.’s (2010) finding that native 

English speakers tend to recycle back to pronouns. Quan and Weisser’s (2015) study 

involving Chinese English language learners and native English speakers, however, 

corroborates Fox et al.’s (2010) study. They found that for English learners, subject 

pronouns make up 35.15% of all recycling starts, followed by determiners (20.26%) and 

connectives (10.33%). They also found the tendency to recycle back to subject pronouns 

to also be very high for NS and argued that the recycling allows them to gain time to 

decide what the next syntactic unit would be. These researchers refer to The Constituent 

Complexity Hypothesis (Clark & Wasow, 1998) to explain the general tendency to 

repeat determiners where speakers are more likely to repeat a determiner (i.e.. a[n], the) 

of a noun phrase when the noun phrase (NP) is more complex. They further argued that 

English language learners’ overuse of “the” at the left edge of an NP is a stalling device 

in order to delay the production of pre-modifying adjectives of the noun or the noun 

itself because they have more difficulties in planning and retrieving these constituents 

compared with NSs. There was a comparatively lower frequency of “a/an” in their 

learner data set and they explained this difference by suggesting that these learners may 

not be able to distinguish properly between definite and indefinite reference. In their 

learner data set, the connector “and” was used with a distinctively high frequency. Thus, 

they speculated, Chinese speakers do not use coordinating conjunctions in the same way, 

the overuse of “and” in their data seems to indicate that Chinese learners of English use 

it more as a discourse marker or a stalling device rather than a coordinating connective. 

These researchers also argue that learners repeat auxiliaries as a stalling device when 



 68 

they have difficulties in retrieving verbs that follow them and their recycling of 

prepositions perhaps points to a general insecurity to use the correct preposition. The 

researchers found that the recycling of syntactic categories (nouns, adjectives, and 

adverbs) were quite infrequent in the learner data. Another striking pattern that these 

researchers observed was that the learners recycled verbs at a much higher rate than their 

NS counterparts arguing that their data revealed the use of verb recycling in cases where 

the learners had difficulty in completing the syntactic unit (e.g., finding an object or 

complement), and that the data indicates that learners tend to overuse empty, de-

lexicalized verbs (e.g., make, do, etc.) especially arguing that these may have become 

highly entrenched in the learner’s lexicon and their production is less susceptible to 

conscious control than that of more specific words. Learners may resort to empty verbs 

while facing time pressure perhaps due to their limited attentional resources and the less 

automatic nature of L2. The contradictory findings between Bada’s (2010) study 

involving Turkish language learners and Quan and Weisser’s (2015) study involving 

Chinese English learners in regards to syntactic class recyclings suggest that more 

research with language learners from other L1 backgrounds is warranted.  

Németh (2012) study of Hungarian speakers took into account word length in her 

investigation of recycling and looked at how it influences the site of initiation (location 

where speakers initiate repair). She found that Hungarian speakers tend to use far more 

monosyllabic function words as the destinations of recycling. She also found a high 

proportion of monosyllabic words in late initiation (i.e., the word is uttered completely), 

while a “great amount” of multisyllabic words were initiated in early production (i.e., at 
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the beginning of the word, before the word is recognizably complete). In the case of 

bisyllabic words, however, she found nearly the same quantities of bisyllabic words in 

early and late initiation. Németh defines restarting repair as a recycling that is initiated 

before a word is complete, which can also be found in the taxonomy to deal with speech 

disfluencies introduced by Gósy (2004). She contends that restarting repair is a type of 

recycling repair that allows the speaker to gain extra planning time; however, it differs 

from recyclings of function words that precede content words because it is usually 

initiated later when the problematic word (usually a content word) has already begun. In 

fact, 83% of restarting repairs occurred in bi- and multi-syllabic words in her study. She 

contends that this serves as proof that linguistic planning demands greater effort on 

longer than on shorter words just as cognitive planning demands greater effort on 

content than on function words. She also explains that restarting repair is interactionally 

weaker than replacement repair. This is because unlike replacement repair, in recycling 

there are not unintended segments produced during the repair process. It would be 

worthwhile to investigate whether or not such restarting repair practices on longer words 

found in Nemeth’s study on native speakers of Hungarian might also be applicable to 

English language learners.  

Although the aforementioned studies greatly contribute to our understanding of 

recycling repair, there are still several gaps that remain. First, many of the previous 

studies on recycling relied on corpus-based NS data (e.g., Fox et al., 2010; Németh, 

2012; Rieger, 2003) Studies on recycling involving English language learners have been 

limited to Chinese English language learners and Turkish English language learners. 
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They have produced contradictory findings where such discrepancies may be traced 

back to methodological concerns not only related to the operationalization of recycling, 

but also related to data that does not include naturally occurring conversation. Bada’s 

(2010) study was problematic because students were given the task beforehand and the 

data came from interviews. Similarly, data from Quan and Weisser’s (2015) study 

consisted of interviews by native speakers where English learners were encouraged to 

speak about set topics with free discussion followed by the task of recounting a story 

when presented with four pictures. While these studies made valuable contributions to 

our knowledge of recycling repair, they are problematic because the type of task they 

used runs counter to CA for CA requires naturally occurring data, not an artificial 

contrived conversation involving interviews. Therefore, a study that investigates the 

recycling practices of English language learners from different linguistic backgrounds 

involved in authentic conversation in the classroom is warranted. Second, none of the 

studies on recycling differentiated between first and second order recycling operation 

types. In some cases, recycling may be the star of the repair operation show, while at 

other times it may play a supporting role, for example, when used as a framing device in 

other repair operations or in word searches (Schegloff, 2013). When investigating word 

versus group recycling, content versus function word recycling, syntactic class of 

recyclings, and the length of words that are recycled, it might be worthwhile to 

investigate these in light of whether they are first or second order recycling operation 

types. This area of research would benefit from a study that seeks to understand how 
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recycling is used as a technology in other operation types as well as the technologies that 

are used in recycling as a first order operation.  

3.3.2. Replacing  

 Many of the previously mentioned studies on recycling repair also looked at 

replacement repair in terms of content and function words. In Fox et al.’s (2010) cross-

linguistic study of NS of English, Hebrew, and German, an instance of a word was 

treated as a replacement if a word (or multiple words) was replaced, as well as instances 

in which a speaker mispronounced a word and then re-produced it with a more 

appropriate pronunciation. Instances in which the speaker repeats a word base and 

replaces affixes on that base were also included as simple replacements. This study 

found that content words, specifically nouns, were over-represented in replacement 

repairs as compared to recycling repairs. Thus, the researchers argue that given the much 

larger search space for content words, and the resulting opportunity for an incorrect or 

inappropriate choice, content words are more likely to be the target of a replacement. 

Drawing on the work of Sack’s (1992) and Schegloff (2007), Fox et al. (2010) claim that 

the high rate of noun replacement in their study seemed to stem from two main sources: 

(a) the speaker’s initial utterance was treated as phonetically erroneous and was replaced 

by an alternate phonetic production; and (b) the speaker treated the initial word as 

interactionally inappropriate and replaced it with a synonym. These researchers also 

found some differences in the syntactic class of the replaced content words depending 
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on language: nouns were more often replaced in English and Hebrew, while verbs were 

more often replaced in German.  

Németh’s (2012) study also found that native speakers of Hungarian also tended 

to replace content words, specifically multisyllabic content words. She cites the delaying 

function of recycling function words as a reason for the over-representation of content 

words in replacement repairs. Moreover, she contends that it is necessary to delay the 

next content word due because speakers face a greater challenge in selecting the 

appropriate content word as opposed to selecting the appropriate function word and thus 

need more time to do it. She argues that “cognitive planning demands a greater effort in 

the case of content words than in the case of function words, which can more easily lead 

to a problem and maybe a replacement repair during the production of a word” (p. 

2026). She found that longer words (multisyllabic content words) were more likely to 

take place in replacement repairs than shorter ones. She argues that the reason for this is 

because the linguistic planning of longer words demands a greater effort from the 

speaker in the same way as the cognitive planning of content words does. She further 

argues that “when the speaker has already begun the articulation of a longer word, she is 

more likely to face a problem endangering her intended production than in the case of a 

shorter word” (p. 2028). Németh (2012) also looked at the technology involved in 

replacement repair, specifically in regards to repair initiation. Drawing on the work of 

Fox et al. (2009), she claims that replacement repair tends to be initiated prior to 

recognizable completion. Interactionally, this functions to reduce accountability for 

inappropriate words.  
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Studies involving NNS of English have been limited to speakers from China 

(Quan & Weisser, 2015), Turkey (Bada, 2010), Iran (Talebi and Lotfi, 2015), and 

different Asian countries (Kaur, 2011). Bada (2010) investigated repetitions, 

operationalized as “vocalized fillers” (planning for an utterance, see recycling above) 

and “self-repair” (modification of an utterance in repeated form), in Turkish NNSE and 

NNSF and found that for English learners, group-level repetitions were mainly for fillers 

(61.6%), whereas for the French learners, repetitions were mainly for self-repair 

(69.6%). Bada further argued that a self-repair utterance may be repeated a couple of 

times before the speaker is convinced of the desired form and the modification may not 

necessarily render the utterance ‘appropriate.’ At times, an appropriate usage is made 

inappropriate during the repetition process. Although this study adds to the native 

speaker literature on replacement, it has several limitations. First, the study is 

problematic because it conflates two distinct phenomena that serve different functions 

when he classified modifications of an utterance as “self-repair” as a subcategory of 

repetitions. It might prove more useful to use Schegloff’s (2013) self-repair operational 

system that distinguishes between two frequently occurring operations—recyclings 

(where exact utterances are repeated) and replacings (where an utterance is modified). 

Second, Bada did not describe what types of self-correction were taking place. A study 

that investigates self-correction (i.e., replacing) sub-types might prove useful. Thirdly, 

Bada’s data consisted of a pre-assigned task and interview data. It would be worthwhile 

to investigate English learners’ replacement repair practices when they are involved in 

authentic conversations. Lastly, Bada’s study investigated Turkish English and French 
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language learners. A study that investigates replacing practices with students from other 

L1 backgrounds is needed.  

Quan and Weisser (2015) investigated the replacing practices of Chinese English 

language learners and found that in comparison with recycling, content words account 

for a higher percentage of replaced items in the NS dataset (27%), and an even higher 

proportion of replaced items in the learner dataset (42%). These researchers argue that 

this difference would again point to insecurity in the use of appropriate vocabulary by 

learners, who need to correct themselves more frequently. In terms of replaced items by 

syntactic categories, they found that for learners, verbs constitute the largest category of 

replaced items (23.91%) followed by determiners (18.48%), and subject pronouns 

(16.30%). Quan and Weisser (2015) offer two examples of replacements involving 

verbs, in one example the student replaces the verb paint with the verb draw and in the 

second example, the student replaces like with likes. The researchers explain the over-

representation of verbs in learners’ replacements from a typological perspective for they 

argue that because English is characterized by a relatively greater degree of fusion in 

inflectional morphology where bound verbal morphemes are semantically complex (e.g, 

-s carries the meaning of present, third person, and singular), English learners who have 

L1 language backgrounds that do not consist of verbal inflection aspect markers may 

face special difficulties in working out the right forms. In addition to typological 

differences between English and Chinese, these researchers cite attentional resources 

and automaticity in the process of speech production to explain differences between NS 

and NNSs’ recycling and replacing practices. Although this study also contributes to our 
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understanding of the replacing practices found in English language learners, it also has 

several limitations. Like Bada (2010) , these researchers relied on data involving 

interviews with learners from a particular demographic (Chinese English language 

learners). Again, it would be worthwhile to investigate the replacement practices that 

English learners use with data involving authentic conversation and with students from 

other L1 backgrounds. Although these researchers added to our understanding in terms 

of which syntactic categories make up English learners’ replacings (i.e., typology), it 

would be useful to take it a step further and investigate replacings in terms of the type of 

replacing errors (i.e., lexical, phonological, grammatical, etc.).  

Talebi and Lotfi’s (2015) study of EFL Iranian learners that focused on 

replacement and insertion repair found that replacement repair was used more frequently 

than insertion repair in both males and females. These learners were required to 

reproduce two short stories from Oral Reproduction of Stories by Abbas Ali Rezai. It 

would be worthwhile to investigate whether replacement repair is used more frequently 

than insertion repair with students from other L1 backgrounds and in a task that consists 

of a conversation task.  

Although Kaur’s (2011) study did not look at replacing in terms of Schegloff’s 

(2013) ten operations, to date it is the only study that investigated English learners’ self-

repair practices involving error correction in data that involved an authentic 

conversation. Kaur (2011) investigated the self-repair practices of 22 graduate students 

from 13 different lingua-cultural backgrounds (the majority of the participants were of 

Asian origin) in their self-recorded ELF (English as a lingua franca) conversations 
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outside of the classrooms at an institution of higher learning in Kuala Lampur. Diversity 

was apparent in the participants’ level of English proficiency. The majority of 

participants displayed intermediate level proficiency; however, several displayed levels 

that tended toward lower intermediate, while others (specifically teaching staff and 

research students) seemed highly proficient. Unlike the previous studies that used data 

involving interviews, this study was grounded in a CA framework and used naturally 

occurring spoken data for analysis. Although this study did not operationalize a 

modification of an utterance as replacing according to Schegloff’s (2013) ten-operation 

types, he focused on what he called “righting the wrongs” or self-corrections on the 

phonological, lexical, morphological and syntactic level which involve replacing.  

 On the phonological level, Kaur (2011) gives three examples where speakers can 

be found to correct their articulation of a word or to correct a phonemic slip. He offers 

three examples where the repair involves a simple replacing of the mispronounced word 

(e.g., “cemong,” “identifision,” and “chick”, with the correct version, “cement,” 

“identification,” “check,” respectively) and where non-lexical means (e.g.,  hesitation 

markers, cut-offs, and pauses) mark the initiation of repair, immediately followed by the 

repair proper before the speaker continues the rest of the utterance. Kaur (2011) 

mentions that self-correction may also take place at the lexical level where an incorrect 

word choice is replaced with the correct one. On the lexical level, he offers three 

examples where he claims the production of an incorrect lexical item is immediately 

replaced with the correct item with “little or no disruption to the syntactic structure of 

the sentence” (p. 2708). In these examples, Kaur (2011) does not offer readers the 
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conversation in context. It is thus difficult to understand which type of same-turn SISR 

operation is taking place. His examples involving “doing correction” are also 

questionable for the examples given do not appear to involve a target language error that 

is replaced with a more correct item according to the norms of the target language. In 

Figure 23, “respond” replaces “restore.” There is not anything inherently wrong with the 

word “restore” and instead of “doing correcting,” the speaker may be simply aborting 

the TCU in progress in favor of an alternative way to get the same project done. This is 

based on speculation as readers do not have access to the context of the conversation.  

 

Figure 23. Example of “Doing Correcting” from Kaur (2011, p. 2708). 

Kaur (2011) also mentions that self-correction on the lexical level involves the 

insertion of a lexical item that was previously omitted where insertion of lexical items 

previously omitted are performed immediately, often resulting in the next word being 

cut off to allow for the insertion of the missing word, as is the case in Figure 24.  

 

Figure 24. Example of Self-Correction on a Lexical Level from Kaur (2011, p. 2708). 

 In this example (and in two others he gives), Kaur argues that the missing word 

is necessary to render the speaker’s utterance meaningful and omission of the word 

therefore constitutes an error that the speaker orientates to by providing the word in 

question immediately. It may be argued that the examples Kaur (2011) gives for 
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“righting the wrongs” on the lexical level with insertion may not be considered “error 

correction” per se as they do not involve a non-target like item that is replaced by a more 

target like item. Thus, Schegloff’s (2013) repair operation known as “inserting” might 

be a better way to describe this repair practice.  

 Although some of Kaur’s (2011) examples of lexical “righting the wrong” 

replacements may be more aptly characterized as other same-turn SISR operation types  

(specifically abortings or insertings), he does identify a repair practice that entails the 

participant replacing a previously used lexical item with a different one that is related to 

the prior, but is semantically more specific and narrow (i.e., general term is replaced 

with a more specific term), for example “students” replaces “people.” Kaur (2011) 

mentions that this practice of replacing a general term with a more specific one has also 

been noted in Kurhila’s (2003) study involving native-speakers interacting with non-

native speakers.  

Kaur (2011) also gives examples of “righting the wrongs” or doing error 

correction from a morphological level, which include participants’ self-corrections that 

include changing the tense used or correcting a word from singular to plural among 

others. Kaur offers examples where participants are aware of their inaccuracies of some 

of their forms and appear to correct themselves. Such instances, as opposed to the 

examples with insertions, do appear to involve erroneous constructions where a non-

target like form is replaced with a more target like form.  

Kaur (2011) also found that the participants appeared to be “righting wrongs” on 

the syntactic level where participants appeared to abandon the emerging syntactic 
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construction, to change the word order, or to revise the clause type. Instead of viewing 

all of these disparate examples under the umbrella of syntactic level “righting the 

wrongs,” it might be useful to distinguish between these repair types with a more 

nuanced approach for some of these cases may not involve the replacing of a non-target 

like error, but may instead be an instance of aborting, reordering, reformatting an 

utterance (see Schegloff’s, 2013, same-turn SISR operation types in Ch. 2).  

Kaur (2011) also found that self-repairs did not only involve the correction of 

language errors, but also observable errors in terms of a revision of fact or content where 

some errors appear to result from a slip of tongue and in other cases, the correction 

involves adjustment to the degree or extent of what is said. Kaur found that self-

correction of content may be marked with the negation “not” or it may be unmarked.  

While Kaur’s (2011) study greatly contributes to the area of same-turn SISR, it 

had several limitations. First, it only collected audio-recorded data and thus could have 

missed some important things that could affect the analysis (e.g., the importance of gaze 

during a word search). Secondly, this study did not adequately distinguish between the 

different operation types. A study that employs a more nuanced approach to same-turn 

self-repair types (e.g., Schegloff’s, 2013, ten same-turn SISR operations) is needed. 

Third, Kaur only looked at “righting the wrongs” and did not look at other repair types. 

Thus, in order to gain a fuller picture of ESL learners’ self-repair practices, it would be 

useful to look at all repair types, not just “doing correcting.” Finally, it would be 

interesting to see if these practices apply to learners of a similar proficiency level within 

the confines of the classroom.  
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3.3.3. Inserting 

Wilkinson and Weatherall (2011) characterize instances where “the inserted 

material does not modify a formulation that is already there, but adds something 

altogether new” (p. 85). These researchers offered a systematic examination of the 

technology of insertion repair along with how the inserted material modifies the 

ongoing talk based on an analysis of over 500 instances that were compiled from a wide 

range of British, New Zealand, and U.S. English data sets. Insertion repair was 

overwhelmingly initiated in the same TCU in this data collection (75% of cases).  

According to Wilkinson and Weatherall (2011), the technology of insertion 

repair involves the repair initiation, the pre- and post- frames, the inserted material, and 

the repair solution. Speakers usually initiate insertion repair either in or just after the 

word before which the material is to be inserted and only very occasionally is repair 

initiated later than this. A cut-off (linguistically a stop—glottal, dental, aveolar, etc.) is 

the most common kind of repair initiation and was used in 75% of the cases in this 

study’s collection. Speakers can initiate (what turns out to be) insertion repair with a 

cutoff at any point in the production of a word (very early, partway through, or right at 

the end of its production). Insertion repair can also be initiated with a sound stretch, a 

pause, or other “hitches.” It is also common for insertion repair to be launched without 

any explicit repair initiation (e.g., cutoff or other hitch), that is no alert to the recipient 

that the next thing the speaker says might not be continuous with what has been said up 

to that point. The insertion repair may also be pre- and post-framed where some of the 

previous talk is replaced before the inserted material and some other part of the previous 
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talk is repeated after it. When pre-framing an insertion repair, speakers typically repeat 

just one word from the prior talk, but can repeat more. It is also quite common for 

insertion repairs to not be pre-framed (i.e., there is no repeat of a previous item prior to 

the inserted material). A post-frame is constituted as some element of talk produced 

prior to a repair initiation and its extent is directly related to where the repair was 

initiated. Post-frames may range from a tiny sound to a whole word or more. It is 

overwhelmingly the case that the inserted material is a single word; however, speakers 

can insert more than a word, which in such cases it tends to be idiomatic. There also 

may be insertions of less than a word (e.g., prefixes). Speakers can insert material in 

many forms: adjectives, adverbs, determiners, prefixes, prepositions, conjunctions, 

verbs, nouns, interjections, etc. Insertion repair is distinctive among repair operations in 

that it retains and modifies the original formation, rather than deleting it or replacing it. 

Thus, in retaining the original formulation as part of the repair solution, the speaker 

treats it as not wholly wrong, but as in need of some kind of modification.  

Wilkinson and Weatherall (2011) found insertion material to modify the talk in 

two key ways, by specifying and intensifying. “Doing specifying” is when the inserted 

material modifies the original reference formulation so as to identify a unique referent or 

a particular type of referent. In this case, the original formulation is not treated as wrong, 

but rather insufficiently specific where “well over half” of the cases of insertion repair in 

this collection fell into this type. In cases of specifying repair, the speaker displays an 

orientation to the possibility that the reference formulation originally selected may not 

serve adequately to identify the intended referent, but may be taken instead to refer to a 
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different place, person, or object. Thus, the specifying repair is designed to differentiate 

between these types of referents. This study found “doing intensifying” to account for 

approximately a quarter of insertion repairs in their collection. In this case, the inserted 

material modifies the original formulation so as to strengthen or modify the meaning of 

the word(s) it modifies. The inserted material in this case is often and adverb and is 

usually a single word (e.g., really, extremely, completely). In these cases, the repair 

solution is a stronger formulation than its original, which was “insufficiently strongly 

formulated” (p. 80).  

Although specifying and intensifying formed the bulk of the insertion repairs in 

Wilkinson and Weatherall’s (2011), data collection, they also found examples of 

describing, adjusting, and adding. Describing insertion repairs insert a descriptor to 

describe a person, object, place, or action (e.g., “elderly” before “woman,” “dreadful” 

before “fires,” “long” before “list”). Adjusting insertion repairs contain epistemic 

markers (e.g., I think, probably) and action formulations (e.g., trying to get, managed to 

get, etc.). They also found adding in their collection; that is, the inserted material does 

not modify a formulation that is already there but adds something altogether new, most 

commonly a new reference formulation additional to one already produced in the turn-

so-far.  

Added constituents are what Goodwin (1980) has termed “added segments” and 

what Schegloff (1996) has termed “increments” or “extensions”—i.e., continuations of 

the immediately prior possibly completed turn that are syntactically and semantically 

coherent with what has come before. Following Schegloff (1996), Ford, Fox, and 
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Thompson (2002) define increments as “any nonmain-clause continuation of a speaker’s 

turn after that speaker has come to what could have been a completion point or a 

‘transition-relevance place,” based on prosody, syntax, and sequential action” (p. 16). 

They claim that in English, such added increments may take the form of a variety of 

syntactic types, including simple noun phrases, prepositional phrases, adverbs, adverbial 

phrases, relative clauses, or subordinate clauses. Tanka (1999) has given the term 

“recompleters” to units that are added after a turn has passed through a transition 

relevance place and “recomplete” that turn. Ford et al. (2002) contend that increments 

are not just “afterthoughts” but do important interactional work, such as pursuing 

acknowledgement or uptake or obtaining the gaze of their interlocutor by creating 

renewed points of possible completion without creating new actions. In other words, 

increments are attempted solutions to a lack of displayed reciprocity. Ford et al. (2002) 

contend that such extensions retroactively “delete” the last place of possible completion 

and make the end of the added extension hearable as the “first” real place of possible 

completion, thus “masking” the interactional trouble that the lack of uptake could 

represent.  

Lerner (2004) investigated turn expansion in cases where a speaker reaches a 

possible completion of a TCU, but then begins a new TCU that establishes the possible 

completion of the prior TCU as its actual completion. He suggests that many increments 

begin with some type of increment initiator that shows the speaker may be continuing a 

new TCU rather than beginning a new one. He uses the term increment initiator to 

encompass a range of grammatical practices that can be used explicitly to connect a next 
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turn constructional component to a possibly completed TCU as a continuation. He found 

that some increment initiators tightly tied the increment to the host TCU as a 

continuation of the action that the TCU had been implementing, whereas others acted to 

draw distinct actions together into a single syntactic package to implement a specific 

type of connection between those actions. Thus, it appears that increment initiators not 

only indicate syntactically (to the interlocutor) that a TCU may be continuing, but they 

also set up a specific type of connection for increments may be systematically used to 

specify (to a greater or lesser degree), elaborate, clarify, and amplify the TCU they 

extend, or add a further detail, and they do so in an unmarked fashion because they lay 

claim to being part of the same TCU by the same speaker. In Lerner’s (2004) data, 

increments were initiated as an immediate continuation of the turn or after a slight gap. 

However, increments can also be issued after longer gaps as a way to continue a turn 

after it becomes clear that others have not self-selected to begin a new turn. Lerner 

argues that increments that are self-initiated self-completed is the predominant way in 

which increments are produced in talk-in-interaction, but it is not the only way3. 

The cases in the previously mentioned studies involved NS of English. Thus an 

investigation into whether such insertion repair practices also apply to NNS of English 

during situated interaction in the confines of the classroom is warranted.  

                                                
3 The increment initiator may be voiced by a speaker, and the increment remainder may be voiced by 
another party, a common feature of turn-prompting sequences which prompt a speaker to say more than 
they already have (Lerner, 2004).  
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3.3.4. Searching  

Another kind of repair operation for conversation is the recognizable searching 

for a word (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986; Schegloff et al., 1977). Some word searches are 

worked at and completed solely by the individual, that is a solitary word search; while 

other word searches include sequence-organization relevance that expand into sequences 

of action that can include contributions from other participants in the form of a 

collaborative word search (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986). This section will focus on the 

former. The activity of searching for a word is characterized by observable conduct 

consisting of a gaze away and is frequently marked by non-lexical speech perturbations, 

which include sound stretches and uh’s (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986). According to 

Lerner (2013), speech perturbations (uh(m)’s) are exclusively relevant where they not 

only act as a “promissory note,” that is promise a continuing commitment to the further 

realization of a turn’s talk and a commitment to delivering the next word, but also serve 

as an alert to recipients of possible trouble and what sort of repair operation might be 

undertaken.  

Kurhila’s (2006) study, which draws on interactions involving NS-NNS 

interactions characterizes word searches as “instances where the speaker displays 

hesitancy in utterance formation and displays having difficulty in finding the relevant 

linguistic items to convey the meaning so that it would be understood by the other 

speaker” (p. 91). Although she calls such sequences “word searches,” she claims that the 

item being sought is not always a lexical item, but can be grammatical or sometimes a 
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longer syntactic unit and in some cases it may not always be clear what the missing 

element is in the sequences.  

Extant CA research on searching has mostly referred to “word searches;” 

however some researchers argue that that term may be too restrictive. Schegloff (2013) 

drew on the work of Sacks and distinguished between two types, précises and delicates. 

Précise searches refer to proper nouns (i.e., the search for names of people or places) and 

delicate searches refer to common nouns. He adds a third type, resumption searches, 

which are searches following interruptions or side-trackings (refer to 2.8.4 for examples 

of each of these search types). Németh (2012) contends that the recycling of articles may 

also indicate a word search process and usually happens before content words whereas 

the recycling of conjunctions or relative pronouns indicates a clause search process in 

Hungarian.  

3.3.5. Parenthesizing  

Parentheses have been characterized as “constructions which temporarily 

suspend the progression of some other syntactic construction or wider sequence action” 

(Duvallon & Routarinne, 2005, p. 67). According to Lerner (2004), before a speaker 

reaches a first or next possible completion, they can expand their turn by adding TCU-

internal increments (parenthetical remarks) to their turn and draw on syntax as a 

linguistic resource to develop or expand turns-at-talk. Auer’s (2005) study involving 

native speakers of German investigated the phenomenon which he calls “delayed self-

repairs,” which are characterized by a recurrent pattern: “An emerging syntactic pattern 
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is broken off by the speaker, he or she then starts a new turn constructional unit (TCU 

which introduces a different line of thought, subtopic, or argument; having finished this 

unit, the same speaker returns to the broken off structure and recycles it syntactically 

and/or semantically” (p. 77). Auer (2005) found quite a few instances, however, where 

breakoffs were followed by delayed self-repairs that span a small stretch of speech only. 

