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Chapter 1 Introduction 

In daily-life communication, one way to express our thoughts is through 

language production. In this encoding process, we shift mental concepts to spoken 

utterances. The encoding process moves rapidly, and a variety of problems can arise 

and obstruct the fluency of speech, such as the tip-of-the-tongue (TOT) phenomenon, 

in which a speaker is not successful in retrieving a certain word in his mind. Problems 

occurring in on-line conversation are called trouble sources. In order to make 

conversation proceed, repair is initiated or performed to solve trouble sources. 

    Repair is a behavior signaling interlocutors’ attempt to fix troubles during 

conversation (Fox & Jasperson, 1995; Ferguson, 1994). Troubles in conversation 

include many kinds of linguistic forms, but those forms are not equivalent to speech 

errors. While troubles may be resulted from errors, perceptible errors do not 

necessarily need to be repaired (Schegloff et al., 1977). Errors can sometimes be 

ignored when they do not interfere with listeners’ understanding or impede the 

progress of speech turns. On the other hand, the speaker may alter his own utterances 

when disfluencies take place, and the listener can require the speaker to repair while 

he is not clear about the speaker’s utterances (Lesser & Milroy, 1993; Lesser & 

Perkins, 1999). Therefore, trouble repair is not restricted to error correction. 

The repair behavior has been investigated by conversation analysts and 
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psycholinguists. From the perspective of conversation analysis (CA), the observation 

of repair organization has been focused on interaction between interlocutors. 

According to which person initiates and/or completes the repair, Schegloff et al. (1977) 

made two important distinctions: The first distinction involves self-initiated versus 

other-initiated repair. The former refers to repair without prompting and the latter 

refers to repair with prompting. Prompting is manifested by listener’s request for 

clarification of speaker’s message. The second distinction includes self-repair versus 

other-repair, which refers to repair done by the speaker or by another participant. 

From the perspective of psychology, repair is related to monitoring mechanism 

involved in speech production process (Laver, 1973; Levelt, 1983, 1989; Postma & 

Kolk, 1993; Van Wijk & Kempen, 1987). When speakers detect troubles in their own 

speech, they interrupt the speech and then correct themselves. For example, Levelt 

(1983, 1989) proposed the idea of self-monitoring in his speech production model. In 

addition, he suggested that self-repairs comprise of three stages: self-interruptions, 

editing expressions, and self-repairs. 

As for self-repair patterns, repetition, addition, deletion, substitution, and 

reformulation are some of the possible ways for a speaker to perform repair on the 

content of speech or the linguistic structures (Brinton et al., 1986; Gallagher, 1977; 

Fox & Jasperson, 1995; Chui, 1996; Tseng, 2006; Schegloff, 1992; Watson et al., 
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1999).  

    In addition to studying repair behaviors of normal adult speakers, researchers pay 

attention to aphasics’ repair performance as well. Comparing aphasics with normal 

speakers, Conway (1990) found that aphasics also had the preference for self-repair as 

normal speakers did. In a study of two fluent aphasics talking to each other, Ferguson 

(1998) found that aphasics’ self-monitoring and self-repair abilities are preserved. 

Although much work has been done to date, most of the CA researchers focused on 

the whole-scale interactive pattern between aphasics and normal interlocutors (Laakso, 

2003; Perkins, 2003; Milroy & Perkins, 1992; Oelschlaeger & Damico, 2003; 

Ferguson, 1992; Goodwin, 1995; Klippi, 1991; Oelschlaeger, 1999). These studies 

have shown that aphasics maintain repair abilities and the help of interlocutors makes 

successful repair easier. As for psycholinguists, although they have discussed a lot of 

self-monitoring and repair behaviors of aphasics (Marshall, 1980; Marshall & 

Tompkins, 1982; Marshall et al., 1985; Maher et al., 1994; Marshall et al., 1994; 

Marshall et al., 1998; Liss, 1998; Oomen et al., 2001; Schlenk et al., 1987), studies 

regarding Mandarin aphasics are rather rare. Therefore, the purpose of the study is to 

learn the details of Mandarin aphasics’ use of repair patterns and to consider the 

underlying factors affecting their choices. 

This study will be organized in five sections. In Chapter Two we will review 
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some related studies of trouble-repair sequence and aphasics’ repair performance. 

Research questions will also be listed in this chapter. In Chapter Three, the 

methodology and details of data collection will be introduced. Analysis and discussion 

of the data will be presented in Chapter Four. Chapter Five is the concluding remarks. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