Insertions of this kind where the delay is minor (i.e., the subordinated utterance is short), 

are treated as parenthesis or parentheticals. Auer argues that there is some evidence that 

parenthesis is a concept that belongs to written language where it is marked by ‘(xx)’ or 

‘—xx—’ and is characterized by the insertion of material into an unrelated syntactic 

frame which does not require the inserted materials. If one were to delete the 

parenthetical materials, the structure of the surrounding sentence would be well-formed. 

In spoken conversation, parentheticals consist of a semantically and pragmatically 

subordinated TCU. Auer argues that there is no repair involved in parenthesis and the 

pre-parenthetical utterance is abandoned and continued post-parenthetically. That is to 

say, the post parenthetical resumes and continues the fragment without backtracking; 

elements from the pre-parenthetical utterance are not repeated or recycled. Aurer (2005) 

argues that from a cognitive point of view, this makes it more difficult to identify the 

predecessor to which the continuation needs to be tied in order to result in a well-formed 

frame. He contends that while this may not present a problem in written language, 

research has shown that longer parenthesis are more likely to lead to non-smooth 

continuation (Schönherr, 1993; Stoltenburg, 2002). Auer also found that in his data, in 

the delayed self-repair format, the syntactic position in which the first utterance is 
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broken off is close to the end of the clause. Parenthesis, on the other hand, usually 

occurred early in the clause. Thus, he suggests that there are “canonical syntactic 

environments for prototypical parentheses (parenthesis niches)” (p. 98). Auer explains 

that repair in spoken syntax (vis-à-vis parenthesis) “offers ways of putting complex and 

hierarchically structured information into sequentially/linearly ordered speech without 

using hypotactical structures of written language” (p. 99). He contends that parenthesis 

is a technique for dealing with the linearization problem of language, and concludes that 

“it should not be looked upon as a remedial device correcting some deficiency in the 

way in which a speaker translates complex ideas into linear speech (which may or may 

not be the case), but rather as part of a solution to this problem” (p. 99). In fact, Auer 

(2005) found that parentheses were found more often in speakers with some rhetorical 

skills than in linguistically inexperienced ones. For example, in his study he found that 

interviewers and applicants for managerial posts (bank trainees) used more delayed 

repairs than less verbose speakers for blue collar jobs and in therapeutic interviews they 

were more common than in reality TV. Thus, he concludes, the social and situational 

distribution of this repair format suggest that it is not typical of linguistically unskilled 

persons and argues that this format is not “deficient” in any way, but an efficient way of 

bringing across complex pieces of information with a high degree of hierarchical 

organization.  

To date, studies on parenthesizing repair have focused on data involving NS of 

Finnish (Duvallon & Routarinne, 2005), German (Auer, 2005), and English (Lerner, 

2004). It would be worthwhile to investigate whether or not more linguistically skilled 
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(vis-à-vis advanced level) NNS of English use the parenthesizing repair operation in 

natural conversations in a classroom setting.  

3.3.6. SISR Operations that Received Less Attention in the Literature 

To date, studies investigating deleting, aborting, sequence-jumping, reformatting, 

and reordering are extremely scarce. Drawing on CA, Wong and Waring (2010) mention 

abandonment as a type of repair. According to these researchers, abandonment is “a 

same-turn repair method of aborting an already started repair attempt, after which the 

speaker starts afresh” (p. 220). Deleting appears to be relatively rare in English when 

compared to other repair operations (Kitzinger, 2013).  

 

3.4. SELF-REPAIR AND ACTION CONSTRUCTION  

According to Drew, Walker, and Ogden (2013), the investigation of self-repair 

may be a useful method for understanding how turn design functions interactionally. 

Turn-design is a cornerstone of conversation analytic research and is defined as “the 

ways in which speakers design their turns with respect to where in a sequence a turn is 

being taken, what is being done in that turn and to whom the turn is. These researchers 

contend that speakers often engage in self-repair, not to correct a mistake, but for some 

other “interactional ‘purpose’” (p. 73). They place scare marks around “purpose” as a 

reminder to analysts that they cannot be sure what the speaker’s purpose is and thus, 

they must remain reluctant to speculate about the speaker’s cognitive state (i.e., their 
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purpose or intention). Instead, they must explore analytically the interactional effect of a 

self-repair. They contend that cases involving a modification, alteration, or adjustment 

seem to be associated with better designing a turn for the interactional work it is 

instructed to do.  

 

3.5. DISTRIBUTIONAL FREQUENCY OF SISR OPERATIONS  

 Some CA studies of self-repair presented in section 3.3 were quantitative in 

nature, specifically studies on recycling and replacement repair; yet they include 

qualitative frequency descriptors such as “over-represented” (Fox et al., 2010, p. 2490), 

“extremely common” (Fox et al., 2010, p. 2502), “significantly more” (Bada, 2010, p. 

1684), “a higher proportion” (Quan & Weisser, 2015, p. 46), “a considerable number” 

(Németh, 2012, p. 2032). However, CA research does not generally report precise 

numbers, but instead relies on numeric descriptors (Stivers, 2015). CA investigations of 

SISR operation types have reported their data in terms of their relative frequencies in 

their data set. Schegloff (2013) uses the relative frequency expression “far less 

common” (p. 47) when describing the deleting SISR operation. In the same vein, 

Wilkinson and Weatherall’s (2011) study on insertion repair included distributional 

evidence expressions such as “quite common” (p. 68), “well over half of all instances in 

our collection” (p. 72),  “much less common” (p. 83), and “account for more than three 

quarters” (p. 83). Drawing on extant CA studies, Stivers (2015) claims that such 

distributional evidence provides some support when explaining speaker preferences. For 
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example, Schegloff (1977) relies on the skewed distribution to provide partial support 

for speakers’ preference for self-repair, and Sacks and Schegloff (2007) use 

distributional evidence when claiming that there is a preference for recognitional 

reference forms. Thus, the present study seeks to investigate the relative distributional 

frequency of SISR operations to provide evidence (albeit partial) for students’ 

preference.  

 

3.6. RESEARCH QUESTIONS  

 Unlike previous studies that have focused on L2 self-repair, this study will 

actually draw on natural conversational data and look at repair in terms of sequencing. 

The negotiation for meaning (e.g., Pica, 2005) creates specific interactional roles that 

rely on predetermined sequences, which differ from data involving natural conversation, 

and does not investigate repair in terms of sequencing.  The communication strategies 

(e.g., Poulisse, 1990; Tarone, 1978, 1980) and problem-solving mechanisms (e.g., 

Dörnyei & Kormos, 1998) approaches viewed L2 self-repair as self-contained, failing to 

understand it in terms of turn-taking and sequential position. Although a number of CA 

investigations of self-repair that take sequencing into account have surfaced over the 

years, they have mostly focused on only one or two types of self-repair. Thus, this 

dissertation seeks to advance our understanding of a relatively unexamined domain: the 

various types of self-initiated same-turn self-repair operations that advanced ESL 

learners employ as they engage in a conversation task with a peer from another language 
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background within the confines of a classroom setting using a conversation analytic 

perspective. The research questions that guide the present study are as follows:  

1. What types of same-turn self-initiated self-repair (same-turn SISR) operations do 

advanced learners of English from different L1 backgrounds employ in situated, 

pair interactions involving a teacher-assigned open-ended conversation task? 

2. What are the relative frequencies at which these operations occur? 

3. What kinds of technologies are involved in these operations? 
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Chapter 4. Research Methods and Data  

 This chapter describes how the current project has been designed to investigate 

the types of same-turn SISR operations that students from different L1 backgrounds use 

in an advanced level ESL listening and speaking class. First, a description of the 

research site and basic demographic information about the participants (4.1) and context 

(4.2) is provided. Then specific data collection procedures (4.3) are discussed followed 

by a description of the transcription method and method of analysis (4.4).  

 

4.1.  RESEARCH SITE AND PARTICIPANTS  

Participants were recruited from two intact ESL classrooms at a post-secondary 

ESL program at a large university in the southern part of the United States. The ESL 

department at this university enrolls students either in an English Language Program 

(ELP) or in English for Academic Purposes (EAP). The ELP program has full-time or 

part-time options and is designed for undergraduates, visiting scholars, business people, 

and family members of faculty, staff, or students. The content in these courses focuses 

on communication for studies and daily life. The EAP program, on the other hand, 

specifically prepares students for graduate study (i.e., for students planning to enter a 

Master’s or Ph.D. program).  

Students (N = 17) from two advanced-level ELP Listening and Speaking classes, 

level 7—ELP LS 7 (the highest level in the program), volunteered to participate in this 
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study. One class met during the spring semester and the other met during the summer 

semester of 2015 three times a week (on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays) from 1:00 

p.m. to 3:30 p.m. ELP LS 7 was chosen because the students had an advanced command 

of the target language, which allowed to gain insights into the wider range of 

interactional repair practices that learners deploy given their fuller knowledge of the 

target language. Participants came from 10 different countries and had 7 different L1 

backgrounds. Their ages ranged from 18-30, with the exception of two participants (S5 

and S16) who were between 31-40 years of age. Basic information on the participants, 

including their assigned number (SX), national origin, L1 background, and gender is 

presented in Table 1. The students with assigned numbers S1-S9 were enrolled in the 

spring semester and the students with assigned numbers S9-S17 were enrolled in the 

summer semester. One student (S9) was enrolled in ELP LS 7 in both the spring and 

summer semesters.   
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Table 1  

Participants  

 
Nation of Origin 

 
L1 Background 

  
Student(s)  

 
Male 

 
Female 

Spring     
     Libya Arabic S9 1 -- 
     Korea Korean S3 1 -- 
     Turkey Turkish S6, S8 1 (S6)  1 (S8)  
     Costa Rica Spanish  S5 1 -- 
     China Cantonese  S7 -- 1 
     Mexico Spanish S2 -- 1 
     Venezuela Spanish  S1, S4 2 -- 
Summer       
     Korea Korean  S16 1 -- 
     Brazil Portuguese S14 -- 1 
     Angola Portuguese S10, S11, S17 3 -- 
     Kazakhstan Kazakh S13 1 -- 
     Libya Arabic  S9 (spring repeat)  -- 
     Saudi Arabia Arabic  S12, S15 2 -- 

Total    13 4 
 

4.2. CONTEXT  

The course was 15 weeks long in the spring and 8 weeks long in the summer. 

Each 1.5-hour class period included some kind of peer-peer, group, or class discussion 

activity. Here is the purpose of ELP LS 7 as it is laid out in the course description that 

the instructor gave to the students at the beginning of the semester:  

 Course Purpose:  Because effective communication requires both listening and 
 speaking, in this class we will work to develop both of these skills. We will use many 
 different speaking and listening activities and tools during the semester (See “Final 
 Grade  and Advancement” and Day 1 class handouts).  Although we will use our 
 textbooks every week, each class will have a substantial student-generated component.  
 Your job is to debate, discuss and teach in each class.  
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The course description also outlines student learning outcomes that the students 

must be able to do in order to master ELP LS 7. Such learning outcomes include being 

able to lead and participate in discussions effectively using proper discourse markers, 

including changing topics, digressing from a topic, returning to a topic, turn taking, 

rephrasing, concluding, and summarizing. Other learning outcomes consist of being able 

to demonstrate that they can speak spontaneously and with confidence on a variety of 

topics for at least two to three minutes, as well as demonstrating the ability to make a 

well-organized presentation on a familiar topic for at least seven to eight minutes. To 

help students master these learning outcomes, the ELP LS 7 instructor typically gives 

students a variety of open-ended conversation tasks.   

4.3. DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 

4.3.1. Informed Consent, Background Questionnaire, and Tasks  

 Prior to data collection, I collected an approval letter from the director of the 

institution and signed informed consent forms from the students and course instructors.  

Informed consent from the students was collected in the last twenty minutes of the class 

period prior to the first day of data collection. To mitigate the possibility of undue 

influence or coercion, the instructor was not present during this time. To maximize 

confidentiality in the collection of data, I assigned numbers to the students who agreed 

to participate in the study. I also created a secure document (a master key file with an 

encrypted password) that allowed for the linking of the names with the students’ 

numbers. Students’ names only appeared on this secure document and their assigned 
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numbers were used for all other data collection—in the background questionnaire, 

transcriptions, and the researcher’s notes. After informed consent was obtained from the 

students and numbers were assigned, I collected background information in the form of 

a questionnaire. This questionnaire asked for their assigned number, country of origin, 

first language background (L1), and age range (see questionnaire in Appendix A).  

Also prior to data collection, I met with the instructor to coordinate and set the 

dates and times for data collection. It was decided that data would be collected during 

students’ normal classroom hours and at a time when they would be engaged in open-

ended dyadic conversations based on a teacher-assigned task. These tasks differ from 

those that require students to complete or exchange available information—i.e., 

handouts with fill-in-the blank or information gap tasks. Teacher-assigned speaking 

tasks involve students in free conversation, and are a common occurrence in ELP LS 7 

classes and as part of the curriculum. It was also decided that data collection would take 

place at the beginning of the class period so as to mitigate the disruptive nature of the 

presence of audio and video equipment in the room. Prior to assigning the tasks, the 

instructor and I discussed the conversation prompts and instructional materials (e.g., 

copies of handouts or copies of pages in the student textbook that would be covered). 

Occasionally, a few changes to the speaking prompts were made in order to maximize 

the chance that they would elicit natural and rich conversations.  

The video- and audio-recording of dyadic conversations took place between 

April 13th and April 27th in the spring of 2015 and between July 8th and July 29th in 

summer of 2015. In both semesters, data were collected on five different days (ten days 
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total for both semesters) at the beginning of the class period and generally lasted 

between ten and twenty minutes, with the longest being approximately thirty minutes. 

Data consisted of “naturally occurring” conversations between dyads of learners of 

different L1s during a teacher-assigned task; that is, they involved “actual occurrences 

of talk not gathered from interviewing techniques, observational methods, native 

intuitions, or experimental methodologies” (Wong & Waring, 2010).  

The tasks varied depending on the instructor’s course goals at the time of data 

collection. The data that was collected in the spring occurred in the latter half of the 

semester when the class was preparing for and engaging in class debates. In this 

semester, the instructor provided the pairs with a handout that included ten different 

discussion and debate topics some of which were adapted from “Questions to Write or 

Talk About” on the Learning Network, a blog by the New York Times4 (see handout in 

Appendix B). Here is an example: 

 1) Which is more important—talent or hard work? Discuss how you have seen 
 the talent/dedication equation play out in academic accomplishments, sports, 
 and/or performances of any kind in which individual’s efforts are compared.  
 
Each day that data were collected, the pairs discussed two of the questions on this 

handout. In the summer, the first two days of data collection consisted of preparatory 

sessions for a four- to six-minute speech about two or three idiomatic expressions or 

proverbs in English (see handout in Appendix C). These speeches needed to include (a) 

an attention-getting opener, (b) a clear statement of the idiom or proverb, (c) an 

explanation, and (d) examples. The instructor also advised students to give an equivalent 

                                                
4 http://learning.blogs.nytimes.com/?s=Questions+to+Write+or+talk+about+) 
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expression in their native language. If an equivalent does not exist in their native 

language; they needed to choose a different idiom. On the first two days of data 

collection in the summer, the instructor told the students to prepare for their speeches by 

discussing them with a partner and providing each other with feedback. On the last three 

days of data collection in the summer, the instructor put the students into pairs and had 

them engage in discussions that centered on different cultural customs and practices. 

The following instructions were given verbally: 

1. Discuss marriage from your cultural point of view—“How are marriages and/or 

engagements approached in your country? Do you have the option to choose 

your spouse? What are the criteria for choosing a spouse? What are the 

ceremonial traditions involved with marriage? What is the average age for 

marriage?” (Day 3) 

2. Discuss death rites and rituals—“How do you respond to someone who died in 

your family? How do you respond to the death of a friend? How does your 

culture respond? What do you wear? What do you eat? What do you say? What 

do you do? What is required of you?” (Day 4) 

3. Discuss gift giving—“How and when are gifts given in your country? What are 

the customs for giving and receiving gifts? When should you open a gift? What 

should you say in response? When is giving a gift mandatory and when is it 

optional?”  (Day 5) 
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4.3.2. Classroom Set-up  

 In each data collection session before class began and before the students entered 

the classroom, I arranged the desks and the tables and set up the video and audio 

equipment. The spring semester set-up is depicted in Figure 25 and the summer semester 

set-up is depicted in Figure 26. In the spring, the students sat at individual desks and in 

the summer, each pair shared a table. As the diagrams show, non-participants were 

placed at separate tables or desks and away from the recording equipment.          
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Figure 25. Arrangement of seating and video cameras in the spring  
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Figure 26. Arrangement of seating and video cameras in the summer 

Table 2 displays the data collection dates, the conversation task, the dyads, and 

the video-camera that recorded each dyad. With this information, participating students’ 

seats in the classroom can be easily identified in Figures 25 and 26.  
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Table 2 

Data collection dates, conversation tasks, dyads, and video-camera 

Data 
Collection 

Dates   

 
Conversation  

Task  

 
Camera A 

Dyads  

 
Camera B 

Dyads  

 
Camera C 

Dyads 

 
Camera D 

Dyads   
Spring       

April 13 DQ 1 & 2 S6, S2* S5, S9 --  S7, S1* 
April 15 DQ 3 & 4 S6, S2 S5, S9 S8, S4 S7, S1  
April 17 DQ 5 & 6 S6, S2 S7, S1  -- S9, S5 
April 24 DQ 7 & 8 S5, S6 S4, S3 S7, S2 S9, S1 
April 27  DQ 9 & 10 S9, S7 S4, S5  S8, S1  S2, S6 

Summer       
July 8 Idiom Speech S13, S17 S10, S15 S14, S9  S11, S16 
July 10 Idiom Speech S14, S12 S16, S11 S13, S10 S15, S17 
July 22 Courtship/Marriage S17, S13 S14, S9 S10, S15 S11, S12 
July 24 Death/Funerals S17, S9 -- S14, S15 S10, S13 
July 29  Gift Giving S15, S17 S13, S10  S9, S11 --  

 
* Dyad not included in data set due to technological issues with the video and/or audio equipment.  

-- Indicates one or more participants in the study were absent and a pair could not be made.  

 

4.3.3. Videotaping and Audio Recordings  

 Conversations that took place between participants from different L1 

backgrounds were video recorded. Pomerantz and Fehr (1997) contend that a video-

recording of naturally occurring data is important because “(1) Certain features are not 

recoverable in any other way; (2) playing and replaying facilitates transcribing and 

developing an analysis; (3) recording makes it possible to check a particular analysis 

against the materials; (4) recording makes it possible to return to an interaction with a 

new analytic interest” (p. 70). To ensure high quality of audio recording, I placed a 

wireless dual microphone audio recorder between each pair of students on a table in the 
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spring semester and on one of the students’ desks in the summer semester. Goodwin 

(1981) argues that the best audio can be obtained by attaching a lavaliere microphone to 

the speaker, but that it can be cumbersome and intrusive, so he opted to position a 

stationary microphone close to the participants. Thus, a stationary audio recorder with a 

dual microphone was used in this study. In addition, a Xacti video camera on a tripod 

was placed across from each dyad (see diagrams in 3.3.2) and a Zoom dual microphone 

audio recorder on the wave setting was placed on the table (or desk) between them in 

order to mitigate the possibility of unintelligible responses, which could affect the 

analysis (Bucholz, 2000).  

 To be able to both identify the students in my notes and transcripts, and sync the 

video with its respective audio recording later on, I put a piece of masking tape on each 

video recorder and each audio recorder with the students’ numbers. Once the students 

were in their spots, I started the audio and video recordings and clapped my hands one 

time loudly in order to synchronize the audio track captured by the audio recorder with 

the audio tracks captured by the video recorder.  

 When data collection in the classroom was complete, all of the audio and video 

recordings that were captured during that session were transferred to my computer. Each 

audio track was synchronized with its respective video track using video-editing 

software, specifically Final Cut Pro and its built-in “use audio for synchronization” 

feature. After synchronization occurred, the audio track that was captured by the video 

camera was disabled. The audio track that was captured by the recorders had audio 

filters applied to it to increase loudness, reduce background noise, and eliminate 
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interference in the 60 Hz range caused by electrical signals. These were adjusted for 

each synchronized recording to varying degrees in order to mitigate the possibility of 

unintelligible responses. After editing was complete, each file containing a recording of 

a single pair was exported using the application compressor that generated and encoded 

a file with a burnt-in timecode on the upper right hand corner of the video, and then 

stored on a master key file for later transcription and analysis.  

 

4.4.  DATA TRANSCRIPTION AND METHOD OF ANALYSIS  

 Prior to the transcription, I watched the synchronized versions of the videos in 

their entirety. Then I repeatedly viewed and listened to the recordings and took notes 

along with time stamps of interactional domains of investigative interest, specifically 

sequences involving repair. These relevant conversational sequences were then 

transcribed for analysis using the notation described in 4.4.1. I then revisited the data 

and transcribed the recordings in their entirety for a thorough transcription. This close 

inspection revealed that some important repair sequences had been missed when I only 

transcribed selected exchanges. Thus, I decided to analyze the complete data set, which 

amounted to roughly 7 ½ hours (3 hours and 24 minutes in the spring, and 4 hours and 

10 minutes in the summer) of transcribed recorded conversations. Excluded from the 

data set were segments of the recordings where (a) the teacher gave instructions about 

the task, (b) the students sat silent, and (c) students produced talk that was off-task.  
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 Transcriptions of recordings were adapted from the Conversation Analytic 

transcription conventions developed by Gail Jefferson and commonly used in CA (see 

ten Have’s, 2007, Transcription Conventions, pp. 215-216, and Schegloff’s on-line 

tutorial5). The CA transcription system incorporates many details of the delivery of the 

talk in addition to what is said in order to provide for a more accurate representation of 

the interaction. In addition to talk, I also transcribed inhales, exhales, pauses, sound 

stretches, etc. for these carry interactional meaning and are not extraneous elements of 

talk-in-interaction (Wong & Waring, 2010). In conversations, verbal means as well as 

nonverbal means (e.g., eye gaze and gestures) of communication are employed 

conjointly to convey learners’ intentions. It is difficult to integrate verbal and nonverbal 

behavior because of the amount of nonverbal behavior that needs to be reported for a 

small number of utterances. This integration can present practical as well as theoretical 

challenges for we do not want a transcript that discourages the integration of verbal and 

nonverbal acts, but we also want a transcript in a readable format—that is, a format that 

clearly and systematically displays utterances as well as nonverbal forms of 

communication (Ochs, 1979). Thus, I captured nonverbal behavior using italics to 

describe audible events that cannot adequately be captured via screen shots (e.g., 

((cough)), ((sneeze)), ((sniffle)), ((whisper)), etc.) and to note forms of nonverbal 

communication that do not take up a lot of space (e.g., ((smiles)), ((nods)), etc.). Also, I 

placed time stamps next to nonverbal communication transcriptions for easy reference 

during the analysis—for example, ((looks away 17:21:43)).  

                                                
5 http://www.sscnet.ucla.edu/soc/faculty/schegloff/TranscriptionProject/ 



 107 

4.4.1. Transcription Notation  

The transcription notation that I used to transcribe the recordings in their entirety is as 

follows:  

 
[   ]     overlapping speech 
=     latching 
…     untimed silences (more “.” = more time)  
.     falling intonation 
?     rising intonation 
,     continuing intonation 
::     prolongation or stretching sound 
-     cut off or self-interruption 
word, WORD  indicates more stress/emphasis; caps indicates 

loudness 
((italics, time stamp)) describes events rather than representations of 

them e.g., ((cough)), ((whisper)), ((telephone 
rings)), ((sniffle)) 

(word) uncertain transcription 
(xxx)     inaudible; transcriber could not make out the 
words 

 

4.4.2. Data Analysis  

A sequential microanalysis of the participants’ interactions was conducted from 

an emic, CA-for-SLA perspective. CA’s emic procedures include (a) unmotivated 

looking; (b) repeated listenings and viewings; (c) answering “why that now”; (d) case-

by-case analysis; and (e) deviant case analysis (Wong & Waring, 2010). First, I 

examined the data without preconceived notions or hypotheses, and remained open to 

any potential discoveries. Second, I engaged in repeated viewings and listenings to make 
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initial observations. Upon drawing up these initial observations, I examined the data 

asking the question, “Why that now?” (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973, p. 299). Asking why a 

participant is saying a particular utterance in a particular way at a particular time 

allowed me to investigate how the participants themselves treated an utterance (vis-à-vis 

how a current turn was constructed and what the co-participant made of it). Fourth, 

when something of interest emerged that may be viewed as a regular interactional 

practice, I examined segments from other dyads in order to build an argument on a case-

by-case basis. Lastly, in addition to looking for evidence that supported the arguments 

built in the analysis, I also inspected counter evidence. That is, I also conducted deviant 

case analysis (ten Have, 2007) on cases that did not fit an argument. Deviant case 

analysis is useful because it may yield three outcomes: (a) It can aid in the reworking of 

an existing argument; (b) it may turn out to fit into the existing argument after a closer 

analysis; and (c) the deviant case may provide an instance of a different interactional 

practice (Wong & Waring, 2010).  

 All instances of same-turn SISR configuration types were identified for purposes 

of analysis. The other repair configurations as well as SISR repairs that included third 

turn and fifth turn SISRs [see Appendix D for examples of these types] were also coded 

for later analysis. However, this dissertation specifically focuses on same-turn SISRs 

and analyzes them in-depth.  

 In line with CA procedures, identification of SISR practices was based on the 

participants’ own orientations; that is, the speaker’s orientation to his or her own speech 

as requiring some form of adjustment or modification (Kurhila, 2003).  Thus, the locus 
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of the present analysis are segments of talk that displayed disruption in the progress of 

an ongoing utterance by the speaker, followed by an immediate (or fairly immediate) 

move to repair some element(s) in the preceding part of the utterance (Kaur, 2011). 

Specifically the analysis aimed to investigate the types of same-turn SISR operations 

advanced ESL learners employed and the technologies they used to execute such 

operations in a peer-peer open-ended conversation task. To that end, segments involving 

same-turn SISRs were initially coded using Schegloff’s (2013) ten operations.  

 Although CA researchers argue that formal coding risks a massive reduction and 

flattening of complex human behavior to simplistic codes, this study makes use of 

formal coding that remains true to CA principles. In a featured debate article on 

combining coding with CA, Stivers (2015) argues that CA is not a heretical notion, but 

that formal coding builds on two core aspects of CA methods: First, the “bread and 

butter” of CA research is identifying practices through which parties perform and 

recognize social interactions. This requires a clear categorization of what “counts” as an 

instance of target phenomenon (same-turn SISRs in this study) where “the focus is not 

on the uniqueness of each and every snowflake of data, but on the properties that these 

snowflakes share” (p. 3). Second, distributional evidence that rely on the broad 

patterning of properties in data sets is also a key part of the CA method. CA with formal 

coding directly builds on these core aspects of CA methods. The current study uses 

Schegloff’s (2013) ten operations of self-repair characterizations as a solid foundation 

that provides exclusion/inclusion criteria from which to build subtypes of same-turn 

SISR practices that can be further specified in this particular context.   
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 To that end, I engaged in a CA-grounded formal coding-approach that can 

“provide a second story of the analytic house” (Stivers, 2015, p. 16) by coding same-

turn SISR’s according to Schegloff’s (2013) ten operations that were outlined and 

defined along with examples in Chapter 2 while being attentive to the possibility of new 

operations and well as the emergence of operation subtypes.  

  



 111 

Chapter 5. Analysis of Same-Turn SISR Operations   

 This chapter presents representative examples of same-turn SISR operation types 

found in the analyzed corpus data set. Same-turn SISR strategy types were initially 

analyzed using Schegloff’s (2013) ten operations for same-turn SISR types. Then 

subcategories were added based on the findings. For clarity, these ten operations 

categories are presented in the same order that was outlined in 2.8. In order to 

understand the interactional context that these repair operations occurred in, I provided 

longer excerpts that contain several different repair operations. However, I only discuss 

the examples that pertain to a particular section.  

 

5.1. REPLACING  

 Schegloff’s (2013) first operation replacing refers to “a speaker’s substituting a 

wholly or partially articulated element of a TCU-in-progress for another, different 

element, while retaining the sense that ‘this is the same utterance’” (p. 43). Instances of 

replacing may involve the replacement of a single word or multiple words (Fox et al., 

2010). Quan and Weisser (2015) define replacing as a genuine self-repair device where 

“the substitution of a quasi-lexical/lexical item or items for other items when both the 

repaired and the repairing segment belong to the same syntactic class” (p. 40). Schegloff 

(2013), on the other hand, points out that replacings “need not be the same sort of 

linguistic or grammatical object of the trouble source” (p. 45).    
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5.1.1. Simple Replacing  

 Schegloff’s (2013) examples of replacing (see Figures 1 through 3) did not 

involve the correction of a lexical, phonological, or grammatical error, but rather an 

incipient element was prematurely terminated by a cut-off or some version of a stop, 

followed by a replaced element (e.g., in Figure 3, “We[dnesday’s] class is replaced by 

“today’s class” in line 8 and in Figure 4 “by the t[ime]” is replaced by “when” in line 7). 

We now turn to some examples of simple replacing in the corpus data from the current 

study. 

 In Excerpt 1, S9 and S7 are discussing whether or not the U.S. should do away 

with tipping (see question #7 in Appendix B). S7 mentions that although you are 

expected to tip, you are not required to. However, the server may feel “disappointed” 

and might try to put forth more effort in the future. In this example, S7 continues by 

mentioning that the tips go solely into the pockets of the wait staff and not to the 

company. Simple replacing is found in line 2, where what was starting to be “ser[ver]” 

(and “s[erver]”) is replaced by “waiter and waitress.” In this example, the technology for 

initiating simple replacing repair involves a cut-off on the word that is being replaced, 

“ser-” in line 2. An elongated form of the initial sound in the previous cut-off word (the 

fricative “s”) appears after this cut-off followed by the replaced element (“waiter and 

waitress”). Another example of simple replacing repair occurs in line 4 when S7 

replaces the infinitive form (to get) with another infinitive form (to earn). In this case, 

the repair is not initiated in the form of a cutoff, but is instead initiated by the recycling 
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of the infinitive construction marker “to,” which functions as a framing device, before 

producing the replaced item (“earn”).  

 

Excerpt 1: Spring 4/27/15, S9 & S7  

01 S7: but the tips only goes to the: uh pockets   
02   ->     of the ser- s: waiter and waitress   
03     not the company.  
04   ->     so they they expect to get to earn more money  
05     by by that kind of uh jo:b  
06     because the salary, the basic salary is really low ((low gesture 8:10:48))  
 

 In Excerpt 2, S11 and S12 are discussing marriage customs in their country. S11 

talks about introducing a man or woman to one’s family and explains that once that 

happens it means they are going to get married. S11 mentions that if the parents have 

questions about their intention to marry (lines 7 and 8), they are expecting a “yes” as a 

response. Simple replacing is found in line 10, when the word “answer” is replaced by 

the word “response.” In this case, the technology for initiating repair did not involve a 

cut-off on the replaced element “response,” but rather on the definite article “the” that 

appears before the item to be replaced. Following the definite article cut-off, the definite 

article is recycled before the element to be replaced (“response”) is fully articulated. 

After the replaceable is fully articulated in line 9 (“response”), the definite article “the” 

in line 10 is recycled twice before the replacement (“answer”) appears. The recycling of 

the definite article before the replaced item serves as a framing device that is used to 

locate the trouble-source or alterable in this case.   
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Excerpt 2: Summer 7/22/15, S11 & S12 

01 S11: and when she doe- does that  
02        that means that guy  
03        he will be her husband  
04 S12: o::h 
05 S11: so .. 
06        they can date  
07        if the parents for example have questions 
08        do you intend to get married  
09        a::nd you have to know that th- the response  
10  ->       the- the answer they are they are expecting is y::es ((thumbs up 3:11:23))   
11 S12: o::h  
 

 In Excerpt 3, S1 and S9 are discussing whether or not cell phones should be 

allowed in university classes (see question # 10 in Appendix B). In this segment, S1 

mentions that in his country of Venezuela, students can bring their cell phone to school 

(line 3), but they cannot use it during class (line 4). He goes on to explain that it can be 

used outside of class (line 6). At this time he replaces what was starting to be “rec[ess]” 

with “breaks.”  The technology involved in this repair consists of a cut-off on the 

replaced word. However, in this case it does not include a recycled framing device, but 

instead inserts a lexical hesitation marker (“and you know”) before producing the 

replaced item.  
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Excerpt 3: Spring 4/24/15, S9 & S1 

01 S1: in venezuela,  
02     it’s ju::st um ((looks away fiddles ear 3:44:03, taps finger twice on table))  
03     you can bring it,  
04     but y- you can’t use it in class.  
05 S9: mmhm ((nods))  
06  -> S1: you can use it in rec- and you know breaks   
07      or whatever.  
 

 In Excerpt 4, S5 and S6 are discussing whether or not cell phones should be 

banned from university classrooms (see question #9 in Appendix B). S6 argues that they 

should not be banned in a university classroom (lines 1 and 2) because the students, 

himself included, are grown-ups (line 4) and it is their responsibility to be attentive in 

class (lines 5 and 6). He argues that as long as he is not disturbing anybody (i.e., other 

students or the professor), then it should be okay (lines 6 through 10). In line 9, he 

replaces what appears to be “es[tudents]6” with “classmates.” In this case, the repair is 

initiated in the form of a cutoff on the item to be replaced, “estudents.” Similar to the 

previous example, this replacement repair does not include a recycled framing marker. 

In this case, the student inserts an extra item “other” and a hesitation in the form of a 

pause before producing the replaced item, “classmates.”  

 

 

 

 

                                                
6 The non-target like “e” before a word that begins with –s in English is common for those whose first 
language is Spanish  
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Excerpt 4: Spring 4/24/15, S5 & S6  

01 S6: I think it sh:ouldn’t be ba::nned inu:h  
02        in a university classroom  
03 S5: uhhuh  
04 S6: . because we are grown up people.  
05      a:nd it’s my responsibility  
06      to um . to listen the . cla:ss or not  
07      but as long as   
08      if I’m I’m no::t .. ((looks at hands, moves hands 2:23:03))   
09  ->      u::h disturbing es- other . classmates      
10      or professor ⤴︎ 
11      just I am texti::ng ((texting gesture 2:29:44)) 
12      in front of the desk, for example 
13      and it would be oka::y  

 

 To sum up, the simple repair operation subtype appears to occupy a relatively 

small subset of the replacement repairs in the current data set. In some of the examples, 

the technology for initiating and carrying out a simple replacement operation repair 

appears to mirror that found in NS data. That is to say, that the repair initiation may 

begin with a cut-off on the replaced item and sometimes the replaced item may be fully 

articulated before the repair initiation begins. In addition, the replaced segment may 

include the recycling of a previous element in order to “frame” or locate the replaced 

item, but it does not always include recycling. The current data set also appears to 

include other technologies that may be specific to this particular context with second 

language learners—specifically additional recyclings (e.g., “the the” in Excerpt 2) and 

additional hesitation markers in the form of an elongation of sound (e.g., “s:” in Excerpt 

1), lexical hesitations (e.g., “you know” in Excerpt 3), and non-lexical hesitations in the 

form of a pause (e.g., Excerpt 4).  



 117 

5.1.2. Error Correction Replacing  

 As expected, a number of same-turn SISRs seem designed to replace lexical, 

grammatical, and phonological errors. Thus, for this particular context it might be useful 

to distinguish between simple replacing shown in the examples above and error 

correcting operation types in the examples that will be discussed below.  Correction or 

“doing correcting,” which entails replacing an error or a mistake with what is correct, 

constitutes one type of repair performed regularly in talk (Schegloff et al., 1990). 

Following Kurhila (2001), corrections are identified as those “cases where the 

alternative version is produced to replace a linguistic unit …which can be said to be 

erroneous according to the norms of the standard language” (p. 1086).  

5.1.2.1. Lexical Error Correction Replacing  

 Lexical error correcting involves instances where a non-target like lexical item is 

replaced by a more target-like lexical item. In Excerpt 5, S8 and S4 are discussing 

whether or not people should be allowed to obscure their identities on social media or 

whether they should be required to identify themselves. S4 argues that people should be 

held responsible for their actions and should not be able to use fake accounts. She 

mentions that after reading this question, the Facebook image popped in her mind. In 

line 11, she replaces the wholly articulated non-target like element “brain” for the target-

like element “mind.” The error correcting repair operation in this example has a 

retrospective orientation for the technology involved in this repair involves a 
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recognizably complete non-target like element followed by an element that changes the 

preceding talk, while retaining the same sense of the utterance.  

 Excerpt 5 provides another instance of error correcting. However, in this case, 

the technology does not involve a fully articulated non-target like element. Instead the 

trouble-source or “alterable” has been prematurely terminated by a cut-off or a stop   

(“ac-”).  In this case, what was starting to be the non-target like element “wrong 

ac[count]” is replaced by another “false account” with rising intonation in line 13. 

Jefferson (1974) suggests that replacing a word with another, if the repaired segment is 

not recognizably complete but still recognizable, allows the speaker to produce an 

inappropriate word without being interactionally accountable for it for the speaker has 

“not ‘officially’ produced the word in question” (p. 193). The upward intonation at the 

end, might serve to function as a self-initiated other-repair invitation device to elicit 

other-repair.  
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Excerpt 5: Spring 4/15/15, S8 & S4  

01 S8: what do you think?  
02 S4: .. I think people should take the responsibilities on their actions.  
03 S8: li::::ke?  
04 S4: like like ((looks up)) 
05        let’s sa:::y  
06        when I when I read this question, ((points to paper 17:01:37)) 
07        I:- the image . like Facebook image  
08 S8: mmhmm  
09 S4: showed up.  
10 S8: yeah ((nods))  
11  -> S4: in my brain. mind.  
12        like. there are some people:: havi::ng like wro:ng ac- 
13  ->        false accou::nt ⤴ 
14 S8: fake account. 
15 S4: fake accou::nts.  
 

 In Excerpt 6, S8 and S4 continue talking about real name policies when S4 asks 

S8 what he thinks about singers with stage names. S3 replaces a less target-like item 

(i.e., “different names”) in line 3 for a more target-like item (i.e., “stage names”) in line 

4. The technologies used to carry out this operation differ slightly from the 

aforementioned examples. In this case, it appears that another same-turn repair operation 

may also be at play, specifically a searching operation (see 5.6) for there was a brief 

pause and gaze away in line 3 before S4 continues the second half of her question, 

which contains the less than target-like form or correctable, “different names.” The 

technologies involved in this particular lexical error correcting operation appear to be 

more complex and involve more components than the aforementioned examples. S4 

initiates repair in line 4 with a pause and a brief gaze away followed by a hesitation 

marker, the filler word (“like”). She places increased stress on the replaced item 
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(“stage”), which is accompanied by a gesture denoting “stage.” Her recycling of the 

element “names” serves as a framing device, a technology that may help to locate the 

“trouble source” or “alterable” (Schegloff, 2013, p. 45).  

 

Excerpt 6: Spring 4/15/15, S8 & S4  

01 S4: this is like really about real name policies.  
02     what do you think about the singers?  
03     .. ((24:01:35 looks away briefly)) having different names?  
04  ->     ..((24:03:31 looks away briefly)) like stage names? ((stage gesture 24:04:48)) 
   
05 S8: .. they. they have like a stage name,  
06      but the- but people know their real names.  
07      they’re not hiding their real identities.   
08 S4: they are not hi- yeah they are hiding their identity �  
09       just I think in a way that they are trying to protect their private li::fe.  
10 S8: ((nods)) I think so.  
 

 There were several instances in which a speaker repeats a word base and replaces 

affixes on that base (i.e., engages in a parts-of-speech correction) in the current data set. 

Occurrences where a student repeats a word with added, deleted, or replaced affixes in 

order to change the part of speech were also coded as lexical error corrections. Here are 

a couple of examples.  

 In Excerpt 7, S7 and S1 are discussing how people stare at their screens instead 

of engaging in face-to-face conversations. S7 mentions that she does not “encourage” 

conversations through screens. She argues that it is not healthy because people can 

become addicted to it and adds that it is bad for one’s sight. S1 questions her idea that 

screens are bad for your sight in lines 1 and 3, which prompts S7 to buttress her 
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argument in the form of a personal anecdote (lines 7-18). She mentions that when she 

had eye surgery, her doctor forbade her to look at screens (line 10). She mentions that 

she did not heed his advice (line 15) and, consequently, her eyesight was worse (line 

17). In line 12, she makes a parts-of-speech correction when she replaces an adjective 

form (“fragile”) with a noun form (“fragility”). The technology involved in this error 

correcting operation consists of a full articulation of the first word form followed by a 

replaced item with a different part-of-speech form.  

 

Excerpt 7: Spring 4/17/15, S7 & S1 

01 S1: It’s bad for your sight? ((closes eyes slowly 8:42:12))   
02 S7: yeah  
03 S1: are you sure? ((squints eyes a little 8:43:21)) 
04 S7: yeah  
05     because the ((pinches finger and looks at it 8:44:22)) s:  
06     the letter are extremely sma:ll, ri::ght?  
07     .. and I reme::mber when I had my eye surgery  
08     I had less ((looks down 8:53:16)) and . cause I was really bored.   
09     cause I could- li:ke the: the doctor  
10     pr- prehibit me fo::r from watching tee-vee’s,  
11     books, and doi:ng heavy activities 
12  ->     because of fragile fragilty of my eyes’ condi:tion  
13     during that time.  
14     so I was really bo:red  
15     and I didn’t quite follow the doctor’s advice. ((looks at hand 9:15:44))  
16     I was checking my cell phone.  
17     was WORSE actually. ((points to eye 9:19:04))  
18     for my si::ght.  
 

 A part-of-speech correction is also illustrated in Excerpt 8. In this example, the 

pair is discussing whether talent or hard work is more important (see question #1 in 

Appendix B). In this excerpt, S5 mentions that you have to work hard if you want to 
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accomplish something (lines 1 and 2) to which his partner responds that even if people 

are not smart, “if they work harder, they can make it” (lines 3 and 4) and he adds that it 

is not just about working hard, but also staying positive (lines 6 through 9). S5 nods in 

assent (line 10) and adds that if you have talent, it will take less time to accomplish 

something (lines 11 and 12). In line 12, S5 appears to initiate a parts of speech 

correction by substituting the noun form (“accomplishment”) for a verb form 

(“accomplish”).  

 

Excerpt 8: Spring 4/13/15, S5 & S9 

01 S5: you have to work hard.  
02     to to get accomplish.  
03 S9: yeah even more those people are a not smart,  
04    if they work harder, they can make it.  
05 S5: exactly.  
06 S9: it’s more abou:t- not hardworking 
07      being positive all the ti:me. 
08      and hardworking is something- 
09      I think it’s about being positive.  
10 S5: ((nods))  
11     maybe if you have the talent,  
12  ->     the . period of getting accomplish accomplishment will be less.  
 

5.1.2.2. Phonological Error Correction Replacing  

 Following the work of Fox et al. (2010), instances in which a speaker 

mispronounced a word and then re-produced it with a more appropriate pronunciation 

were coded as replacements.  

 In Excerpt 9, S7 and S1 discuss the question of whether or not technology makes 

us feel more alone (see question #6 in Appendix B). Prior to this segment, S1 mentions 
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that sometimes you may be in a place with strangers and you may not want to engage in 

conversation with them. She explains that in awkward situations, you can take your 

phone out and it can save you from “some situations.” S7 responds by arguing that you 

can do other things besides looking on your phone to which S1 responds, “like what?” 

(line 1). S7 responds by stating that you can go to a group of people that you will 

probably be interested in (line 5) or go to people who will listen to you “nicer” (line 6) 

and she mentions that she does not encourage people to have more conversations on the 

phone (lines 8 and 9).  In line 4, S7’s mispronunciation of “proby” which is possibly a 

phonemic slip is replaced with the appropriate pronunciation (“probably”) and in line 07 

“I courage” is replaced with “I encourage.” In both of these examples, the correction 

entails replacing the mispronounced word with the correct version of the word. In the 

case of “probably,” initiation of repair is marked by a phonemic slip followed 

immediately by the repair proper in the form of the full articulation of the word. In the 

case of “encourage,” a recycling of the word “I” precedes her mispronunciation or 

phonemic slip on the word “[e]courage.” After this slip, she recycles the pronoun “I” 

which frames and locates the repaired item that follows, “encourage.”  
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Excerpt 9: Spring 4/17/15, S7 & S1 

01 S1: like what?   
02 S7: you can maybe  
03      change you::r your your positio:n (moves hand on table 8:13:38)  
04      go to the:: (turns hand) group   
05  ->      you think you proby probably will interested in.  
06      or go to the people like you think listen to you nicer.  
07      things like that.  
08  ->      but I don't think I I courage I encourage people  
09      to: to have more conversations through the screens  
 

 In Excerpt 10, S7 and S2 are discussing whether or not cell phones should be 

banned from university classrooms (see question #10 in Appendix B). S2 argues that it 

depends on what kind of cell phone you have and that smart phones are more likely to 

distract other people (lines 1 through 10) and he begins to talk about how old phones are 

different (lines 11 through 14) when S7 takes the floor arguing that they are the same 

and that old phones will be more distracting because they are more “old-fashion(ed)” 

(line 15 through 20). In line 19, S7 mispronounces (or misarticulates) “distraction” by 

omitting the /t/ and uttering a /u/ instead of an /a/ sound. She initiates repair when she 

produces what she deems a successful repair solution, “distraction” (even though the 

target form should be the adjective “distracted”). Even so, it appears that she is satisfied 

with her solution and consequently resumes her turn-unit as projected before the repair 

initiation.  
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Excerpt 10: Spring 4/24/15, S7 & S2 
 
01 S2: .. (looking down moves head) we can also say like . ((looks down 6:53:17))  
02       define which kind of cell f-  
03       because if you have a s- smart pho:ne  
04       smart phones are mor::e .. (looks away, 6:59:42) u:h ((looks up 7:00:52))  
05       likely to:: distract other people  
06       because you have like sma:rt pho::ne  
07       you have interne::t ⤴ ((pinky count 7:06:19))  
08       .. ((looks away 7:07:03)) you ha::ve ..   
09      uh games the:re. 
10      you have more distractions in a uh sma:rt phone.   
11      but if you have a cell phone,  
12      like the ones that are- like the old cell phones ⤴  
13      like the ones tha::t . are only for ca:::lls ((call 7:21:05))  
14      o:r . ((texting 7:22:12)) text messages 
15 S7:                  [but it’s-]  
16       but it’s the sa::me   
17       because if you have the old phone,  
18       then . probably the function will be le:ss. 
19  ->       then you will . be more disruction- distraction   
20       because the function i:s more old fashion.  
21       then it will ring  
22       or something like that, right?  
 

 In Excerpt 11, S8 and S4 are discussing whether or not money can buy 

happiness. S4 argues that the satisfaction that one gets from buying something is short 

lived (lines 2 through 6). This example provides yet another example of phonological 

error correction replacing when S4’s mispronunciation, “sasifaction,” in line 2 is 

replaced with the appropriate target-like pronunciation, “satisfaction,” in line 3. The 

technology for phonological replacing appears to operate a little differently in this 

example. In this case, repair is initiated in line 3 with “I mean” immediately after the 

non-target like form (or slip) is produced (sasifaction). She recycles the item “short” so 
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as to frame and locate the trouble source, but in this case she also inserts “time of” 

before she begins to produce the phonological correction. She produces the first two 

syllables of the correction and replaces the /s/ with a /t/ but she prematurely terminates 

this replacement with a cut-off (“satis[faction]”). What follows this cutoff is a fully 

articulated target-like production of the word (“satisfaction”). Perhaps she produces the 

partial cutoff form before the fully articulated form in order to locate the place where the 

phonological correction is taking place in the word.  

 

Excerpt 11: Spring 4/15/15, S8 & S4 

01 S4: mmhmm 
02        it’s like short sasifaction,  
03  ->        I mean short time of satis- satisfaction   
04       ((crinkles brow and looks away 14:07:40))    
05 S8:                    [exactly]  
06 S4: buying something.  
 

5.1.2.3. Grammatical Error Correction Replacing   

There were a small number of grammatical error correction replacements and 

most of them were related to replacing the correct verb that agrees with the subject, 

specifically third person present tense. In Excerpt 12, S9 and S7 are discussing whether 

or not the U.S. should do away with tipping (see question #7 in Appendix B). In line 1, 

S4 produces a non-target like form by omitting the third person “s” in the verb (“want”) 

after the subject “nobody.” In line 2, replacement repair is initiated with a recycling of 
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the word “nobody” as a frame to locate the trouble source, followed by the target like 

form (“wants”) along with a continuation of the TCU-in-progress.  

 

Excerpt 12: Spring 4/27/15, S4 & S5 

01 S4: no- nobody want  
02  ->       nobody wants to be a waitress.  
03       and I know some people that have degrees  
04       and they are waitress 
05       because . ((shakes head a little)) they make a lot of mone:y.  
 

 In Excerpt 13, S10 and S15 are discussing the idiom, “the end justifies the 

means.” Prior to this excerpt, S15 mentions the show “Breaking Bad” and how in Walter 

White’s case he had to kill people to save his own family. Afterwards, they go on to talk 

about border control. Right before this segment, S15 mentions how his country has 

problems with terrorism and how there is a lot of security at the border. Similar to the 

previous example, S15 produces a non target-like form of the verb (“goes”) after the 

subject “they.” In line 7, he initiates replacement repair by recycling the subject and 

following it with the correct form of the verb (“go”).  
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Excerpt 13: Summer 7/08/15, S10 & S15 

01 S15: when they cross it (cross gesture 16:24:20)  
02      so the:y ((circle with both hands 16:26:17))  
03     go to security ((circles hand again))  
04     a::nd ((looks down and circles one hand, purses lips 16:28:07))  
05     .. ((circles again, looks away 16:29:17))  
06     they goes to the.  
07  ->     they go to this area  
08     and they try to find it   
09     even if it’s it’s night  
10     they have special camera and things 

 

 In Excerpt 14, S4 and S3 are discussing whether or not cell phones should be 

banned from university classrooms. S3 mentions that it depends on the professor or the 

instructor (lines 1 through 3). This case is interesting because S3 appears to be on his 

way to saying the correct, target-like form in line 6. Instead, he initiates a cutoff 

(“do[n’t]”) and follows this correct usage, with a non-target like form (“doesn’t”) 

followed by a continuation of the utterance with a non-hesitation marker in the form of a 

sound stretch at the end (“i::t”). In line 7, he initiates a repair of the repair by recycling 

the subject (“they”) as a framing device, followed by the correct form of the negative 

(“don’t).  
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Excerpt 14: Spring 4/24/15, S4 & S3 

01 S3: but I thi:nk ((looks away 3:24:15)) like  
02      it depends on the:: ((looks down, hands 3:25:33))  
03       li:ke . professor or teacher  
04        in: that class.  
05 S4: [oh okay] 
06  -> S3: li:ke . if the:y do- doesn’t like i::t,   
07      they don't like it an::d  
08      and some don’t use it.  
 
 

In sum, there were only a small number of replacings involving grammatical 

error correction. This small number may be indicative of their proficiency level, as they 

are advanced ESL students. However, the small number of replacings involving 

grammar in this data set does not necessarily mean that they did not make many 

grammar mistakes. In fact, there were a number of cases where an erroneous form (i.e. a 

non-target-like form according to the target language standard) was produced, but was 

not treated as a problem by the speaker.   

5.1.2.4. Extralinguistic Error Correction Replacing  

 In the current data set, some forms of error correction fell outside the realm of 

language or linguistics. That is to say, in some instances the students did not correct 

their use of the language in lexical, phonological, or grammatical terms, but instead they 

corrected an element’s implicature. This repair operation was coded extralinguistic error 

correcting. This extralinguistic error correcting operation differs from Schegloff’s 

(2013) replacing operation. According to Schegloff (2013), replacing refers to a 

speaker’s substitution of an element while retaining the same sense of the utterance. An 
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extralinguistic error correcting, on the other hand, refers to a speaker’s substitution of an 

element while altering the sense of the utterance.  

 Extralinguistic error correcting is present in Excerpt 15. In lines 1 through 3, S9 

makes the point that if one does not possess an innate talent for something, he or she 

must work “very, very, very hard” in order to have that talent. What follows is his 

assertion that hard work is key; however, he says “talent” instead of “hard work.”  

 

Excerpt 15: Spring 4/13/15, S5 & S9 p. 1 

01 S9: if you don’t have talent for something,  
02      you have to work very, very, very hard  
03      to get that that talent that you don't have.  
04  ->      but it’s true talent- e::h hardworking  
05      I believe is the- is the- is the key   
06      but . not not about you have talent ei- either  
07      because you to rest if you have talent ((smiles 3:48:01))  
08      .. yeah so::  

 

5.1.3. Summary 

In sum, the learners in this data set appeared to engage in three different types of 

replacing—the simple replacing of synonymous words; error correction replacing 

involving lexical, phonological, and grammatical replacing; and extralinguistic 

replacing. The most common replacing operation type appeared to be error correcting 

replacing where lexical error correction outnumbered phonological and grammatical 

replacing. Simple replacing was the second most common replacement type followed by 

extralinguistic replacing.  
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5.2. INSERTING  

 Inserting is an operation that refers to instances when “a speaker inserts one or 

more new elements into the turn-so-far, recognizable as other than what was on tap to be 

said next” (Schegloff, 2013, p. 45). Inserting may be viewed more as an “alteration” in 

that it is not seen as something wrong that needs to be fixed, but that it could be better 

realized by an alteration. In the data set under analysis, examples of inserting were 

categorized as doing (a) specifying inserting (5.2.1), (b) intensifying inserting (5.2.2), 

(c) epistemic adjusting inserting (5.2.3), multiple modifications inserting (5.2.4), and 

adding increment insertions (5.2.5). The following sections provide a definition, and 

examples for each of these subcategories of inserting. 

5.2.1. Specifying Inserting  

 Insertions involving specifying appear to be the most common in this study’s 

corpus. In Excerpt 16, S11 and S12 are discussing marriage customs in their country 

with each other. Right before this excerpt, S12 talks about how the culture is more 

“open” in the eastern and western regions of Saudi Arabia and that in those areas many 

women can go outside without covering their faces. He goes on to describe how two 

different meetings may take place, one with female family members and one with male 

family members. In lines 9 and 15, S12 displays an orientation to the possibility that the 

reference formulation he originally selected (family) may not serve adequately to 
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identify his intended referents (female family and male family in lines 9 and 15, 

respectively). Thus, perhaps he employs insertion repair so that S11 will not take 

“family” to refer to his whole family.  

 

Excerpt 16: Summer 7/22/15, S11 & S12 

01 S12: so you can see girls,  
02         and then maybe you can fall in love with that girl, 
03         and then you just go to her barents,  
04         and then ask th- her- but you have to bring your father.  
05         slike uh you don’t go there alone.  
06         you have to bring your father,  
07         and your family.  
08         so your family will be g-  
09  ->         like going to: her uh fa- uh her uh female famil::y�︎ 
10         and then uh your fathe::r and you,  
11         maybe you can take also your brother  
12         if you have uh like uh ((looks at 11 7:33:49))  
13 S11: : older brother  
14 S12: yeah older brother.  
15  ->        and then you you go to the to the:: fa- the male family.  
16        you kn- you understand what I mean?   
17 S11:                                                      yes.   
18 S12: so they have two ((2 fingers)) different u::h meetings 
 

 The technology involved with insertion repair in this particular example is not as 

straightforward as the technology involved in the native speaker data for it is possible 

that a searching operation may also be at play here. In line 9, S12 appears to exhibit 

some hesitation prior to the initiation of insertion repair proper by his use of a sound 

stretch on the word “to” and the non-lexical hesitation marker “uh.” Insertion repair is 

initiated as a cutoff at the beginning of the word “fa[mily].” The inserted material does 

not immediately follow. Instead, a non-lexical hesitation marker “uh” precedes the pre-
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frame “her” followed by another non-lexical hesitation marker “uh” before the inserted 

material “female” is uttered. The post-frame consists of the return to the prior element 

“family.” A similar insertion repair occurs in line 15, this time without the presence of 

the non-lexical hesitation marker “uh.” In this case, there are a couple of instances of 

recycling on the items “you” and “to the” and a sound stretch on the article “the” before 

the insertion repair initiation proper, once again as a cutoff on the word “fa[mily].” In 

this case, a single word, “the,” also functions as a pre-frame before the inserted material 

“male” is uttered. The post-frame also consists of a return to the prior element, which 

also served as an insertion repair initiation device, “family.” In this excerpt, it is possible 

that S12 knows his interlocutor is not from the same culture and may think “family” 

refers to both male and female members. Thus, he uses insertion repair to prevent the 

possibility of a misunderstanding that may arise in the subsequent turn. 

 Another instance of specifying repair may also be seen in a previous example 

(see Excerpt 5). In this example, S4 mentions that when she thinks of the question about 

whether or not people should be allowed to obscure their identities online (see the full 

question in Appendix B), she associates it with the Facebook image. In this example, 

she engages in “specifying to differentiate” insertion repair perhaps because she deems 

the original formulation “image” to be “insufficiently specific” for it could refer to an 

infinite number of possible images. Thus, S4 preempts a possible misunderstanding 

where S8 could think she is referring to any of a number of alternative possibilities by 

specifying “the Facebook image.” The technologies S4 employs to carry out insertion 

repair are very much like the technologies S12 employed in the previous example. In 
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this case, S4 has a sound stretch on the word “I” and then appears to abandon that 

utterance in favor of another way of getting that project done. Perhaps she was well on 

her way to saying “I think of the Facebook image,” but instead reformulated it to say, 

“The Facebook image comes to my mind.” Thus, like in the previous example, other 

operations may perhaps be at play here. Even so, the initiation of insertion repair in this 

case does not appear to involve a cutoff. In this case, a pause and quasi-lexical hesitation 

marker (like) appear before the inserted material (“Facebook”) and this insertion repair 

is not pre-framed. However, the post-frame “image” is uttered before S4 continues her 

utterance.  

 Excerpt 17 provides yet another example of insertion repair that involves a 

specifying modification. In this excerpt S4 and S3 are discussing whether or not cell 

phones should be banned in university classrooms (see Appendix B, discussion question 

#10). S4 mentions that it should be okay if students take their cellphones to school, but 

not take it out during class (lines 2 through 4) to which S3 appears to agree (line 3). In 

line 7, S4 offers an example of an extenuating circumstance for when it would be 

acceptable to take your phone out, specifically “if you receive a call.” However, S4 

appears to display an orientation to the possibility that the reference formulation 

originally selected “call” may not serve to adequately identify the intended referent. 

That is, not just “any call,” but “an emergency call” specifically might warrant the 

acceptable use of taking one’s cell phone out during class. In this example, insertion 

repair may not only be used as a resource that functions to mitigate the possibility of an 

upcoming misunderstanding. It may also serve as a resource for action construction. 
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Perhaps S4 is seeking agreement and perhaps realizes that the lack of specificity might 

result in a disagreement.  

 Similar to the aforementioned specifying repair that is presented in Excerpt 5, 

repair initiation does not occur in the form of a cutoff, but is instead initiated with the 

repair solution that begins with a pre-framing device, in this case the indefinite article 

“a” is modified to “an” since the inserted item starts with the “e” vowel. Like all the 

aforementioned excerpts involving specifying insertion repair, the inserted material is a 

single word (“emergency”) followed by a post-frame that is constituted by a return to a 

previous element of talk that was produced prior to the repair initiation (“call”).  

 

Excerpt 17: Spring 4/24/15, S4 and S3 

01 S4: and maybe you can say that oka::y 
02     maybe you can ta::ke your cell phone to the school,  
03     but you: you don’t take it ou::t  
04     in the class.  
05 S3: yea:h. ((nods))  
06 S4: maybe if you receive a call 
07  ->     an emergency call from your parents  
08     you can take it out.  
09     but HOW would you contro:::l  
10     that . the students are not gonna take it ou:t?  
11     how are you gonna be aware of maybe forty  
12 S3: yeah yeah  
13 S4:                  [kids at the same time.] 
14 S3:                             [that’s that’s gonna be a problem.] 
15     but I thi::nk like u:m   
16     like no:ws no::w nowadays  ⤴︎((looks away 4:15:24))   
17     cellpho::ne ((rotates hand 4:17:35)) is . maybe: really: needed  
18     for students  
19 S4: uh huh  
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 In sum, it appears that the students employed specifying insertions mostly in 

order to preempt a possible misunderstanding where the interlocutor could think the 

speaker was referring to any of a number of alternative possibilities. In some cases (e.g., 

Excerpt 17), inserting repair served the dual purpose of communication mishap 

prevention as well as action construction (e.g., seeking agreement or preventing a 

possible disagreement).  

5.2.2. Intensifying Inserting  

In Excerpt 18, S5 and S9 are discussing whether talent or hard work is more 

important. In this excerpt, S5 mentions how he used to play ping-pong, but hated to put 

forth the effort to improve his skills at this sport. However, his friends who did not know 

how to play at all, “went to the club and worked hard” and now they can beat him. S9 

agrees with S5 stating that although talent plays a role, ultimately hard work is much 

more important. In line 11, S9 is on his way to saying “but the important thing…” 

However, he initiates insertion repair by a sound stretch and a cut off partway through 

the word on the liquid /r/—“impo:r-” in order to insert a new element (“most”). The 

repair solution contains the pre-frame that consists of the recycling of “the.” The post-

frame is constituted by the return of the element “important” that S9 had started to 

produce prior to the repair initiation and is directly related to where the repair was 

initiated. The inserted material consists of the single word “most,” an adverb that 

functions to intensify the adjective “important.” In this example, the repair solution is a 

stronger formation than its original. S9 may not necessarily be experiencing “trouble” 
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per se, but perhaps he found the original formulation to be “insufficiently strongly 

formulated” (Wilkinson & Weatherall, 2011, p. 80) and thought this particular utterance 

could be better realized by inserting the superlative form “most.” That is, not only is 

hard work important, but it is the “most important.”   

Excerpt 18: Spring, 4/13/15, S5 & S9 

01 S5: but- okay I used to play ping pong,  
02      I hate work hard . improve this sport.  
03      while I had other friends,  
04      don’t know how to play at all.  
05      and they went to club,  
06      and they worked hard.   
07      and now they ca:n beat me.  
08      so, only talent is not enough.  
09 S9: yeah. I agree with you:. 
10     uh talent is part of the equation. ((5 nods and points finger at 9))  
11  ->     bu::t the impo:r- the most important thing  
12     to the question is hard work.  
13 S5: ((nods)) 
14 S9: because yeah it’s true, you can have talent,  
15      but if you don’t work hard,  
16      that that will be get lost  
 

 In Excerpt 19, S4 and S5 are discussing the question about whether or not 

restaurants should do away with tipping in the United States (see question #7 in 

Appendix B). S4 mentions that nobody wants to be a waitress, but she knows of some 

people with degrees that are waitresses because they make a lot of money (lines 1 

through 4). An insertion repair appears at line 6, when S4 mentions that they get tips “if 

if but they they treat people w- very we::ll.” Inserting “very” intensifies how well a 

server treats people in order to get a good tip.  
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 In this example, repair initiation commences very early, right after the initial 

consonant in the form of a liquid (/w/) uttered with a cutoff. The intensifying inserted 

material consists of the adverb “very” with heightened stress. This example does not 

contain a pre-frame before the inserted item, but it does contain a post-frame in the form 

of the previously cutoff item (“well”). In this case, the post-framed item (“well”) is fully 

articulated and uttered with a sound stretch.  

 

Excerpt 19: Spring 4/27/15, S4 & S5 

01 S4: no- nobody want nobody wants to be a waitress. 
02     and I know some people that have degrees  
03     and they are waitress 
04     because . ((shakes head a little)) they make a lot of mone:y.  
05 S5: the tip is (xxx).  
06  -> S4: if if but they they treat people w- very we::ll so::  
07 S5: they deserve it. exactly.  
08 S4: and sometimes people are very generous.  
09     and they tip more than  
10     actually:: ((shakes head a split second)) twenty perce:nt or   
11 S5:                [twenty percent]  
12 S4: thir- fifteen percent  
13 S5: in that- in- a- that also depends on  
14     the treat ((gesture 5:17:03, looks away))   
15 S4: yeah 
16 S5: the treatment you give the people.  
 4: yeah, it’s true.  
 

5.2.3. Epistemic Adjusting Inserting  

In the data under analysis, there were several instances where the students 

inserted the epistemic marker I think. Such insertions appear to occur in instances where 
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a student wants to display his or her orientation to his or her lack of epistemic authority 

and draw back from the stronger claim in progress.  

For example, prior to the segment presented in Excerpt 20, S1 and S9 discuss 

whether or not it is ethical for companies to market their products to children (see 

question #9 in Appendix B) and they talk about McDonalds. While on the subject of 

McDonald’s they begin to talk about different types of fast food restaurants that they 

find appealing, including McDonalds, Whataburger, Burger King, and Chick-fil-A. In 

the interaction that is presented in Excerpt 20, S1 explains to S9 that there is a booklet 

with coupons to many of these fast food places at “Modern Eyes” (an eyeglass store). He 

mentions that these “little magazines” (line 11) have “a lot of coupons in them” (line 

16). In line 19, he mentions that there is a coupon in the little magazine for Chick-fil-A. 

In line 20, S1 initiates an epistemic adjustment repair by inserting an epistemic marker, I 

think. Perhaps S1’s insertion of “I think” might be a way for him to draw back from the 

stronger claim-in-progress that there is a coupon for McDonald’s included in the 

magazine. The technology involved in this epistemic adjustment insertion repair consists 

of an elongation on the original formulation that is completely articulated (the::re’s) 

followed by the inserted epistemic marker (I think) and then a continuation of his claim 

that there is a coupon for McDonald’s in the magazine.  
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Excerpt 20: Spring 4/24/15, S9 & S1 

01 S1: and I have a trick for you.  
02      there’s u::h ...((finger over lips 11:00:05))   
03      there is uh a modern eye:s . store.  
04 S9: what? ((leans in 11:06:03))   
05 S1: modern eyes.  
06      like f- glasses sto::re ((glasses gesture 11:07:41))  
07 S9: oh kay. 
08 S1: and in the counte::r,  
09     they have like thi::s ((looks at gesture 11:11:27))   
10   uh little magazi::nes ((magazine gesture 11:13:03))  
11 S9: (nods)  
12 S1: and you can take any of the::m. ((S9 adjusts glasses 11:14:50))  
13 S9: mmhmm 
14 S1: they’re free. 
15     and they have a lot of coupons in them. ((S9 lifts eyebrows))  
16     like a LO::T.  
17     a lot lot.  
18     and, there’s one for chick-fil-a::.  
19  ->     the::re’s- I think there’s for mcdonald’s   
20     a:nd the chick-fil-a: 
21            you can get an extra sandwich for free.  
22 S9: really!  

 

 In Excerpt 21, S10 and S15 are talking about the idiom “The end justifies the 

means.” Prior to this segment, S10 and S15 agree with each other that the end does not 

justify the means. S10 mentions that many people agree with this, but it may be different 

for politicians and he brings up Donald Trump and the idea of building a wall on the 

border between the U.S. and Mexico. S15 mentions that they have a problem with 

terrorism in his country of Saudi Arabia and that there are three fences (not a wall) at 

varying degrees of distance from the bordering country of Iraq. He mentions that there 

are surveillance cameras and when someone crosses the first fence, an alert is issued and 
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security goes to the area to find this person even if it is at night. In lines 1 and 2, S15 

mentions that when “this guy” (a security officer) notifies those at the other fence, they 

will be at the second fence before the border crosser is able to cross it. S15 performs an 

epistemic adjustment in line 3, when he inserts the epistemic marker “I think” perhaps 

because this is a domain of knowledge in which he lacks epistemic authority and thus 

draws back from his initial and stronger claim that someone will be at the second fence 

before the trespasser arrives. In this adjusting repair operation, S15 cuts himself off after 

the fully articulated formulation “I will” to insert the epistemic marker “I think” before 

continuing his claim in progress.  

 
Excerpt 21: Summer 7/08/15, S10 & S15 

01 S15: so when when this gu:y  
02     walks and tell the others. fence  
03  ->      they will- I think they will already there.   
04      they are already there like before he cross the second one  
05      ((both nod))  
06      but a wall, mmmm it’s different li::ke ((look of disapproval 16:52:13))  
07 S10: ((laughs)) 

 

5.2.4. Multiple Modifications Inserting  

As noted in the methods section of the present study, special attention was given 

to discrepant cases through deviant case analysis (Wong & Waring, 2010). Excerpt 22 

presents a discrepant and unique case whereby multiple modification types—specifying, 

intensifying, and describing—characterize the inserted material. In this example, S4 and 

S8 are discussing whether or not they think money can buy happiness. Prior to this 
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excerpt, they both agree that it is “a balance,” that you do not need a lot of money to be 

happy; yet, money is also essential to survive. In lines 1 and 2, S4 appears to be asking 

S8 about how he feels when he sees people who have ostentatious homes with “huge 

furniture,” “unnecessary rooms,” and “luxurious things.” However, he does not appear 

to understand the question and initiates an other-initiated other-repair in line 3. This 

prompts S8 to launch in what first appears to be a hypothetical situation in line 4, but she 

aborts this utterance in order to explain that this hypothetical situation actually happened 

to her in line 5. In line 5, she mentions that she was invited to “a home.” However, the 

progressivity in her talk is overridden perhaps because she deems this original utterance 

insufficiently specific. Thus, she inserts the element “American” in line 6. Perhaps she 

also deems “home” insufficiently descriptive; thus she also inserts a descriptive 

adjective “big.” She also appears to deem home insufficiently strongly formulated to get 

her point across. Thus, she uses the technology of recycling the descriptor word “big” 

along with the intensifying adverb “really” to carry out her project.  
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Excerpt 22: Spring, 4/15/15 S4 & S8 

01 S4: But when you see some lecture (xxx) different people,  
02        how do you feel?  
03 S8: ((looks away)) What do you mean?  
04 S4: Like let let’s say I:: wa::s invited-  
05        actually I was invited to home 
06  ->        really big big American home ((big gesture 15:17:38))  
07        you can imagine this,  
08        with a:ll this huge furniture ⤴︎  
09      and a:ll this . unnecessary rooms,          
10        and unnecessary furnitures  
11 S8: mmhmm 
12 S4: all over the house. 
13        when you see:: such luxury things-   
14        because I saw like some MTV:: ⤴ programs are:: showing also such kind of   
15          house.   
16 S8: [yeah] 
17 S4: How do you feel?  
18 S8: .. ((looks to the side))  
19 S4: Because what feel that I saw them,  
20        and I I kind of-  
21        yeah okay you got thi::s  
22        all these items bu::t ((gesture completion 15:48:32))  
23 S8: ((nods))  
24 S4: but so wha::t ((both hands out, palms up)) like-   
25 S8: but you are not happy. You don't have people to /fIl/ those rooms  
26 S4: yea:::h. exactly.  

 

5.2.5. Adding Increments  

There were several instances where a student added an extra element or 

increment. Line 2 in Excerpt 18 is an example of an increment. In this example, S5 

comes to a place of possible completion at the end of “hard.” At this juncture, the 

utterance is hearably complete syntactically (a complete sentence, although he does not 

produce the target form “to” after “hate”), prosodically (falling intonation), and 
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pragmatically. Even so, he speaks again and what is noteworthy is that when he speaks 

he does so not with a syntactically independent unit, but rather with what can be heard 

as a syntactic continuation of what had looked like a syntactically complete turn. He 

produces “(to) improve this sport” which can be interpreted as an adverbial continuation 

of “I hate (to) work hard.”  

Two cases of adding an increment are presented in Excerpt 23. In this example, 

the students are discussing whether or not online classes should replace traditional face-

to-face classes (see question #2 in Appendix B). In this segment, S5 mentions that with 

online classes, the material is “fixed” (line 5) and continues by saying that although you 

have material you have to study for (lines 7 and 8), there is no interaction between 

teacher and student (line 10). Although it is possible to have an interaction with a 

teacher in a virtual classroom as well as a physical face-to-face classroom, S5 seems to 

equate an interaction with the teacher with a physical face-to-face classroom. He 

mentions that with teachers (vis-à-vis face-to-face classrooms), you can ask questions 

(line 11) and they can give answers (line 13). In line 16 and 17, S5 mentions that at his 

company he had both after which he adds an increment in line 18. The technology 

involved in this adding increment insertion repair mirrors the technology in the previous 

example. S5 comes to a place of possible completion at the end of both. At this moment, 

his utterance is hearably complete syntactically (a complete sentence), prosodically (low 

falling intonation), and pragmatically. Nevertheless, he adds “courses with (an) 

instructor” (line 18) “with other employees” (line 20) and “courses online” (line 21). S9 

did not self-select a new turn upon S5’s completion of both in line 17. It is possible that 
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S5 used this increment after a longer gap as a way to continue the conversation (Learner, 

2004), thus demonstrating an orientation toward progressivity. Another possibility is that 

perhaps S5 feels the need to add the increment because S9 did not show uptake (e.g., a 

backchannel) or show acknowledgement (e.g., a nod). By creating a renewed point of 

possible completion in the form of an increment, S5 carries out important interactional 

work by pursuing uptake and/or acknowledgement from S9 (Fox et al., 2002).  

S5 continues his line of reasoning by stating that he did not learn anything online 

(line 23). He mentions that he cannot just look at the material and pass the test (line 24) 

and reiterates his primary issue with online learning—that there is no interaction (line 

25).  In line 27, he mentions that sometimes he wants to know more after which he adds 

an increment in line 28. Once again, S5 comes to a place of possible completion at the 

end of more. At the moment of this completion, his utterance is syntactically complete 

(again a complete sentence), and prosodically (low falling intonation) and pragmatically 

correct. Still, he adds an extra element at the end. As in the previous example, perhaps 

he feels the need to add the increment because his partner did not show uptake or show 

acknowledgement nor did he self-select himself to take the floor. Thus, he created a new 

completion point. He does not just want to learn more; he wants to learn more than what 

is in books. What is noteworthy is that there are other repairs happening within this 

insertion repair operation. The inserted material begins with a recycling (what) followed 

by a pause and another recycling (more).  
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Excerpt 23: Spring 4/14/15 S5 & S9 

01 S5: I feel with online classes,  
02       the material is uh the material is . ((looks up as instructor walks by))  
03    I: y’all are on number two?  
04    S5/S9: yes 
05 S5: the material is fixed ((gesture—two hands 10:23:42))  
06     like ((breathes out, gesture 10:23:47, S9 makes a face))  
07     like you have material,  
08     you have to study 
09     maybe you have online test or something,  
10     but you don’t have interaction with the teacher too ((S9 nods)) 
11            like with the teacher you can ask questio::ns  
12 S9:        [questions]   
13 S5: he can give you more answers   
14      that will make you: . ((gesture 10:34:15))  think mo::re ((S9 nods)) 
15      but. then like ((exhales)) 
16      when I joined my company,  
17      we had both.  
18  ->      u::h courses with . instructor ⤴  
19 S9: uh huh 
20 S5: with other . employees.  
21      and courses online.  
22      like you have to finish online course.   
23      I didn’t learn from the online course.  
24      I cannot like just past by the material and pass the test,  
25      there’s no interaction.  
26      just ((shakes head a little)) 
27      sometime I want to know more.  
28  ->     what- what’s more . more than books.   
29      (xxx)  
30 S9:  [yeah] like uh we are talking right now.  
31     we are learning from each other. circumstance. 
32     I can learn from you,  
33     you can learn from me.  
 

Excerpt 24 also provides two instances of adding an increment. In this example, 

S5 and S6 are discussing whether or not companies should market their product to 

children (see question #9 in Appendix B). In lines 1 through 3, S6 argues that we cannot 
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tell people (companies) that they cannot sell something (chocolates) to kids. S5 shows 

that he agrees with his “yeah” token and a nod in line 4. In line 6, he mentions that it is a 

big business at which point he comes to a place of possible completion at the end of 

“business” for his utterance is a syntactically complete sentence and he uses a falling 

intonation pattern. Still, he adds an additional dependent clause in line 7—“because 

billions of dollars.” Interestingly, it appears that he comes to another place of possible 

completion at the end of the increment when he says “dollars.” Again what was uttered 

up to this juncture is syntactically complete and this utterance ends with downward 

intonation followed by a pause. Even so, what follows is a second added increment in 

line 8 when he adds “billions of billions of billions.” Perhaps he feels the need to add the 

additional increments because his partner did not show uptake; thus, he created a new 

completion point. It appears that he finally succeeds when S6 demonstrates his 

understanding by showing uptake in line 9.  
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Excerpt 24: Spring 4/24/25, S5 & S6 

01 S6: and you canno::t . ((looks at hands 11:18:38)) say people  
02          you are not gonna . uh . sell those chocolates  
03      to kids.  
04 S5: yeah. (nods)  
05 S6: uh … ((looks at handout, moves it, and picks it up))  
06 S5: but it is a- it’s a big business. ((looking at handout)) 
07  ->       because billions of dollars. ((writes on handout))  
08  ->       billions of billions ((billions 11:33:34)) [o:f billions so:]  
09 S6:                                                                       [billions.]  
10        hundred billion dollars. yeah.   
11 S5: it’s not something tha::t uh .. ((face, looks down 11:38:10))  
12      u::m .. make good fo::r-  
13      for helpi::- to helping  
14      the sh childre:n  
15      they didn’t do for helping the childrens.  
16 S6: they’re marketing  
17 S5:    [   xxx          ] 
18    marketing.  ((laughs))  
19 S6: like .. who i:s doing business to help someone? ((S5 repositions himself))  
20     tell me! ((hands up 11:53:53))       
21 S5: no- nobody   
22 S6: everybody’s . trying to make more money.  
23 S5: yeah, it’s true.   

5.2.6. Summary  

The operation of inserting appears frequently in the present data set. Five 

subtypes emerged—specifying inserting, intensifying inserting, epistemic adjusting 

inserting, multiple modifications inserting, and adding increments—which seemed to 

serve a variety of distinct functions. Among these five sub-types, specifying inserting 

was quite common and appeared to serve mostly the purpose of preempting a possible 

upcoming misunderstanding due to the lack of specificity. It also appeared to serve the 

purpose of action construction, such as eliciting agreement and averting a possible 

disagreement in the upcoming talk. Insertions that consist of adding increments were 
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also very common in the data. Increments after a long gap may serve as a way to 

continue a conversation (Learner, 2004), thus demonstrating learners’ orientation toward 

progressivity. However, they may also serve the purpose of action construction, 

specifically to elicit uptake or an acknowledgment from a partner by creating a renewed 

point of possible completion (Fox et al., 2002). In the case of this data set, adding 

increment insertions served both purposes. There were a small number of doing 

intensifying and doing epistemic adjusting insertions. The learners seemed to use 

intensifying insertions in “insufficiently strongly formulated” (Wilkinson & Weatherall, 

2011) utterances, where perhaps they thought an utterance could be better realized by 

inserting the superlative form. Learners’ seemed to also engage in epistemic insertion 

repair as a means to display an orientation to a lack of epistemic authority and draw back 

from a stronger claim in progress. It appears that the turns that employed epistemic 

insertion repair were designed to construct the action of removing responsibility due to a 

lack of certitude. Thus, the turn may have been designed to alter the action in the 

subsequent turn, where the action was changed from regarding a claim as accurate to 

regarding a claim with some degree of skepticism. Multiple modifications were quite 

scarce; yet they demonstrated that learners were adept at carrying out multiple insertion 

types in a single repair operation.  

 

5.3. DELETING  

 Deleting refers to exactly what the name implies; that is, instances where “a 

speaker deletes one or more elements already articulated in part or fully in the turn-so-

far” (Schegloff, 2013, p. 47). According to Schegloff (2013), deletings are less common 
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than the replacings and insertings in native speaker data and the same appears to 

describe the current data set. Here are some examples of deleting from the present data 

set.  

 In Excerpt 25, S8 and S4 are discussing whether or not money can buy happiness 

(see question #3 in Appendix B). Prior to this segment, the students claim that youth is 

spent trying to earn money, and once one has money, “you are old!” S8 also claims that 

you might have a lot of money and buy everything you want, but later you might be tired 

of what you want. She goes on to claim that happiness that comes from buying things is 

ephemeral, “just for a short period of time” (line 2). She tries to offer an example, where 

actress Emma Watson has a lot of money, but does not know what to do with it (lines 5-

14). In line 9, she mentions how Emma Watson was in “all the Harry Potter movies” in 

her original formulation. She then engages in a deleting repair operation when she 

restates her utterance, this time with “Harry Potter” deleted, “all the mov[ies].” In this 

interaction, S8 appears to view Emma Watson as a rare success case in the movie 

industry for she mentions that Emma Watson is the only actress she knows (line 8) who 

was in the movies (line 9) and still graduated from college. Perhaps S8 saw the need to 

delete the element “Harry Potter” because having it there might take away from her 

current project of conveying Watson’s academic success, as one may associate Harry 

Potter with going to a fictional school, Hogwart’s School of Witchcraft and Wizardry 

where the motto is “Never tickle a sleeping dragon” which is not to be confused with 

Brown University, the school Watson graduated from.  
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Excerpt 25: Spring 4/15/15, S8 & S4 

01 S8: I mean the happiness that you get by buying something,   
02       is just for a short period of time.  
03 S4: mmhmm mmhmm 
04 S8: for example u::h ((looks away 13:30:21))  
05      when I ta- talked to you about Emma Watson ⤴ ︎  
06 S4: uh huh ((nods))  
07 S8: on the unicef thing,  
08      she: wa:nts- I mean I think she’s the only actress I know   
  
09  ->      that she did like all the harry potter movie::s all the mov-  
10      and she still graduated from college  
11 S4: uh huh 
12 S8: and she said that . at the age she has now,  
13     she has so much money  
14     that she doesn’t know what to DO with the money 
15 S4: mmhmm ((nods)) 
 

 Excerpt 26 provides yet another case of deletion repair where perhaps an element 

is deleted because it does not serve the speaker in carrying out his or her interactional 

project. In this example, S5 and S6 are discussing whether or not companies should 

target their products to children (see question #9 in Appendix B). Before this segment, 

S6 mentions that he does not see marketing food to children as any different from 

marketing toys to them. He goes on to make the claim that children need toys and food. 

S5 agrees that they need food (lines 1 and 2), but mentions that he would give them 

healthier choices (line 3). He argues that there are vending machines in every school you 

go in (lines 4 and 6) where most of them have “diet cokes” (line 8). In line 9, he goes 

back and deletes the word “diet” that was in his previous utterance. Perhaps he does this 

because it is possible that one might construe “diet coke” to be a healthier drink and 

contradicts his argument that things in vending machines are unhealthy. Thus, he deletes 
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“diet” and says “cokes and things like that.” He goes on to mention that there should be 

more choices, perhaps healthier choices, and provides an example of a healthier choice 

in line 12 when he says, “more water.”  In this example, a couple of non-lexical 

hesitation markers (uh’s) precede S5’s original formulation (“diet cokes”) and one of 

them comes right before the original formulation. Perhaps he is also engaged in a 

searching operation before he comes up with the element “diet coke.” Once it has been 

fully articulated, he initiates a deleting repair operation by omitting the adjective “diet” 

and at the same time adds a generalized completer (Jefferson, 1990), “things like that.” 

Perhaps the addition of this generalized completer is pointing to relevant unhealthy 

choices that need not be specified.  

 

Excerpt 26: Spring 4/24/15, S5 & S6 

01 S5: yeah, it’s it’s true.  
02       they need food.  
03       but I will give them more u::h healthy choice:s.  
04       a:nd I: I think tha:t . in every school that you go in  
05 S6: mmhmm 
06 S5: i:s they sold this uh (arm away, looks away 10:31:48) vending machines   
07 S6: mmhmm 
08 S5: uh most of them have uh diet co:kes   
09  ->       cokes and things like that   
10       maybe uh giving more uh choices of uh uh  
11       choices of foods  
12       choices of . more water  
13       things like that are- I don’t know- I KNOW . okay .  
14       yeah , they are- they are . kids   
15       and the:y- they like all that stuff. 
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 In sum, deleting repairs were very uncommon in the present data set. Although, 

they were relatively rare when compared to other operation types, they appeared to serve 

the important turn-design function that alters the action, specifically to obviate a 

potential disagreement on the part of the interlocutor.  

 

5.4. SEARCHING   

A SISR can target one’s prior talk, as in the previous examples where a student 

replaces, inserts, or deletes an item. However, it can also be initiated on one’s upcoming 

talk in the form of a word search. NS of English occasionally suspend their current 

course of action, and their turn of talk in progress in order to search for words (or 

phrases) that have momentarily slipped their minds (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986). There 

were many instances of searching repair operations in the present data set. The various 

subtypes and examples will now be described.  

 5.4.1. Searching for a Delicate/Lexical Item 

 
 Searching for a delicate consists of a search for a common noun or lexical item. 

In the data set under analysis, searching for a delicate appeared quite often.  

5.4.1.1. Basic Word Searching  

The initiation of a word search is frequently marked by a non-lexical speech 

perturbation, such as sound stretches and “uh’s” (Schegloff et al., 1977) where “such an 
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interruption makes visible not just the unavailability of a word, but a relevant 

unavailability—one that impedes the ongoing development of the talk in progress, and 

which is no longer moving toward its projected completion” (Goodwin & Goodwin, 

1986 pp. 55-56). In addition to this common verbal practice, a gaze shift is also routinely 

and systematically deployed. A withdrawal of gaze during searching signals to the 

interlocutor that the speaker is holding their turn and engaged in a solitary word search, 

whereas a shift toward the interlocutor is treated as an invitation to participate in a 

collaborative word search (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986). The next two examples 

illustrate word searches that include a non-lexical speech perturbation along with a gaze 

shift away from the interlocutor.  

In Excerpt 27, S14 and S15 are discussing death rituals and rites. Prior to this 

segment, S15 explains the funeral ritual that they do in Saudi Arabia. He mentions that 

someone in the family washes the body and then the body is taken to the mosque where 

they pray. In Excerpt 28, he continues to describe the funeral traditions in his country 

and mentions that after that, they go to the cemetery (lines 1 and 2) where they bury the 

person (line 4) before going home to receive condolences from friends and neighbors 

(lines 6 through 9). In line 2, S15 appears to carry out a solitary word search. The 

technology for initiating this repair begins with the article “the” which is then linked to 

the non-lexical speech perturbation (uh) along with a sound stretch (th:::uh). S15 then 

shifts his gaze away, suggesting that he is engaged in a solitary word search before he 

produces the searched for item in line 3 (“cemetery”). Interestingly, there are two other 
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speech perturbations in the form of elongation in line 2 (on “and” and “they”) that 

precede what is thought to be the repair initiation (th:::uh).  

 

Excerpt 27: Summer 7/24/15, S14 & S15 

01 S15: yeah.  
02  ->        a:nd then the::y go to th:::uh ((looks away 4:16:44))  
03        cemetery. ((S14 nods)) 
04        they bury them bury him or her there.  
05        and then they go home.  
06        they go home and the::y receive the::: condolences from the people.  
07        friends ⤴ 
08 S14: okay  
09 S15: and neighbors ⤴ 

 
Excerpt 28 provides another example of a basic word search. In this example, 

S14 and S12 are preparing for their idiom speech. S14 introduces the idiom “turn the 

other cheek” (lines 1 and 2). In lines 8 through 10, he explains that if someone hurts you, 

you should not fight back; that is, you should not seek revenge. S14 engages in a solitary 

word search in line 10 as evinced from a speech perturbation (i.e., elongation of sound 

on the word “to”) and a shift of his gaze away from his partner. There is a short pause 

before he produces the sought after word “revenge” at the end of line 10.  
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Excerpt 28: Summer 7/10/15, S14 & S12 

01 S14: yeah okay the other one is um something on the bible  
02     but if someone hurts you, you should u:h turn the other cheek  
03 S12: ((thumbs up)) yeah I heard this before  
04 S14: this one is famous probably right? ((laughs))  
05       ((S12 touches right cheek and turns face 9:32:49))  
06       so if you wanna say something 
07 S12: turn the other cheek ((touches left cheek 9:34:44))   
08 S14: exactly turn the o- the face because when someone hurts you,  
09       you should not fight back.  
10  ->       you should not do something t:o ((looks away)).. revenge  
11 S12:yeah  
12 S14: you should not take revenge   

 

5.4.1.2. Generalized Completers as Lexical Stand-Ins 

In some searching instances, there appears to be a preference for progressivity 

whereas the student does not stop the turn-in-progress with a gaze away or hesitation 

marker as in the previous examples.  In these cases, the students use a generalized 

completer word, such as “thing” or “one” as a stand-in until the searched for word can 

be produced. We now turn to some examples in the current data set.  

In Excerpt 29, S9 and S7 are discussing whether or not vaccines should be 

required for all children even if their parents do not want their child to be vaccinated 

(see question #8 in Appendix B). S9 mentions that they always thought vaccinations are 

a good thing because they can protect people (lines 1 and 2).  S7 appears to argue that 

while it may protect people if it has been tried and tested, for new diseases (or perhaps 

she means “strain”), it may be harmful to people as there may be side effects (line 14). 

In line 14, S7 uses the generalized completer thing as a lexical stand-in for the word 
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“disease” and in line 7, she once again uses the generalized completer thing as a lexical 

stand-in word for the word “chemical.” The technology involved in the former includes 

a hesitation marker in the form of an elongation on the word “new” followed by the 

stand-in word “thing,” which is accompanied with a gesture. Once her original 

formulation is uttered, she initiates repair with a recycling of “a new” as a framing 

device and replaces the generalized completer (dummy term) for a specific lexical term 

(“disease”). The technology is the same in the second example, except there is not an 

elongation on the word “new.” The use of a generalized completer in these cases differ 

from Jefferson’s (1990) generalized completer that is used as a conversational resource 

in lists. As Excerpt 29 illustrates, a generalized completer (dummy term) is used as a 

stand-in for a searched for lexical item whereas a generalized list completer (e.g., “and 

stuff,” “and junk,” “and things,” etc.) is used. An instance of a generalized list completer 

may be seen in Excerpt 29, line 21.    
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Excerpt 29: Spring 4/27/15, S9 & S7  

01 S9:  I always thought vaccine is a good thing.  
02        like to prote:ct 
03 S7: (xx) but it’s like a vaccine ((looks down))  
04  ->     but when it’s a ne:w thing ((gesture 9:18:24))   
05     a new disease or  
06     it’s a disease already involved, right?  
07 S9: mmhmm ((nods))  
08  -> S7: so the vaccine they ha- the the they have to put new thing  
09      new chemical  
10      and the:n it’s a ne::w product 
11 S9: yeah.  
12 S7: or new thing.   
13     no o:ne, like no human got improved  
14     without:t side effect. (xxx) 
15     that’s why there are some parents  
16     in in united states ((points to handout))  
17     they wanted protect their children.  
18     for example,  
19     if if some- if he: someone got the:: . disease ⤴ 
20     he probably won’t won’t let his children go to school.  
21  ->     stuff like that.  
22     you kno:w?  
23     I thi::nk . I think it’s uh it’s a responsibility of:  
24     on their parents,  
25     they can decide what they want for their children,  
26     the government shouldn't . decide for them. 
 

 In Excerpt 30, a generalized completer is used as a stand-in, but instead of thing, 

the student uses one. In this example, S5 and S9 are discussing whether or not online 

classes should replace traditional face-to-face classes (see question #2 in Appendix B). 

Prior to this segment, the students talk about the disadvantages of online learning. In line 

1, S9 begins to address the advantages when he mentions the fact that one does not have 

to travel and can use that time to do other things (lines 1 through 6), such as cleaning, he 

jokes in line 7. S5 agrees and argues that one could waste two hours commuting (lines 
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10 through 15). In line 17, S9 begins to mention another advantage: you might spend 

less on books due to the use of online materials (“electronic materials”). In line 19, S9 

mentions that all the material is sent via the Internet. This utterance contains an 

elongation on the word “material,” a non-lexical hesitation in the form of a pause after 

the verb “sending,” an elongation on the word “or,” followed by a quasi-lexical 

hesitation marker “uh” before the generalized completer phrase is produced—“electronic 

one.” Soon after this stand-in formulation is completely articulated, S9 initiates repair by 

recycling the adjective “electronic” and replaces the dummy term “one” with a more 

specific lexical item, “materials.”  
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Excerpt 30: Spring 4/13/15, S5 & S9 
 
01     S9: uh well the positive thing is you don’t have to travel.  
02 S5: yeah that’s right 
03 S9: yeah. you don’t have to spend uh  
04     maybe some people have to travel everyday   
05     you don’t have to spend the time  
06     and that time could be used for something else.  
07     cleaning ((smiles))  
08 S5: ((laughs)) 
09 S9: ((laughs))  
10 S5: yeah that’s right. 
11     depending on the place sometime you have to go travel maybe one hour,  
12     and an hour back,  
13     and you just wasted two hours.  
14     you can . save this time at home  
15     if you really use your time. we were talking ((smiles)) 
16 S9: yes, it’s true.  
17      another thing they- maybe you have to spend a little more than books.    
18      ((S5 nods))   
19      because all the materia:l are sending . ((gesture)) the internet o:r  
20  ->      uh electronic one electronic materials.  
21      so you don't have to spend all that money.  
22      I don’t know if it’s true or no::t.  
23      spend a lot of money on books.  
 
 
 In Excerpts 29 and 30, students use a generalized completer as a conversational 

resource to manage their talk. These cases illustrate their preference for progressivity 

and the generalized completer may function as a resource to help them manage that 

preference.  

5.4.1.3  Substitution Completers   

In some cases students, use a substitute that is more specific, but still functions as 

a stand-in for the sought after word. In Excerpt 31, S14 and S15 discuss death rites and 

rituals in their country. In this segment, S15 begins to pick up his phone to show his 
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partner how the cemetery is different in his country. Before he shows his partner his 

phone, he mentions the common practices of burying a casket (line 3).  

In line 3, S15 initiates a word search for this item by uttering a non-lexical 

speech perturbation, specifically on the article “the” and then makes an iconic gesture 

for the sought after word and produces a substitute completer word (“box”). Perhaps he 

does not know this lexical item because they do not use caskets in his country (lines 48 

and 52). He then produces a wh- question and a gaze toward his partner, which suggests 

that he is inviting S14 to participate in a collaborative word search.  

Excerpt 31: Summer 7/24/15, S14 & S15 
  
01 S15: ((taps desk/pics up phone)) let me show you the:: cemetery  
02        ((looks at 15)) it’s different. 
03  ->        like you bury in the:: ((box gesture 10:53:38)) box  
04        o::r what do you call it? ((looks at S15))  
05 S14: you put it inside a coffin? ((coffin gesture 10:57:36))  
06 S15: uh huh  
07 S14: and go inside the grou:::nd ((underground 10:59:19, S15 not looking)) 
     
08        o:r you bu:rn the body  
09        until it’s like lashes ((rubs thumb and fingers together 11:03:36))  
10 S15: [yeah] 
11 S14:    and you put in a ja::r. ((jar gesture 11:05:45))  
12 S15: xx   
13 S14: I don’t know why people do that.  
14 S15: ((showing S15 his phone)) it’s like this. cemetery.  
15 S14: yeah! just like this. 
16 S15:             [it’s a little different] 
17 S14: but you::rs ((points to S15’s phone 11:13:04)) i:n- 
18     this is sand? 
19      . like sand ((sand gesture rubs index and thumb together 11:14:31))  
20 S15:   [uh huh] 
21     yeah   
22 S14: ours is like really dirt u:h ((looks down at gesture 11:17:45)) dir::t. 
23 S15: a::h 
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24 S14: and usually they put some gra::ss ((flat hand moves across 11:20:59)) 
   25         above 
26 S15: uh huh  
27 S14: just to look pretty::: 
28     and people wwill I don’t know  
29     they so:me . plant some tree:::s  
30 S15: oh  
31 S14: around (around gesture 11:28:12)  
32     stuff like that ((S15 looking at his phone))  
33     … and do you have coffins? ((15 looks up))  
34         like do you know what is that?  
35 S15: coffin?   
36 S14: u::h ((reaches down for something and exhales)) .. 
37         like- ((points to 15’s phone 11:38:57))  
38 S15: we ha- we you see this ((points to phone 11:39:33))  
39 S14: you just put people inside a::: ((rotates hand 11:40:17)) something?  
40 S15:          [yeah   uh huh   yeah yeah    yeah]  
41 S14: ((looks at her phone)) we use u::h coffis.  
42         I think it’s coffin the name. ((looks at phone))  
43  -> S15: the:: ((gesture box 11:47:46)) wooden box or something like  
44         ((looks away and back at S15))    
45 S14:     [it’s like tomb] 
46        it’s that one ((pointing to phone 11:50:33))  
46 S15:          [mmm] ((points to phone 11:50:33)) yeah yeah. 
48        no ((shakes head))  
49 S14: like vampire::es  
50        when they get ou::t 
51 S15:                  [yeah yeah yeah] ((laughs))  
52       no we don’t have  
 

 

Figure 27. Embodied Pre-completer: Box Gesture  
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5.4.1.4 Embodied Pre-completers  

In some cases, students appeared to use a gesture prior to completing an 

utterance. An example of an embodied pre-completer may be seen in the previous 

excerpt (Excerpt 31). In this excerpt, S15 produces a gesture (see Figure 27) that mirrors 

the lexical item (box) that follows. As previously mentioned, S15 produces a speech 

perturbation on the function word “the” before he providing a gesture.  

 Another example of an embodied pre-completer may be seen in Excerpt 32. Prior 

to Excerpt 32, S11 mentions that in his country they have an idiom “he who kills with a 

knife will be killed by a knife.” S16 asks S11 if they have a dictator in his country of 

Angola. In line 1, he responds by saying that they do not refer to him as a dictator. S16 

laughs in line 2 and explains that presidents, as opposed to dictators, are elected through 

a democratic process (i.e., election) that involves voting. It appears that this word search 

gets underway in line 3 when he initiates a two-word recycling (“should be”) followed 

by a quasi-lexical hesitation marker (“uh”) that is also accompanied by a sound stretch 

after the word “be.” He then follows this utterance with a third recycling (“should be”) 

and adds two additional elements (“made by”) along with another quasi-lexical 

hesitation marker (“uh”) in line 4. The fact that this next try added to his prior try 

suggests his orientation to progressivity (Schegloff, 1979). He further demonstrates his 

preference for progressivity by using a gesture in place of the sought after word (see 

Figure 28). After a brief pause, he produces the word “vote” and follows it with a 

recycling of this lexical item.  
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Excerpt 32: Summer 7/10/15, S16 & S11 

 
01 S11: we::ll ((high pitch)) we don’t call him dictator ((laughs))  
02 S16: ((laughs))  
03        oh ac- uh presidents should be should be u:h  
04  ->       should be made by uh ((vote gesture 20:10:26)) .. vote. vote  
05 S11: mmhmm yeah we vote 
 

 

Figure 28. Embodied Pre-Completer: Vote Gesture  

 

5.4.1.5. Embodied Completers   

 In the following excerpts, the speaker uses a gesture in their word search, but a 

lexical item does not follow the gesture. Prior to Excerpt 33, S16 begins to explain to his 

partner the idiom “one law for the rich and another for the poor” in preparation for his 

upcoming speech. In doing so, he tells a story that happened in Korea in the eighties 

where a man was sentenced to 17 years in prison while another guy who wrongfully 

used company money that amounted to around sixty million dollars was only sentenced 

to seven years in prison. He mentioned that the man who was sentenced to 17 years was 
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very angry and he wanted every Korean to know about this unfair situation. While he 

was being transported to another jail in a bus, the man “captured the bus,” unfastened his 

handcuffs, and went to the home of a broadcaster. There he kidnapped someone and 

threatened to shoot him unless the broadcaster aired his story. In the end, the man ended 

up committing suicide. S16 mentioned that this story is famous in Korea and was made 

into a movie, named “Holiday.”  

 In the course of telling this story, S16 engages in a word search for the word 

“handcuffs.” He mentions that the man captured the bus in line 1. In line 2, he initiates 

recycling on the pronoun “he” and appears to begin to say the word “fast[en]” but cuts 

himself off. He then recycles the pronoun “he” two more times followed by a non-

lexical speech perturbation (“uh”) after which he produces an iconic gesture for the word 

handcuffs while looking down and away. He appears to demonstrate an orientation 

toward progressivity when he continues his utterance with a verb and possessive 

adjective (“unfastened their”) accompanied by a sound stretch on the latter. This is 

followed by a pause followed by another gesture indicating “handcuffs” in line 4. After 

what appears to be three successive attempts at self-repair, he utters another non-lexical 

hesitation marker (“uh”) and looks at his partner, thus initiating a collaborative word 

search.  
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Excerpt 33: Summer 7/08/15, S11 & S16 
 
01 S16: he captured the bus  
02  ->          he he fast-  
03                 he he u:h ((looks down away, unlocking gesture 13:19:17)) 
04                 unfastened thei::r .. ((wraps hand around other hand 13:21:05))  
05          uh ((looks at partner 13:22:27))  
06 S11: and like ((makes handcuff gesture, 13:22:30))  
07 S16: ((handcuff gesture)) yeah yeah  
08         ((both laugh)) 
 

      

Figure 29. Embodied Completer: Unlocking Gesture  

 

             

Figure 30. Embodied Completer: Wraps Hand Around Other Hand  



 167 

 

  

Figure 31. Embodied Completer: Hand on Wrist  

 A similar phenomenon happens in Excerpt 34. S10 introduces the idiom “the 

shrimp that sleeps gets taken by the waves.” He appears to try to explain the call to 

action that this idiom evokes: if you don’t take charge of your own life (line 3), perhaps 

external forces will determine your fate (line 4). In line 4, he appears to initiate a search 

for a word as evidenced by his speech perturbation in the form of a sound stretch on the 

word “to.” Following this sound stretch, he gazes at his partner and makes a sweeping 

motion with his hands (see Figure 32) as a way to complete his utterance or turn-in-

progress. 
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Excerpt 34: Summer 7/08/15, S10 & S15 

 
01 S10: uh it means that  
02        …if you don’t do anything. by yourself  
03        ..if you don’t act by yourself, 
04  ->           the crowd is going to: ((sweeping gesture 18:25:56))  
05 S15: push you away ((push gesture 18:26:23))  
06 S10: yeah push you and you wanna just 
07         whatever the crowd do does to you. yes.  
08 S15: o:h ((nods)) 
 

 

Figure 32. Embodied Completer: Sweeping Gesture  

5.4.2. Morphophonlogical Searchings  

There were a small number of morphological searchings—cases where a student 

appeared to engage in successive repairs on the same repairable on a morphologically 

complex lexical word. Dörnyei and Kormos (1998) gave the term tip-of-the-tongue 

phenomenon to “an attempt to retrieve and articulate a lexical item, saying a series of 

incomplete or wrong forms or structures before reaching the optimal form” (p. 361). The 

tip-of-the-tongue state is defined as “the conscious feeling that accompanies or reflects 

upon the cognitive process of retrieval when an item that a person is trying to retrieve is 
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temporarily inaccessible” (Schwartz & Metcalfe, 2010). However, a tip-of-the-tongue 

phenomenon may not be an appropriate term to describe such instances for the analyst 

may not assume that the learner knows the item, but the item is temporarily accessible. 

The data in this corpus suggests that it may be possible that the searched for word might 

be accessible, but L2 learners may have difficulty pronouncing a lexical item, 

particularly morphologically complex words.  

 In Excerpt 35, S6 and S2 are discussing whether or not there should be a lifelong 

ban on voting for convicted felons (see question # 5 in Appendix B). Before this 

segment, S6 mentioned that felons are “bad” people and they may vote for a president 

that would help them. S7 appears to try to confirm his understanding of her implicature 

in lines 1 through 6, when he asks her if she thinks that they will “always want a bad 

president, a corrupt president” because they have been convicted of a felony. In lines 8 

through 12, S6 argues that they might have “other kind(s) of ideas” and a “malificent 

way of thinking.” In line 11, S6 produces two successive repairs on the same repairable 

that involves a morphologically complex word. It appears that S6 is searching for an 

adjective that signifies “evil,” such as “malignant,” “malevolent,” or “malicious,” but 

which one exactly remains unclear.  There is also a recent movie titled Maleficent 

(2014) where Angelina Jolie plays the antagonist who is characterized as “the mistress 

of evil.”  

S6 initiates repair when she utters the first sound in the sought after word followed by a 

cutoff (m-). She then utters the first two syllables of the word followed by another cutoff 

(mali-). On her last attempt, she utters the complete word “maleficent” along with a 
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sound stretch on the last syllable of the word. In this case, each next “try” adds to prior 

tries suggesting an orientation to “progressivity” (Schegloff, 1979, pp. 277-278). What 

is noteworthy is that her gaze does not shift away until after she has engaged in two 

successive repair efforts. After her gaze away, she does not try another attempt and 

instead returns to a continuation of the talk post repair.  

 
Excerpt 35: Spring 4/17/15, S6 & S2 
 
01 S2: you say that they they cannot-   
02        they will never ever choose the: right president 
03        because they always wa::nt bad president ((quotes on ‘bad’ 13:06:10))  
04        corrupt president  
05        because they are in this way? ((hand on table))  
06        you think that?   
07 S6: mmm but n: not like that  
08      but maybe they have like  
09      other kind of ideas ((other ideas gesture 13:13:06))  
10      you know like  
11  ->      they have a m- mali- malifice::nt .. ((looks away 13:17:50, rolls eyes))  
12      way of thinki:ng.  
13      so: maybe the:y will CHOOSE 
14      a wrong preside::nt  
15      just for:: ((looks at hand 13:24:40)) . thei:r good  
 

 In Excerpt 36, S4 and S3 are discussing whether or not it is ethical for companies 

to market their products to children (see question # 9 in Appendix B). S4 argues that 

companies like McDonald’s take advantage of children (lines 1 through 3) who do not 

know how to control their money (line 5) and they spend a lot of money each year on 

food and beverages (lines 6 through 8). In line 9, S4 appears to be asking her partner if 

the question is asking if this is ethical. As in the previous example, the student initiates 

repair when she utters the first sound in the searched for item (e-). She follows this first 
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attempt with a second attempt, but this time she produces what appears to be two 

syllables (eti-), although she pronounces a /t/, not a /th/ sound. She follows this second 

attempt with a third attempt that recycles the previous utterance (eti-). Following her 

third attempt, she utters the complete word (“ethical”). In this example, each next “try” 

adds to prior tries, again suggesting this student’s orientation to “progressivity,” where 

each repair makes progress toward a solution of the trouble being addressed (Schegloff, 

1979). Similar to the previous example, S4 shifts her gaze away and begins to look at 

her handout. As she looks at her handout, she initiates an other-initiated self-repair in 

line 10 when she asks her partner if the lexical item “ethical” is correct.  

 
Excerpt 36: Spring 4/24/15, S4 & S3 
 
01 S4: -it’s practically: ((quotes gesture 8:30:44)) that mcdonalds 
02     and those companies are taking advanta:ge 
03     of kids  
04     becau::se they do:n't ((hands 8:36:09))   
05     they’re not know how to have contro:l over their money:: 
06     so they’re spending . over one billion dollars  
07     a year.  
08     just in beverages and foo:d.  
09  ->     so the thing is if it’s e- eti- eti- ethical ((looks at paper 8:48:02))  
10     ethical right? ((8:49:14 crinkled brow looking at paper))    
11 S3: yeah ethical.  
12  -> S4: e- ethica::l.   
13     for:: these companies  
14     to sell things 
15     to kids if they’re not with their parents.  
 
 
 In the segment presented in Excerpt 37, another dyad (S7 and S2) discusses the 

same topic (whether or not it is ethical for companies to market their products to 

children, see question #9 in Appendix B). In this segment, it appears that the lexical item 
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“ethical” is difficult for another student as well.  In line 4, S7 argues that it is ethical. 

The repair initiator in this case begins with the non-lexical speech perturbation (uh) 

before the first two syllables are uttered (ethi-), followed by another recycling of the 

previous attempt (ethi-), followed by the student looking at their handout where the 

word is written. The student then goes on to mention that she is in marketing and that 

they have clients in different age brackets (lines 7 through 12). In line 13, she begins her 

first of several successive attempts to initiate repair on the same repairable. A plausible 

word for her searched for item may be “millennial” as she talks about “different ranges” 

for age and in line 16 she says, “like us.”  

 In line 13, S7 initiates a repair when she utters mee-dee-ey- followed by a cutoff. 

In the next try, S7 produces the same initial consonant sound /m/, but replaces the first 

syllable with what was in the third syllable in the original formulation, the syllable that 

was uttered right before the cutoff (mey-). Although in this second try the student 

appears to regress rather than progress after producing a one-syllable utterance after a 

three-syllable utterance, it appears that she still has an orientation toward progressivity 

because she attempts to give it another try before suspending her with a gaze shift away, 

suggesting that she is involved in a solitary word search at the end of line 13. In line 14, 

she changes the first syllable once again, this time the first consonant /m/ is still present, 

but the vowel that follows is now a schwa (mǝ). In another try, she recycles this 

utterance (mǝ). Her try at a bit of talk that is the same as the prior try suggests that she is 

“marking time” for a repair organization operating for natural interaction does not allow 

a speaker unregulated time to “get it right” (Schegloff, 1979).  The utterance that follows 
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is a four-syllable articulation of the word (mǝ-lin-ee-um) along with rising intonation. 

Once again she looks away, suggesting that she is involved in a solitary word search. In 

line 15, she recycles the four-syllable articulation of the word once again, but this time 

with falling intonation, which suggests she has completed her successive attempts at 

repairing this word. In line 16, she utters “like us” with rising intonation suggesting she 

may be initiating a self-initiated other-repair and eliciting help from her partner. Even 

though S2 does not help her with this search and does not show his understanding, S7 

resumes her production that was underway before the repair was initiated.  
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Excerpt 37: Spring 4/24/15, S7 & S2 
 
01    ((both look at handout)) 
02 S7: yeah, of course! ((looks at S2; S2 looking at handout 11:12:25))  
03 S2: of cour::se?   
04  -> S7: yeah it is uh ethi- ethi- .. ((looks at handout 11:16:16))   
05      to c- h: for a company to: to market  
06      because . every company: 
07      for example I’m really in marketing right  
08      I kno:w like . uh we ha:ve (tucks hair behind ear, looks away 11:27:04) 
clients    
09      in different range of the uh different ranges   
10      . ((looks at hand 11:32:12)) like for the a::ge  
11      we have childre:n ((one hand 11:34:23))  
12      and the a-dults. ((11:35:13))  
13  ->      we mee-dee-ey- mey- ((looks away 11:37:56))  
14      mǝ- mǝ- mǝ-lin-ee-um? ((looks away 11:38:58))   
15      mǝ-lin-ee-um. ((looks away 11:39:38))  
16       like u::s ⤴︎ 
17 S2: mmhmm ((nods))  
18 S7: and o- other xx people.  
19     so: . for ea:ch . u:h ((looks away 11:45:14)) range  
20     of the customs- custome:rs  ⤴︎ 
21     the: . marketing strategy: is differe:nt.  
22      so I think it’s . problem  
23      a matter of the: marketing of the company. business.   
 

 In most cases, a single repair effort deals with a trouble source (Schegloff, 1979). 

This was the case in a majority of the examples that were presented prior to this section. 

In this data set, it appears that for morphosyntactic searchings a single repair effort did 

not achieve a stable successful solution and in cases involving a morphologically 

complex word with many syllables, another repair (or oftentimes several repairs) was 

initiated on the same repairable. The repairs in subsequent tries were no less orderly than 

the first since each repair segment taken alone was orderly along the lines already 
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described. Successive repairs were also ordered as a series and suggest the student’s 

orientation toward progressivity where each next try adds to prior tries or each next try 

changes an element of prior tries (Schegloff, 1979).   

5.4.3. Searching for a Précise  

The aforementioned examples that involve a searching repair operation fall into 

one type of category that Sacks terms “delicates” (5.4.1 and 5.4.2). The other type of 

searching is what he terms “precises”—that is, a search for names (e.g., names of people 

or places). There were a small number of instances where a student was searching for a 

precise in the current data set and they appeared to be names associated with people, 

places or television shows in the United States.  

Prior to Excerpt 38, S9 and S1 talk about whether or not companies should target 

their products to children (see question # 9 in Appendix B). They talk about their 

opinions regarding fast food companies’ (specifically McDonald’s) marketing to 

children and then start to talk about the places that have the best burgers when S1 brings 

up the burger joint that their instructor had recommended earlier in the semester, Shoal 

Creek Saloon (lines 1 through 5). The technologies involved in this precise searching are 

similar to those in the delicates searchings. S1’s search for the name of the burger place 

appears to commence when he elongates the word “about” and lowers his head with his 

fingers on his chin in line 1. He then uses an elongated non-lexical hesitation marker 

(“uh”) before producing the last word of the place he is searching for (“saloon”) with 

upward intonation. In line 3, he then uses an indefinite pronoun (“something”) as a 

stand-in for the missing elements of the name of the place he is searching for along with 

a quoting gesture before continuing. As the interaction progresses, S1 uses a non-



 176 

specific indefinite pronoun (“that one”) as a stand-in for the name of the burger place in 

lines 12 and 16, and uses “something saloon” in line 18. His partner S9 follows suit and 

refers to the place as “that one” in line 19.   

 

Excerpt 38: Spring 4/24/15, S9 & S1 

 
01  -> S1: but he told us abou::t ((head down fingers on chin 13:50:05))  
02      u:h saloon?  
03      something saloon? ((“quotes” gesture 13:52:49))  
04      that’s what he said  
05      there were the best burgers  
06 S9: it’s on north lamar I think ((thumb back 13:55:57)) 
07      I didn't try it  
08 S1:               [yeah] 
09              he he didn't recommend hop doddy’s 
10 S9: are you serious?   
11 S1: no:: 
12  ->       he said that o:ne  
13       and someone sai:d  
14       but hop doddy’s is good too  
15       and he said a::h that’s oka::y.   
16  ->       it’s better one, that one.  
17 S9: I thought he recommended that one.  
18  -> S1: he said something saloo:::n  
19  -> S9: did you go to that one? 
20 S1: no: 
21     I wanna go  
22     I:: thanks for reminding me  
23 S9:                          [I will go]  
24 S1: I’m gonna go.  
 
 
 Prior to Excerpt 39, S15 explains to S10 the idiomatic expression “the end 

justifies the means” and offers an example of wanting to help a homeless person, but in 

doing so you steal money from someone else. He mentions that the desire to help the 

homeless person is good (the end), but the manner in which it is done is not (the means). 
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In line 1, S15 mentions that this idiom reminds him of a T.V. show (Breaking Bad), but 

appears to have some difficulty recalling the name of the show.  In this example of 

searching for a precise, S15 uses a variety of conversational resources that have been 

previously discussed. In line 1, it appears that his search is underway when he pauses 

after of, followed by a sound stretch on the word tha::t, followed by a second pause at 

the beginning of line 2 before uttering, “whuz called,” followed by another pause. He 

then appears to initiate a response to his own question (whuz called, i.e. what is it 

called?), “It’s called” followed by another non-lexical hesitation marker (“uh”) and a 

gaze down and away, which suggests he is engaged in a solitary word search. This is 

followed by another pause at the beginning of line 3 before he begins to produce the 

name of the show. When he finally produces the name of the show, he recycles the first 

word in the title (Breaking). Thus, in this case, recycling does not play a star role in the 

repair operation show, but plays a supporting role in locating the nameable in a precise 

search. He then goes on to explain the show’s premise and how it is related to the idiom, 

“the end justifies the means” (lines 8 through 33).  
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Excerpt 39: Summer 7/08/15, S10 & S15 
 
01  -> S15: this one reminds me of .. tha::t tv show  
02         …whuz called.. it’s called u:h ((looks down away 13:54:01))  
03         .. breaking breaking bad ((looks at partner))  
04 S10: breaking ((looks up 13:57:22)) bad  
05 S15: have you seen it?  
06         tv show. 
07 S10: no. I haven’t. I’ve never seen that 
08 S15: It’s u::h a teacher 
09 S10: mhm 
10 S15: math teacher … and then .. he change his life and he became drug dealer  
11 S10: mm:hm ((furrows brow))  
12 S15: and he got cancer  
13 S10: .. ((nods))  
14 S15: and then whe::n his famil:y  
15        his wife found out about it 
16         he said I tha::t because of my famil:y  
17 S10: uh huh 
18 S15: I want to save my family.  
19          but the other side you kill other families 
20 S10: o::h  
21 S15: you know when you  
22 S10: mmhmm yeah yeah  
23 S15: sells drugs 
24 S10: yeah.  
25         sell drugs ((very quietly))  
26 S15: so this is why he was saying my family my family  
27         but sh- ((looks up 14:33:15)) she was angry  
28 S10: yeah ..I think many peopl:e  
29         …many people agree:s that tha:t ((points finger)) th:e mea::ns  
30 S15: mm 
31 S10: don’t justif:y ((shakes finger))  
32 S15: the end  
33 S10: like the ends the ends don't justify the means  
34 S15: yeah 
 

 The interaction that takes place in Excerpt 40 is a continuation of Excerpt 39. 

The students continue to cite examples that illustrate the idiom “the end justifies the 

means.” In this example, S10 mentions that usually people say that “very strict 
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politicians” (lines 4 and 5) have “the courage” (line 7). Perhaps he is saying that 

politicians are known for harming some, in order to help others at which point he brings 

up a presidential contender in American politics, Donald Trump. At first, he does not 

appear to be able to recall his name in line 9 and instead points to a characteristic that 

may aptly describe him, “the guy who’s candidate now” and looks at his partner, 

suggesting he may be involved in a collaborative word search. In line 10, he utters the 

first syllable of the politician’s first name along with a cutoff (do-) before producing the 

fully articulated form (Donald). It appears that his partner recognizes who he is referring 

to even though S15 did not utter his last name. In line 11, his partner also engages in a 

precise-type word search for Donald Trump when he points to his instructor (who told 

them about this man) and says “yeah, yeah” followed by “this guy.” “This guy” appears 

to function as a stand-in (dummy term) for Donald Trump’s name and in line 15, S10 

continues to refer to him using a stand-in (“the guy”) and includes a relative clause that 

helps to identify him (“that (instructor’s name) told us (about)”).  
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Excerpt 40: Summer 7/08/15, S10 & S15 

01 S10: yeah many people say ..yeah don’t agree with that  
02 S15: mmhmm 
03 S10: a:::nd ((swallows))  
04                … usually ((points finger 14:58:55)) people say tha::t uh like  
05         very strict politicians  
06 S15: a::h 
07 S10: yes they have the courage and (xxx) say that sometimes ((S15 laughs))  
08         yeah  
09  -> S15: .. like the guy who:’s candidate now ((looks at S10 15:15:17))  
10         do- donald 
11 S10: ((points)) yeah yeah this guy (xx)  
12 S15: ((laughs))  
13 S10: yeah  
14 S15: he wants to build a ((wall gesture))  
15 S10: yeah the the guy that (Instructor’s Name) .. told us  
16 S15: uh huh.. wants to build a w- wall ((wall gesture)) between 
17 S10: mmhmm 
18 S15: mexico and   
19 S10: yes yeah 

 

5.4.4. Resumption Searching  

Resumption searchings did not appear to occur in this study’s corpus. One reason 

for this may be due in part to the fact that data collection spanned a short time and the 

students did not have time for the conversation to veer off course. The fact that 

resumption searchings were not present in the data also suggests that the students 

appeared to stay on task.  
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5.4.5. Summary  

To conclude, the data suggests that there are three types of searchings—

searching for a delicate (or lexical vocabulary item), morphophonological searching, and 

searching for a precise. Resumption searchings did not occur in this data set. The 

searching repair operation as a whole appeared to occur quite frequently in the data set; 

however, there was a skewed relative distribution within the subtypes. Searching for a 

delicate (lexical vocabulary item) was the most common subtype, perhaps accounting 

for more than three quarters of the total number of searchings. Searching for a delicate 

was further divided into subtypes. The most common of searching for a delicate was the 

basic word search, which accounted for roughly half. Embodied pre-completers and 

completers appeared to make up a large percentage of the remaining half where pre-

completers were slightly more common. Generalized completers and substitution 

completers were the least common. There appeared to be a small number of 

morphophonological searchings and an even smaller number of searching for a precise 

(i.e., proper noun).  

In many cases, students employed a number of technologies (or tactics) that 

halted or delayed the progressivity of their turn when searching for a word initially 

(pauses, lexical, quasi-lexical, and non-lexical hesitation devices, recycling). However, 

they also employed a number of technologies or resources to continue their interaction 

suggesting their orientation or preference for progressivity. Oftentimes, in cases 

involving a search for a delicate, the learners were able to produce the searched for word 

after a brief delay and blend back into untroubled talk. According to Schegloff (1979) 
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successful repair is a “blend back” into untroubled talk or the resumption of the turn-unit 

as projected before the repair initiation. In a great many cases, however, the learners 

were not able to produce the sought after word after a brief delay and used other 

technologies that still enabled them to continue the conversation. Students used various 

completer technologies that function as stand-ins for sought after words, such as 

generalized completers (non-specific words, e.g., thing or one), substitution completers 

(a general word substitute, e.g., box for casket), and embodies pre-completer and 

completer (a gesture substitute). In morphonological searchings, students employed a 

syllabic recycling where each next try added to prior tries, which also demonstrated 

students’ orientation toward progressivity in their talk. Students also appeared to employ 

generalized completion and substitution technologies in order to manage their preference 

for self-repair when searching for a precise (e.g., something saloon and that guy).  

 

5.5. PARENTHESIZING  

 The next operation parenthesizing is similar to insertings in that they add 

something other than a next-due element to the turn-in-progress. They differ from 

insertings in that they are usually composed of clausal TCU’s. There were a small 

number of parenthesizing repairs in the current data set.   

 In Excerpt 41, S8 and S4 are discussing whether or not people should be allowed 

to obscure their identities online or whether they should be required to identify 

themselves (see question #4, see Appendix B). Prior to this sequence S8 mentioned that 
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his mother created a fake Twitter account where she used a different name, but used her 

picture. He mentioned that she created this account so that she could talk about politics. 

In doing so, she made some friends. He mentions that it could be problematic if you tell 

a friend that “this is not my real name” and “ I’m a fake” (lines 2 and 3) and if someone 

did that to him, he would be “mad” (line 4). In lines 6 through 9, he mentions that if S4 

were to give him her real name at the end of the semester, he would not like it (line 12). 

In lines 13 and 14, she jokes and tells him that she is not really from Turkey, at which 

point S8 launches into a story about a time when someone told him he was from Dubai, 

when he was actually from Abu Dabi (lines 15 through 22).  

 In line 17, S8 inserts a parenthetical in the form of a noun phrase (an Arab guy 

from the UAE). In this case, the pre-parenthetical utterance consists of a fragment in line 

16 (“I was talking to a guy”) that is abandoned for the moment and is followed by a 

semantically and pragmatically subordinated TCU (a noun phrase) before the utterance 

is continued post-parenthetically. What is noteworthy is that the post-parenthetical 

utterance continues the pre-parenthetical segment without backtracking; that is, no 

elements in the pre-parenthetical segment were repeated or recycled. Thus, the 

technology found in parenthesizing appears to differ from that found in inserting where 

recycled elements were produced as a framing device. Although there appears to be a 

smooth continuation in line 18, the parenthetical itself appears to contain another repair. 

Inside the parenthetical, it appears that he was on his way to saying “an Arab,” but while 

doing so perhaps he thought this was not specific enough to carry out his project, so he 
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replaced “Arab” with “ a guy from UAE” in order to establish a greater degree of 

specificity.  

 

Excerpt 41: Spring 4/15/15, S8 & S4 

01 S8: how are you going to tell a friend,  
02      hey this is not my real name?  
03      I’m a fake?  
04      I would get mad. 
05 S4: ye:s ((says ‘yes’ while laughing))  
06 S8: but if at the end of the semester, 
07      you will tell me hey my name is not XXX,  ((XXX = S8’s real name))  
08      my name is I don’t know ((looks away 25:47:05)) Patricia::  
09      I would get mad at you:: . 
10 S4: actually I am not from Turkey:: ((laughs))   
11 S8: yeah! exactly, no:: 
12     I wouldn’t like i:t.  
13 S4: I talked abou::t- a lot about Turkey,   
14       but I’m not fro:m ((laughs))  
15 S8: yeah. /ayn:/ uh the uh li::ke . three weeks ago,       
16     I was talking to a guy,  
17  ->     >an arab uh a guy from UAE::<  
18     and he told me: he was from dubai:: . 
19     but he is not from dubai,  
20     he’s from abu dabi::.  
21     but he told me he was from dubai  
22     because he thought I wouldn’t kno::w  
 

 A parenthetical is also presented in Excerpt 42. In this excerpt, S14 and S9 are 

discussing marriage traditions in their cultures. S14 brings up a cousin that married a 

man whom dated a guy for five years, but after three months of marriage, they broke up 

(lines 1 through 3). S14 and S9 exclaim that three months is a very short period of time, 

saying “that’s still the honeymoon” (line 7) and “it’s stupid” (line 8). S14 mentions that 

she should have thought about that before she got married (line 11 and 13) and arguing 
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that people do not spend “lots of time” (line 14) and that they “don’t care anymore” (line 

15). She contrasts this with Catholics, who believe that marriage is forever. In line 17, 

S8 interpolates the independent clause “I I’m grew up as a Cat-olic” into a turn-

constructional unit. Perhaps she claims her membership in the Catholic community in 

order to justify the veracity of her statement that for Catholics marriage is forever.  

 Instead of inserting a noun phrase, as in the previous example, she inserts a 

parenthetical in the form of an independent clause. In this case, the pre-parenthetical 

utterance that consists of a fragment in line 16 (“but at least for Cat-olics”) is abandoned 

for the moment and is followed by a semantically and pragmatically subordinated TCU 

(in this case an independent clause) before the utterance is continued post-

parenthetically. Like the previous example, the post-parenthetical utterance continues 

the pre-parenthetical segment without recycling, and she produces a smooth 

continuation of her pre-parenthetical utterance in line 18.  
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Excerpt 42: Summer 7/22/15, S14 & S9 

01 S14: and then six months- I have a cousin tha:t three months she dated a guy  
02       like five years I think. she- they get married.  
03       In three months they broke up  
04   S9: hm 
05 S14: three months  
06   S9: three months,  
07        that’s still the honeymoon 
08 S14:    [that’s not time enough] yeah. it’s like stupid  
09        three months!  
10               u::h she has to return all the presents she earned  
11        you know it's like oh my god you shouldǝ have uh. shouldǝv  ((laughs))   
12   S9: shouldǝv. good job ((thumbs up 10:16:04))   
13 S14: thought about that before getting married.  
14                I don't think people spend lots of time.   
15                I don't think they care anymore you know.  
16                 but at least for cat-olics,  
17  ->        >I I’m grew up as a cat-olic<     
18        it’s like marriage is forever.  
19   S9: yeah, commitment  
20 S14: commitment forever  
21   S9: yeah 
 

To conclude, there were a small number of parenthesizing repairs in the current 

data set. Students seemed to employ them in order to construct different actions: (a) to 

prevent a possible misunderstanding that a lack of information may cause, (b) to remove 

a possible doubt that the interlocutor may have about a claim, (c) to supply extra 

information in a narrative or longer stretch of talk, and (d) to provide epistemic support 

(e.g., citing their membership in a group) to justify a claim. The most common purpose 

was to supply extra information in a narrative or longer stretch of talk.  
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5.6. ABORTING  

 Aborting refers to two different orientations to which a TCU is left incomplete. 

One orientation “takes the form of abandoning what was being said altogether, at least 

for the time being” (Schegloff, 2013 p. 52). The second orientation “takes the form of 

abandoning the way in which the TCU-so-far was saying or doing the turn’s project in 

favor of another way of getting the same undertaking done” (Schegloff, 2013 p. 52). 

Cases where a participant abandons what they are saying due to overlapping speech 

were not analyzed as abortings in this study.  

5.6.1. Abandoning in Favor of Another Way  

 Very frequently, a student abandoned the way in which the TCU-so-far was 

carrying out the current project in favor of another way of getting the same undertaking 

done. Excerpts 43 and 44 provide examples of such cases. In Excerpt 43, S16 and S11 

are discussing their idioms for an upcoming speech (see assignment in Appendix C). 

S16 brings up the idiom, “it’s like talking to a (brick) wall” in line 1. It appears that S11 

does not understand the meaning of this idiom and thinks the meaning has to do with 

talking to oneself (lines 10 and 11). In line 12, S16 pauses and leans in a bit, suggesting 

he is about to embark on a dispreferred response type and in line 13 he tells S11 that he 

is incorrect (“no, no”). In lines 14 and 15, he begins to explain that this idiom is used in 

situations when you are talking to another person and the other person is not listening. 

He appears to initiate a word search in line 15 as evidenced by his use of the non-lexical 

hesitation marker, “uh.” He then aborts this utterance at the end of line 15 and launches 

yet another effort in lines 17 and 19 (“don’t react”). S16 employs aborting once again in 

line 20 where it appears that he is well on his way to saying “don’t recog[nize what I 
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say],” but initiates aborting repair in the form of a cutoff (“recog-”) and instead utters 

“don’t know what I say.” 

 

Excerpt 43: Summer 7/10/15, S16 & S11  
 
01 S16: talking to the wall talking to the wall   
02 S11: talking to the wall  
03 S16: … ((nods)) talking to the wall ((hands out))  
04                 do you know?  
05                 you don’t have similar one?  
06 S11: ((shakes head))  
07 S16: talking to the wall. It’s like .  
08 S11: to the wall? ((touches wall 18:06:46))  
09 S16: yeah wall (touches wall 18:07:30)  
10 S11: is like ((high pitch)) 
11        when you talk to yourself 
12 S16: ((leans in)) ..  
13                  no no.  
14                  I like talk to another person,  
15  ->            but another person is ((breathes in)) [u::h], 
16 S11:                                                               [(laughs)] 
17 S16: don’t ((gesture 18:19:09))  
18 S11: yea::h 
19   S16: don’t react.  
20  ->         don’t recog- don’t know what I say 
21 S11: yeah  
22 S16: it’s like talking to the wall  
23 S11: he’s not listening. he’s not paying attent:ion. 

 

 In Excerpt 44, the same pair (S16 and S11) discusses yet another expression, 

which may be similar to the proverb “empty vessels make the most noise.” This excerpt 

provides a couple of examples where a student aborted multiple TCU’s in the same turn. 

S11 appears to introduce this idiom by first launching into what seems to be an other-

initiated word search for the word “pickup truck” in line 3 followed by an other-initiated 

other-repair initiated by S16 in the form of a confirmation request (“cars?”). In line 5, 
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S11 begins to offer a circumlocution—“the cars that have trucks be[hind them].” He 

employs aborting repair of this TCU-so-far in the form of a cutoff after the first syllable 

in what may have been “behind” and launches into another try in line 6. He launches 

into yet another try in line 6 (“there’s a car”) followed by a lexical hesitation marker 

(“like”) and a non-lexical hesitation marker (“uh”). This try is also aborted and he 

launches into yet another effort in line 7, which is followed by another abandonment. In 

lines 8 through 11, S11 launches into another utterance in the form of a circumlocution 

for the word truck where he describes the cabin (in lines 8 and 9) and describes the bed 

(in lines 10 and 11). Although he mentioned the word truck, perhaps he uses aborting 

repair in the form of a circumlocution as a way to differentiate a pickup truck—i.e., is a 

small truck with an enclosed cab and an open back—from other trucks.  

 S11 appears to employ multiple aborting repairs in lines 15 through 27 while 

trying to explain that empty trucks make a lot of noise especially when driving over 

rough surfaces. In line 15, S11 begins to launch into an explanation, but employs a non-

lexical hesitation device in the form of a sound stretch followed by an aborting and 

launches into a new effort in line 16 where he mentions a car and a truck. Perhaps seeing 

that this utterance could be interpreted as referring to two different vehicles, he aborted 

this effort and launched yet another effort in line 17 by mentioning “the car with the 

truck” followed by “going to y-.” While it is difficult to guess what the cutoff “y-” might 

have been, it is clear that he chose to reject this TCU-so-far for another way in which to 

get the same project done. When he launches into yet another try in line 18, he backs up 

less far than preceding tries when he starts with “is going to,” which is proceeded by a 

continuation of the new effort. This new effort is also aborted in the form of a cutoff in 

line 18.  In line 19, S11 launches another effort which includes a recycling of “a lot of” 

which is then abandoned and replaced with “the road is not very good.” Line 22 presents 
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another case of aborting repair where S11 appears to be well on his way to saying the 

car is dri[ving], however he abandons this TCU-in-progress perhaps thinking that his 

project in this TCU could be better realized by saying, “the guy is driving the car and the 

truck is making a lot of noise” (line 23).  

 
Excerpt 44: Summer 7/10/15, S16 & S11 
 
01 S11: oh yeah we have one more like uh..  
02         this one my teacher taught me when we were ninth grade.  
03           you know cars that have uh . ((16 leans in))  
04 S16: cars?  
05  -> S11: the cars that have trucks be- ((thumbs pointing behind him 23:12:50))  
06  ->           there’s a car like uh ((23:14:58))  
07  ->        .. we have uh ..  
08  ->         the main ((23:17:53)) like there’s a door ((23:18:46)) here.  
09  ->          people sit here ((23:20:13))  
10  ->          and in the back, ((23:21:34))  
11  ->          there’s a open ((circles hand 23:23:09))  
12 S16: oh truck?  
13 S11: yeah truck 
14 S16: uh huh 
15  -> S11: so when you:  
16  ->        when the car ((car gesture 23:29:09)) the truck  
17  ->        when the car with  the truck is going to y-  
18  ->          is going to places where like in the road, where the- 
19  ->          it’s like a lot of a lot of- ((gesture))  
20  ->        the road is not very good ((moves hand a little, S16 nods))  
21  ->        it makes noise ((S16 nods a little)) 
22  ->          you you you see like a car is rocking is is dri-  
23  ->        the guy is driving the car and the truck is making a lot of noise  
24 S16: ((shaking gesture 23:50:41)) shaking yeah  
25 S11: manamammamma ((noise of car 23:51:46))  
26 S16:   [yeah. yeah]  
27 S11: that’s a empty truck  
28 S16:…a::hh  
29 S11: an empty truck always makes noises ((laughs)) 
30 S16: (laughs) yeah. we have exact the same ((points to S11 24:01:19))  
31 S11: ((laughs))  
32 S16: ((laughs))  
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5.6.2. Summary 
 
 Although Excerpts 43 and 44 provide several examples of aborting, this repair 

operation did not appear frequently in the data as a first order operation type. It did, 

however, appear frequently as a technology in other repair operations, specifically in 

word searches. It appeared that when a student did not know a vocabulary item, they 

oftentimes abandoned their TCU-in-progress in favor of another way (for example in 

line 15 in Excerpt 43).  

 

5.7. SEQUENCE-JUMPING  

 The operation of sequence-jumping is similar to aborting in that they involve 

abandonings. However, they differ in that abortings involve abandonings that are 

followed by a different effort to achieve the same result with perhaps a pause before 

doing so or the giving up of the production of the turn altogether. Sequence-jumping, on 

the other hand, is quite distinctive in that it involves “the abandonment of the TCU-so-

far by turning sharply to something unrelated to the turn and sequence in progress, and 

do so with either no break or hardly any break. I did not find any examples of sequence-

jumping in the current data set. Perhaps the reason for this is that the participants did not 

appear to be involved in any “sticky” social situations.  
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5.8. RECYCLING  

 Schegloff’s (2013) recycling refers to a speaker’s repetition of some stretch of 

talk that they previously said (usually just previously said). One site in which the 

operation of recycling regularly serves is at a “surviving turn” from overlap with another 

person. Recycling is almost always less than a full TCU. Schegloff (2013) notes that in 

some instances “the recycled element(s) figure in the repair segment but not as the repair 

itself; they are resources, but not the product” (p. 59). Thus, recycling was only coded as 

a recycling repair operation in the present data set if it was “the star of the repair show, 

not a secondary supporting role” (p. 60). Recycling may be seen to play a supporting 

role as a framing device to locate the trouble source in other repair operations, for 

example in inserting (see Excerpts 16-22), deleting (see Excerpt 25), and in searching 

(see Excerpts 29-30). Recycling (specifically syllabic recycling) may also be seen to 

play a supporting role in morphophonological searchings (see Excerpts 36-38). We now 

turn to examples where recycling is the star of the repair operation show in the present 

data set.  

Instances of recycling were only coded in instances where the participants 

themselves executed the recycling as a repair. There were several instances where 

recycling was not used for repair. For instance, in Excerpt 45, S1 and S9 are discussing a 

question about whether or not it is ethical for companies to market their products toward 

children (see question # 9 in Appendix B). Prior to this excerpt, S9 mentions that the 
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problem is not the company’s (McDonald’s) problem, but rather the parents’ problem. 

He goes on to say that a lot of children eat fast food and have issues with obesity as a 

result, but it is “their own problem” (line 1). S1 appears to disagree for in line 2 he 

performs a dispreferred response type (“but”) and goes on to explain that some people 

may see advertising to children as harmful (line 3) because they are trying to “persuade” 

children and making fast food seem “really good to them” (line 8) to which S9 responds 

with an example of something that children find appealing, the happy meal (line 10). S1 

adds an example of another marketing ploy that targets children, a play scape or “park” 

(line 12). Such marketing tactics make the children beg their parents (“insist on them” in 

lines 13-14). In lines 15 and 16, S1 seems to use recycling as a resource to relay the 

notion of begging as the definition of beg according to the Oxford English Dictionary is 

“to ask for alms, esp. ask for alms habitually.” Thus, he employs recycling to help relay 

his implicature, namely that children will insist on being taken to these places by asking 

over and over again.  
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Excerpt 45: Spring 4/24/15  S9 & S1 
 
01 S9: but it’s not their- not pro- their own problem 
02 S1:  [but]  
03     I think people see it as a bad way 
04     because u::m ((hand out looking at paper 5:22:56))  
05     it’s just . the:y are:: ((looking down 5:25:50)) pursuing these children  
06     so they're trying to persuade them  
07     and they’re making it  
08     really goo::d to the:m  
09     and I- we have choi::ce.  
10 S9: happy mea::l 
11 S1:    [we have]  
12    yea::h, par:k.  
13    and then their kids 
14    were insisted on parents. 
15  ->    take me, take me, take me  
16    take me, take me, take me ((hits hand on table each time)) 
 

 Recyclings that occurred in such environments were not included in this study’s 

analysis. Similarly, following Németh (2012), recycling repairs that were used to stress 

what is being said7 were also excluded from the current investigation.  

 Initially, I divided recycling into two sub-categories, word-level recycling and 

group-level recycling, which was also done in previous studies (Bada, 2010; Clark & 

Wassow, 1998; Maclay & Osgood, 1959). However, some repetitions in the data set did 

not fit into these categories, specifically moments involving the partial articulation of a 

word that is followed by a full articulation. A more precise categorization would be to 

differentiate among a more detailed sub-categorization system that more aptly fits the 

                                                
7 Recyclings like “yeah, yeah” or “okay, okay” not coded as recycling repairs because 
they are not treated as repair by the participants themselves. In these cases, recycling 
serves other purposes in the interaction, similar to Excerpt 49.  
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current data set, subcategories that include syllabic recycling, one-word recycling, two-

word recycling, and multi-word recycling (Chen & Pu, 2007, as cited in Quan & 

Weisser, 2015). I coded instances of same-turn SISR recyclings according to these sub-

categories. Following Németh (2012), recycling repairs that occurred in the environment 

of overlapping speech were excluded from the current investigation.   

 

5.8.1. Syllabic Recycling or Restarts   

 The first recycling sub-type syllabic recycling has also been given the term 

restart in the taxonomy to deal with speech disfluencies (Gósy, 2004). Although Gósy 

does not regard it as a subcategory of recycling, she uses the term for all cases when a 

word, which is not completely pronounced is followed by the same word completely 

pronounced. In the present study, recyclings that are initiated before the word is 

recognizably complete were given the syllabic recycling sub-code. Let’s turn to some 

examples.  

 In Excerpt 11, which was also given as an example of error correction in Section 

5.1.2.2, S4 initiates syllabic recycling in line 3 before the word “satis[faction]” was 

recognizably complete. This partial pronunciation of the word is followed by the same 

word completely pronounced, “satisfaction.” In this example of syllabic recycling, 

recycling serves as a repair operation at the emergence of a “surviving turn” from 

overlap with S8 for S8 said “exactly” at the same moment S4 was about to say 

“satisfaction.” Thus, S4 withholds production of the rest of the word, so she can say it 
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“in the clear” so as to mitigate the trouble with hearing or understanding that might 

accompany simultaneous talk (Schegloff, 1987, 1973).  

 An example of syllabic recycling that does not occur in an overlapping speech 

environment is presented in Excerpt 46. In this example, S5 and S6 are discussing 

whether or not cell phones should be banned from university classrooms (see question 

#10, Appendix B).  In line 13, S6 initiates syllabic recycling before the word 

“de[trimental]” was recognizably complete. The partial pronunciation was followed by 

the same word, this time completely articulated, “detrimental.” Similarly in line 14, S6 

initiates syllabic recycling before the word “pr[oblem]” was recognizably complete. 

This partial pronunciation was also followed by the same word completely pronounced, 

“problem.”  

 
Excerpt 46: Spring 4/24/15, S5 & S6  
 
01 S6: I mean . you’re right. like. (lifts shoulders a little 5:25:31)   
02       my- my- I bought a pho::ne  
03       for my siste:r 
04       in middle school.  
05       she was really a hardworking stude:nt ⤴︎  
06       she still so- like hardworking student ⤴ 
07       but my mom told me tha:t   
08       like when I was talking . her on the pho:ne   
09       my mom told me that like  
10       I just got her a phone . because .   
11       she start studyi:ng 
12       here in the home like . a:nd  
13  ->       in:- in class it’s more de- detrimental their success I think.   
14  ->  S5: yeah, it could be a pr- a problem.   
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5.8.2. One Word Recycling  

 The second recycling sub-type is one-word recycling. Single words that are 

recycled or repeated fall into this sub-category. It is common for same-turn repair to 

repeat a bit of talk preceding the repairable (Schegloff, 1979). Single words in particular 

are often employed as a framing device to locate the trouble source. For example, 

speakers typically repeat just one word from the prior talk in insertion repairs 

(Wilkinson & Weatherall, 2011). One-word recycling is often used as a technology (vis-

à-vis as a framing device) in other repair operations; that is, it plays a supporting role in 

the repair operation show (Schegloff, 2013). However, single word recyclings can also 

be a repair operation in its own right. We now turn to cases where single word 

recyclings play a star role in the repair operation show.   

 Excerpt 47 provides several examples where recycling is a first order operation. 

In this example, S5 and S9 are discussing whether or not online classes should replace 

traditional face-to-face classes (see question #2 in Appendix B). In the course of arguing 

against online classes, S9 employs recycling repair of a single word in line 1 (“I”), line 3 

(“to”), line 6 (“I”), line 10 (“by”), and line 14 (“I”).  Interestingly, all of these recyclings 

are function words and a majority of them consist of the recycling of a pronoun (“I” in 

this case). The technology involved in the one word recycling operation consists of a 

complete articulation of the original formulation followed by a consecutive repetition of 

the original formulation. At times, there is more than one repetition of the original 

utterance. For example, the pronoun “I” is repeated twice in line 1.  
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Excerpt 47: 4/13/15 S5 & S9 

01  -> S9: I I I don’t like that.  
02      and children and some people start to e:h  
03  ->      even those classes to to not only::-   
04      I think are ru::les, but I think they are start with uh middle school.  
05      just like that.  
06  ->      so I I think  
07      it’s uh something that.   
08      instead of s- uh society’s- about socialize,  
09      and we are .. ((gesture 9:53:13))   
10  ->      by by all this technology  
11      around this online class and everything.  
12      we are uh uh . ((looking away, gesture 10:01:39))  
13      completely . breaking apart all that all that kind of society.  
14  ->      so I I don’t like online classes.  
15      what do you think?  
  

 The bulk of one-word pronoun recyclings appear to fall on “I”; however other 

pronouns are also frequently recycled. Excerpt 48 also illustrates three instances of 

recycling a pronoun (“they” in this case). S9 and S7 are discussing whether or not 

restaurants in the U.S. should do away with tipping (see question #7 in Appendix B). In 

line 1, S9 provides a personal example of tipping in the U.S. when he received a haircut. 

He appears to have been surprised to find a tip line on the receipt after he already paid 

ten dollars for the service (lines 6). In line 9, S7 explains that tipping in the U.S. usually 

takes place in cases that involve some kind of a service, especially a manual service (line 

9). In line 10, S9 tries to confirm his understanding via a self-initiated other-repair in the 

form of a question. In line 11, S7 explains that a tip is expected. At the beginning of line 

11, she initiates one-word recycling of the word “they” and she repeats this utterance 

three times before she continues her utterance. She mentions that you are not required to 
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give a tip (line 12), but they will feel “disappointed” if you do not (line 14). After S9 

responds with an “oh” in line 16, she continues to explain that it is not like they will 

“criticize you” (line 16), but they will feel “disappointed” (line 17). In line 16, S7 again 

initiates a one word recycling on the pronoun “they,” only this time she only recycles it 

twice before continuing her utterance. Line 18 provides yet a third example of one-word 

recycling on the same pronoun.  

 

Excerpt 48: Spring 4/27/15, S9 & S7  

01 S9: okay. for example a hair cut.  
02     when I have a hair cut.  
03     I pay for example ten dollars,   
04     and then I find the receipt if you wanna add tips 
05     I thought I’m already giving him the ten dollars.  
06     why:: more tips? 
07     I feel it’s::  
08 S7: yeah it’s the same.  
09     when everything re- involved with hand, like servi::ce  ((hand gesture))   
10 S9: you need tips?   
11  -> S7: they they they EXPECT you to tip . ((S9 nods)) to pay tips.  
12     of course you don’t HAVE to pay but-   
13 S9: it’s better 
14 S7: they will- they will feel . like disappointed ((points to chest)) 
15 S9: o::h.  
16  -> S7: it’s not like they they criticize you  
17     but they will feel disappointed ((9 nods))   
18  ->     probably they they try to put more e::fo::rt.  
19     I don't kno:w. 
20     it’s hard to tell in my culture we don't pay ti:ps. either.  
21     yea:h. 
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5.8.3. Two-Word Recycling 

 The third recycling sub-type is two-word recycling. Two-word is the same as 

one-word recycling, except it involves what the term implies, two words. Two-word 

recyclings can be employed as a technology in other repair operations (i.e., as a framing 

device) and can be involved in environments involving overlapping speech. However, 

aside from overlapping speech, two-word recyclings as a first order operation seemed to 

mostly appear at the beginning of a sentence (usually with a subject and helping verb or 

modal) or at the beginning of a dependent clause in the current data corpus.  

 An example of two-word recycling as a first order operation appears in Excerpt 

48 (see 5.8.3) at line 14 when S7 recycles two words (“they will”). Initially she utters 

these two words in their entirety and follows it with an exact repetition of the original 

formulation, but after the second iteration she begins to continue her utterance by adding 

an extra element “feel” followed by a pause followed by the lexical hesitation marker 

“like” and the word “disappointed.”  

 Another example of two-word recycling as a first order operation is presented in 

Excerpt 26 (see 5.3) when S5 utters “they are- they are . kids” in line 14. Like the 

previous example, S5 utters two words in the original formulation in their entirety and 

follows them with an exact repetition. In this case, the repetition is not followed by a 

continuation of the utterance, but rather a pause precedes the continuation of the rest of 

his utterance. 

 Excerpt 49 presents a case of two-word recycling at the beginning of a dependent 

adjective clause. In this excerpt, S9 and S7 are discussing whether restaurants in the U.S. 
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should do away with tipping (see question # 7 in Appendix B). In this excerpt, S9 

mentions that if he tries to give a tip to someone in his country, they will reject it (line 2) 

and think of it as an insult (line 3). S7 seems to agree with him (line 4) and S9 mentions 

that he is used to this (line 5). In line 6, S7 begins to explain how tipping is different in 

America. In line 7, she initiates two-word recycling when she utters the relative pronoun 

“when” followed by the word “service.” Similar to the aforementioned examples, S7 

produces both words in their entirety. Both of these examples employed the technology 

of a non-lexical hesitation device in the form of a pause, but in this case the pause was 

employed after the original formulation and before the two-word recycling. It also 

appears that recycling repair was employed as a way to mark time prior to an overt 

search operation at the end of line 7.  

 

Excerpt 49: Spring 4/27/15 S9 & S7 

01 S9: because if I give ((give gesture 6:38:39)) tip to somebody in my country,  
02     say ((hands out expression 6:40:5)) no don’t give it to me.  
03     that’s- you’re insulting me.  
04 S7: I know.  
05 S9: I I’m used to that.  
06 S7: yeah. but I think he:re this culture  
07  ->     when service . when service involved with u::m ((gesture 6:51:50))   
08     manual man- manual like. with hands   
09     then they expect something you know.  
10     like when you go to hotel,  
11     there’s some people who help you to carry the lugga::ge ⤴ 
12 S9: yeah.  
 
 
 Another example of two-word recycling at the beginning of a dependent clause is 

provided in Excerpt 5 (see 5.1.2.1) at line 6 when S4 recycles the relative pronoun 
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“when” followed by the pronoun “I.” In this case she utters the original two words, but 

does not pause before the second iteration. After the second iteration, she continues to 

utter the remainder of the clause. Interestingly, she appears to encounter problems in the 

dependent clause that follows because she stretches the sound on the word (I:), aborts 

this utterance, and then initiates insertion repair. Thus, this two-word recycling at the 

beginning of a dependent clause appears to act as a preamble or mark time before 

carrying out a repair operation of a different sort.  

5.8.4. Multi-Word Recycling  

 The last recycling sub-type is multi-word recycling. Aside from overlapping talk 

and instances when recycling does not function as a repair (e.g., Excerpt 45 in Section 

5.8), which were excluded from this investigation, the data suggests that the majority of 

multi-word recycling appear in a two different environments. First, they seem to occur 

in environments where there is an outside distraction. Second, they appear to occur at 

the front end of the sentence or clause when the words are short, perhaps to keep the 

beat (Németh, 2012).  

 We first turn to examples where multi-word recycling is employed amidst an 

outside distraction. In Excerpt 50, S9 begins the conversation task (see discussion 

question #1 in Appendix B) by mentioning that the first question is about talent versus 

hard work (line 1). After S9 utters “so” in line 2, I clapped my hands loudly (so as to 

sync the audio with the video, see 4.3.3) at which point the student momentarily looks 
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up. In line 3, S9 initiates a multi-syllabic recycling repair by reiterating the initial 

formulation verbatim.  

 

Excerpt 50: Spring 4/13/2015, S5 & S9 

01 S9: well the first question is talent or hardworking . ((looking at paper)) 
02      so- ((researcher clap; S9 looks up))  
03  ->      talent or hardworking .  
04      so what do you think abou::t what is more important?   
05 S5: u:h in my opinion both of them are important,  
06      but the more important is hard work.  
 

 Similarly, Excerpt 51 presents a case of multi-syllabic recycling in the presence 

of an outside distraction. The same students in the aforementioned excerpt are 

discussing whether or not online classes should replace traditional classrooms (see 

question #2 in Appendix B). In this excerpt, S5 begins to explain how he feels about 

online classes (line 1) and begins to mention that the material is “fixed.” This example is 

a little more complicated for two operations appear to be at play here. It is evident that 

S5 is involved in a word search operation involving an embodied completer (see 5.4.1.5) 

in line 2 as evidenced from the sound stretch on the word “is” followed by the non-

lexical hesitation marker “uh” that is accompanied by a gesture completer (see Figure 

33). After momentarily shifting his gaze away as the instructor walks by, he produces a 

multi-word recycling that mirrors his previous utterance including the embodied 

completer (see Figure 34). However, this recycling does not include a sound stretch on 

the word “is” and does not contain the non-lexical hesitation marker uh.  
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Excerpt 51: Spring 4/13/2015, S5 & S9 p. 5 

01 S5: I feel with online classes,  
02       like the material is: uh ((Figure 33)) 
03  ->       ((looks at instructor as he walks by)) the material is ((Figure 34)) 
04    I: ((S5 looks at instructor with gesture 10:17:29)) Y’all are on number two? 
05      S5/S9: yes 
06 S5: the material is fixed ((gesture-two hands 10:23:42, S9 face))  
07     like ((breathes out, gesture 10:23:47))  
08     like you have material,  
09     you have to study, 
10     maybe you have online test or something,  
11     but you don’t have interaction with the teacher too 
 
  

 

Figure 33. Embodied Completer: “Fixed”  
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Figure 34. Embodied Completer: “Fixed”  

 
 Another environment where multi-word recycling is found is at the beginning of 

a sentence, especially in cases where the words are short. Perhaps students employed 

multi-word recyclings in cases where words are short, not only to “buy time,” but also to 

keep the beat.  

 In Excerpt 52, S9 and S7 are discussing whether or not the government should 

mandate vaccines for all children (see question #10 in Appendix B). In this excerpt, S7 

argues that it is the parents’ responsibility to decide (lines 1 through 3), not the 

government’s (line 4). In line 5, S9 repositions himself in his chair, thus suggesting a 

dispreferred response type, and clears his throat. He then goes on to provide a counter-

claim suggesting that if the parents decide not to vaccinate their children (lines 6 and 7), 

it might affect other children (line 8). In line 10, he engages in multi-syllabic recycling 

repair when he utters three short words at the beginning of a sentence—“it will be”—

with a non-lexical hesitation marker in the form of a sound stretch on the last word 
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(“be”). This initial formulation is followed by a reproduction of the original, minus a 

sound stretch on the last word, followed by a completion of the utterance.  

 

Excerpt 52: Spring 4/27/15, S9 & S7 
 
01     S7: I thi::nk . I think it’s uh it’s a responsibility of:  
02       on their parents,  
03       they can decide what they want for their children,  
04       the government shouldn't . decide for them.  
05 S9: ((shifts in chair 9:59:47; clears throat))   
06      okay, but what if that parents decides not to:: ((gesture 10:04:20))   
07      give the vaccine ⤴ 
08      and then these children go out  
09      and other children will may be affected with that.   
10  ->     it will be: it will be bad for thus  
11     if everybody take vaccine ⤴ 
12  S7: but what if the vaccine  
13       has side effect in the futu::re?   
 
 
 Another example of muli-word recycling with short words at the beginning of a 

sentence occurs in Excerpt 24 (see 5.2.5). In line 6, after the conjunction but, S5 utters 

“it is a” followed by a repetition, but in this case “it is” is transformed into a contraction 

followed by the remainder of the utterance. Perhaps he initiated multi-word recycling 

and changed the non-contracted form (“it is”) into a contracted form (“it’s”) in order to 

keep the beat.   

 Another environment were multi-word recycling occurs in a single turn is in 

longer spates of talk where a student backtracks after employing another repair 

operation, in this case inserting an increment. In Excerpt 53, S5 and S6 are discussing 

whether or not cell phones should be banned from university classrooms (see question # 
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10 in Appendix B). In lines 1 through 3, S6 asks S5 if he thinks using a cellphone is 

disrespectful to instructors here. After asking this question, he employs inserting repair 

in the form of an increment (see 5.3.4) in line 4 (“coming to class a:nd”). At the end of 

this line there is a long pause (..) and he adds more in line 5 (“not paying attention to 

what he’s saying”). In line 6, he initiates multi-word recycling as a way to backtrack and 

resume the pre-increment conversation and to carry out his project of getting an answer 

to his original question.  

 

Excerpt 53: Spring 4/24/2015, S5 & S6 

01        S6: like do you think it’s disrespectful to u:h .  
02       professor or the teacher he:re              
03       like using cellpho::ne?  
04       coming to class a:nd ..  
05       not paying attention what he’s sayi:ng,   
06  ->       do you think it’s disrespectful?  
07 S5: I don’t think uh from my point of view   
08      it’s a little dis- disrespectfu::l   
09 S6: yeah 
10 S5: uh he is uh- he is trying to teach us something ((laughs))  
 
 
 In the previous example, it appears that the multi-word recycling operation may 

co-occur as an operation in and of itself with other operation types, such as insertion of 

increments. However, it appears to play a supporting role in the parenthesizing 

operation, specifically in instances where the parenthetical is longer. In Section 5.5, an 

example of parenthesizing was presented in Excerpt 41 (line 17) where S8 seamlessly 

returned to the pre-parenthetical utterance without backtracking as this parenthetical was 

short and consisted of a handful of words. However, a second parenthesizing operation 
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is also present in Excerpt 41. In line 18, S8 utters the first part of a dependent clause—

“he told me he was from Dubai.” However, in lines 19 and 20, he inserts a relatively 

long parenthetical—“but he is not from Dubai, he’s from Abu Dabi.” He then uses 

multi-word recycling in line 21—“he told me he was from Dubai”—as a technology in 

order to backtrack after a longer parenthetical and return to his pre-parenthetical. Similar 

to Auer’s (2005) study on native German speakers, the data in the present corpus 

suggests that longer parenthesis are more likely to lead to a non-smooth continuation 

(Schönherr, 1993; Stoltenburg, 2002) where such delayed self-repairs are characterized 

by a recurrent pattern that involves a recycling when returning to the initial line of 

thought. Thus, in this data set, multi-word recyclings appear to be present as a 

technology in the environment of a parenthesizing repair operation when the parenthesis 

is long.  

5.8.5. Summary  

Recycling repair was massive and appeared to significantly outnumber all the 

other repair types. A likely explanation to account for the slew of recyclings in this 

study’s corpus may be because recycling is not only the star of the repair show 

(Schegloff, 2013) on a number of occasions, it also plays a supporting role as a 

technology in several other repair operation types. In cases of the latter, “the recycled 

element(s) figure in the repair segment but not as the repair itself; they are resources, but 

not the product” (Schegloff, 2013 p. 59). 
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The data suggests that among the four recycling sub-types, one-word recycling 

seemed to occur most often and were quite frequent. Syllabic recycling was quite 

common and appeared to be the second most common recycling sub-type followed by 

two-word recycling. Lastly, there appeared to be only a smattering of multi-syllabic 

recycling.  

The data analyzed suggests that recycling repair serves a number of different 

functions as a first order process and as a technology. As a first order operation, aside 

from serving as a “surviving turn” after overlapping talk (such instances were excluded 

from this study’s investigation), its primary function seemed to be to “buy time” 

especially in the case of one-word and two-word recycling. The lion’s share of one-word 

and two-word recyclings occurred at the beginning of a sentence or clause, where the 

majority of one-word recyclings fell on pronouns (i.e., function words).  

Recycling also played an important supporting role as a technology in other 

repair operations. One-word recycling was often used as a framing device to locate the 

trouble source in replacing, inserting, and deleting repair types. Syllabic recycling was 

used as a technology, or as resource not only to manage students’ preference for 

progressivity in their talk, but also in trying to pronounce morphologically complex 

words accurately in morphophonological searchings. Lastly, multi-word recycling 

appeared to serve yet another function: Students appeared to use multi-word recycling as 

a way to backtrack after longer parenthesizing repair operations. In sum, students 

seemed to employ recycling as a resource to carry out a variety of distinct functions.  
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5.9. REORDERING  

 Reordering are instances where a speaker tries to work out the order in which 

elements of a turn-in-progress should be arrayed. In the current data set, reordering 

repairs were very rare. 

 In Excerpt 54, S5 and S9 are discussing which is more important, talent or hard 

work (see question #1 in Appendix B). Prior to this segment S9 argues that hard work is 

more important than talent. At line 2, S9 is well on his way to saying “if you hard work 

all of the time” when he hears coming out of his mouth “you hard work.” What follows 

is a resaying with the out-of-order elements reordered. In this excerpt, S9 catches the 

problem immediately after he utters the out-of-order elements (“hard work”) and redoes 

the TCU with the elements reordered (“work hard”). He initiates repair by recycling his 

previously uttered subject (you), as a framing marker device to locate the trouble source, 

followed by the reordered elements (“work hard”) before he continues TCU in progress.  
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Example 54: Spring 4/13/15, S5 & S9 

01 S9: becaus:e if you have talent,  
02  ->      if you hard work- you work hard all of the time,  
03      you will make it so:  
04      so I:: read again this xxx ((looks at paper, laughs))  
05 S5: ((laughs))  

 

5.10. REFORMATTING  

Reformatting is often grammatical (e.g., a declarative is reformatted as an 

interrogative) where sometimes the interactional import is grounded in the first-order 

repair operation (Schegloff, 2013). Examples of reformatting in this study’s corpus were 

quite rare.  

In Excerpt 55, S7 and S2 are discussing whether or not it is ethical for companies 

to market their products to children (question #9, see Appendix B). Prior to this 

segment, S2 argues that most of the obese people are children and they are the people 

who want to eat McDonald’s food and will not be able to stop eating it. Thus, she thinks 

it is not ethical for fast food companies to market their products toward children. S7 

argues that other restaurants can also advertise to children and that there are other 

options. S2 responds by arguing that most of the other options are also “junk food or fast 

food” (line 2) at which S7 responds by saying that “but it’s not really true” in line 4. In 

line 5, S7 appears to start to say “how do [you know]?” but he stops and initiates, “why 

(do) you think that’s true?” This instance of reformatting repair may have been issued 

due to the interactional import that the first formulation may have carried with it. The 



 212 

utterance, “how do you know?” could be viewed as somewhat confrontational, while the 

reformulated utterance “why do you think that’s true?” is somewhat softer. Thus, he 

employs the reformulating self-repair operation as a means to alter the action. In this 

example, the first order operation is reformulation; however, a replacing is used as a 

technology to carry out this operation. In other words, the technology used in this 

reformatting repair involves an initial utterance that is cut off followed by the initiation 

of the reformatted element (“why”), which is recycled.  

 

Excerpt 55: Spring 4/24/15, S7 & S2, p.92  

01 S2: yeah, but mo:st of the options   
02        are going to go for junk food or fast food.  
03        but if that’s [that’s-] 
04 S7:                    [but it’s] but it’s not really true::   
05  ->       how do- why why you think it’s true?   
06 S2: because I think like  
07         kids are:: the ones  
08      tha::t . like more greasy thi::ngs ((counts 16:52:41))  
09      or unhealthy things.  
10      more- like for example because ((looks up 16:57:49)) uh adults  
11      know what is good,   
12      what is no:t 
13      what is healthy. 

 

 In Excerpt 56, S4 and S3 are discussing whether or not it is ethical for companies 

to market their products to children (see question #9, Appendix B). Prior to this 

segment, S3 argues that it is okay if companies market their products to children. S4 

argues that “it’s a morality thing” and brings up a story that happened when he was in 

high school. He and some other students were doing a lottery to raise money for a class 
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party. In order to raise money, they decided to give away a dog and they sold lottery 

tickets to first graders. He mentioned that these children wanted to buy as many lottery 

tickets as they could with the “big bills” they pulled out of their bags. He says he felt 

bad about accepting the money (line 1) because he thought about their parents giving 

them the money to buy food (lines 3 through 5) and maybe the parent doesn’t want a 

dog (line 10). He mentions that he felt bad again in line 12. In line 13, S3 starts to utter a 

declarative sentence “but you took it” (but you got it), but initiates repair and 

reformulates her utterance in the form of a question, “you took it?” (you got it?). In 

changing from the declarative form to the interrogative form, S3 changes the action from 

one of telling to one of asking or enquiring. There may exist a number of reasons for 

why S3 backed away from this initial utterance. However, she may have engaged in 

reformatting repair as a way to alter the action. The declarative form may be viewed as 

interactionally inappropriate for S4 mentions that he felt bad about it in the preceding 

turn. The statement “but you got it,” could be interpreted as a judgment of his character 

and somewhat face threatening—you felt bad, but even so, you took the money.  In 

reformulating the utterance in the form of a declarative into an interrogative, she also 

alters the action from a judgment to a confirmation request.  
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Excerpt 56: Spring 4/24/2015, S4 & S3 

01 S4:                 [and I] I felt bad accepting the money   
02 S3: ((laughs))  
03 S4: because I could- I I thought about ((thought 12:06:30)) their parents  
04      saying that okay I gave my childre:n  
05      thi:s money to buy food  
06 S3: yeah. not-   
07 S4: -in order to li::ve and  
08     he spent it in something to earn a do:g  
09 S3:                                                    [(xx)] 
10 S4: and maybe I don't want a dog.  ((hands out 12:16:55))  
11 S3: yeah 
12 S4: so I was like I felt kind of: . ((moves hands, looks away 12:1927))  ba:d ⤴︎  
13  -> S3: but you- but you got- you got it? ((laughs))   
14 S4: yeah, I HAD to: ((S3 laughs))  
15      I mean i if they wanted to give it to me,  
16      I HAD to take it.  
17 S3: okay.  
 

 To summarize, instances of reformulating repair appeared to be quite rare in this 

study’s corpus. The learners seemed to engage in reformulating repair in order to alter 

an action, specifically in situations that could have negative interactional import, such as 

cases involving confrontation or judgment. Thus, the students appeared to be using this 

type of self-repair not to fix an L2 language deficiency, but instead to carry out 

important interactional work by altering an action.  
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Chapter 6. Discussion and Conclusions 

 This chapter discusses a move away from problem-oriented models of learners’ 

self-repair practices where repair acts as a resource to manage L2 deficiencies toward a 

view of self-repair as multidimensional and hierarchal (6.1). A brief discussion of 

learners’ use of technologies is outlined (6.2). Then I call for a respecification of L2 

self-repair as linguistic, communicative, and interactional competence (6.3). Learners’ 

preference for progressivity is presented (6.4). Finally, methodological (6.5) and 

pedagogical (6.6) implications are discussed followed by future research directives (6.7).  

 

6.1. MULTIDIMENSIONAL AND HIERARCHAL VIEW OF L2 REPAIR PRACTICES  

Negotiation for meaning, communication strategies, and problem-solving 

mechanism approaches to L2 self-repair have adopted a myopic view of analysis by 

offering problem-oriented models of learners’ self-repair practices where self-repair acts 

as resource to manage L2 deficiencies. The cognitive-interactionist approach that 

investigates self-repair through negotiation for meaning centers on learners’ L2 gaps in 

their interlanguage development (e.g., Pica, 2005; see 3.2.1). The psycholinguistic 

approach to communication strategies also views self-repair solely in terms of L2 

problem-solving where communication strategies serve as compensatory strategies to 

help manage gaps in L2 learners’ proficiency (e.g., Faerch & Kasper, 1983; see 3.2.2.1). 

Furthermore, the psycholinguistic problem-solving mechanisms approach views self-

repair in terms of problem-solving mechanisms related to L2 resource deficits, time 



 216 

pressure, perceived deficiencies in one’s own language output, and perceived 

deficiencies in the interlocutor’s performance (Dörnyei & Kormos, 1998; see 3.2.3). 

Finally, although the interactional approach to communication strategies extended the 

scope beyond those of L2 problem-solving mechanisms (e.g., Dörnyei & Scott, 1997; 

see 3.2.2.1) by regarding self-repair as “self-contained” and not investigating self-repair 

in terms of turn-taking and sequential position, they failed to illuminate a variety of self-

repair practices. 

In contrast, this study adopted a CA-for-SLA approach to the study of repair, 

which takes into account the sequential unfolding organization of interaction moment-

by-moment. In doing so, the results of this study move beyond self-repair as a resource 

to manage L2 linguistic deficits toward a more progressive, multidimensional, and 

hierarchal view where self-repair serves a number of other functions. Specifically, this 

study’s investigation centered on SISR practices of dyads that consisted of advanced-

level ESL learners from different cultural and linguistic backgrounds using a CA 

framework based on Schegloff’s (2013) ten operations in self-initiated, same-turn repair. 

The results indicated that one operation may serve different functions depending on 

subtype. Moreover, the function may differ depending on the hierarchal nature of the 

repair type, specifically whether it is a first or second order operation type. The next 

sections discuss the SISR operations, sub-operations, and technologies that were found 

in this context based on their relative frequency in descending order from most prevalent 

to least prevalent.  
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6.1.1. Recycling  

 Recycling appeared to significantly outnumber all the other repair types and 

appeared to serve different functions depending on whether they were a first or second 

order operation and depending on subtype. As a first order operation type, recycling 

appeared to serve as a resource to manage L2 linguistic deficiencies; however, their 

primary function appeared to delay the next item due, especially in one-word recycling 

where pronouns (mostly “I”) appeared to be repeated. This finding corroborates earlier 

findings conducted on NS (Fox et al., 2010) and Chinese English learners (Quan & 

Weisser, 2015), but contradicts Bada’s (2010) study of Turkish English learners where 

word-level recyclings mostly consisted of verbs. Subject pronouns occur at the 

beginning of an utterance; therefore, recycling them allows the student to gain time to 

decide what direction the rest of their utterance will take. Like in Quan and Weisser 

(2015), I attribute contradictory findings with Turkish English learners to the fact that in 

Bada’s (2010) study, students were assigned the tasks beforehand, so the level of 

preparation may have allowed them time to plan their utterances better and thus struggle 

less with the beginnings of their utterances, where most one-word recycling tend to 

occur.  

 As a second order operation or technology, however, one-word recycling did not 

appear to serve as a resource to manage L2 deficits, but instead served as a framing 

device to locate the trouble source in other repair operations. Thus, the function of one-

word recycling depends on whether they are a first order operation type, or whether they 

play a supporting role as a technology in other repair types. Syllabic recycling was also 
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quite common and appeared as a first order repair operation and as a technology in 

morphophonological searchings and usually occurred on a content word and especially 

longer content words. These results suggest that the syllabic recycling practices on 

longer words found in Németh’s (2012) study on NS of Hungarian also appear to apply 

to English language learners. This serves as proof that longer words in English, like in 

Hungarian, demand more linguistic planning and cognitive effort.  

Like one-word recycling, two-word recycling appeared as both first and second 

order operations. They occurred at the beginning of a TCU and, in most cases, started 

with a relative pronoun. As a first order operation, two-word recycling appeared to serve 

the purpose of “marking time” (Schegloff, 1977, p. 279) before converting to a 

searching repair operation. Thus, two-word recycling in particular may serve as a signal 

that a search is eminent. As a second order operation, two-word recycling functioned as 

a framing device, but not nearly as often as one-word recycling. Multi-word recycling 

also functioned on two planes, as a first order process and a second order technology. 

Multi-word recycling appeared to serve a couple of distinct functions as a first order 

process—to get back on track after a distraction and to keep the beat when recycling a 

series of shorter words. As a second order operation, they were used as a way to 

backtrack and resume the pre-increment conversation. Multi-word recycling as first and 

second order operations, in particular, appeared to serve functions unrelated to L2 deficit 

management.  



 219 

6.1.2. Replacing 

 Replacing was also quite common, and while some replacing operation types 

appeared to serve as a resource for L2 linguistic deficiencies, some replacing operation 

types did not appear to be related to an L2 deficiency. The error correction replacing 

subtype appeared to serve mostly as a resource when confronting lexical, grammatical 

and phonological problems related to the L2. However, some error correction replacings 

appeared to be unrelated to L2 problems and instead were employed to manage 

phonemic slips of the tongue (see 5.1.2.2) or extralinguistic mistakes that had more to do 

with problems associated with implicature (see 5.1.2.4).  

 In cases involving simple replacing (instances when a student replaced an item 

that was not necessarily incorrect according the norms of the English language), most 

words being replaced appeared to be synonymous (e.g, waiter ↔︎ server, response ↔︎ 

answer). This finding contradicts the self-repair practices found in Kaur’s (2011) study 

where speakers replaced a general term in the preceding segment of an ongoing 

utterance with a more specific one (e.g. people ➝ students). A likely explanation for this 

difference might have to do with the fact that Kaur’s study involved participants with a 

wider range of proficiency levels, while the students in the present study had a similar 

proficiency level. The practice of replacing general terms with more specific ones is a 

practice that is associated with interactions involving an expert and a novice as was 

noted in Kurhila’s (2003) NS-NNS data where NS of Finnish moved to initiate repair in 

the next turn by producing a more specific turn in rising intonation perhaps “to solve the 

uncertainty about what exactly the client [non-native speaker] means” (p. 48). Similarly, 
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teachers may use an institutionalized form of talk where they go from general to specific 

(lowering the degrees of freedom) in order to guide students to an answer (Vine, 2008). 

Kaur (2011) argues that his speakers are seen to employ a similar procedure where a 

general term that has a broad spectrum of meanings has the potential to create confusion 

for the interlocutor, so the speaker makes his or her utterance more specific which can 

eliminate any ambiguity that may detract from the interlocutor arriving at a shared 

understanding. Perhaps the presence of simple replacements involving synonymous 

lexical items and the absence of examples involving general to specific simple 

replacements may be explained by the fact that the participants in the current study 

exhibited an expert-expert and/or novice-novice of a more equal footing as opposed to 

an expert-novice relationship. Cases that did involve replacements of a general item with 

a specific item appeared to fall under second order operation types in word searches, 

specifically generalized completers as lexical stand-ins (see 5.4.1.2).  

 It also appeared that the simple replacements seemed to be primarily on content 

words and especially nouns; thus corroborating Fox et al.’s (2010) findings on 

replacement with NS of English and Németh’s (2012) findings on NS of Hungarian. 

Even so, the technology for initiating these repairs may operate differently in this 

context. Németh (2012) and Fox et al. (2010) found that in replacement repairs 

monosyllabic words tend to be repaired after recognizable completion while 

multisyllabic words tend to be treated prior to recognizable completion. In the current 

data set, word length (i.e., the number of syllables a word has) did not appear to dictate 

the site of repair initiation. That is, whether repair was initiated prior to or after 
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recognizable completion. Instead, it appears that the replacement operation subtype may 

be a factor. In the current data set, it appears that the students were more likely to initiate 

a cutoff before the word was recognizably complete in replacements involving simple 

replacings—that is, in instances that did not involve a form of linguistic error correction 

(see 5.1.1). In a majority of the subtypes that did involve a replacement due to a 

linguistic error correction, the student appeared to repair the repaired item after it was 

recognizably complete (see Excerpts 5-14 in 5.1.2). A reason for this may be because L2 

learners require longer processing time. 

 Quan and Weisser’s (2015) study found verbs to constitute the largest syntactic 

category of replaced items. A more refined analysis of replacement subtypes in the 

current data revealed that while verbs appeared to constitute most of the replacements in 

grammatical error correction replacements, nouns constituted a majority of the 

replacements in the other replacement subtypes. More studies, however, are needed to 

corroborate these findings.   

 

6.1.3. Searching  

 There were many instances of searchings where two subtypes appeared to be 

directly related to deficits in the L2 interlanguage:  searching for delicate or lexical item 

(see 5.4.1) and morphophonological searching (see 5.4.2). However, one searching 

subtype did not appear to be related to a deficiency in the L2: searching for a précise 

(i.e., name of a proper noun). There were a small number of instances when a learner 
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was searching for a précise. Instances of resumption searching following interruptions or 

side-tracking did not appear in this study’s corpus (see 5.4.4).  

6.1.4. Aborting 
 
 The learners in this study appeared to employ aborting repair especially in cases 

where they confronted some difficulty in conveying meaning. Although, they appeared a 

number of times it appeared that they functioned more as a technology in other repair 

types, specifically in word searches.  

6.1.5. Inserting  

 The next most common repair operation in this study’s corpus according to 

relative frequency of distribution was inserting. Inserting did not function as a resource 

to manage L2 deficiencies, but instead served a variety of other functions. The results of 

this study corroborate previous research that was conducted on NS (e.g., Wilkinson & 

Weatherall, 2011) where specifying inserting was the most common inserting subtype 

and mostly served the function of preempting a misunderstanding where the interlocutor 

could think the speaker is referring to any number of alternative possibilities (see 5.2.1). 

Thus, the speaker reduces the possibility of an upcoming misunderstanding by 

differentiating between the possible referents and reducing the degrees of freedom (df), 

which oftentimes involves the insertion of an adjective that modifies a noun in the 

original formulation. Adding increments insertions were also very common in the data 

and had less to do with managing an L2 deficit and more to do with managing the 



 223 

continuation of the conversation and eliciting uptake or acknowledgement from an 

interlocutor (see 5.2.5). The learners also employed intensifying insertions in order to 

better realize an “insufficiently strongly formulated” utterance (Wilkinson & Weatherall, 

2011 p. 80; see 5.2.2) and epistemic adjusting insertions in order to draw back from a 

stronger claim in progress and to display an orientation to a lack of epistemic authority 

(see 5.2.3). Such findings also corroborate investigations into inserting based on NS data 

(e.g., Wilkinson & Weatherall, 2011).  

6.1.6. Parenthesizing  

 There were a small number of parenthesizing repairs that did not appear to 

function as a resource to manage L2 deficits, but instead took on other functions, such as 

to supply extra information in a narrative or longer stretch of talk (this function was the 

most common an done to prevent a possible misunderstanding that a lack of information 

may cause, to remove a possible doubt that an interlocutor may have about a claim, and 

to provide epistemic support to justify a claim (see 5.5). The results of this study 

confirm that the parenthesizing operation repair type is not only utilized by NS of 

English, but also by the advanced-level ESL students in this study.  

6.1.7. Deleting, Reordering, Reformatting, and Sequence-Jumping   

  The deleting, reordering, and reformatting repair operations, which were 

relatively rare when compared to the aforementioned operation types, also appeared to 

be less related to solving problems related to the L2 and appeared to serve other 
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functions. Deleting appeared to function as a resource to obviate a potential 

disagreement on the part of the interlocutor (see 5.3), reordering served to re-order 

elements of a TCU-in-progress (see 5.9), and reformatting served the function of 

precluding a face-threatening utterance that could have negative interactional import 

(see 5.10). These operation types, like those found in NS data, were relatively rare 

compared to other-repair operation types. Nonetheless they served a number of 

important functions.  

Sequence-jumping did not appear in this study’s data set at all, but has been seen 

in NS conversations to function as an escape in sticky situations or extricate a speaker 

from a problematic response (Schegloff, 2013).  The absence of sequence-jumping 

repairs lends support to the notion that this setting was not an environment characterized 

by uncomfortable social situations, but rather a comfortable learning environment that 

was conducive to learning.  

  In conclusion, the results of this study have shown that while the students under 

study (advanced learners of ESL from different L1 cultural and linguistic backgrounds 

in an advanced-level listening and speaking class) appeared to employ SISR operations 

as a resource to manage L2 deficiencies in some interactions, they also appeared to 

employ them to carry out a number of other important functions which were unrelated to 

L2 deficits. 
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6.2. DISCUSSION OF REPAIR OPERATION TECHNOLOGIES 

 
  There does not appear to be a one-to-one relationship between students’ method 

of repair initiation and the repair operation type. For example, repair initiated with a cut-

off can turn out to be replacing, inserting, deleting, or another repair operation type. 

Students also appeared to use hesitations as a technology to initiate repair in a number of 

cases. These hesitations included quasi-lexical hesitation markers (e.g., uh, um, erm), 

lexical hesitation markers (e.g., like, you know), and non-lexical hesitation markers 

(e.g., pause). Although hesitations are not a repair operation in their own right, they may 

tell us something about repair. For example, in a number of examples hesitations 

appeared as a harbinger of a repair operation to come (e.g., see Excerpts 6, 14, 16). 

Quasi-lexical hesitation markers and lexical hesitation markers in particular helped 

learners keep the floor so they could carry out a SISR.  

 What is also noteworthy in this study is that it was found that sometimes a repair 

operation can function as a technology in another repair operation. For example, 

recycling may be used as a framing device in other operations.  

6.3. REFRAMING L2 SISR REPAIR AS COMPETENCE  

 
 In light of the present findings, L2 self-repair may be specified in terms of 

serving as a resource to demonstrate students’ linguistic, interactional, and 

communicative competence, not their deficits.  
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6.3.1. Reframing L2 SISR Repair as Linguistic Competence  

 The learners appeared to demonstrate their linguistic competence by showing 

what they are able to do with the language. In the majority of repairs involving the 

replacement of L2 lexical, phonological, and lexical errors, the students were able to 

provide the target form; thus demonstrating a preference for accuracy. These learners 

also exhibited their linguistic competence through self-repair by demonstrating that they 

were able to carry out more sophisticated repair operations, specifically inserting and 

parenthesizing. By employing CA’s deviant case analysis (Wong & Waring, 2010), the 

analyst was able to see that learners were able to carry out multiple modifications:  

inserting operation, specifically specifying, intensifying, and describing (see 5.2.4.). 

Students’ use of this type of self-repair highlights their abilities, not their deficits. 

Although multiple modifications inserting repair was an example of a deviant case, the 

results from this study suggest that learners are able to demonstrate their linguistic 

competence through the parenthesizing repair operation (see 5.5). Drawing on Auer 

(2005), it appears that the students used syntax as a resource in order to put complex and 

hierarchically structured information into linear speech. Thus, the students’ use of 

parenthesizing repair should not be viewed as a deficient, but rather an efficient way of 

communicating complex pieces of information with a high degree of hierarchal 

organization. This provides evidence that these advanced learners in particular are 

linguistically experienced as their ability to execute the parenthesizing repair operation 

highlights their linguistic abilities, not their linguistic inabilities. It appears that these 

advanced-level English language learners were capable of using parenthesizing as a 
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resource, which enabled them to translate complex ideas into linear speech (Auer, 2005). 

They seem to be linguistically experienced and to understand how spoken syntax is 

hierarchically structured. They were able to use parenthesizing repair to carry out 

different projects, such as providing the interlocutor with a greater degree of specificity 

(see Excerpt 41) or using it to highlight one’s credibility (see Excerpt 42).  

 

6.3.2. Reframing L2 SISR Repair as Communicative Competence  

 The learners in this study also appeared to demonstrate their communicative 

competence through the self-repair practices they employed. For example, they were 

able to enhance their communication by employing intensifying repair for “insufficiently 

strongly formulated utterances” (Wilkinson & Weatherall, 2011). They were also able to 

employ an array of conversational resources to help them manage their talk-in-

interaction, such as using gestures to convey meaning.  

6.3.3. Reframing L2 SISR Repair as Interactional Competence and Action Construction 

 Drew et al. (2013) contend that speakers often engage in self-repair, not to 

correct a mistake, but for some other “interactional purpose” (p. 73) especially in cases 

involving a modification, alteration, or adjustment. In many examples, learners 

demonstrated their interactional competence through their employment of various SISR 

operations that seemed to be associated with the better designing of a turn in terms of 
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action construction. These students appeared to be attentive to turn design and how their 

utterance may implicate their partner’s subsequent turn of talk.  

 The specifying inserting SISR subtype appeared to serve as a resource for action 

construction where a student was seeking agreement and perhaps realized that the lack 

of specificity might result in a disagreement (see 5.2.1). Adding increments inserting 

repair also appeared to serve as a resource for action construction for it carried out 

important interactional work by pursuing uptake or acknowledgement from an 

interlocutor by creating a renewed point of possible completion in the form of an 

increment (see 5.2.5).  

 The deleting SISR subtype also appeared to serve as a resource for action 

construction. They appeared to serve the important turn-design function that alters the 

action, specifically to obviate a potential disagreement on the part of the interlocutor 

(see 5.3).  

6.4. LEARNERS’ PREFERENCE FOR PROGRESSIVITY  

 
 Repair always stops the progressivity of the current turn. Recycling in particular 

serves the purpose of stopping the progressivity of the current turn (Nemeth, 2012, p. 

2024). Fox et al. (2009) contend that recycling of function words in particular is an 

extremely useful device for the speaker to delay the next content word due (p. 97). What 

is noteworthy in the current dataset is that although repair suspended the turn in 

progress, it seems clear that these learners possessed a clear preference for progressivity 

and used various technologies to help them manage this preference. For example, 
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students used syllabic recycling where each next “try” added to the prior tries in 

morphophonological word searchings (see 5.4.2). They also used various completer 

strategies that helped them override the suspension of the progressivity of the current 

turn specifically in word searches where they used generalized completers, substitution 

completers, or embodied completers suggesting that students have a willingness to plow 

through problems that arise in their talk-in-interaction. Possessing an orientation toward 

progressivity, especially in instances where students face L2 linguistic challenges, is 

especially important in regards to language learning. Such a preference suggests that 

these students possess a desire to plow through these difficulties without getting caught 

up with them and feeling frustrated.  

 

6.5. CA USEFUL FRAMEWORK FOR THE INVESTIGATION OF L2 SELF-REPAIR 
PRACTICES 

 
 The results of this study indicate that a strong case can be made in favor of using 

CA as a methodological and theoretical framework in SLA studies investigating repair. 

Schegloff’s (2013) ten-operations for self-repair framework in particular provided a 

powerful lens in which to investigate L2 self-repair that occurs in naturally occurring 

conversation in the language classroom setting. CA appears to be beneficial in 

narrowing in on operation types and subtypes that may have been previously unnoticed, 

especially those practices that fall outside the scope of L2 deficiencies. Furthermore, a 

CA analysis that accounts for first and second order operations (technologies) may not 
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only offer researchers a clearer view of various repair practices that students engage in, 

but may aid when drawing comparisons across studies (e.g., recycling as a technology 

that functions as framing device versus recycling as a first order operation that functions 

to delay the conversation or buy time).  

 

6.6. PEDAGOGICAL, THEORETICAL, AND METHODOLOGICAL, AND PEDAGOGICAL 

RECOMMENDATIONS   

 The findings provide a number of theoretical, methodological, and pedagogical 

implications. A CA approach to the study of repair can be fruitful to SLA research 

because, unlike negotiation of meaning, communication strategies, and problem-solving 

mechanisms approaches that were previously used to study self-repair, CA takes turn-

taking and sequential positioning into account. As Schegloff et al. (1977) posit, turn-

taking is a fundamental building block for the social construction of sequences and even 

though repair is a distinct practice from turn-taking, it still must be understood in terms 

of turn taking and sequential position. Thus, previous non-CA models that failed to treat 

self-repair, turn-taking, and sequencing into account are problematic. Kaspar (2009) 

contends that when SLA researchers single out repair as an analytical object while 

disregarding the organizations that sustain trouble-free interaction, they miss the 

architecture of intersubjectivity that makes learning possible in the first place; thus the 

most critical condition for learning goes unexamined. The organizations and relevancies 

that participants display to each other in their conversations are generated moment-by-
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moment and feed upon each other through the organization of the interaction. Thus, by 

employing CA as a theoretical and methodological framework that takes turn-taking and 

sequencing into account, studies on L2 self-repair are able to investigate the emergent 

practices of self-repair where certain behaviors (e.g., cut-offs, sound stretches, pauses) 

are respecified as interactional resources that constantly reshape the emerging, unfolding 

conversation.  CA is not only an appropriate framework, but a necessary framework for 

the study of L2 repair. 

 The results presented in this dissertation may facilitate improvements in 

classroom research and raise awareness in both teachers and students. Foremost, it is 

clear that authentic conversation tasks involving pair work produce many opportunities 

for students to engage in a variety of repair practices that will help them to learn the 

target language. Pair work in particular (as opposed to group conversation tasks and 

whole class discussion tasks) may yield numerous SISR opportunities through increased 

talk time. In fact, a very short conversation task may yield several SISRs. Most 

importantly, an increased awareness of learners’ self-repair practices may help students 

and teachers to take on a competency-oriented view of repair in lieu of a problem-

oriented view of repair; thus highlighting students’ strengths and creating a positive 

learning environment. 

 In addition to assigning authentic conversation tasks, it may be worthwhile to 

include more form-and/or function-based classroom activities that enhance learners’ 

lexical and phonological knowledge. Collocations-oriented exercises could be employed 

to strengthen learners’ precision of expression. It would be worthwhile to incorporate 
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pronunciation strategies training into the curriculum, with a focus on stress patterns and 

articulation of longer words that are morphologically complex.  

 As Quan and Weisser (2015) point out, it might be useful to incorporate 

“hesitation strategies” into the language-learning curriculum so that “teachers can 

provide learners with gradual access to understanding the link between effectively using 

both hesitation and cohesive strategies through classroom practice” (p. 49). Such a 

practice may help students to reduce the overuse of recyclings and hesitation markers to 

handle time-pressure, which add to their disfluency.  It may be useful to include 

authentic materials to show how hesitation strategies are used in real-life contexts that 

are supported by suitable awareness-enhancing exercises. An example of such an 

awareness-enhancing activity is presented in Appendix E.  

   

6.7. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIVES  

 Although this study hopes to have contributed to the field of SLA by adding to 

the existing literature on ESL learners’ self-repair practices, it is not without limitations. 

First, the present study only focused on learners at the advanced level; these findings 

may not apply to students in other levels. It would be worthwhile to investigate same-

turn self-initiated self-repair operations with students from various proficiency levels, 

particularly students in the lower levels.  

Second, this study only provides a snapshot of these learners SISR practices. It 

may also be useful to do a longitudinal study that looks at how learners’ self-repair 
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practices change over time using Markee’s (2008) learning object tracking and learning 

process tracking (see 2.2.2) as learners become more proficient. As Bada (2010) argues, 

repetitions in particular (i.e., repeats and self-repair, that is recyclings and replacements 

according to Schegloff’s ten-operations) can be viewed as developmental and it would 

be interesting to see if they diminish over time or lead to fossilization in individual 

interlanguages.  

Third, this study only examined pair-work interactions during conversation tasks 

(see 4.3.1) involving a debate about an important issue (see Appendix B). It is possible 

that there may be differences in the repair operations that students employ depending on 

the conversation task that students are assigned. For example, researchers could compare 

conversation tasks involving a debate about an important issue to conversation tasks 

involving students to exchange information about themselves and their culture. 

Furthermore, it would be interesting to investigate whether or not different topics (e.g., a 

controversial topics versus mundane conversation topics) would yield different repair 

operation types. Another avenue worth exploring might include comparing SISRs in pair 

work versus group work.  

Lastly, this study did not take individual differences into account. A richer 

understanding of self-repair may be gleaned from studies investigating how individual 

differences (e.g., gender, L1 background, affective factors) might contribute to 

differences in students’ SISR practices. For example, it might worth it to investigate 

whether more anxious students tend to engage in different repair practices than less 

anxious students.  
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6.8. CONCLUSION   

In conclusion, this study hopes to have contributed to the enterprise of building a 

truly functional, multidimensional, and hierarchal same-turn SISR model for English 

language learners based on Schegloff’s (2013) ten operations framework and previous 

research. Schegloff’s (2013) study of self-repair involved native speakers of English. 

This dissertation found nine of Schegloff’s ten SISR operations appeared to exist in 

conversations involving English language learners as they engaged in a teacher-assigned 

conversation task: recycling, replacing, searching, aborting, inserting, parenthesizing, 

deleting, reordering, and reformatting. The results of this study suggest that the SISR’s 

of advanced-level English language learners are not that different from those of native 

speakers of English in terms of operation types.  

By taking into account sequencing and turn-taking using CA, this study offers a 

more progressive view of the same-turn self-repair practices that learners engage in 

during a natural conversation. The model presented moves away from a deficit model of 

L2 repair, which views repair as a resource to manage a deficiency or problem in their 

interlanguage. Instead, it highlights students’ abilities, specifically their linguistic, 

communicative, and interactional competencies. This model of SISR illustrates learners’ 

linguistic competence by showing how they are able to carry out linguistically 

sophisticated repairs, such as carrying out multiple modifications in a single insertion 

repair or using parenthesizing repair as a resource, which enabled the interlocutors to 
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translate complex ideas into linear speech (Auer, 2005). This model also highlights 

learners’ communicative competence by showing how they are able to use a variety of 

resources to convey meaning (e.g., gestures). Finally, this model illustrates learners’ 

interactional competence by depicting how they are able to utilize self-repair as a 

resource to carry out a variety of action types, such as pursuing acknowledgment or 

uptake from an interlocutor in the case of increments or obviating a potential 

disagreement from the interlocutor.  

The findings from this study suggest that English language learners, like native 

English speakers, have a clear preference for progressivity and use various technologies 

to help them manage this preference. For example, students engaged in syllabic 

recycling repair where each next “try” added to the subsequent tries. This preference for 

progressivity suggests that students possess a willingness to plow through conversational 

challenges without getting frustrated, which is important in language learning. This 

study hopes to have illustrated that CA is a powerful lens in which to investigate repair 

in a classroom setting.  
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Appendices 

APPENDIX A. STUDENT BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE FORM  

 

 

Student Background Questionnaire 
 
1) Assigned number : _______ 
 
2) Gender: � Male   � Female 
 
3) Age: � 18-20     � 20-25     � 26-30      � 31-40      � Over 40* 
 
4) Nationality: ___________________________________ 
 
5) Native language:  _________________________________ 
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APPENDIX B. DISCUSSION AND DEBATE TOPICS HANDOUT  
 

 
 

Discussion & Debate Topics8 
 

1) Which is more important—talent or hard work? Discuss how you have 
seen the talent/dedication equation play out in academic 
accomplishments, sports, and/or performances of any kind in which 
individual’s efforts are compared.  

2) Online learning has become quite popular in recent years. Should online 
classes replace traditional face-to-face classes?  

3) Economists and psychologists have been trying to understand the link 
between what we earn and how we feel for quite some time. Discuss the 
age-old question—Can money buy happiness?  

4) Should people be allowed to obscure their identities online (i.e. remain 
anonymous) or should they be required to identify themselves? What are 
the most compelling arguments for or against real-name policies?  

5) Almost 6 million Americans have been stripped of their right to vote—
many for the rest of their lives. Some states bar felons from voting even 
after they have served their sentence. Should there be a lifetime ban on 
voting for felons? (Note: Felonies include violent crimes such as murder 
and assault, but also non-violent crimes like tax evasion, drug dealing, 
and check fraud.)  

6) We often find ourselves surrounded by people who are staring at their 
screens instead of engaging in face-to-face conversations. Does 
technology make us more alone?  

7) Tipping is customary in many circumstances for service especially at sit-
down restaurants with table service. Should restaurants in the U.S. do 
away with tipping?  

8) A recent measles outbreak at Disneyland has sparked a national debate 
concerning mandatory vaccinations especially for children. Should 
vaccines be required for all children even if their parents don’t want their 
children to be vaccinated?  

9) Is it ethical for companies to market their products to children?  
10) Should cell phones be banned in university classrooms?  

                                                
8 Questions 1-6 were adapted from “Questions to Write or Talk About” on The Learning Network—a blog 
by The New York Times (http://learning.blogs.nytimes.com/?s=Questions+to+Write+or+talk+about+)  
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APPENDIX C. IDIOM SPEECH ASSIGNMENT  
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APPENDIX D. EXAMPLES OF 3RD AND 5TH TURN REPAIRS. 

 
Example of 3rd Turn Repair  

Example 1: Spring 4/15/15, S8 & S4 p. 19 
 
01 S8: for example, there is like an: Amazon web estore in Venezuela  
02 S4: uh huh ((nods))  
03  -> S8: not in Venezuela, in South America:: 
04       it’s really big.  
05 S4: uh huh  
 

Example 2: Spring 4/15/15  S8 & S4 p. 12  
  
01 S4: like because we has some certain like really basic needs 
02        and we have to . mee::t to li::ve.  
03 S8: exactly 
04  -> S4: to survive. ((laughs))  
05 S8: exactly.  
 
 
Example of 5th Turn Repair  

Example 3: Spring 4/15/15, S8 & S4 p. 12 
 
01 S4: yeah,  
02        they’re really nice.  
03        and I don’t wanna wear lots of clo::thes like 
04        I don’t wanna- I don’t like to do shopping actually.  
05 S8: really?!  
06 S4: yeah 
07 S8: you’re the first girl I heard that says that 
08  -> S4: yeah, but sometimes I do:: ((S8 makes face, S4 laughs))  
09 S8: ((S4 laughs and grabs S8’s arm)) 
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APPENDIX E. CONVERSATIONAL SELF-REPAIR EXERCISE 

 

 
 
 

Conversational Self-Repair Exercise  
 

Directions: Record your conversation with your partner. Listen to your recording and 
record the hesitation markers and write examples of your error corrections.  

 
Hesitation Marker  Number of Occurrences  

um, uh, er(m)  
like, you know, kind of  
recycled utterances   
 
 

Replacement Repairs  Examples:  
Lexical Error Corrections   

 
 

Grammatical Error Corrections   
 
 

Phonological Error Corrections   
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